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Introduction

This treatise contrasts the Danish and Russian languages with a primary
emphasis on the verb and an occasional reference to other parts of speech.

The Russian verb in a context (not when detached from a context)-is de-
termined by aspect and diathesis; here diathesis is understood as the relation-
‘ship of active and passive voice. These categories will be discussed more closely.
The category of person occupies us less; the verb has characteristic conjuga-
tional endings. The category of tense can be viewed in the same way; a re-
markable aspect here is the inflection for grammatical gender in the past
tense forms: (ona) govorila, ‘she spoke’ compared with the masculine verb
form govoril, ‘he spole’; plural is marked as govorili, ‘they spoke’. .

With regard to the future tense both languages allow the use of preaent
tense for future; Danish expresses future by means of vil; Russian forms the
future tense by means of budu +infinitive for imperfective verbs and uses
“present tense’’ for perfective verbs. The perfective verb canroughly be char-
~ acterized as follows: it expresses a “delimited” action; you cannot experieuce
such an action in the present tense, and the present form has adupted the
sense of future. The two types of future are not identical.

As for the category of mode, both languages express the Bub]u.nctwe mood
through periphrase, not intraverbally: Russian by means of the particle by,
Danish employing skulle, mdtte ete.

Defining the perfective aspect of Ruasmn is a problem of conmsiderable
complexity. Traditionally, perfective has been interpreted as expressing thet
the action was accomplished (or is seen 28 an action that was accomplighed),
of. the explanation given by the Russian dictionary of lmgumtm terms: per-
fective {(completive, telic) aspect.
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Modern eonceptions attach importance to the action being “closed”

{delimited, not to be understood as finished) and being an entity. The conse-

quence of the discovery of aspect was that grammarians for a long time were
convinced that a verb necessarily must have a counterpart in the opposite
aspect (the pair-conception), which is a view totally foreign to the Danish
~ language. According to that view, a prefix could funection solely as an indicator
of perfectivity (das “leere Prifix”, the “empty preverb”, “pustaja pristavka’),
- most often illustrated by pisat’ /napisat’ “write’. The current rejection of this
view is of great importance to the contrastive analysis — the aspect is no

longer an impediment to our investigation: simplex is a verb of one aspect

(with few exceptions it is an imperfective verb), & verb without a counterpart.

The pair-relationship is a reality when the prefixed verb develops a se-
- condary imperfective (abbr. sec. ip) as perepisal’ [perepisyvat’, This is a specific
Russtan (and Slavic) feature, an innovation on Slavie goil. It does nat hamper
the investigation; this feature should just be recorded once and for ali.

The change of aspect thus becomes a minor matter; a prefix makes the verb

perfective, and the prefizale (a term sometimes used for the prefixed verb)
that appears can develop an imperfective side-form, the secondary imperfec-
tive (this has the same meaning as the perfective prefixed form, a lexeme is
created in the same way as in Danish when the verb is prefixed), or it can
omit doing so; in the latter case the prefix (grossomodo) indicates Aktionsart

{abbr. AA). The essential matter is that a verb differing from the simplex -

has been created. -

Danish does not show any aspect, but sometimes an iterative and an in-
choative conception can be expressed. And numerous adverbs and other
indications of time can signal aspect. The difference iz that the Russian verb

must specify aspect, which it does intraverbally. Danish expresses aspect
occasionally, by means of & periphrase or the surrounding text, not the intra-

verbal way of Russian (han skrev bager ‘he wrote books’; mens han skrev bogen
‘while he was writing the book’; inden han fik 33:?'&1:&# bogen ‘before he had
finished the book’ illustrate this). The prefix in Russian can, as previously
mentioned, indicate AA (plakat’ “weep’, zaplikat’ ‘burst into tears’, ingressive
notion; pokadlivat’ ‘cough (to a small degree) with interruptions’, the action
being interrupted and attenuative; this example gives just two of a multitude

of types). Information on the phase, the quantity, etc. of the action is given -

by intraverbal means. Danish, too, has possibilities of indicating the naturé
of the action (Aktionsart}). Thisis done by numerous modulations. For example,
in a clause like han skulde hellere ta’og holde botte ‘he had better shut his mouth’
the verb of AA has a different shape than in Russian.

A common feature ig that the AA-verb (mostly) belongs to the so-called
popular language. In the opinion of the author of this article a phenomenon
corresponding to the Russian one may ocour in a verb form like overforenkle
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‘over-simplify’, in which infraverbal information tells' us smnethmg about

the nature of the action (the nsual meaning - ‘excessively’).

 Danish utilizes the principle of prefixation to a great extent. but haa no
seoondary imperfective or snything currespondmg to .that. The. prefixed
verb in Russian is a verb of one aspect (pf without ip eounterpart, or ip without
pf counterpart), or it is a full-aspect verb (perepisat’/perepisyvat’). To the
Dane the full-aspect verb occurs as ‘“‘foreign”, although it most pruperly
corresponds to Danish. The prefix has delivered us a verb with & new meaning,
But it ig, in fact, the first relationship (the Aktionsart) that is inconceivable
to us. Apparently we ought to say that the “innermost secrecy’’ of the Russian
verb is precisely attached to the AA, An example is Russian on pozaper dkna
compared to Danish ‘han fik lukket vinduerne et efter et’, ‘he shut the windows
one by one’, Danish employs a multitude of modulations, but such modula-
tiong in these situations (in addition to the AA-method) are not foreign to
Russian, _

The intraverbal ‘bechmque, it seems, reduces the text-volume of Russlan*
the fact that this language has no definite and indefinite article by the noun
(unlike Danish) apparently also contributes to that.

2. Drathesis

With good reason Karcevski (1927) says that diathesis is the most intricate
problem in Russian. The Russian Academical grammar places the relationship
active/passive voice under the notion of zaldg as well as the relationships of
transitivity and reflexivity.

By diathesis, we have in mind here the relationship of active/passive.
Rusgian, too, operates with this relationship, perbaps denoting it by the

| rel&tmnﬂhlp of passive/not-passive. Earlier three genera were set up, with
a “medium’* also being taken into consideration.

By passive, we mean the structure in which the subject is the_ object
of an action, and what was subject in the active phrase, before the phrase
was “turned”, now becomes part of a prepositional phrase (in Danish con-
taining af or ved, perhaps gennem), whereas in Ruasian it is put into the case
called instrumentalis; the transformed agens, however, does not necessarily -
appear.

The Danish verb, it seems, can without serious restrictions be made passive
by adding -s (another method will be mentioned below), but you cannot
“turn’” every Russian phrase. It must be remembered that the means of making
& verb passive in Danigh is -8 and in Russian is -gja (another method sée below).
While Danish -s is, largely, interpretable in one way (serving to form the passive
voice and, to a modest extent, reciprocal verbs), the Russian -sja has functions
beyond these two (also building reflexive verbs — a small number of truereflexive
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verbs = and, what Is decisive, serving word formation), Thus, the phrase

Han elsker fmdre!andeﬁ ‘he loves his country’ cannot be “turned”; 1jubit’
{elske) "love’ is not given any passive meaning by the addition of -sja, and
Liubit'sje, In the 3. person Lubilsja, proves to mean der er lyst, evne, tilstede
4t elskov ‘desire, a'blhty, of making love, is presen‘o’
 The passive voice is expressed in two ways in Russian: by means of -sja
and by means of byt' plus part. pret. pass. (abbr, ppp), I)amsh has likewiso
two methods; -¢ and vére, blive plus ppp.

But for the passive formed through the addition of -sja Russian has strict
rules, which we shall not explain and motivate here! the verb must be im-
perfective, it must be in the 3. person, the subject must be ipanimatum.
As a result, an ip verb in -sje ontside the 3. person is an active verb (this does
not imply that it is passive if 3. person occurs); and, what is often overlooked,
the perfective prefixed verb with -sja is-an active verb.

In a strange way, active and passive meaning can be mited in one verb
{in the same way as reciprocal and passive meaning can be found in one and
the same verl in Danish, of. de favnes ¢ elskor, barnene favnes af et par steerke
anaderarnee, in English ‘they embrace each other in love, two strong mother
arms embrace the children’),

We can depict the prefixed vorb by means of anoval () 1 if now a

sce. ip is formed (this applies to Russian), a natural picture is X ie.

& perfective prefixale and its imperfective counterpart, the sec. ip; in this
situation it can be practical and useful to talk about Vleft” and “right”’
member. The secondary imperfective cannot be passive, since passivity is
not tolerated in the left member, which can be only active; but nothing
prevents ‘the right member from expressing passive (the drawing is then
cancelled): passive appears from -sje being added to an ip prefixed verb.
The remarkable thing is, then, that an active ip Lpl*eﬁxa,le with -sja can have
a quite normal pair relationship to a pf prefixale in -sja (which is likewise
active), and, in addition, it can be the passive form of the verb appearing
when -gja is cut off (these forms can properly be spoken of as homonyms).
An example is perepisyvat’sja. In the first place, it is paired with the verb
perepisat’sja ‘indskrive sig et nyt sted, fx ved et nyt regiment’, ‘enter one’s
name, register, at & new place, for instance a new military regiment’ (active);
“in the second place it is the passive form' of perepisyvat’, which is paired with
the verb perepisat’ with broad semantics, including ‘omskrive, renskrive
korrigerende, indfgre (alle/mange) pa liste’, ‘rewrite, correcting, make a fair
copy of, enter (allfmany} in a list’, (passive).

~ The detached verb perepisyvat’sja presents u chaotic picture, and just

in the case of this verb an extra complication arises since the verb (active)
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i also used in the sense ‘udveksle korrespondance’, ‘exchange correspondance
with’, or in popular Danigsh ‘skrive sammen med, skrive med’, ‘correspond
with somebody’. We can briefly note that pisa?’ has at its side pisal’sja as
passive (but not passive sole]y) Among the prefixed verbs we find e.g. vfpisal’,
but vypisat’ sje is not passive.

These facts will be important in certam parts of the discussion that follows.
There is no doubt that here we face great discrepancies between Danish and
Rusgian; simultaneously we ascertain the similarity between the two lan-
guages in principle, The passive voice is formed in two ways; the difference
depends as it were on the particle -sja, but we shall later on find a striking
similarity here (Danish mg/Russmn -8jat).

" As far as the formation of passive by means of byt’ - ppp is concerned,
a marked similarity to Nordic languages can be seen. The suffix -»- and -
is used for ppp. Russian ppp is formed (preferably) from a pf verb (the sec.ip
does not form any ppp), hence the adjectivized ppp frequently adopts a
prefixal word beginning as in poddelanny) ‘forfalsket’, ‘faIs1ﬁed’ & Burprising

‘gimilarity with Danish will be pointed out later.

Transitivity means that the action is “transferred” to the object, but
recent conceptions claim that in the place of the accusative object may stand
an indirect object or a prepositional phrase. In Russian, considering the sim-
plex, there is an equal distribution of transitive and intransitive verba, but
in prefixed verbs transitivity is prevalent. Transitivization is a pronounced
feature of prefixation in both languages, as will be explained later. At the same

. time, in Danish, as in Russian, intransitive verbs are less inclined to take

prefixes. The apparent grammatical impoverishment due to intransitivity is, .
with respect to verbs in -gje and Danish sig, compensated for through j;lJ:a

acquisition of & new soletaemost’ (combinability). Both languages exhibit

partial transitivity, of. vejref skifter, jeg skifter skjorie ‘the weather changeg,

I change my shirt’, but jeg udskifter (bil) ‘I exchange (my car)’ with full transi-

tivity (this feature proves to be extremely important). Both la;ng.ua.g:es_ can

“forcibly”’ use an intransitive verb as a transitive, ¢f. Russian usli m.@matm,'

literally ‘de “gik” ministeren’, and Danish Regeringen blev gdef, literally .
‘the government has “been gone™’.

3. Simplex

By stmples verb or simplex {plural simplicia or simplexes) we mean a verb

- without a prefix, e.g. pisat’ (but not the verb that results {rom an im

cutting off of the prefix of a sec.ip; perepisyval’ belongs to pempisat’;*faﬁdf_
created through suffixation); nor do we have in mind the pﬂmary ver-b in_
relation to the derived verb. g

The number of simplicia is high. At first, their semantic

Jif a.Il ﬁunp'licla.

’f
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could be added) appear to be so comprehensive that any semantic need would
be covered, but, as is well known, this does not prove to be the case. The
semantics of a simplex move in all directions, cf. Danish holde, holde noget
¢ stn hdnd ‘keep something in one’s hand’, kolde #il store provelser ‘stand heavy

trials’, holde avis, holde sit ord, holde k cerester ‘a newspaper, one’s word, sweet--

hearts’ etc., some of the different meanings of holde (English ‘keep, hold’
and other verbs, German haifen}. The semantics of & simplex are “ungovern-
able”, and our endeavours to group them most often fail. The characteristic
quality of a simplex is its daﬁuseness — this quality ig ehmmated by pre-
fixation.

Derivation of verb forms may be denominal ag in Danish huse, made
‘to give shelter to somebody, to feed somebody’ from kus, mad, and as Russian

mylit’ from mgflo ‘soap’, or it may be non-denominal as, presumably, tale,

sige ‘speak, say’, and Russian znat’; but in both languages the distinetion
between the source and the derived form frequently is unecertain.

