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Abstract

O0Opa3zoBaHIe r1aroa0B
COBEPILIEHHOIO BI1Aa
OT HOBEMIIINX
3aIMCTBOBaHUII

B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE:
DKCITePUIMEHTaAbHBIN
1104 X0/

I'ycras Yabccon

Yuusepcurer Typky,
Typxy, Punasaans

This article examines how Russian aspectual pairs from borrowed and collo-
quial verbs are formed. This question is relevant since the most common source
languages of Russian loan verbs do not express the aspectual distinction (im-
perfective-perfective) morphologically. Seventeen new verbs, most of which
belong to the technological sphere, were examined in an online experiment
(N=120), in which native Russian speakers were asked to form perfective coun-
terparts for a number of new verbs, such as zyzaumo ‘to google” and acamacumo
‘to text, to SMS’. The results show that there is variation in the formation of
these new verbs, but also that one form was chosen by most participants who
formed a valid perfective. The most common perfectivizers in this experiment
were the suffix -ny-, followed by the prefixes s3a-, npo-, om- and c-. The suffix
-ny- is especially productive in verbs denoting actions that can be carried out
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or finished in a short time but is also found in verbs denoting longer processes.
This use of -1y- is characteristic for verbs in Russian slang.
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aspect, prefixation, suffixation, neologisms, loanwords

Peslome

B crarpe mccaeayercs obpa3oBaHUe BUAOBBIX ITap HOBBIX U/MAY 3aMIMCTBOBaH-
HBIX I1aT0/0B B PYCCKOM s3bIKe. VIHTepec K 4aHHOMY BOIIPOCY BBI3BaH TeM (ak-
TOM, 4YTO SA3BIKU-VICTOYHMKHU 3aMMCTBOBaHIS He BBIpa’kaloT MOP(OAOrMIecKn
BIOBOTO 3HAYEHN S «COBEPIIEHHOCTU—HECOBEPIIIEeHHOCTI». 17 HOBBIX I1aro/10B
TeMaTIYeCKOI TPYIIIIBL «TEXHOAOTMN» ObLAN MCCAEAOBAHBI B XOA€ OHAAH-DKC-
IlepMMeHTa, B KOTOPOM IpuHAAU ydactue 120 HocuTeAeir pycckoro s3bika. Pe-
CIIOHAEHTH O0O0pa3OBBIBAaAM COOTBETCTBYIOIINE IJaroAbl COBEPIIEHHOTO BMAa
AAs psijda HOBBIX I1arOAOB, TaKUX KaK 2YzAUmMov M acamacumo. Pe3yapTaTsl dKc-
IIepMMeHTa ITOKa3hIBalOT, YTO He BCe YUYaCTHUKM COAMAAPHEI B BEIOOpe criocoba
nrepdexTusnsanuu (spibope rnepdexTusupyiomero npedukca nam cypduxca),
0/HAaKO B OOABIIMHCTBE CAy4YaeB OAVH M3 I1aroA0B COBEPIIIEHHOIO BUAa AOMU-
Hupyer. Hanbosee pacrmpocTpaHeHHBIM CIIOcOOOM OOpa3OBaHUs COBEPIIIEH-
HOTO BI/a I1aro/0B, BKAIOYEHHBIX B DKCIIEPUMEHT, OKaszaacs cypPukc -Hy-, Ha
BTOPOM MecTe — IpedUKC 34-, U MEHBIIYIO IOIYAAPHOCTh MMeAN IPePUKCHI
npo-, om- n c-. CygPpukc -ny- ABAATCSI 0COOEHHO ITPOAYKTUBHBIM B IJarojax,
BBIpa’KaloOIINX AVICTBIUS, KOTOPBIE MOTYT OBITh BBIIIOAHEHBI MAV COBEPIIEHEI B
TedeHre KOPOTKOTO BpeMeH!, HO TaK>Ke B I1arolax, BRIpa’kaloInX 4AUTeAbHbIe
rporieccel. D10 ynorpedaenne cypdukca -Hy- XapaKTepHO A5 I1arol0B B pyc-
CKOM C/€HTe U ITPOCTOPEUN .

