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MEANING OF VERBAL PREFIXES )

gacker 1982) have recognized the applicability of Rosch’s cognitive model
to scmantic description. T also have borrowed certain elements from this
model in the present description of prefixal semantics.

Before undertaking the analysis of za—, [ will briefly outline the basic
concepts and structure of what will henceforth be referred to as the
“modified structuralist™ approach. The meanings of prefixes will be cap-
tioned by configurations drawn in space.! This is not necessarily three-
dimensional space as it is understood by post-Einsteinian physicists, but
rather aur mental perception of it. This “cognitive” space may contain one,
two, or three dimensions. In addifion, cognitive space may, through mcta-
phorical extension; refer to some entirely different domain, such as time,
existence, or emotion.

Protatypically a confipuration consists of a landmark (LM; also called a
domain) and a trajector (TR) which maves in relation to it. The trajectory
(TRy) is a profile of this movemen:, usually with respect to time.

Each prefix has one or more configurations, each of which may in turn
signal one or more submeanings. I a configuration is associated with more
than one submeaning, usually onc submeaning is spatial and the rest are
metaphorical extensions of that submeaning, created by varying the refer-
ents of the landmark and the trajector.

I will now give a brief demonstration of how the prefix za— could be
described using the modified structaralist model, Figure 1 contains dia-
grams of the configurations of za- and of the network which they comprise.
The specific submeanings associaled with each configuration will be dis-
cussed in greater detail and with examples below. Configuration 1 is seman-
tically central to za—"s network. Varying referents of cognitive space, rang-
ing from real space to freedom and tolerance, allow this confipuration to
represent six submeanings, wheress each of the remaining conligurations
has only one submeaning associated with it. In configuration 1, the domain
is a band which has properties distinet from those of the extradomain. To
generalize, the domain is normal and/or basal, in contrast with the extra-
domain, which is abnormal and/or forced. The trajector crosses one of the
lateral boundaries of the domain and arrives in the extradomain, This con-
figuration serves as the root of ze-"s semantic family tree: configurations 2
through 5 are related to configuration 1 by a series of minimal transforma-
tions. In going from configuration | to 2, the trajector is identified with the
trajectory forming a (two-dimensional) object which covers the landmark.
The transformations linking configurations 2 and 3 involve the nature of
the trajector: for 2 it is a single mass, but for 3 it 1s a group of countahle
objects. Configurations 5 and 4 differ from 1 and 2. respectively, in that
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they are of three, rather than two, dimensions. For configurations 2 and 4,
this variation in dimensionality translates into the difference between cover-
ing a surface (two dimensions) and (illing a container (three dimensions).
When configuration 1 is extended to three dimensions, the trajector is no
langer obliged to transgress a boundary of the landmark, but can escape
directly to the extradomain by means of the third dimension,

In the network the configurations are both distinct yet unified as a group
through their relationships to configuration |. Thus the present model inte-
grates the two seemingly opposed aspects of prefixal semantics; unity and
diversity. In addition, it exposes the internal semantce structure of the
prefix.

The Configurations:

M

The Netwark:

Figure 1
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1n the limited scope of this paper, the transformations, or *links.” which
join the configurations may seem arbitrary. At first glance it appears that
this analysis is excessively powerful, having no restraints. When more pre-
fixes are analyzed according to this model, however, it becomes apparent
that the links form a tightly circumseribed group and can indeed serve to
limit the definition of a category. A more extensive survey, including the
prefizes pere— and or- in addition to za—, shows that the thirteen links that
structure the networks of these prefixes fall into three patterns in which
transformations are performed on the number, identity, and dimensionality
of elements of the configuration. The number of types of links is strictly
limited. All of the links present in the za- network, for example, appear in
the pere— network as well (see Janda 1984),

The limiting function of the system of links is therefore in some ways
parallel to that of distinctive features, Both links and distinctive features
comprise relatively small, closed sets. The difference between the present
modified structuralist approach and a standard structuralist approach is in
the way in which the description is restricted, The system of links imposes
internal restrictions on the possible semantic structure of a category, where-
as distinctlve features focus on establishing extérnal boundaries (that is, by
drawing the line between [+eature X] and [-feature X]).