An interesting parallel is seen in the type stivne, merkne ‘stiffen, harden,
get dark’ vs Russian séxnut’ ‘(get) dry’. The number of verbs of this type
is relatively small. Some of them have an old-fashioned character in Danish,
and the Russian type is dying as far as certain of these verbs are concerned.

They are being liquidated, and verbs from the produective classes are bemmmg
the preferred forms.

The paradigm can be defective (something not cﬂnﬁned to simplex). In
Danish we have ikke £l at lide pd ‘not to be trusted’, but fide pd (infinitive)
can only with difficulty be used as a finite verb. In some ecases the Russian
dictionary states that with respect to the verb in question certain grammatical
persons {most often 2. and 3. person) are “unfit for use’’, and some simplicia
know only one tense, thus sifival ‘han plejede at sidde’ ‘he used to slt’ is hardly
ever found in the present tense.

With regard to the structure, the Russian simplex most often contains
two syllables {a handful of monosyllabic verbs occur), but since prefixed
verbs dominate, three syllables will be characteristic (in the infinitive). Pre-
fixation agserts itself less strongly in Danigh, and two syllables ave presumably
the typical length of the verb.

- A common feature is the capacity of the simplex to take prefixes, and,

a8 far as Russian is concerned, only a few verbs reject prefixes. In both langu-
ages the prefixation serves the expansion of the stoek of words through the
formation of lexemes. However, in Russian the prefixation furthermore serves
to create verbs of Aktionsart (AA); they express a modification with regard
to phase and quantity of the action.

Simplex and prefixale, seen by the scholar, stand on one line, but in reality
gimplex is, naturally, “forgotten” when a prefixed verb is used. This verh
carries & new meaning, and as a rule we had better push the simplex intc
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the background. In fact, in numerous cases simplex is “absent”, cf. obnovit’
‘forny’, ‘renew’ without any “nowt’, and looking at Danish forny we find no
“ny (no verb “ng). A characteristic case is orogovét’ ‘blive hornagtig, forhorne’,

“to get horned, acquire the quality of being horned’, without any “rogovet’,

but derived from the adjective rogovdj *horn-’. In such cases, however, it will
be possible for & secondarily derived simplex (rogovet’) to emerge. In certain
cases a nucleus is non-existent; this is obviously the case in ucredit’ ‘found,
establish, institute’, and in Damsh you. have forbavse ‘astonish’ mthnu‘b any
*bavse, and a *bavs seems to be doubtful.

A verb without a simplex form and a verb derived in the natural way
through prefixation stand on an equal footing in the language, in Russian as
in Danish (from forny a noun fornyelse ‘renewal’ is derived ete.; in Russian a

- secondary imperfective will be formed in accordance with normal rules).

Prefization implies radical changes, which obey the same laws in both

" languages.

4. Prefization

For the contrastive analysis being undertaken it is important to notice
that the principle of prefixation occurs in both langnages, thus Russian pere-
pisat’ and Danish omskrive. It should, of course, be remembered that a verb
beginning with-a prefix can depend on circumfixation as in uglubif’, based.
on glublok) ‘deep’ and the suffix -i- followed by the mark. of the infinitive,
or ag in Danish uddybe ‘go deeply into (a question)’ without any *dybe but
based on the adjective dyb, to which is added ud- and -e. Verbal prefixation
ie not a feature common to all languages — in English and French this pheno-

" menon occurs rarely. Moreover, if we pursue, for instance, the English verbs

with out-, a peculiarity appears not known from Danish and Ruasian. The
out-verhs are apparently characterized by one semantic concept (doing what
i8 said in the simplex longer, in a higher degree}. English ke came in is the
normal sequence; there is no *in-came.

Prefixation creates s new verb. But in Russian the verb follows two paths.
It remaing close in meaning to the simplex in a AA-rclationship, or & new
meaning appesrs (new in the proper meaning of the word) marked by the

 development of a secondary imperfective, thus perepisat /perepasym but
- napisat’ without any seec.ip.

Simplicia are very numerous, and since slmplex is usnally combined with
prefixes, fluctinating from one or a few up to twenty, the number of prefized
verbs is in all texts very high. This is especially characteristic of Russian (see
remarks above on the specific phenomenon of AA-verbs); in Danish the hetero-
syntagmatic position seems to have a balancing effect on that difference
(afdrage, but drage af ‘pay by installments’ and ‘take off (one’s boots)’; efter-
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sirebe, but streebe effer ‘persecute, plot against somébody’s life’ ve ‘strive
for, aim at, endeavour to’. Considering the expansion of the word stock, 6ne
should remember the circumfization utilized by both languages. Furthermore,
the expansion is promoted by the particle -sje in Russian and in Danish stf,

- The word prefizale is often used for the combination of prefix and simplex.
This usage appears somewhat illogical, since in many cases nothing has been
placed “in front of” the stmplex. A possible solution would be to refer to
such a form as a prefix-carrying verb. Bearibg in mind this reservation, the

use of the word prefizale can be defended.

In an earlier section we depicted the prefixale by means of an oval ¢

after which a double oval is applicable for the pf prefixale developing a sec.ip

) This ﬁgum can then be cut into two parts and used o express one-

mgectedlless: X a__nd w2  (and it would be possible to use the

symbol xTx  for the prineiple (the principle in itself) of one-agpectedness).
For. the sake of clarity we grossomodo ignore the latter of the two-part pair,

ie. X2 Tt has already been pointed ont that the full-aspect verb, the

figure of two -ovals, oceurs to the Dane asg incomprehensible, although it 19,

~ the comprehensible one, because the figures resulting from the intersection
CX  and %D have no counterpart in Danish.

The composition of prefix and verb can be depicted in two ways (square
and rectangle being used):

=5 R

(the prefix is “wedged’’ - {the prefix is “hooked”
into simplex) onto simplex)

By way of illustration, we can cite indgd (@gleskab) ‘marry’, or Russian
olstojit’ ‘defend (against the enemy)’. The notion of gd ‘go, walk’ in the Danish

word is not retained and neither is sfojat’ “stand’’ in the Russian verb. The -

prefix in both cases is “wedged” into the simplex .But the figure on the right
concerns. only Russian. In this situation the prefix is “hooked” onto the
simplex (and as a rule it might be removed without complete loss of meaning),
and the prefix serves to add something about phase or quantity of action
{this presentation is simplified): ona posidels ‘she sat for a while’, but ona
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obsidela divan ‘sitting on the chair she made it comfortable’ contains an

-indispensable prefix ob-.

Simplex verbs typically represent diffuse coneepts. The most character-

igtic effect of prefixation is one of specialization; a narrowing of the concept

oocurs with the prefix extracting a segment of the simplex (not to be taken,

,literally), ef Danish holde ‘keep, hold’, but anholde ‘arrest’, udholde ‘bear,

endure, stand’. Russian examples have just been given: sidet’ sit’, but obsidet’
transitive, is ‘make a piece of furniture comfortable by sitting on it’. This
segment proves to be capable, even though a semantic narrowing has taken
place, of holding a compressed semantics, of. Danish lage, in many cases
covered by English ‘take’, anfage, where the latter means ‘acceptere, thge _
i gin tjeneste, formode’ or ‘accept, take in one’s service, suppose ete.”. We

usge the word “semantic fan’ for the meaning and sub-significations of the -

verb. The subsequent effects of prefixation will be described more closely
in the pa,gés to follow. As we look at Russian obsidet’ (see above), obmérst’
‘cheat in measuring, give false measure’, and Danish underholde, underretie,
undervise, roughly translated ‘entertain, inform, teach’, we ses that the in-
vestigation of the so-called “meaning” of the prefix concerns homogeneous
problems (see section about Semantics).

5. Past parficiple passive

We can separately discuss the use of ppp (part. pret. pass.) together with
byt' for forming passive voice. A Danish example is gjort, blev gjort ‘made,
was made’. In Russian the rule is as follows: ppp is formed (preferably) from
perfective verbs (it should be remembered that in the case of imperfective
verbs -sja forms the passive). Let us loock at this matter from the point of
view of prefixation: why must the verb be perfective? (It should perhaps be
repeated here that the secondary imperfective (in Russian) does not form a
ppp; ‘repeated’ (adj.) is povtorénnyj when we look at the adjectivised form;
while the sec.ip povlorjdt’ is excluded, a present participle ocours. poviorjaemys
‘which is repeated’). -

The simplex pisat’ forms, admittedly, a ppp pisannyj “written’ (cf. Danish
brevet er skrevet, et shrevet brev ‘the letter is written’, ‘a “written” letter’),
but the natural ppp of pisat’ is napisannyj. Here we shall only briefly hint
at the fact that Russian contains both pisanny; “written’ and furthermore,
spelled differently, pésangi, which is often translated “written in hand, orna-
ment with a pattern, sometimes understood as beautiful like a painting’;

. the Rugsian-English dictionary gives the example pisanaja krasavice ‘picture of

beauty’. We acquiesce on the short remark that in some cases we do meet
ppp formed from simplex like xvalénnyj from avelif’ ‘praise’, but more fre-
quently pairs of the type of plesti and zapletéinnyj oceur: ‘braid, plait, weave’.

In Danish we say without .hesitation drengen blev rost, den roste dreng
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‘t}m bn:v was praised, the “praised’” boy’, but this principle (ppp is adjecti—
vized) is not practiced consistently. This makes a Danish/Russian similarity
appear as explained below, | |
. Use of the passive construction usually means that the verb is active
and transitive. Zaplékannyj and forgréedt {which happen to mean the same:
‘tear-stafined’) do not derive from any finite verb (there is no kaxn havde *for-
greedt; zaplaket’ is ‘burst into tears’, and the verb is intransitive). In this
case, we shall talk about & quasi-ppp. BEn forstyrret person (‘a crazy person’)
and en forstyrret middagstur (‘an afterdinner nap that was disturbed, inter-
?upted’) show quasi-ppp and true-ppp in the same word. (Such a phenomenon
is hardly known in English where they discussed the problem oceurs, but not
the *discussed problem). -
‘ In Russian and in Danish we meet, evidently 1) a ppp which is not ad-
jectivized,, 2) a ppp which is an adjective too, 3)a quasi-ppp, not a ppp.

Forbandet ‘damned’ jillustrates point (2) from the above list: Bedsiefar

ftavda Jorbandet somnen ‘grandfather had cursed his son’, en forbandet som

& cursed son’; in et forbandet spergsmdl ‘an accursed or damned QHestinn’
?he semantics change. The word is used adverbially in forbandet uheldigt

damned unlucky’. The Russian prokljdtyj ‘forbandet’ by and large illustrates
the same thing. -

_ ‘U'E?hat we notice is that Russian requires a perfective verb, but now, con-
sidering that this largely means a prefized verb, new light is cast upon the
matter. Ocoasionally Danish requires a prefived verb. De delte gover (i.e. gifts
t-hat' had been shared) is not a fully clear sequence (and a phrase like delte
MERNGEr Om, sagen corresponding to ‘different opinions on the matter’ interferes
i ‘& disturbing way). We confine ourselves to referring to Aage Hansen’s
words (1967:135) to the effect that the language (Dahish) avoids the sequence
de ragede cigatter, literally ‘the *smoked eigarettes’, but dues' not hesgitate to
&?cept en tilrage pibe with a prefixed verb (from tilryge or ryge #il ‘smoking a
pipe, thereby making it fit for smoking, or to season a pipe’). . '

In De brugle metoder var ufine ‘the methods applied were unfair’ and De
brugte mobler indbragte hundrede kroner ‘the second hand furniture gave me a
profit of one hundred Crowns’, the two uses of brugte are not identical. In the
ﬂemr}d case it i3 understood as “old, worn out”. In the view of the author
Gi: this treatise a parallel may be drawn: brugt/brugt (two meanings) and Russian
pisannyj/pteanyj (two meanings, orthographically separated). Both languages
exploit the double use of the ppp, which serves to expand the word stock. A
case like Danish saltede/nedsaltede (which has to do with pickling, corning...her-
ring, cucumber) prebably belongs to that group. “

As hinted at in the preceding lines (with reference to Aage Hansens book
on modern Danish) Danish avoids den *budte viz for ‘the wine that was offered’
and de skrevne hogstaver assumes & special meaning — not “the letters tha,‘;
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have been written”’, but “the letters as they appear when written in hand” in
contrast to printed letters. But if composed (prefixed), the ppp 1s not a pro-
blem. Among Aage Hangen’s examples is oppebdren gage for “wages which you
receive’ . In den bdrne modganyg, presuming that this sequence ig accepted and re-
cognised as genuine Danish, bdrne indicates more than the ppp as such. It
would involve a notion of an adversity which you have endured bravely.

An adjective derived from the participle (the ppp being under diseussion)
favours a prefizal word beginning in both languages. De bdrne kasser which
would be literally “the *earried boxes’ is semantically less precise (and perhaps
not absolutely acceptable) than de nedbdrne kasser ‘the boxes that had been
carried down® (which is an irreproachable Danish sequence), whereas de
bdrne kasser might suggest a contrast to those transported by car.

The reason for the requirement of a prefix is, in the author’s view, the
specialization. The contents of the diffuse simplex are too comprehensive to

~ indicate precisely what the speaker wants to express by the ppp. A noun has

been added, a noun which carries its own significance and possesses its own
grammatical “rights”, and the adjective whose function is to define the noun
cannot allow the full range of the meaning of the simplex to apply. A semantic
contraction is necessary, which is the main function of the prefixation.
Danish En studeret mand (‘& man who has studied some subjeet’ or ‘a
learned man’) has hardly any Russian counterpart. Russian has an active

participle in past time.