Knioyesble CnoBa
BUA, npe(])m(cam/m, cy(])(l)MKcaLm;I, HEOAOIM3MBI, 3aIMCTBOBAHIII

1. Introduction

During the last decades, Russian has been enriched by many new verbs, and
many of these verbs are related, in one way or another, to new technologies, for
example nazixams ‘to like (show approval of a post on an internet forum)’, an-
epetidums ‘to upgrade’, and zyzaumos ‘to google’. The formation of these verbs
is relatively easy to describe: they all consist of a non-Russian root—xaiix ‘like
(noun)’, anepeiid ‘upgrade’ and I'yzn ‘Google’—and a verbal suffix: -a-ms or
-u-mo. However, all of these verbs are imperfective, and most Russian verbs
have one (or more) corresponding perfective verb(s) which, together with the
imperfective base verb, form so-called aspectual pairs. The formation of aspec-
tual pairs lacks morphological regularity, and for this reason, the question of
how perfective counterparts of new verbs are formed arises. The topic of this
article is how native Russian speakers form perfective counterparts of bor-
rowed or newly coined verbs from the past two decades.
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This article is based on an experiment in which 120 native Russian
speakers were asked to produce perfective counterparts of foreign or recently
coined verbs from the last decades. Since the most common source languages
of borrowed verbs into Russian do not express imperfective-perfective aspec-
tual opposition morphologically, Russian speakers must decide which aspect
a newly borrowed verb takes and, if needed, form a corresponding verb in the
other aspect. Most new aspectual pairs are formed through prefixation, with
an unprefixed, imperfective base verb and a prefixed perfective verb. There are
no less than nineteen Russian prefixes' that can change the aspect of a verb
[Kponray3s 1998: 111]. New aspectual pairs can also be formed via suffixation;
productive suffixes are the imperfectivizing -s:8a- and the perfectivizing -#y-.
How do Russian speakers decide which aspectual affix to use when a new as-
pectual pair is formed?

The following part of this article, section 2, provides the theoretical back-
ground of verbal aspect and aspectual pairs in Russian. Section 3 describes the
design of the experiment and its theoretical premises. Section 4 discusses the
results of the experiment.

2. Verbal aspect in Russian

In the scholarly literature on aspectology and aspectual pairs in Russian, com-
paratively little attention has been given to the formation of aspectual pairs
of borrowed verbs. Furthermore, most studies on this subject are about bor-
rowed biaspectual verbs, whose infinitive end with -osams or -esame [ABu-
noBa 1968, Yeptkosa, Yaur 1998, Xopuryuu 2018, Olsson 2018]. The forma-
tion of aspectual pairs of other types of borrowed verbs has been studied by
Gjervold [2013] and CokonoBa [2009]. Their findings suggest that the prefix
3a- is the most productive perfectivizer in modern colloquial Russian.

If borrowed verbs form aspectual pairs, they do so mainly through pre-
fixation, for example with the abovementioned 3a-. By adding a prefix to an
unprefixed imperfective verb, the verb becomes perfective, e.g. zyzaume-3a-
eyenums ‘to google’. The perfective verb in a prefixed aspectual pair in this
article shall be referred to as a natural perfective, as termed by Janda [2007].

The semantics of the prefixes used to form natural perfectives has been
a subject of debates for decades. Traditionally, they have been called wucmo-
sudosvie npucmasku ‘purely aspectual prefixes’ [TuxoHoB 1964] or nycmete
npucmasxu ‘empty prefixes’. These two terms seem to imply that these prefixes
lack any meaning except the feature [+perfective aspect]. Another view is to
deny that prefixed pairs are genuine aspectual pairs. According to this view,
a prefix always alters the meaning of the base verb and only suffixed pairs are