Against this background, the role of the submeanings and their instantia-
tions can be taken up in some detat),

i 21
CONFIGURATION |

LM

Figure 2

The landmark of za- is the normal or canonical environment of the trajec-
tor, a baseline from which the trajector za- deviates. The boundaries of the
landmark divide cognitive space into two areas: the area mmcluded by the
landmark, called the domain, and the area outside the landmark, called the
extradomain. The (rajector begins in the domain and then transgresses a
boundary of the landmark, passing into the extradomain, The extradomain
is in most cases qualitatively different from the domain, and it frequently
does not allow the freedom of movement possible in the domain.
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Deflection: The first submeaning associated with this configuration is
< deflection>>. The most familiar examples of this submeaning are formed
from the verbs of motion and mean ‘drop by

(1) “Zajdja v konfektny] magazin na Kuzneckom mostu,” pisal poét Ba-
tjuikov, *ja uvidel bol%uju tolpy moskovskix (rantov v lakirovannyx
sapogax | v Sirokix anglijskix frakax.”

*“When I stopped by in the candy store on Kuzneckij Bridge,” wrote
the poet Batjuikov, “I saw a great crowd of Muscovite dandies in

m

polished boots and loose-fitting English tailcoats.

In this example, Batjuskov is the trajector and his straight-line path along
the bridge is the landmark, Deflection is foisted upon the trajector (young
women) in (2}

(2) Topda devudek v briukax ne puskali v kina ili daZe zabirali v miliciju,
‘At that time young women wearing pants were nol allowed into
movie theaters or were even faken away to the police station.

The landmark in (3) refers to canonical position, from which the airplane
deviates.

{3)  Weryvnoj volnoj udarilo v niz fjuzeljaZa, samolet kliunul nesom i &ut
zavalilsia na pravoe krylo.
"When a shock wave hit the underside of the fuselage, the plane went
inte a aosedive and ralled over a bit onto its right wing.

The trajecter need not be a solid object. In (4) it 5 vision, which is
dellected from its normal straight-ahead path,

(4)  Zagljanuy v komnatu, gde dolZno bylo proxodit’ zasedanie, pisateli s
udivieniem uvideli tam Furmanova 1 sekretarja, kotoryj vel protokol.
*Peeleing into the room where the mesting was supposed to be aking
place, the writers were surprised to sec there Furmanov and the secre-
tary. who was handling the agenda.

Az (5 illustrates, the path may refer metaphorically o an activity in which
one can get side-tracked.

(3 Zodumyvalis li vy kogda-nibud, pofemu duraka séitajut durakom?
‘Have vou ever stopped to think why a fool is considered a fool?'

Fix: The only significant difference between <deflection> and <Ifix> is
that in the latter the trajector always becomes lodged in the extradomain,
Going back to the configuration, we might think of the landmark as a
good, salid road, on the shoulder of which is deep, sticky mud. Any devia-
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tion from the road will cause the trajector to get stuck!

(6) Pri rulefke Sassi samoleta zaryvalis' v grunt nastolko, &lo madiny
prixodilos’ vytaskivat' na sobstvennyx pledax. )
‘During taxiing the landing gear would diz its way into the earth so
deeply that we had to drag the planes out again on our shoulders.’

Metaphorically, words as trajector can also become lodged in the extra-
domain of memaory:

(7)) Vielenie #izni my stalkivaerrsja so mnogimi ljud'mi. Pofemu 2 tolko
v redkix sluéajax my utverfdaem schia pointeresovatsja, kak zovut
teloveka, | zapomnir ego imja?

‘During our lives we meet many people. Why is it that only in rare

cases do we endeavor Lo take an interest in a person’s name and fo
comtmit it ta memary?

The effect here is that of standing at one point, watching words, ideas,
information, and so on (loat by or the path, When we see an item that we
would like to keep, we must pull it out and fix it in the extradomain, Left
to its own devices, most information has a way of getting lost, and must,
therefore, be sccured in some way, as in (8):

(8} Spravolku zaregistrirovali | podiili kuda sleduer, zabyv vskore pro

starusku i pro ee syna, uvjazauv v tekuiéix delax, kotoryx v milicii i
bez togo bylo muogo.

*They registered and filed the certificate accordingly, and soon forgot
the old woman and her son. bogzed down as they were in routine
business, of which there was already plenty at the police station.

Change of state: This is a metaphorical extension of the <fix>> submean-
ing, This submeaning does not include any and all chanpges of state, but
rather makes reference to a specific type of unidirectional change which can
be alternatively captioned as normal — sbnormal, active — inactive, or
soft, perishable — hard, permanent. Zu- prefixed verbs cannot denote state
changes that proceed in the opposite direction or that are not semantically
subsumed under one of these captions. Cognitive space here Em_ﬂmmmﬁw
states, The landmark, or domain, designates the normal, natural state of
the trajector, which passes into the extradomain, a semi-permancnt state
that is abnormal and/or stifles further development.

(9 Kak zakalialas' stal’
‘How the steel was rempered.’

The steel (trajector) was made harder, more resistant Lo change (semi-
permanent state of the extradomain),