6. Potency of prefiration

The capacity to take prefixes in both languages varies from verb to verb.
Let us eall it potency of prefization. A total absence of prefixale is rare (this
is true of Russian); some few or relatively many or a high number of prefixa-
tions may occur with various verbs, with a maximum of about twenty.

This poteney of prefixation should be separated from the stock of meanings
{sub-meanings) of the individual prefixale, ‘“the semantic fan”. |

In Danish, the potency of prefixation is generally lower; because prefixes
with a grammatical effect do not occur (unlike the Russian AA-verbs; it 18
in dispute whether a grammatical effect can be maintained, and it is safer to
speak about an intermediate state between lexical and grammatical effect).
Factors that to a certain degree can be attributed with a balancing effect will be
discussed in the section on heterosyntagmatic position in Danish, e.g. afdrage/
drage af.

Potency is unpredictable. It can be seen immediately that phonetic prin-

. ciples are not relevant. And the “meaning’ does not lead to homogeneous or
comparable potency in the two languages (dansk rddne ‘rotten’ with few,
Russian grit’ with many compositions; a look at elske ‘love’, Russian Ijubsit’,
shows the same state of affairs.
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Low potency in Rusgian can be illustrated by a verb chosen at random,
torkestvovdt’ ‘celebrate’, with one prefixation vostorfestvovat’. It is worth noting
that certain classes of verbs are largely intransitive, hence the poverty with
regpect to prefixation. With regard to low potency in Danish, it should be
noted that numercus verbs obviously reject prefixation. Few prefixes are
added, for example, to hdbe, briste, ske, miste ‘hope, burst, happen, lose’. In-
transitivity does not fully explain this. ' '

High potency in Russian is illustrated by zod#f which takes almost all

prefixes. An explanation that “elementary’” conceptions should somehow be

the basis for many prefixations is not reliable, and it iz in any-case difficnlt to
define the notion “elementary”. Certain verbs are “apt’ to express AA (Ak-
tionsart); in other words they are aceessible to several modifications (but the
single AA-verb will show poor semantics). The causes of high potency have
not been clarified. It would be reasonable to presume that verbs expressing a
notion of “moving” must demonstrate numerous prefixations, and experience
shows that verbs of speech and sound are connected with many prefixes. |

To illustrate kigh pofency in Danish we mention std ‘stand’: tilstd ‘confess’,
¢fsid ‘give up (one’s seat to somebody)’, forstd ‘understand’, udsid ‘endure, go
through’, overstd ‘get over, pass an examination’ ete., and fare : anfore
‘command, lead, state’, affere ‘divest oneself of', forfore ‘seduce’, indfore
‘introduce’, udfore ‘carry out, export’, gverfere ‘transfer’, as well as wvise,
liegge, sktte, rette, gove and so on, roughly translated ‘show, put, direct or
correct, do or make’, -

- A treatment of potency should 2lso consider verbs that depend on -sja and
Danish sig, when prefix--that particls create new words, thus obkroit’sja
‘make an error when tailoring, cut...in the wrong way’, Danish understd sig 7
‘dare’ (as in “don’t you dare to touch me’’} without any *undersid.

High potency as Russian pit’ ‘drink’ with numerous prefixations do¢s nob
mean that the derived forms necessarily have a broad semantic fan — certainly
great nominal richness, but not automatically any great semantic abundance.

The reasons for low and high potency are not discovered in any simple way.
A main reason of low potency is apparently absence of simplex (derivation
accounting for the phenomenon). It might seem that only one prefixale could
arise here, but in fact this is not the case: osvdit’ ‘master, assimilate, cope with;
open up or develop new lands’ and prisvoit’ ‘appropriate; confer an award,
confer the rank of’ without any *svoit (the motivating word being svo3), Danish
uddybe, fordybe sig ‘go deeper into’ without any *dybe.

Simplex from a noun (again derivation used by way of explanation), as
Danish made from mad food’ might seem to indicate a weak capacity of
prefixation. Yet Russian mglit’ from majlo ‘soap’ indicates the opposite with an
abundant prefixation possible for mylit’. = -~ :

A manifest canse of low potency is intransitivity. Simplex as it were
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“opposes’’ prefixation since prefixation conveys a pronounced capacity for
transitivization, of. blednét’ ‘turn pale’, Danish suse ‘whistle, sing, rush’, svomme
‘ewim’, klirre ‘rattle, clank’. 'The notion “intransitive by nature” suggests
itself with verbs for possession of gome quality of character. It is difficult for

'such verbg to take a prefix. And yet we can find Russian poljubopijistvoval

‘he revealed curiosity (for a while)’. Verbs denoting a deeply rooted gquality
(sometimes called “‘verbs of tendency’’) are for natural reasons excluded f}'DI:l
prefixation. Examples include sobaka kusdetsja ‘the dog bites’, i.e. ‘is snappish’,
and -Danish-brendencelden brender ‘the stinging nettle stings’. :

One could ask whether the simplex can be “‘self-sufficient”, in other words.
malke preﬁxatioﬁ superfluous or impossible. The opposition then would l}& &
“pale, insipid, futile” simplex (but simplex has precisely the characteristic
property of diffusity). However, the expectation of an insipid simplex con-

veying any high potency proves to be a failure. ‘‘Precise” or “unprecise”

meaning does not settle the matter. . |

The fact that simplex is rare (of low frequency} does not presage low
potency, Danish lokke ‘lure, entice, terpt’ is connected with six prefixes, and
Russian manit’, meaning the same, occurs with seme ten prefixations. .Slﬁm_e-
thing from the territory of semantics may, of course, limit the possibilities ?f
prefixation, Danish synke and seenke, ‘sink’ and ‘sink, let down, lower’, will
exclude op-, ud- and frem- (denoting a direction up, out and forward), yet we
notice here the contradictory nedstige (‘rise, mount, ascend downwards’, cf.
English ‘descend’ for Danish nedsfige}.. It seems worth econsidering whe’?her
verbs with some “outsider’” appearance (which cannot be clearly defined) might.
be less inclined to nndergo prefixation. An example may be Danish .sjanghfzje-
(en semand ‘a sailor’) ‘press, force a sailor to join the crew’. Words of foreign
origin often prove to be less open to prefixation, yet Danish has udkommandere

 “call out (= foree of police)’ ete., in Russian often recognizable by the ending

-ovat’. . | |
Danish so-called s-verbs like lenges, synes, teekkes ‘long for, think, please
somebody’ and s small number of others of that type hardly take any prefix.
A Russian_prefixed verb expressing Aktionsart is not angmented by &
new prefix. And if the prefixed verb forms a lexeme (that is to say not any AA)
a restriction is seen. It is usually supposed that only po-, ne- and pere- may
function here (see section on polyprefixation}.

7. The prefizes

Prefixes are in our language — Russian or Danish — from our first steps.

" The child uses, within its sphere, prefixed verbs like adults. It is not a verb

that enters the language at a certain stage of development, However, a diffe-
rence is seen when we talk about using the prefix with virtuosity, in the mouth
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of the simplest peasant and in the refined art of writing — this is true of
Russian, but hardly found in Danish, But it goes without saying that we
meot no arbitrary juggling with the prefix. The flexibility appears in the AA-
-verbs. The prefix can say “to a small degree”, “for a limited time”, an in-
gressive conception and several other things,

The prefix is predominantly monosyllabic, and some twenty prefixes enter
into the stock. We are talking here about productive prefixes, not about those
‘which are no longer used, not about “false’” prefixes or such as form composita.
In Russian they arve v-, vy-, v2-, do-, 2a-, iz-, na-, nad-, o-, 0b-, of-, pere-, po-,
- pod-, pri-, pro-, raz-, -, and %-. In some cases a so-called vocalization is ob-
served as izo- for iz- and so on, depending on the beginning of the simplex.

As far as Danish prefixes are concerned, a request for exact information
should be directed te the philologists of Danish, and the following enumeration
is only approximate: af-, efter-, fra-, forud-, frem-, gennem-, hen-, ind-, med-,
mod-, ned-, om-, op-, over-, pd-, til-, ud-, under-, ved-, and a few others. The
number is evidently higher than in Russiun. Several prefixes ocour as prepo-
_ sitions. In Russian vz-, vy-, pere-, and raz- do not serve in that function..In
Danish ned, frem, hen, ind (but ind ¢, inde i, are different), op, ud, sam, are
not prepositions. Some of the prefixes are, in Danish, inseparable from the
verb, such as er-, gen-, und- and others. An adverbial function seemingly
appears in sammen, tibage and others,

The Russian prefixes are stable, For centuries they preserve theu‘ appear-
ance as raz-, za-, vy- and so an. We have not in mind changes of meaning,
addition of new preﬁxea or their departure from the language, nor questions
of their frequency. English prefixes are not stable, of. answer from and ‘against’
and swerian ‘speak’; answer is disintegrated only on the basis of etymology.
From prepositional meaning no conclusion can be drawn with respect to
prefixal meaning, of. Danish undersege en sag ‘investigate a matter’ without
connection to under (preposition) taken in its spatial meaning. Prefix vs.
preposition will be discussed later,

8. Polyprefization

Double prefixation is often the name given to the phenomenon in which
Russian verbs show 2, perhaps 3, prefixes, and sometimes this has been regard-
ed as a feature peculiar to Russian, Investigations of such cases, however,
demonstrate in a rather convincing way that the prefixes have not been added
in one operation. A simultaneous augmentation must necessarily create u
confliet. Illustrative is ruzeled ‘amuse, divert somebody’, and porazeled” ‘amuse
ete. a little’. The applicability of prefixes for polyprefixation is subject to
severe restrictions. Let us call the prefix nearest to the verb “inner prefix’’, and
~ the prefix that was added “outer prefix” (in rare cases you will find a prefix
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“hetween’’ them). Here it seems that only three prefixes are able to stand as an
outer-prefix. An AA-verb (Aktionsart) with a prefix is not angmented by a new
orefix. A verb with a prefix, forming a lexeme, can add a prefix with severe
restrictions, and the result normally is an AA-verb.

The Russian obez- (which is evaluated in various ways by Russian gram-

" mariang) is kept ontside our problematics. The best explanation of obez- is

the following: - is added to an adjective beginning with bez- {it is true that an.
adjective of that kind sometimes is not documented by texts and has to be
constructed theoretically) and a verbalization takes place. A double preﬁxa-
tion cannot be proposed. .

Danish forud- is viewed as one prefix (the for- has not been placed before a
verb beginning with ud-). In overgnsirenge ‘overwork’, overbebyrde ‘over-

burden’, overfortolke ‘interprete (something more than permissible)’ and some

others, the over- hag been put before a prefixed verb, and this over- shows a
“stiff”’, “rigid’" somantics. The action has been performed in an above stan-
dard way. Here wé also find genfrembringe, genopdage (action performed the
second time, action repeated) reproduce’ and ‘re-discover’.

A structural similarity between Russian and Danish can be claimed to

exist, with caution: the prefix added has a “rigid” semantics, and restric-
‘tions are attached to its role ag an outer-prefix. (In Danish obviously only

vertain prefixes can be placed in that position, and as far as we can judge

aver-, gen- and om- are the essential prefixes here.)

9. Heterosyntagmatic position (of Danish *uarbs)-

For variows reasons (the role of the AA-verbs), prefixation has larger
proportions in Russian than in Danish, but a kind of balaneing is achieved
by the specifically Danish phenomenon of heterosyntagmatic position. We
refer here to forme of the type efdrage with drage af beside-it (as in afdrage sin
geldjdrage sine sko af ‘pay one’s debts by installments/take off one’y shoes

" {a biblical expression)’. A further refinement is that Danish can create new

words by moving the stress, of. medgd differing from gd med ‘join’ together
with g4 med ‘accompany a girl regularly’. Russian nasmotret’, a verb that
is seldom used and may be translated ‘discern, discover, catch sight of’, is not
equal to smotret’ na, which is simply ‘lock at’. Russian has, indeed, brat’ pod

' zad¥itu ‘take under one’s protection’, but it has nothing to do with podobrat’.

Not every Danish verb can be “‘separated” (as described). The verb has not
necessarily those two shapes, and verbs in er-, be-, sam-, und- and others are
heforehand outside the group, since these prefixes are not separable. (English
continually “‘separates™ the verb, or, to put it properly, seldom uses the verb
“uanseparated’’, so that he came in oceurs, but there is no when he *in-came.)
In German composed and separated verbs are normally placed side by side
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according to the rules of this lanfuage, the principle being only outlinea by

these words, of. vorschlagen, ick schlage vor ete.

We can mark the normal prefixation PX (a signal which is merely meant.

to signal the process) and thereupon introduee an ad hoc terminus XP saying:
~ the “prefix™ is separated from the verb {(again this is simply a symbol since no
prefixation or dissolved prefixation is present). By means of the symbol
PXXP we can then indicate that both configurations are present (PX and XP
within a given verb). Various cases could be gymhbolized then as foliows:

PX//XP: both are present, but they have no semantic features in common,
PXP: both are present, they are semantically identical (supposing that
this cecura in reality)
PX/XP: both are present, they have certain features in common.