1 g-, 63, 8-, 00-, 3a-, U3-, Ha-, HAO-, 0-, 00-, Om-, nepe-, no-, N00-, npu-, nPo-, pas-, c-, y-.
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true aspectual pairs [Isacenko 1968: 362; Kapuesckuii 1962: 229]. A third op-
tion—a middle way between the two former hypotheses, one could say—is the
so-called overlap hypothesis [ Janda et al. 2013: 1], which claims that the choice
of aspectual (“empty”) prefix depends on the meaning of the verb and that the
meanings of the verb and the prefix overlap. In the words of Zaliznjak et al. [3a-
nu3HAK, [ImesneB 2000: 81-82; 3anu3HsK et al. 2015: 93], an “empty” prefix is
a prefix that duplicates some semantic component already present in the base
verb. This idea was introduced for Russian by van Schooneveld? [1958], and
has been further studied and developed by the Exploring Emptiness research
group at the University of Tromse® [Endresen et al. 2012; Janda et al. 2013].

Suffixed aspectual pairs, for example noxassieamos-noxasams ‘to show’,
have a clear morphological relationship: the affix -sz6a- marks the imperfec-
tive aspect. Some scholars have claimed, as mentioned above, that the only
“true” aspectual pairs are suffixed pairs, but this is a rather unpopular idea,
and the author of this article does not share this view. Janda and Lyashevska-
ya [2011a] have investigated the hypothesis that suffixed and prefixed pairs
behave differently, and their conclusion is that the grammatical profile (the
distribution of forms, present, past, imperative, etc., for a given verb in a cor-
pus) of prefixed aspectual pairs, such as nucame-nanucams'to write’, is similar
to that of suffixed aspectual pairs, such as noxassigams-noxazams ‘to show’.
For this reason, the authors claim that prefixed pairs ought to be considered
valid aspectual pairs (see also [3anu3usik, [lImeneB 2000; 3anu3Hsk et al.
2015]). Nonetheless, prefixed pairs are indeed more difficult to establish than
suffixed ones, as all prefixes have other meanings beside the “purely aspectu-
al” meaning and since the same prefix can be “empty” (used to form a natural
perfective) in one verb but can alter the meaning of the base verb in another.
For example, the prefix #a- in nanucams ‘to write’ is used to form a natural
perfective to nucams ‘to write’, but in ragomozpaguposams ‘to photograph
much’ the prefix also adds the meaning ‘a lot’ to the imperfective base form
gomozpaguposams ‘to photograph’.

Borrowed verbs give us a good opportunity to test the abovementioned
hypotheses. This article describes a novel, quantitative method of establish-
ing aspectual pairs that is based on the intuition of a large number of native
speakers. If Russian aspectual prefixes were semantically empty and there
were no connections between the base verb and its prefix, we would expect a
large degree of variation between the different speakers, and the distribution
of aspectual affixes in aspectual pairs of new loan verbs to be random. If, on
the other hand, most native speakers independently of each other use the same

% In Russian, the overlap hypothesis is known under the name agpexm Bes-Cxonesensoa
‘the Vey-Schooneveld effect’.

3 See http://emptyprefixes.uit.no/
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affix for the same verb to form a new perfective verb, the choice of affix cannot
be random, and this means that the overlap hypothesis might be a plausible
explanation. A third possibility is that one aspectual affix is the “regular form”
in modern Russian and therefore used for all new aspectual pairs.

3. Method

The experiment this article is based on was carried out in January and Feb-
ruary 2018. It was conducted on the internet with Webropol,* and 120 Rus-
sian-speaking respondents answered the survey anonymously. Of these
participants, 114 reported that Russian was their native language, and six an-
swered that albeit Russian was not their native language, they speak Russian
since childhood at near native level. If a respondent answered “no” to whether
Russian was his or her native language, the survey would not go further. The
majority of the participants were under the age of 40; the ages ranged from
teenagers (5 participants), 20 to 39 (65), 40 to 69 (49), and older than 70 (1).
The gender distribution was 39 (32.5%) males and 81 (67.5%) females.

The goal of the experiment was to find natural perfectives for a number
of newly borrowed or coined verbs in Russian. In order to shed light on how
the process of perfectivization works in modern-day Russian, the experiment
used older verbs and aspectual pairs that have been in the language for a long
time (e.g. deamo-cdenams ‘to do, to make’ or crmasums—nocmasums ‘to put,
to place’) for comparison. The participants read phrases such as nocmasums
nauxk ‘to click like’ and were asked to form a synonymous verb in the corre-
sponding aspect with the root zaiix. The following sections describe the meth-
od in detail.