The differences can be semantic, grammatical or both. Type I is illustrated
by han ombragie aviskonen ‘he killed the woman who distributed NeWspapers,
the paper woman’ [aviskonen bragte aviser om ‘the paper woman distributed
newspapers’. Type 2: ophorefhore op, both meaning ‘cease, stop’. (identity
being proposed, of course, with certain reservations), Type 8: anlegge/l ®gge an
‘build, construct’, but legge an pd is ‘start a flirt’. However, it is easily seen
that determination of the type is not without problems.

- In the same way as we have characterized the AA-verh (verbs for Aktions- ‘

art) ag the “innermost secret” of the Russian verb, this author finds that the
heterosyntagmatic position of the verb could be called the innermost secret
of Danish. We have in mind the verb in both languages.

10, The prefizal column

The paradigm of verbs beginning with a prefix will be called a prefixa
column, or simply “the column”, It may have two shapes:

Prefix with 1. simplex - | gimplex with 1. prefix
e owe P oew o 2 5y PR s
Cw e B e .- - . 5 _
ete. | ete, |

The left column will be very large (the entity of verbs with the given prefix},
whereas the right column amounts to a maximum of some twenty verbs.

-It is peculiar that in both languages we do not know beforehand anything
about the column other than its members begin with a prefix. It is characteris-
tic of the column that it is not homogeneous. :

Examples of columns {space compells us to set them up as a continous

line):. overholde ‘observe (rules)’, overfalde ‘cssault’, overgd ‘exceed or surpass
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cte., and the rvight column: ankolde ‘arrest’, udholde ‘endure, stand’, overholde
‘observe (rules)’, afholde ‘arrange, pay, hold (a meeting)’, afholde sig ‘abstain
from’ et¢. In Russian such columns would contain, on the left, ofistii’ ‘clean’,
okol’'cevdt’ ‘mark (a bird, a tree) with a ring’, obkosit ‘mow’, obkurit’ ‘season
a pipe’ ete,, and in the right column, opit’ ‘cause somebody expenses by one’s
drinking’, raspit’ ‘drink, split a bottle with somebody’, pripif’ ‘drink every-
thing, empty a bottle’; and several others.

It seems permissible to unite the two columns into one. The lack of homo-
peneity asserts itself in a uniform way in the two languages (a statement made,
again, with certain reservations). To put it briefly: there will be the question
of whether or not a simplex is present; this applies thereupon to derivational
relations and prefixal poteney, and, as far as Russian is concerned, to the
position of the secondary imperfective. Further, mood and the transitivefin-
transitive relations must be considered; a question that suggests itself is
whether a tfansitivization has taken place. Furthermore, the stress must be
taken into aceount{Danish forlokke ‘enveigle, lure, seduce’. but affokke ‘elicit
from, wheedle out of’), and the relations to -sja (Danish sig). As for syntax,
it will be a question of whether the verb is used absolutively; here changes
of government must be considered and the requirement of an object, in this
connection also the nature of the object. The lack of homogeneity asserts itself

_with regard to stylistics and frequency, too, as well as the whole question of

semantics (the semantic fan). A separate question must be posed as well for
the Danish column only: does the verb occur as a “divided” verb? In both
languages, the formation of nouns differs from member to member,

11, Specialization

On the basiz of the specialization® which, in the author's opinion, is the
decisive and most radical feature of prefixation, you realize the other successive
effects: transitivization, changes of government, obligatory object. Each
of these effects will be described below in separate sections. *

Specialization, briefly presented in the preceding text, manifests itself
by a “gegment’ being extracted from the diffuse simplex (the word *‘segment’
not to be taken literally always), -
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and it is easily seen that absence of simplex causes difficulties. 7 glub-it’
and Danish for-dyb-e sig must be understood as segments of non-verbal units
{glubokiy, glub- and Danish dyb). .

The segment is “less” than the srmplex Although we may find solo-mean-
ing in the prefixed verb, as in opit’ ‘cause somebody expenses hy one’s drink-

ing’ (complete cxplanation), the prefixed verb will normally {or at least most

frequently) fall into several *‘sub-significations”. Characteristic of the segment
13 precisely that it is |, compressed” (though we fecl convinced thuat the Seg-
ment covers less semantic area than the simplex)

The sub-significations (the semantic fan) should be distinguished from hemo-
nynity. | _ :

The current conception that the verbal aspect is changed by niagic when
a prefix is added must be rejected. The limitation described is the basis of
perfectivity, but great difficulties are caused by a distinction hetween the se-
mantie limitation of the segment and the limitation that is characteristic of
perfectivity, The Danish prefixed verb likewise depends on a diffuse simplex,
and a straitening or contraction takes place in connection with such prefixa-
tion (Danish éage: opfage), but no perfective aspeet is ereated.

~ A relationship of equality does not exist between the laving down of the

segment and the rise of perfectivity, Russian vyjpisat’ does not possess a seg-
mental character in a higher degree than wypisyeat’. which is imperfective.
While the secondary imperfective annuls the clement of limitation, it does
not annul the segmental element. |

The change of aspect should be considéred a subordinate factor (thus,

for instance, J. 5. Maslov {1961)). And, as explained earlier, the thought is.

rejected, largely, nowadays that a prefix may serve solely as an indicator
ot perfectivity. According to traditional conceptions such an “empty prefix”’
can convey a ‘‘perfectivization’, but here it is more relevant to tatk, as
Isatenko does, about a “‘technical perfectivization”, implying that something
more happens via the prefixation — a specialization in some sense or other
{1960:168).

Danish udsatte may illustrate such a specialization, since the verl is, with
regard to semantic area, less than satfe and specializes the latter, The segment.
udsatic proves to be strongly compressed. It is divided intoscveral stth-signifi-
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cations, meluding udegelle et uonsket barn ‘get rid of an undesired child’,
uds cette en vagiposi ‘station a sentry’, udseetleet mode ‘discontinue, postpone
a meeting’, uds eite nogen for fare (with an indispensable for) ‘expose somebody
to danger’, udseatle for orkester ‘transcribe for orchestra’, A Russian example
18 zavesti. Vesti is roughly translated into ‘Jead’, but zavest: specializes the mea-
ning and shows a ramified semantics with its main lines being (according to the
Russian-English dictionary) I. ‘bringflead somebody to a place (and leave

_there)’, (combined with » tupik ‘lead somebody up a blind alley’). IT, ‘acquire,
‘buy’; acquire a_habit, establish/introduce (a rule); {(sem’ju) acquire o home

and family; settle down in life ete.. {(delo) start a-business. Also, combinéd
with znakomsivo ‘set/strike up an acquaintance’, with rezgover ‘start a con-
versation, with sscru ‘raise a quarrel’, TII. wind up, E:tﬂlt wilh the object
grammofon, budil'nik., motdr. -

In depicting Danish antege, optage, nedtage

we can analyse the meanings of antage in sequences like « niage et filbud lantage.
tre nye eleverjantage en veligion “accept an offer, engage three new pupils or
apprentices, adopt a religion’, and we might here speak about a second kind
of specialization. In cases of & given signification being at the same time spe-
cialist language and non-specialist language, we might speak about a third
kind of specialization. Here we will briefly note that entage, oplage, indtage
are combined each with its own objects, cf, indlage en fuwstning, indlage den
udkdrnes hjerte, mdtage en engelsk baf ‘capture a fortress', ‘conquer the heart.
of the beloved ghl’, ‘partake of a meal’. The objects ure (most often, but not.
necessarily) foreign to the remaining members of the column,

P2, Transitivization

The specialization makes the transitivization comprehensible. Transitivi-
zation is among the most characteristic features of prefixation in Danish
as in Russian, of. Danish bolge ‘wave’, but ombelge nogen ‘surround by flattery
and applause’, Russian sidet’, but zgsidel’ ‘make (the windows ete.) dirty

[{with excrements)’

An intransitive simplex denotes the process (or state} generally as some-

‘thing going on (or being, existing), without information about the originator
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and without connection to any object (thing). The prefix, via specialization,

vonfines the proeess. whicl is now brought in confact with a limited domain

of objects; for example, stige ‘rise, ascend’, but owerstige ‘exceed, snrpass’
{expectaticns, power, income}; Russian rabotat’ intrans. “work’, but obrabotat’”

‘Lo work (up), treat, process, machine, 2. cultivate, 3. dress, polish, 4. collog.

influence, persuade’. Whercas an intransitive simplex may be depicted as a.

hgure with indistinet contours and a chaos of threads symbolizing the nume-
rous possibilities for combinations, we imagine the prefixed verb (in so far

as we are talking about a transitive prefixed verb) as an oval {demonstrated

carlier), with threads extending ont from it that are to be fastencd to an object

(=

Fransitivization deeply interferes in the langunage. As for the Russian,

simplex, Karcevski {1927) supposes a numerical balance between transitive

and intransitive verbs, The intransitive verb “‘resists” prefixation whereas the -

transitive simplex has a greater capacity of prefixation with the result that
transitive verbs are predominant in a corpus. From a Danish peint of view
we find fancme (intrans) with few prefixations and fege (trans.) with many.
Transitivization is inconsistent, however; falde 1s intransitive, frafulde ‘give
upy abandon one’s claims’ and overfalde ‘assault, attack’, are transitive,
while forfalde ‘decay; fall due’ and forefd;fd-e ‘happen, oceur’ are intransitive,

A transitive simplex largely remains transitive, A partially transitive
verh, it seems, must become transitive. 'Kalde, in pliglen Lalder, literally
‘duty is calling’, is intrauvsitive, but indkalde ‘eall in, call up’, nedkalde ‘call

down, invoke', opkalde ‘call or name after’, udkolde ‘cnll out’ arc transitive.

As for Russian we find Sagdt’ “walk (slowly)’, but isdagat’ trans. ‘go through,
pass by, through (many places)’; sidet’ and zasidet’ have just been mentionerd.
A prefixed verb may show partinl teansitivity, of. perespat’ ‘overslecp’ as
well as ‘spend the night’.

(It seems that a considerable role must be assigned to transitivization
in English, of. outsit (sit longer than), outsleep (sleep longer than) and several
others of that type). Russian may use -sja for intentional intransitivization
as in stirgju ‘I wash (the washingy’, stirajns’ is approximately covered hy ‘it
t5 my turn to wash’; further comments on this follow.

13, Changes of government

Prefixation causes a shift in the syntagioatic perspective. A series of
changes of goverument are observed, and the combinability (sofelaemost’) of
the verb changes completely. Transitivization has been treated separately,
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Considerable changes occur with regard to prepositional members depend-
ing on the prefixed verb. The prefixed verb produces prepositional members
although they are not obligatory, and they are not necessarily distinct pre-
positions, since various ones are used according to the sense.

When we look at the corpus we seem to find a verb with an arbitrary
prefix combined with an arbitrary prepositional member with no apparent
patterning, but a closer analysis uncovers lawfulness, Both languages evi-
dently operate with 1) a rigid relationship in which a given prefix in the indi-
vidual verb must activate a fixed preposition, and perhaps a tauntologic corres-
pondance is present, as in Danish udbytte affienger normalt af indsats, *profit
normally depends on your efforts’, and 2) a free relationship, which may be
lawful or completely capriciouns.

For certain syntactically defining members, the prefixed verb can ‘‘resist”
members containing temporal -determinations. ¥4 phrase centering about
ja nepisal ‘I wrote’ (the ub]ect is mdlspenaable) cannot he expanded with, e.g.,
dva éasa. . -

In Danish, the verb fore ‘lead’ is combined with several prepositional
members ({il noget, fra noget, over noget ete. ‘to, from, over something’), and
wnderfare en tunnel will imply & preposition under. Underrette om, undervise 1

~ (‘inform, teach’) show natural prepositional members (the speaker will use pre-

cisely that preposition), but undersoge ‘examine’ is different, because it is not
combined mechanically with any fixed prefix. We should briefly note, too,
atd ‘stand’ with prefixes: tilstod ‘confessed’, udsfod ‘endured’, but afstod fra
‘renounced’, indestod for ‘answered (vouch), guaranteed for (correctness)
{(we have used past tense in these examples).

Russian pisef’ is connected with &to, komu, fem, o kom-Eém, hut opisat’,
zapisat’ and perepisat’ and others do not have the same government. Danish
retfe, roughly translated ‘direct, corvect’, indrefie ‘arrange, organize’, opretie
‘egtablish, found, draw up’, udrette ‘effect, perform, achieve’, afrelte ‘train
(a dog) illustrate the same relationship. )

14, Obligatory object

Transitivization makes the obligatory object comprehensible. In Russian

the rule apparently is formulated as follows: If it is transitive, a perfeetive

prefixed verb must have an object. And if we look at the Danish forms ken
udsendte, han afsendte, han indsendte, han fremsendte (‘he sent out, he sent
off ete.’), we also encounter the necessity of an object. (At this time, it is of less
interest to us under which circumstances simplex involves the same require-
‘ment. Tt is common in Danish to say Radioen sender ikke i ajeblikket ‘does not
send for the moment’, although the verb sende normally requires an object.
In the same way, the position of the Russian secondary imperfective is not



J4 C.iiouguurd

uxe.l,numad here sinee the rule of obligatory object concerns the perfective
verl, ' : '

We are less occapied by the fact that the given prefixale is combined with

several objects, and that these will be within fixed semantic circles (the circle-

may be very wide — you can indlevere “hand in, deliver, deposit’ everything
in the world, but not human beings and not abstract notiens) )
IFor example

r

obligationer, gevinster (‘bonds, a piize, winnings’)
’ stoffer af planter (‘substances from plants’)
udtrekke | en tand (‘tooth’)

~ | spisebordets pladd (‘top of dining-table)
tiden (‘time’) _
llustrates the semantie wealth of the verb wdtrakle ‘draw out pull out
oxtraet’, d | : o

What concerns us is that the place of the olyject is nccu];ied (it is nn-t left,

empty), and the question arises as to how we might depict thiz mechanism.

We have expressed transitivization by means of an oval with dangling threads

C;E and we can now say that the threads not only have a capacity but

alzo, n “duty’”) as it were, to be fastened to an object, The explanation ean
only be found in the specialization viewed tﬁgether with the polysemia (the
Usemantie fan”). Without an object, the utterance is meanin gless. The Danish
forms han overfaldt “he attacked’, and vi opspiste ‘we ate up’ require an object
and the same holds true for on provéril in Russian *he controlled’ {his mmrades‘
i istrument, a composition at school ete.). It is questionable whether then;
Is 1t contentts plan in proveril (or other Russian or Danish prefixed verbs}. And
f'[:um another point of view, not concerning the obligatory ohject, one could ask
it a prefixed verb in -gja has a “meaning”, On pmm!éﬂsj& is among other things
‘he tell (into the water ete.)’ and ‘he was plucked at the examination’. 5
Does this hold good in the opposite way: < ~? That is to say, does
the given object presuppose precisely the given prefixed verh? An evx;mple

woutd be Han forvandt aldrig tabet ‘he never recovered from the loss’, This

idea Is advanced with great caution, since a natural-objection would be that
the phrase could just as well run Han glemte aldrig... he never forgot...
The semantics require an object in the situation described, for it is unh;
the object that secures the message. But what i3 demanded for pl'uduciﬁ;g;
the message may be something elsé. For example, prepositional member
In the sequence understd dig i at veekke mitg ‘don’t dare to wake me’. and
i ?,entﬁnce beginning with that (an explicative sentence} may i'epla,c:a: il
object as in fan bestred, at ‘he contested that’ (han bestred wdtalelsen ‘he contest-
ed the statement; "Danish has no han bestred in itself finis, since bestred fequil:es'
an object.) It should be added that the object (of course) does not convey
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_ fall information about the meaning. A sequence hun indsatte makes several |

demands. This iz past time of Danish indsamtie which is translated “put in,
insert in, deposit, establish, install, substitute’ etc. and in our case ‘make
somebody one’s heir’. And an addition of byens kaite ‘the cats of the town’
does not give sufficient information. If we add {il universal-arving ‘heir ge-
neral’ the message is complete. The same situation is illustrated by Russian
on ostdwil ‘he left’. The Russian phrase on ostavil femodan acquires its meaning
only through the continuation, which can be v vagéne ‘on the train’ or détjam
‘to his children’. : L | |

These elements (objeet and perhaps other members) do not necessarily,
dceur after the prefixed verb, of. Modet udsatte formanden pd grund of sygdom,
ete., literally, ‘The mreeting postponed the president owing to ilness’, ete.

Violations of the rule of obligatory object demand our attention. An exam-
ple is perhaps fyskerne angreb ‘the Germans attacked’, where the context
(the preceding context) seems to illuminate the goal. We can also note Han -
udtaler smuké ‘pronounces bentifully’, where there is no doubt that it is a matter
of articulating sounds of a language. Imperatives liko Russian izvinife! and
Danish Undskyld! ‘I’m sorry’ may dispense with an object (and in most cases
they do). The object must be implied in the preceding text.

Some difficult problems are connected with the confinément to perfective
verbs {in Russian). Here we observe the commandment Ne ubivay!” without
object, but ne ubej! ‘don’t kill, don’t murder!’ seems to require an ohject. If
the rule of the confinement to perfective prefixed verba is true (the restrictedness
described according to which only perfective prefixed verbs are affected by
the rule), this might lead to a revolutionary change of the conception of pair.

18, Preposition vs prefix

 Problems associated with prepositions are numerous, but. most important
for us is that Russian uses prepositions as Danish does. In both languages
their number is relatively small, but defining what & preposition is presents
certain difficulties. That Russian prepositions may ocour in a “vocalized’’
ghape (izo for ¢z etc.) has already been mentioned. It is superfluous to point
out that 2 Danish preposition does not automatically correspond to a Russian
preposition, _
The Russian preposition governs a case and Danish has relic forms like

-~ til sos, i1l vejrs, 4l bunds ‘on the sea, up in the air, to the bottom’ and others.

A remarkable feature ig that Danish can disengage a preposition from its
government, cf. den mand jeg talte med ‘the man to whom I spoke’, while
Russian cannot (but English allows for ““the man 1 spoke to™).

The meaning of the prepositions is complicated; simple cases like ¢ vognen,
pd vognen, bag vogren, efter vognen ‘in the car, on the car ete.’ do not give
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us-much information about the complex semantics. In this regard, sequénee;a
like pd gulvet, pi mandag, erklering pd tro og love, pad trods af ‘on the floor,
on Monday, a solemn declaration, in apite of’ with no automatic COITESPON.-
dance to Bussian (or English) are illustrative. Treating the Russian preposi-
tion za (or some other preposition}, we find meanings scattered to the same
degree. Qur preposition does not necessarily have a direct counterpart in the
other language; Russian has, for instance, instrumentalis.

It is not immediately clear when we do face a prepositional member in

Danish. If we oppose the two sentences

han stiflede pd knappen
han stillede pd modepladsen

{me@ing ‘he regulated the button’, ‘he arrived at the place of appointment’),
we might, according to the author’'s view, consider classifying stillede pd as
a verbal unit with krnappen as object, while pd medepladsen is a usual preposi-
tional member. Only detailed investigations will show whether Russian
mvolves cases that lead to similar ideas. |

If we collect the many meanings of a given preposition in one semantic
sum, the latter will not coincide with the sum we imagine as a product of an
addition of the meanings of the prefix. (“Meanings of the prefix’’ exist only
for the purpose of discussion. We have solid grounds on which to maintain
that the prefix is de-individualized when connected with simplex.) The Russian
preposition ofob predominately occurs in connection with verbs of utteriﬁg
{speak about, write about ete.). The prefiz o-/ob- is quite different. The verbs

express for instance that the action has the shape of a - circle or a half-circle,

indicates a direction downward, or the verb containg the element of hurting,
damaging someone, pejorativity, deteriorization, or the action is characterized
a8 done above the norm or standard, surpassing others etc. | '-

' In Danish the prespoition om has varied uses, of. shrive oin, ‘write about’,
tale om ‘speak about’, vadde om ‘have a bet on it’, om hjgrnet ‘round the corner’;
o 'm_ndagen ‘on B?[undays’, om halsen ‘round the neck’, ubekymret om Jaren
‘reckless of the danger’, twivl om ‘doubt about’, hdb om ‘hope of’, om et dr
‘in a year’, But the prefiz om differs. Tt may, for instance, characterize the
action as repggitive (and correcting), as having the shape of a ring or a circle
(omslutte ‘encompass, surround, environ, encircle, embrace’), or as expressing
a notion of turning over something (omstyrte ‘overthrow, subvert’) ete.

The meaning of the preposition does not account for the meaning of the
prefixed verb, but this principle, though to a great extent universally valid,
18 usually overlooked. Operating with the precarious notion of spatial meaning
as in underfore en tunnel under vejen ‘plan to “lead” a tunnel under the road’,
one could, of course, maintain that one and the same “under” occurs, We
wouxld._ have, ‘then, ignored sequences like under krigen ‘during the war’ and

Danish versus Rmmn the verb | _ 37

under store afsovn ‘during a time of heavy wants or in spite of ...”. In Russian,
pod, when taken in a spatial sense, i3 Danish ‘under’, but that notion is not

. contained in poddelat’ ‘falsify’, podstrelit’ ‘wound (not seriously) by a shot”

ete. For the present we can summarize these observations saying that prefix
ig foreign to preposition in both languages.
Russian nasmolrel’ and smoiret’ na are two different things. The hetero-

syntagmatic position described earlier for Danish is foreign to Russian. The

first form (nasmolret’) may be translated ‘discern, discover, catch sight of’,
and smotrel’ na is ‘look upon’. If we now tentatively maintain that the ne

" attached to smotret’ specializes the simplex, we are &Rpma,ﬂhing the obser-

vation made about the process of prefixation. However, the inappropriateness.
of such a comparison can be seen immediately. The semantics of smofret’ are,
indeed, untouched, and the aspect is as well untouched. (Smofret’ has & wider
degree of combinability than gshown (smotret’ na) — v temnotu ‘look into the
dark’, iz oknd ‘from the window’, pod stol ‘under the table’: and smolret’
may in comtemporary Russian be used as a transitive verb}. - _

" For the most part, we can say that, as far as the present atate of language
is concerned, prefixes display one kind of semantics, prepositions another.
It would, however, be unreasonableé to assume that such a division were ori-
ginal, At the base of prefix and preposition (other investigators, too, have adop-
ted this way of thinking) must lie an adverbial notion, a common joint, and
an ensuing differentiation must be presumed. Reminiscences of such & remote
state of language can possibly. be found in a form of the type otsiojél’ ‘stand
at some distance from something’, where the verb is imperfective! One could
say that the langnuage (Russian as Danish) has exploited the materials maximally.
when prefix and preposition leave each other. It could be said, too, that we
are bringing together things that go by themselves. When the speaker leaves
the spatial sphere; a differentiation must take place, as in under hungersnoden
‘during the famine’ ete. which is foreign to undersage ‘exdmine’ etc. |

16. Semaniics. Stock, constituent puoris, organization

The semantics of the simplex are far-reaching and complex, Danish fage
with several meanings (English ‘take’) illustrates this. 1f we imagine thousands
of simplicia atttached to, say, from 5§ to 20 prefixes, roughly fifty thousand
verbs appear. (Among them, there is in Russian a great number of cages in
which the prefixale “repeats’ the simplex modifying it. Apart from them are
verbs with what Isadenko (1960:222) calls a “qualificator-prefix” which creates
new lexemes. Those problems cannot be treated here.). To that colossal expan-
sion we can add in the verbs in -sj¢ (Danish sig), and what Danish loses in
consequence of the lesser proportions of the prefixation, it gains by the spe-

~ cifically Panish phenomenon of heterosyntagmatic position.
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The semantics of verbs carrying & prefix in both languages are more access-
~ ible for a. semantic analysis, and the only reliable method to he sure, is by

going through the prefixes one by one.

The verbs in o-fob- have earlier been mentioned briefly. The complete
analysis has involved an investigation of the entire stock of verbs with that
prefix. Only an inquiry of this sort makes it possible to find out circles of signi-
fication characteristic of these prefixales. That a prefixed verb belongs to a
particular signification sphere means that it contains that semantic element
(SE), but evaluation of SE inevitably depends on a subjective judgment.

Listing the entire column of verbs-in o-/eb- would be prohibitive, so we will
" confine ourselves to a,fragment of that list. For the prefixed verb, we identify
one SE, though we know beforchand that most frequently several SE are
placed side by side. The demonstration is realized as follows. We det up,
for instance, 25 verbs in o-/ob- one under another, and to the right of them
we indicate the signification spheres which we have established on the basis
~ of an investigation of the ent-lt-y of o-fob-verbs. Typical SE are “‘surround/
environfencirele”, “a surface is treated”, “direction downward”, “all/many/
[multitnde”, “provide with™, “adapt, ma.ke apt”’, “controlirevise/check’’,
“re-establish”, “pejorative”, “‘deterioriation’”, “cheat”, “erroneous action”,
“ignorefskipfomitfleave out”; “excessjexorbitancy’, ‘“surpass”. If, at this
point, lines are drawn from each verb to a signification sphere, chaos results,

and from a single signification sphere threads go out to several or many verbs.

Space has only allowed us to indicate some few characterigtic signification
circles within the verbs in o-/ob-. We have omitted SE “action of ring-shape”,
“pass by (avoiding something)”, “spreading to the whole object”, “lean/sup-
port”, “mutative”, “factitive”, “hurt/damage”, and some vague or inde-
finite SE ag, for'example, “to acquiesce with/caunse to stop or rest”, of. osta-
novit’ ‘to stop’. We must be satisfied with this rough division for the present,.
A fine division would lead to numerous sub-divisions, and, ultimately, could
perhaps show the single prefixale as an autonomous unit. .

O-/ob has not monopolized the SE’s observed, cf. to this point Danish
over- and for--sig in overdrive ‘exaggerate’ and for-spise sig’ ‘to overeat’, both
expressing too high a degree.

In Danish we can analyze the verbs in om- in a comparable way, but in = -

this case the signification spheres are identified according to intuitive judgments
(since no description is available of that group of verbs). They prove to be,
for example, “notion of circle” (omsveve ‘drift, sail, around something’),
“half cirele’””, into which may enter the element “avoiding”, (omgd ‘evade,

by-pass (regulations)’), “move something”, “overturn, upset”’ (omstyrie

‘overthrow, subvert’), “spoil” (omkomme ‘perish’), “repetitive (and correc-
ting) action’ (omsy ‘remake (a dress)’). :
In these two columns (incomplete in our presentation) we have apparently
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determined the semantics, but it is immediately seen that this is an illusion.
The sub-significations of the verb have not been taken into consideration;

’in other words, from the single verb in both languages lines should be drawn
tp more than one s1gmﬁcat10n gphere. The result is a complex net of connec-

| ting threads.