3.1. Setup of the experiment

The fundamental idea behind the experiment is that many verbs that are
formed from nouns and proper names can be derived using the following
formula:

Verb(N) = [Verb + Noun(N)]

The left side of the formula (Verb(N)) is a verb with the same root as the noun
on the [Verb + Noun(N)] side. The verb on the right side of the equal sign
([Verb + Noun(N)]) is a light verb [Wohlgemuth 2009: 102], which is a type
of verb that can be combined with a number of other parts of speech, most
often (but not necessarily) a noun. Furthermore, when the light verb is com-
bined with a noun, the noun carries the bulk of the meaning of the whole verb
phrase. Another term, which is more precise for my purpose but less often
used, is compensator verb, translated from the Russian zzazon-xkomnencamop

4 https://www.webropolsurveys.com/
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[3ooToRa et al. 1998: 72]. Examples of constructions with compensator verbs
in Russian include secmu nabnwodenus ‘to make observations’ = nabnodams
‘to observe’, and 3anumamocs uccnedosaruem ‘to carry out research’ = uccae-
dosamy ‘to research’. The compensator verbs in these constructions are, re-
spectively, secrnu (in eecmu nabnwonenus) and sanumamocs (in 3anumamocs
uccnedosanuem).

In the experiment, the participants were asked to read verbal phrases and
write a synonymous verb, if they thought that such a verb exists, in the cor-
responding aspect for each of them. Examples of verbal phrases used in this
experiment include cdename cxpunuom ‘to take (pf.) a screenshot” and wa-
nucamo meum ‘to write (pf.) a tweet’. The words cxpurwom ‘screenshot’ and
meum ‘tweet” were italicized and the participants were asked to create a verb
from these words. All verbs in the experiment are presented in section 3.2.
This method, in order to establish aspectual pairs, can only be used when the
verb in question is formed from another word, such as a noun or a name.

3.2. The verbs

The experiment contained nineteen perfective verbs—the targets of the exper-
iment—and sixteen imperfective verbs as fillers (for example desams epumacet
‘make faces’), not relevant for the study. The chosen verbs were borrowed or
coined recently, as the whole idea of the experiment was to see how new per-
fective verbs are formed. It is hard to date exactly when a verb enters a lan-
guage, but these verbs, as explained in section 3.3, have not been widely used
for more than approximately ten years, as of the beginning of 2020.

The experiment consisted of verbal phrases consisting of a verb (a
compensator verb/light verb) and another word in ifalics. The participants
were asked to form a verb from the word that was written in italics. They
were also asked to notice the aspect of the verb, and to use a verb in the same
aspect (perfective or imperfective). The relevant questions were perfective,
the imperfective verbs were fillers with the aim to mask the real purpose
of the experiment. The participants were free to write X if they were of the
opinion that there is no such verb in Russian. The perfective verb phrases in
the experiment (i.e. the relevant ones) were the following:

Hanucatb meum — ‘to write a tweet’ (to tweet)

II0CTaBUTS Jlauik — ‘to press “like” (to like)

cnenathb ckpunuiom — ‘to take a screenshot’ (to screenshot)

BBUIOXKUTB $OTO B MHcmazpam — ‘to upload a photo on Instagram’ (to instagram)
nocnars porto yepe3 Cranuam — ‘to send a photo via Snapchat’ (to snapchat)
3amaThb mouck B I'yen — ‘to make a search on Google’ (to google)