Danish verbs in over- might have been chosen, but they would have given
the same result. We can attempt to evaluate the SEs. Overse, which eontains
several meanings, including ‘survey, have a full view of; fail to notice, pass

‘over, overlook, miss, fail to see or detect, connive at; look down upon, treat

supercilinusly’ seems to involve the SEs “a surface is treated”, “pass by”,
“go round something”, “1gnure {consciously or not)”’, and perhaps SE “dam-
age”, “‘deterioration”, ‘“‘erroneous action”. Owerfare seems to contain the

- 8E “carry across mmethmg” but such a spatial conception is less distinet

when talking about overfore pemgﬂ, stne tanker, ete., ‘transfer mnney, one’s
thoughts, ideas’. Overkomme ‘manage to do’, oversid ‘get over, get through’,
overvinde ‘defeat, oyercome’ pnsslbly show SE “ﬂust dele&t competitor”’

or “destroy’’.

The choice of the prefix, and this is valid in our time, too, is one of the most
puzzling riddles. The only answer apparently available to us is that the
mechanism behind the selection of precisely over- (see above) i8 Sprach-
gefith], linguistic instinct. Referring to prepositional raeaning proves most
often to be a failure. Danish overskride ‘cross, exceed, overrun, transgress.
or overstep; act ultra vires’ is not understood as a combination of skride
‘stalk, stride’ and over-, and similarly Russian poddelat’ ‘falsify, furge is not
based on delat’ and pod-.

The question of what the appearsnce of semantics depends on is twofold
{in the author’s opinion): first the nature of the prefixation itself (something
of adverbial character is presupposed), and secondly the question of how the
recipient knows what sub-signification the speaker has in mind.

With respect to the latter problem we can take obkosit’ as a starting point.
The verb is explained (according to MAS}): ‘1. mow round about something,
2, mow (without that addition), 3. surpass somebody in mowing ,4. to make
{a seythe) serviceable mowing with it’. The disconnected unit obkosit’ (or the
disconmected obkosil, past tense) in itself contains no information about the
medning. The meaning (in terms of the verb) presupposes certain information
about the ebject (the nature of the object). This information involves a distinc-
tion, person or thing as well as more detailed sub- divisions. In Danish hen
underholdt (finis, the word finis is used for no continuation, stop) has no meaning,
or it has perhaps just an acceptable meaning. A meaning may, with difficuity,
be acknowledged as ‘he was an entertainer, he did the job of an entertainer’
{*‘silent prefixed verb"). A context is requiraﬂ; and in several cases the whole

“‘asituation’’ must be illuminated.
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we }l{"lv L ,.‘ 2 5 1 2k e . . /
s o o ¢ Lil}phﬂSlZﬂ_{l the object gving the prefixed verh a voice, adding
hat in place : e i ! Lo - s

. place o ““? object a gentence, beginuning with that (an explicative
;EJI-‘L. €nce) may b;& used, but tho role of the siubject should not he forgolte.
t is :m?cw{;rtlu’ that Danish fian oversé finis has no meaning, whereas hege
oversas 15 meaningful. (Oeversds is passiv = :

ginl, s 18 passive and presupposes a de on

e T T sl ok i pposes a de oversd hame
ey agnored him', which provides the meaning.)

In Danish and i > prefix ig fwec into” «i
amtl m Russian the prefix is wedged into™ simplex ereating

F=F

-an inviolable fixed unit. (One of the Russian investigators uses a appropriate
term, “a conglomerate™.) Here we pass by the prefix that is “hooked on’ the
simplex by Russian verbs of Aktionsart. The relation described leads our
thought to the “indholdsfigurer” (literally “figures of contents™) of Louis
_H Jelmslev 1963 : 101: the Danish word ko ‘cow’ in the expression plan is divided
into a consonant and a vowel, while the contents plan is dissolved-in ‘ox’ and
‘femininum’, but not in such a way that one constituent part belongs to the
consonant, the other to the vowel. Ko is an entity in the same way as our
prefixed verb. |

g 4 =i + E: .
Ihe signification sphere observed on the single verh we eadl 812 it is ton-
tatively depicted ax a rectangle with the short side on the writing line: D

But in the majority of cases the prefixale contains several 815w, which may be

depicted , or typographically SE&SE. Often a SE, however, might be
ntet pretedd in another way (showing a “Janus-face™), which can he depicted
iwith a stroke through the rectangle and by tapering the short sides m , in

print SESE. (Russinn ofnit’ sharpen (a pencil)’ may be claimed here to
mvolve SE “adapt”™ and SE “ring-shaped action™; in Dunish mnsﬁyﬁe one
may recognize NE “overturn-action” as well ag 812 “destrov’, “overthrow,
subvert’.) But the real stumbling block for the student of semantios is rather
the situation where a SI2 does not allow for ieolation, where two SR’s are
inextricably connected. We will then talk about n “faccted ST, depieted as

@ A print SESE. Thus otmétit” ‘provide (trees, washing) with a mark’

mcludes both SE “provide with” and 813 “many/all”, two coneepts that cannot
be disengaged from each other, and in Danish omgd loven ‘evade, by-pass
(regulations)” and omyd fijendens stillinger ‘outflank, by-pass (an enemy strong-
h‘o]d)’, showing SE “cheat” and SE “passage around something’”. The latter
situation might possibly he associated with deceitful manoeuyres.
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The object of obkosit’ {described above) tells the recipient which part of
the verb is meant. The object may be a field, a seythe, a person. (In obkasivat sja
the subject gives the information.) | _

The chain (the lingumistic utterance) may be depicted as a long band, in

L

the 8K might.alsé have been a tapered SE.) According to current conceptions
he SE is 1) recognized immediately, and 2) only one 8K is actual, Point 2} can-
not be doubted, but we have just observed that point I} is wrong. The discon-
nected obkosil has no meaning; with SE present ““as a matter of fact”. — “De-
layed SE” muost be considered normal,-a “simultaneous SE" is sensational.
SE and its resolution probably most often appear in this order, but there is
no impediment for an object. (or other member) to be presented before the verb,
thus solving the semantic “riddle” in advance. 2 : |
We-have had Russian obkosit’ in mind, but Danish displays the same situa-
tion. Hun udleverede finis ‘delivered, surrendered, restoreedd’ gives no meaning;
other examples are han anfog ‘he accepted or engaged’, han nedlugde ‘elosed.
down, aholished, dismantled’, kan opgav ‘he stated or he resigned’. Looking at
Danish han indtelefonerede the understanding is obviously simultaneous
(although the object may have different shapes: a message, an advertisement;
the ebjeet is no person, it is no ahstract notion). ;& i
The sequence of the words -— in Danish as in Russian - is not deeply
rooted in the linguistic structure. Nothing prevents Naglen udleverede han forst
pd opfordring, literally “The key he handed back only when requested’.
(German displays a different picture. We confine ourscives to citing a.
sequence like er fithrte,..auf. We are acquainted with the object before the
constituent auf of the verb.) '
Above, the “delayed SE™ was considered normal. Extra delay may occur..
after obkosil in our {%xmnpl;} an adverbial member might no doubt appear;
cases in point in Danigh arve wan indlagde efter nogen tids venten palienien and

which we insert 8 SE:

" man indlagde efter nogen tids venten elektricitet *having waited some thme they

sent the patient to a hospital’ vs ‘ingtalled electricity’. With some delay, we
are informed what was meant by “indlagde”.

Danish with its heterosyntagmatic principle has possibilites of ambiguity
(intentional or not), cf, de spillede i drenes lob en formue ind. de spillede o drenes
lab en formue op ‘pla,}:ing they brought in a fortune’ vs ‘gambled away a
fortune’. '

- The tolerated delay must be restricted in both languages, and if necessary,
the verb must be “brushed up’”. An"imaginable example is hun udlagde fol-
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lowed by a long inserted sequence aned ultimately the object ef belob or Jens
som barnets fader {The verl wdlwgge aliudes to Tay out money” and ‘alleged
father’). 1

The peenliar features of the verh in -gjur as far as semantios are coneerned,
and the problems connected with Dhanish -5 and sig must be it off for the next
section. The semantic structure exhibits considerable accordance of Danish
and Russian. '

17 !'E{fﬂf’..'rf.-f,!?t‘?fr ;'{’f'fp:"{}f'-‘;fﬂ. ele. cenel woid j}}i"}ﬂ‘ﬁ'“:r”f. fi‘FS'H.'HJ.-f-'HH j}!’t)i)l’-f'ﬁ?f‘i ﬂf -Sjﬂ,
SEg cinrl -5 . . |

A. Comsiderable diffiealties are encountered when, we look at the use of
the “particles™ -gju. iy and -s (-5ja is called a postfix by Roman Jakobson).
Russian investigators as well as others have scarched for one distinetion to
account for -gja. Isatenko’s (1968:453 - 463) distinction hetween reflexive
Jorms and veflexive verbs i useful here: passive (in -sja) and impersonal verbs
with -sje ave transferred to grammar, whereus everything else is considered as
helonging to lexicography. Russian -sja is firmly attached to the verb, whereas
Lranish sig is free in that respeet. Placing the siy in front of & clause is rave
and obsolete, thus Sig wudnen lengsomt heever “the moon is rising slowly’. Danish
-8 ends the word, and drengeie har sld-s-et is a rare and curious phenomenon
{(‘the boys have heen fishting’, slds is ‘to fight’). ‘ |

In Danish, passive is useid in a fully natural way in [hengen roses ‘the boy
i praised’, whereas Russian does not typically allow living beings Lo ocenr with
Ppassive in -sja (although infringements of that rule do occur): okno moelsin
i “the window is washed', and wmal &Gk moctsia is ‘the bov washes himsel{.

The tollowing seheme can be established:

-8 passive || reciprocal |
- [ ] (] - 19 .
sl | i «: Vol reflexive word formation
- L) Do ¥ 1 - y I- . =
~sfa ) ppassive [ g reciproeal | reflexive word formation

AWe will'then ignore the Danish “s-verb™, since it is beyond the seope of the
problem under discussion, e.g. jeg I wnyes cte. ‘I am longthg for’ ete. However, a

duplicity can be pointed out in the case of mindes: afdode mindes ‘the deceased
Cperson ix commemorated’, and 2 vil wmindes afdode “we shall remember...").
The scheme can be compressed into

-8

sig

although we do not mean to imply that a Danish verly in -s or sty corresponds
10 a given verh in -sgju, nor that -5 and siy are of equal weight.
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o i i ' ivity and word formation as
-Sia is cloge to Danish with regard to reﬂezmﬂ y and wor : ‘

well &j;l in the question of passive and reciprocality. HEElt:&tlDll is felt in Danish

with nefte gig nettes ‘tidy oneself up’; jeg skal lige neifes is a natural utterance
‘just tidy myself up’. - ' '

] Therg arg two types of possible collisions (see above scheme) in Da.ma-h, one

in Russian, but the latter is fourfold. Danish resuljms‘these difficulties by

pushing reciprocal and reflexive (true reflexive) meaning into the background.

In Russian, the language is compelled to introduce strong -distinctions, as.

well as eliminating reciprocal and reflexive meanings g-aja). The- difficulties
in Russian are more properly understood when we rea.h;ze "bhat -85 perforn:m
four functions and that the postpositive -sja, culnurlega in itself, may be said
to colour the preceding element in four ways, (T_h'e gubject has, of conrse,
given congiderable information for the semantics, this has been ex‘pla.med ear-
Ter and will be resumed later. With prefixed verbs, we saw that it was parti-
cularly the ohject that cleared up the semantilca.} ‘

Wﬁh eardpat’ ‘scratch’ as a starting point we can make the following
atatement: |

| 1, carapat’ | 2. carapat’sja
3. ocarapat’ | 4. ocarapat’sja.

The relationship of 1:2:3:4 is not familiar to us a priori, and with an a,rbitmrji
verb we cannot, of course, be sure that the four places are covered. As a paralle

in Danish we note _
1. fare | 2. fore sig

3. opfere | 4. opfore sig,

: ide, conduct, lead’,
roughly translated: fore ‘carry, take, transport, ’mnvey, guide, ‘ 5
butgifwi g1y ‘oarry oneself’. Opfore is ‘build, erect’, and opfere s1g behave’. Only
analysis clears up the relationship of 1:2:3:4. o -
- An aj.rrtiﬁcia.l word SJG is introduced for -gja and sig viewed simultaneously
as one entitj. And by the artificial word ANTE (or Anta? we mean herfa th_te
verb with the SJG cut away. -Sja oecurs frequently in Russian, and verbs in sif

' ; i 11.
are abundantly represented in Danish as we ‘ _ '
"Phree situations occur: 1) the verb can both oecur with and without s,

' 2) the verb cannot occur with sig (only Ante appearing), and 8) the verb must

accur with sig (no Ante appearing). (Applicable working terrf:‘ms,, not ’t:u_l')e uElE;d
in, printed works, might be Danish “tilbud”, “forbud’® and “p&bud”, literally

“offer”, “prohibition”” and “‘order”, which in English probably c_urres.pond to
compatibility, exclusion and presupposition.) The same three situations are
familiar in Russian, _ ] ‘ - '
Relations of presupposition are not identical with derivation. The Rusm-mli
_simplex may rest on a verb without -sja, or a simplex may occur only wit
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-sja (like bojat’sja). With prefixed verbs (verbs earrying a prefix), we encounter
& division between prefixation (ponravit'sja), postfixation (-sjz is added, ag in
obnjat'sja ‘embrace (each other)’), and circumfixation (opisat’sje ‘make an
error when writing’ from 6-sja}. But the derivation is only recognized through
a semantic analysis, '

- Considering Danish danne, danne sig, uddanne aig (“form, make, mould,
constitute’, but danne sig ‘be in process of formation’, and uddanne Siff ‘stud}*,
learn, quslify as’), the latter (uddanne sig) cannot be classed with danne aig,

but if fits more naturally with uddanne ‘educate’ (and the role of st¢ becomes a,

problem).

An example of ambiguous derivation is found in a comedy by Chr. Richardt.

The phrase man kan sd newmt forlove sig may be interpreted in two ways, forlove
s1g being either ‘be engaged (to), become engaged (to) -or ‘promise too much’.

B. If the rules of passive {deseribed earlier for Russian) are valid as assumed
here, the consequences are considerable. -Sja with a perfective verb, then,
signalizes active, with -sje serving word formation, not formation of form. An
example is opisat’sja ‘make an error when writing, typing’ in contradistinetion to
opisydat’sja, which is solely ‘be described’, and thisis a case which is not unigue,

Nothing corresponding to the rules of passive exists in Danish: Our -s is a
- rather reliable signal of passive, and only rarely does employment of reciprocal
-8 disturb the speaker (for example kysses, meaning ‘be kissed’ or ‘kiss. each
other’, although the second meaning is becoming obsolete).

Passive (with -gja) is in numerous cases (perhaps more precisely: in many
cages) used in an active sense as well. Obnimat’sja is certainly passive (‘a tree,
a goulpture, is embraced’), but it has also the reciprocal meaning of ‘embrace
each other’. A parallel can perhaps, in part, be found in Danish De fo lande
deles om broudgiften, Landet deles efter krigens afslutning ‘the two countries share
the expenses of the bridge’, and ‘the country is divided after the end of the war’.

C. Reciprocality is considered a reality in both languages, subject and
object are said to direct the same action towards each other, and the formal
means are -¢ and -gja. A. Danish example is kysses, de kysses ‘Iiss each other’.
But the same form in certain cases {and more frequently) expresses passive
an well, us in bornene kysses til farvel ‘the children are kissed good-bye’. And
Aage Hansen (1967:56) says thatdt is “most simple to consider this application
(reciprocality) as falling under the active-passive-system’.

The same holds true for Russian. Obnimajutsja is reciprocal ‘they embrace
each other’, while at the same time being passive ‘they are embraced’, but
Russian hasin the rules of passive an effoctive means of distinetion, If obnimajut-
sja is passive, the subject is a non-person (it may be trees, columns ete.).
- A threatening collision is thus avoided. As explained above, the danger is by

far greater in Russian than in Danish. -
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The parallel development iz remarkable. Reciprocal verbs are poorly
represented in hoth languages; in Russian they give way to a drug-druga-con-
struction (‘each other’), and in Danish they follow a similar path (a “hinanden’-
construction: each other, one another).

D. When the verbs in sig and -sja are bracketed together, in the group of
reflexive verbs, the riddle of the concept of reflexivity is veiled. We hereprefer
to call the verbs sig-verbs and sja-verbs, taking the word reflexive in a narrow
gense {truly reflexive, properly reflexive). We use the artificial word 8J@G
tentatively for -gju and sig viewed as one entity, and the artificial word ANTE
for & verb from which SJG has been cut away. 5 | ;g

The current conception is that reflexive verbs are recognized by the action
“going back’’ upon the subject itself. In the author’s opinion, the characteristic
feature is that the action of the subject remains “within the ecircle of the sub-
jeet’’. Usual examples are Danish vaske s1g and Russian myt’sja with the same
meaning, o - o o

 Not every SJG creates reflexive meaning, as has been underlined-in the'
preceding text. In Russian, the passive verbs are sorted out immediately.
If we consider Danish udgive (en bog) ‘publish (a book)’, udgive sig (for greve)
‘try to pass oneself off as (a count), impersonate’, the point of view “reflexive”
with udgive sig is dropped, when we stick to the meaning “publish” (udgive).
The existence of separate udgive and udgive sig must be recognized. ;

What we are searching for is the true reflexive meaning, A condition on
this meaning holds that we have ‘‘the-same-person-relationship” (which
goes by itself); Ante must be active and transitive; probably the subject must
blﬁ a person: bordpladen har sldet aig ‘the table top has warped’ does not show re-
flexive meaning. . 5 & . ‘

We oppose two cases to each other: jey vasker mig, jeg vasker dig ‘I wash
myeelf, I wash you’ with the same ‘“wash-action’’, but jeg morer mig, jeg.
morér dig ‘I amuse myself, I amuse you’ with two “amuse-actions”. This
shows the involvement of a new-person-relation, which sheds light upon the
problem of reflexivity. Jeg vasker mig may be considered reflexive; jeg morer
mig, on the contrary, may not. - *

. Paralle] to that, Russian has ogoréit’ jogoréat’ ‘annoy somebody’, agoréit’sje/
fogoréat’sja ‘be annoyed, feel annoyance, disappointment’. Myt'sje ‘wash
oneself” and rddovat’sja ‘be glad, feel joy, pleasure’ cover the same idea as our
opposition jeg vasker mig/jeg morer mag. 5

Reflexive meaning may be excluded in advance. The SJG-verb may occur

1) side by side with Ante, 2} be unknown as only the Ante oecurs, 3) be obliga-
tory (there is no. Ante), Only the first case gives a theoretical possibility of
reflexivity (real reflexivity is rare). | '

Analyzing the 8JG, the investigator must unceasingly reject reflexive
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meaning. En storm rejste sig ‘a storm sprang up’, han reffede sig ‘he improved
(morally), he went straight (after having been a criminal)’, jeg orienterer mig,
ete., do not show reflexive meaning, and neither does Lyset beverger sig med en.
hastighed of etc. ‘light moves at a speed of...", :

Obligatoriness-of-person is, tentatively, our name for the situation where
the verb is connected only with the same person {and ths same numerns),
thus forregne sig ‘miscalenlate’ (jeg forregner mig, du forregner dig, but no jeg
SJorreguner *dig). '

If sig is obligatory, no movement of person can take place. There is no *jeg
undslir dig, only jeg undsldr mig ‘I decline, refuse, excuse myself’, Some cases
shun obligatoriness of person: jeg forf @nker dig ikke i ‘I cannot blame you for’

oceurs, but there is no jeg fort enker *mig ete. The opposite is the two-person-
-principle: jeg vasker mig, jeg vasker dig. Another type is jeg forhorer mig (om

prewgen) ‘I inquire (what the price is)’, but jeg forhorer dig (om din feerden) T
examine, interrogate, you (with regard to your activities, movements)’, The
Jatter case shows a normal object (to forhere). In Russian we find on oslhidal
menja ‘examined my inner organs, made an auscultation’, but on oslidalsjo
‘omitted to obey, disobeyed’.

In jeg foragter dig, du foragter mig (‘despise, digdain’) the pronoun functions
in the same way, but jeg foragter *miyg is not acceptable in Danish. Only jey
Joragter mig selv shows true reflexive meaning. This mesning is due to sely
{(and in Russian sebja plays the same role). For the sake of explicitness: jeg
Joragter dig selv does not have refloxive meaning, which is zelf-evident, since
- the word selv is not connected with the object, but with the subject.

It is assumed.in thir treatise that verbs for “tidying up oneself” do express
reflexivity (like vaske sig), and if a selv were added, we would end up with
something without meaning or at -any rate not what we are searching for.
Jeg vasker mig selv is not reflexive (contrary to English). The author is in-
oclined to confine the circle of true reflexive verbs in Russian to the verbs for
“tidying up oneself’’; verbs for suicide will be discussed below. {(And the
situation jeg skal vaskes will be treated under item E.).

A distinction is attempted between two qualities of the 8JG: abso and
conlin, our abbreviations for absolutive position and continuatio, the latter

saying rather primitively that a continuation is required as in Danish affiolde

sig ‘abstain from, refrain from’ (a preposition fra must follow). Abso means
that the verb is sufficient in itself, not requiring any explanation, but it does
not necessarily forbid a continuation. This is a common Danish/Russian feature,
which can hardly be viewed as a matter of course. We can mention some scatter-
ed examples, even if it is not clear what we elucidate. Perhaps some lawfulness
could be found. Udsette sig ‘lay oneself open to, expose oneself to’, modswite
~stg ‘resist, oppose’, opholde sig ‘stay, live, reside’, go to the type “‘contin®.
More sig ‘amuse onself, enjoy oneself, be amused’ may be “abso’, but is it
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not necessarily. Han undslog sig ‘he deelined, refused, he exeused himself’ may
be “abso’’. Russian ostat’sje ‘remain’ is “abso’” and “non-abso™. On pritvorjaei-
sja ‘pretends to be, simulates...’ seems to be “contin’ (it is connected with a

~ member in instrumentalis or with a sentence with budio by ‘as if’, but “abso™

cannot be excluded), Otvdfit'sja ‘make so bold as to’ demands ne &fo or an
infinitive (it is “contin”). The continuation required may be a prepositional
member (not an arbitrary one) or an instrumentalis, ete.; with pritvorjaetsjo,
for instance, bol'nym,

A schematic outline:

more - more 8ig more gig selv
Suvstvoval’ Suvstvoval’sja Suvstvoval’ sebja
ete.

shows & homogeneous interplay between the columns.

The author concludes that true reflexivity with SJG is doubtful, yet it
geems incontestable with the type vaske sig and heenge sig “wash oneself’ and
‘hang oneself’ (verbs of tidying up oneself and verbs for suicide). The pre-
supposition is perhaps that & person directs an action towards his own body.
True reflexivity is obviougly expressed by sig sele and Russian sebja.

Great Danish/Ruseian similarity can thus be seen. (What makes this matter
indistinet is that Russian -8jo also serves to express passive, as will be explained
later. This element does not interfere in Danish.) b

-Sja and sebja expressing reflexive may in some cases overlap each other,
but sebjg is victorious. In Danish ség selv, in the author's opinion, ig the vie-
torious construction. The disharmony ANTE:8JG, disharmony S8JG: sig selv
and sebja, and the harmony sig selv and sebjo: ANTE, are, to be sure, essential
for the contrastive analysis.

E. Russian may use -sja to make a verb intransitive. What is surprising
is not- that an intransitive verb appears, since verbs in -sje ore intransitive, -

" . but that the language intentionally creates an intransitive verb which is active

like the verb it already had, while remaining semantically unchanged. Kar-
cevaki (1927) here uses the designation lo neuiralisation, (Perhaps we could
profit by a shortened term “neutral{’’ for this special purpose.). An example
is ¥jus’ ‘I am sewing (something)’, or stirdjus’ ‘I am washing (something)’, or
perhaps ‘it is my wash-day to-day’. The speaker reports what he or she is.
doing, but does not mention the object. This is perhaps superflzous, or the
speaker conceals it. Possibly we have in Danish a parallel in Aun venter sig
‘she is expecting’. Perhaps “holde sig” in children’s language (for holde vandet
‘omit, postpone, urination’) belongs to that group as well. Pogsibly Danish
geg skal lge redes (pronounced re’s), jeg skal lige friseres and similar instances.
(‘I must eomb my hair’) shounld be explained in 2 similar way.
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It appears to the linguist that this phenomenon is exceptional, but it
might prove to be commonplace. Do we have a concealed object in Danish
Jeg ever mig ‘T am practising, preparing the lesson (music ete.)’? Or is it simply
stated that I am occupied by practicing, exercising, preparations? Danish
may also “forcibly’” make the verb intransitive, cf. jeg over finis, man mé Lere
‘one must learn’” (without object). A large number of Russian verbs are per-
haps explained in this way, of. ja uéu slovd ‘I am learning words’, but jo uéus’
{with no question of object). No reflexive meaning can be pointed out here,
and the meaning may quite simply be: I am displaying diligence, taking pains.

F. The utilization of -sja in sobaka kusdetsja ‘the dog is snappish’ is strange.
The Danish translation ‘hunden bider’ in every particular agrees with the
Russian expression. In Danish we do not mean that the dog is biting now, as it

were, but that the instinct of a dog, or perhaps this dog, is to bite, and under .

the cireumstances it may be & fierce, snappish dog. In Russian a -sje indicates

this phenomenon, while the Danish solution is intransitivity forced upon the
verb. The usage (in Russian) has been designated in various ways, among therﬂ_

- verbs of tendency; the author uses tentatively the name “smrpramgsverber’,
verbs denoting a distinctive mark, a karakteristikon.

It is surprising that Danish hag a parallel, described by Aage Hansen
{1967:62} as “‘tilbgjelighedens lideart”, literally ‘“‘passive of inclination”,
illustrated by hunden bids ‘the dog bites’, nalden bands ‘the stinging nettle
stings’ (it is a (dalectic phenomenon).

These verbs should probably be classed with word formation. There are
natural restrictions as to tense. — the deep-rooted quality blocks the use of a
_ preterit, and prefixation seems to be excluded.