3a/]aTh MOUCK B Jxdexc — ‘to make a search on Yandex’ (to yandex)
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Hammcath xeumez — ‘to write a hashtag’ (to hashtag)

cnenath penocm — ‘to make a repost’ (to repost)

oTmpaBuTh cMc — ‘to send an SMS’ (to text)

czienath 6axan (3kecTkoro aucka) — ‘to make a backup (of a hard drive)’ (to back up)
OCYIIECTBUTH uHcmannayuio — ‘to carry out an installation’ (to install)

cnenath cengu — ‘to make a selfie’ (to selfie)

cmenatb konunacm — ‘to make a copy-paste’ (to copy-paste)

crenath anepetid (KOMIBIOTEPHOU cucTeMbl) — ‘to make an upgrade (of a com-
puter system)’ (to upgrade)

cnenath gericnaam — ‘to make a facepalm’ (to facepalm)

o6paborats dporo B Gomouone ‘to edit a photo in Photoshop’ (to photoshop)

Most of these verbs are related to computers, the internet, smartphones et
cetera, so they are not used by people who do not have access to any of these
devices. Since the experiment was conducted online, language users without a
computer, a tablet or a smartphone could not answer the survey.

Some of the verbs have been derived from the names of popular internet
sites or smartphone applications: uxcmazpamums ‘to instagram’, eyzaums ‘to
google’, chanuamums ‘to snapchat’, meumums ‘to tweet’, andexcums ‘to yan-
dex (to use the Russian search engine Yandex).

Other verbs are related to general computer and/or smartphone usage:
6akanums ‘to back up’, cxpunwomums ‘to take a screenshot’, penocmums ‘to
repost’, anepetidums ‘to upgrade’, cengpumscs ‘to take a selfie’, acomacume ‘to
text, to SMS’, uncmannuposams ‘to install’, konunacmums ‘to copy-paste’.

Another group of verbs denotes certain functions in applications and /or
webpages: xewumezums ‘to hashtag’, naixams ‘to like’.

Some of the verbs can be found in the dictionary of computer terms and
online slang Cnosaps s3vixa unmeprema.ru [Kponray3s 2016], namely xonu-
nacmums ‘to copy-paste’, nauxams ‘to like’, eyenums ‘to google’, ¢esicnan-
mums ‘to facepalm’, cengpums ‘to take a selfie’, xemumezums ‘to hashtag’.

At last, there were also two slightly older perfective verbs included in the
experiment, as a control group:

COCTaBUTH 7pozHo3 — ‘to make a prognosis’ (to prognosticate)
BBI3BAThb UHmMepec — ‘to arouse interest’ (to interest).

As these verbs were assumed to be sufficiently established in the language and
in the minds of Russian speakers, all of the answers were assumed to be the
same: cocmasumo npozxo3 ‘to make a prognosis’ would result in crnpozro3supo-
sams and es136amos unmepec ‘to arouse interest’ in 3aurnmepecosame.

The next section describes the theoretical foundations of the experiment
and how the results should be interpreted.

2021 Nel



Gustaf Olsson

3.3. Theoretical premises

Establishing aspectual pairs is not an easy task. All proposed methodologies
ultimately rely on the intuition of native speakers, and this experiment is
no exception, but this experiment used the intuition of 120 native Russian
speakers instead of only one or a few.

I assume that the phrases used in the test and the verbs that the partici-
pants wrote mean the same thing. For example, nocmasumas naiix ‘to click like
(literally: ‘to put like’)’ and nauxuyms ‘to like” bear the same meaning (albeit,
perhaps, with different stylistic properties), and naiixryms is a natural perfec-
tive to the imperfective naixames. Therefore, if naiixames were in a dictionary,
it should note nauxnyme as its natural perfective, just as dictionaries note the
pairs nucamo-nanucams ‘to write’ and desamo-cdenams ‘to do, to make’. The
line of reasoning, that nocmaume naiix is synonymous to zazixxyms and that
this proves that zaiixnymes is a natural perfective to naiixams, presupposes
both that the imperfective cmasumeo naix is the same as navxams and that
nocmasumes is the corresponding perfective verb for cmasumes. In dictionaries,
such as the Oxford Russian Dictionary,® cmasums and nocmasums ‘to put’ are
indeed regarded as an aspectual pair.