G. 8JG — Raussian -sja and Danish sig considered jointly — is now under
discussion (and we have attributed little importance to reflexive use, ete.).
SJG is made use of in impersonal expressions: det sommer stg (be becoming,
be proper}, but there is no *han sommer sig; Russian xddetsja ‘feel like someth-
ing, want” etc. Isadenko (1968) certainly here speaks about formation of
forms. In Danish this relationship is not easily seen through. The use of sig
appears here to belong predominantly to the simplex and to occur chiefly
with present tense,

In the preceding text, the semantic “‘fan’ was supposed to be less with SJG
'than with Ante, The preﬁx conveys a semantic limitation; the same is obviously
true of the SJG. But the 8JG-verb is not necessarily Jmpoverlshed with rcgard
to meaniugs, cf. indstille sig ‘enter for an examination’ as well as ‘prepare one’s
mind for new, changed conditions, an unsafe future ete.” and Russian, otbit’sja
‘fight and get rid of one’s attackers’ as well as ‘get away from (one's military
detachment), be lost in this way’. The lexeme-forming activity of SJG grows

t0 become the predominant feature. -Sja produces (with a simplex) one verb,
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and a prefix produces up to some twenty verbs. In combination they make a
considerable expansion possible.

Though we view SJG as the remedy serving word formation, we do not gay
that the particles have been added. 8JG may ocour accompanied by a prefix,
ef. opisat’sje ‘make an error when'writing’, from piaat’ with o+sjo added, and
Danish forgrite sig ‘lay violent hands on’. _

ANTE and 8JG are semantically different. The dlst&nce may be great,
comparatively great, small, perhaps hardly perceptible, but a new word .
appears. Talk about a difference from something (a semantie cleft) is not always
justified — there i3 not necessarily an ANTE, cf. forgribe sig without any
*forgribe. Theoretically one can establish a system of equidistant lines and
depict the “distance’” on them, but it is seen immediately that this is only a
subjective statement. An objective measurement is out of the question.

Some examples are: plestt ‘plait, braid’, but plestis’ ‘shuffle, shamble’,
nestt ‘carry’, but nestis’ ‘move quickly, also lay eggs’, oblofit’ ‘surround with;
tax’, oblofit'sje ‘mislay, put in & wrong place’. All prefixes obviously give
the same evidence: vstupit’ ‘enter, join (a club, a political party)’, vstupit’sja ‘go
in for, advocate somebody’, vijbrat’ ‘choose, eleet’, vybrat’sja ‘find one’s way
out’, zaderfat’ ‘keep back, detain, withhold’, zaderfot’sja ‘be delayed’, razuéit’
‘practise, rehearse’, razuéit’sjo ‘forget (what you have learned)’.

This tremendousty important semantic jump has often been congidered a
characteristic of Russian. Danish, however, behaves in the same way. Some

few examples include: vise ‘show, demonstrate’, but vise sig ‘appear, show

off’, skabe ‘create’, but skabe sig ‘be affected, attitudinize’, komme ‘come’, but
komme sig ‘improve, recover from’, svare ‘answer’, but svare sig ‘pay, balance,
‘be worth the trouble, be profitable’, Zolde ‘hold, keep etec.’, but holde sig ‘wear,

. hold; postpone urination’. Some examples of prefixed verbs include: afholde

‘hold, arrange, pay’, but afholde sig ‘abstain from’; forlade ‘leave’, but forlade
sig ‘rely on, trust’; forlobe * paaa away, pass off’, but forlebe stg ‘forget oneself,
let oneself be carried away’. .

There are perhaps obvious reasons for this semantic jump. If we contrast
afholde (ball, meeting, expenses) and affiolde sig (from commentaries, from
intervention), the rich semantics of afholde seem to be totally wiped out in
afholde sig, and the semantic jump, then, contains no riddle. — What is
puzzling lies more in the variation, |

In practice, one should make clear that the two languages operate with
differences of vocabulary in & banal sense. No coherence can be found in
zasidel’ and zasidet'sja, ‘soil with excrements’ and ‘sit (too) long in the same
place’, with both verbs derived from sidet’,

H. Considering -sju, 8ig and -s we find great structural harmony between
the two languages. Reciprocality and reflexivity seem to be declining in both
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languages, and the peculiar phenomena desecribed in sections E and T are
supposed to show common features. A corresponding similarity in principle is
seen with word formation. For certain reasons Russian passive with -gja
demonstrates separate features.

Only now we can gather the threads. An investigation of nbmﬂnﬂt’;sja,
which does not mean “cheat oneself”, but ‘be digappointed, be mistaken {(with
regard to friends e.g.)’, and obmanyvai’sja, which has the same meaning (in
addition to being passive, but requiring an inanimatum for its subject), is
instructive. In order to express a concept like “cheat one self (in connection
with trade e.g.)"” the language would probably resort to sebja. Russian secures
itself against collisions of meaning by effective precantions, as demonstrated
earlier. Danish does not face the same pressure. -Sja draws a heavy load, while
in Danish the burden is distributed between sig and -5, making the risk of
collision moderate or trifling in Danieh.

Retrospect and conclusion

Glancing at what has been elaborated about the verb in Danish and Russian,
we hit upon the decisive difference: in a context the Russian verb must express
aspect, whereas the Danish verb only occasionally displays a relatmnshlp of
aspective nature, and then not intraverbally as Russian.

Agpect, however, does not hamper the contrastive analysis. If, in accnrdan-::e
with the reasoning nowadays, we reject the “empty prefix” in Russian in
favour of the explanation by means of Aktionsart, » simplex becomes a verb
of one aspect (it is imperfective), on equal terms with the Danish simplex.

Formation of Aktionsart by means of a prefix is a specifically Bussian
phenomenon (only in isolated cases a Danish parallel can, possibly, be drawn),
Aktionsart in Danish is expressed by other means. .

Further, the prefix in Russian, and more frequently, serves the formation
of lexemes as in Danish. Russian solely, then, develops a secondary imper-
fective (an imperfective counterpart with the same meaning). Still this func-
tion of the prefix (formation of lexemes) is, in contrast to formation of Aktions-
art, perceivable from & Danish point of view. A common feature, then, i i that
- prefixation creates a verb that is different from the simplex.

With regard to diathesis, a similarity in prineciple is seen in the utilization
of two methods for the formation of the passive voice (English is different),
but the choice (of method) is in Russian governed by the aspect, and strict
rules apply to passive in -sja. However, this obvious difference is explainable
on the basis of the fourfold use of the particle -sje. (In Danish these uses are
diat.ributed to -s and 9ig, which in & decisive way diminishes ‘the danger of
collision 1n this language.). Part.praet.pass. (“ppp’’) is in Russian formed
from perfective verbs. Danish, having no aspect, takes an indifferent stand.’
A peculiar similarity, however, appears in quite a number of cases when the
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adjectivized ppp is considered, since a prefix is required. (The language rejects
de *rogede cigover, liternlly ‘the *smoked cigars’, whereas en tilroge! pibe ‘a

. seasoned pipe’ is accepted.)

Both languages distinguish between fransitive and intransitive verbs,
and partial transitivity is a common feature. |

A specifically Danish phenomenon is the heterosyntagmatic position of
the verb (afdrage/drage of ‘pay by installments/ take off (one’s boots)’) (which
is also familiar to English and German).

A simplex is diffuse with respect to semantics. It may be absent in both
languages (seen from the prefixed verb), a situation which does not restrain
the prefixed verb from occurring. A common feature ig that simplex is rarely.
in the mind of the speaker when he uses a prefixed verb. The contrastive
analysis must attach a special weight to the enormous rols of prefixation
in the service of word expansion (English being different). This colours the

formation of nouns in the two langunage as well,
The stock of prefixes has about the same size in Danish and Russian.

In the process of polyprefixation & strong limitation is met, and with regard
t0 its use there seems to exist a uniform principle. In both languages some of
the prefixes appear as prepositons, but there is no semantic identity. Specifi-
cally, Danish has the detached preposition, placed after the government, a

- postpositive, which is also familiar to English.

- Derivation shows further similarities between the two languages on &
large scale. A simplex may be derived both nondeverbally and deverbally. A
prefixed verb is created (chiefly) by putting a prefix in front of a simplex or by
cirenmfization as in Danish ud-dyb-e or Russian u-glub-i’, Suffixation in con-
nection with the formation of a secondary imperfective is s:t::l:e;lyr a Russian
phenomenon. A great number of verbs are derived by Russian -sja and Danish
sig following the same pattem Thus the expansion of the word stock follows
uniform lines. =

The Auctuating capacity of a simplex to be united with a prefix {potency of
preﬁxatmn) is & common featurse. And in both languages the prefix is “wedged”
into the simplex when we consider the prefixed verb. The prefix is dis-inds-
viduslized, and the simplex moves into the background oris completely “forgot--
ten”, of. Danish undersoge ‘examine’ without coherence with sage ‘search for’.

If we establish a “prefixal column” (a column of verbs carrying a prefix,
simplicia with one prefix, simplicia with different ‘prefixes), the column in
both languages proves to be non-homogeneous, and this quahty: gpreads In a
uniform way. Howsver, the heterosyntagmatic utilization (tilstd/std til ‘confess/
jgo well with, match’) is peculiar to Danish, and the possible formation of
the secondary imperfective is solely a Russian feature. |

The effects of prefixation are the same in Danish and in Russian. The
decisive mark is the “specialization’’: the prefixed verb takes out a “segment’’ of
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simplex (segment should not be taken literally), and a semantic straitening
is achieved. The segment may in both langnages be “compressed’’ (normally
the verb falls into sevoral sub-significations).

- A characteristic consequence of prefixation is tranmsitivization: an in-
transitive simplex is changed into a transitive prefixed verb, although natu-
rally not consistently. Thus, transitive verbs dominate & corpus. This is especi-
ally true of Russian. Changes of government after prefixation are also charac-
teristic: the syntactic perspective is shifted, and the verb acquires new com-
binability. . - - '

The obligatory object is also conspicuous, since without an object, or

- another member, the prefixed verb has generally no “meaning”’,

' The organization of semantics is based on the same principles. in the two
languages. The semantics of the simplex spread in all directions. As a rule,
it resists a well-arranged grouping, and the prefixed verb is, due to the semantic
straitening, open to a division according to meaning. If we consider the totality

- of verbs with a given prefix (this treatise has used the Russian verbs in o-/ob-,
and for Danish, to a certain degree, verbs beginning with om- and over-), we
realize a distinet number of “circles of signification”. Examples include
»action performed to an exaggerated degree, above the norm” and ‘‘repe-

titive action”, A semantic element (SE) of that type may be assigned to a .

single verb, but one and the same verb most often contain several SE’s side
by side {a case of polysemia which in the present treatise is called a “semantic
fan”). It is. possible to establish categories of meaning, but the individual
verb, of course, is not interpreted semantically with completeness, and the
evaluation of SE is inevitably based upon a subjective estimate. A common
feature is that a SE is not necessarily unambiguous, With similar justification,
the observer might in several cases maintain a different SE (the observed
element shows a “Janus-face”), or it may be impossible to isolate a SE,
because it is inextricably tied up to another SE (“faceted SE). |
 In both languages, the prefixed verb, if detached, normally has no “mean-
ing”’, Only the context determines the contents. With a transitive verb, the
nature of the object iz decigive above all (han udleverede noglen, han udleverede
konens privatliv, ‘he gave up, handed over the key, he compromised his wife
disclosing her private life’}, and there is no kan udleverede finis {finis indicating
full stop). The subject and prepositional member also determine the meaning.
In this way the SE will generally be ‘“delayed’” since the verb can not be
interpreted the moment it is heard or seen. . .

The above-mentioned verbs in -sje and -s as well as sig have naturally
been treated on equal terms with verbs without these particles, but in both
languages they require a separate discussion under ene common point of
- view, Russian -gja, as it awere, “corresponds to' Danish -s and sig. A decisive
factor in the contrastive analysis is that Russian -gjo performs 4 functions
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(1. formation of passive voice, 2. reciprocality, 3. reflexivity, 4. wurd forma-
tion); in Danish those functions are distributed to -¢ (numb'm:a 1. and '2.}
and sig (numbers 3. and 4.). Russian averts the danger of collision by &t}'lct
rules for passive (in -sja), the consequence being striot rules for Wnrd‘furmatmn.
In both cases, definite conditions must be fulfilled by the aspect. It is & feaiiure
common to both languages that reciprocal and reflexive (genunine r_eﬂexwa)
meanings move into the background. The _“kimMen”-—cm'}gi;srucft_;mn_'_. and
Russian drug-druga-construction are victorious, and true reflexivity 18 .ma.rked
by sebjo and Danish sig selv. It seems that Danish pa,rallels. oan be drawn
to the so-called neutralization and verbs of tendency (in -gja) in Rusgian.
The decisive element is that -sja (we are here ignoring passive forms}). and
Danish sig serve word formation. Minor imporfance may be ati_mclhed to ?hf_:
remaining use of -sja and sig. . " A e
The contrastive Russian/Dsnish analysis as far as the verb is concerned
has unveiled few cases of proncunced structural discord. In certain cases they
can bé “explained”, But structural similarity is much more often 'prgva,lent,
and in several cases we are entitled to characterize the accordance as aston-
ishing. : ' : : .
It is impossible to congider the verb in isolation. The pfepqsmnna neces-
sarily enter into the analysis, and a peculiar feature of Danish is the uaa‘u_f a
digconnected preposition (postpositive). The problem of prefix vs. prepu_mtmn
has the same shape in both languages, and a casual glance at the formation of
nouns demonstrates great structural similarity. - L
The boundary we have established between differences and similanties
is nearly always radieal and solid, not a distinction that is confirmed now

and then,
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