Since the goal of the experiment was to investigate how Russian speakers
form perfective forms of new verbs, the term “new” needs to be clarified. It is
often impossible to determine exactly when a word entered a language. When
a verb is formed from a company name, it is possible to establish a theoretical
year when the verb could have first come into existence, namely when the com-
pany was founded. Such verbs from this experiment include zyzaums ‘to goo-
gle’ (Google was founded in 1998), uncmazpamums ‘to instagram’ (2010) and
meumuma ‘to tweet’ (2006). Most other verbs in the experiment are related to
computer technology in general, for example 63xanums ‘to back up’, uncman-
auposams ‘to install’, anepetidums ‘to upgrade’, penocmums ‘to repost’, konu-
nacmums ‘to copy-paste’, and some of them might have been in use among
IT specialists for decades, but for the population at large, these verbs have
only been in use as long as the people have been using computers. Accord-
ing to FOM (Public Opinion Foundation®), in 2008 about 25% of the Russian
population were using computers, and in 2011 it was almost 50% [CuzoposBa,
[TeryxoBa 2011: 4]. It thus seems safe to assume that most verbs had begun to
be used by a substantial part of Russia’s population around 2010 and that they
had certainly not been widely used before the 2000s.

5 Read online on MOT Dictionaries: http://www.motinfo.fi/en/
¢ http://bd.fom.ru/report/map/bntergum07 /internet/ _internet1133/vesna2011
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4. Results

Below are nineteen tables, which show all the answers that the participants
gave for each verb in the experiment. The first column in each table shows
the imperfective base verb and its English translation. The answers that the
participants gave are in boldface in column 2: the most common answers are
at the top, and X (“no verb”) and irrelevant answers (verbs in the wrong as-
pect or verbs formed from a completely difterent root) are at the bottom. Col-
umn 3 shows the raw frequency, i.e. the number of participants who wrote
this particular verb. Column 4 shows the percentage of each answer among all
given answers, including X and irrelevant answers. The last column, column
5, shows the percentage of each perfective verb among all perfectives for this
particular verb.

Note that the totals of all the percentages do not always add up to exactly
100%. This is due to errors in rounding up the figures. Another exception is
that sometimes a participant wrote more than one verb, despite the instruction
to provide only one. In these cases, I have included the extra verb in the num-
bers, and the total number of answers is above 120 (the number of participants
in the experiment). Some participants had created a verb from a different root
than the italicized word. This was, of course, unfortunate, but, at the same
time, it was not sufficiently common enough to ruin the entire experiment,
and in most cases, the participants did write a verb in the correct aspect or an
X. Irrelevant answers such as these are found in the category “other”. Tables
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 below show all verbs in which at least 50% of the participants
produced the same answer.

Table 1. ‘to like’

Impf. base Pf. verbs Raw % %
verb and formed by the frequency (of all answers) | (of pf. verbs)
English participants
translation

JafiKHYTh 98 81.7% 98.0%
naﬁgaTb 3aJIafiKkaTh 1 0.8% 1.0%
to like oTnaiikath 1 0.8% 1.0%

X (no verb) 7 5.8.% -

other’ 13 10.8% -

7 In this row, I include verbs with other roots and imperfective verbs (in other words
irrelevant answers). See also section 4.2 for a discussion on these answers.
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Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs formed by Raw % %
and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.
translation answers) verbs)
TBHUTHYTB® 79 65.8% 92.9%
3aTBUTHUTH 3 2.5% 3.5%
TBHTHT]’ , HATBUTHUTD 2 1.7% 2.4%
to tweet OTTBUTHUTH 1 0.8% 1.2%
X (no verb) 22 18.3% —
other 13 10.8% —
Table 3. ‘to photoshop’
Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs formed by Raw % %
and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.
translation answers) verbs)
0T(}OTOMONUTH 78 65.0% 90.7%
3a)oTOONUTH 4 3.3% 4.7.%
dorowonnts choTomwonuTs 2 1.7% 2.3%
‘to photoshop™ | ogoromonuTs 1 0.8% 1.2%
o6¢doromonurh 1 0.8% 1.2%
X (no verb) 14 18.3% —
other 20 10.8% -
Table 4. ‘to install’
Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs formed by Raw % %
and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.
translation answers) verbs)
HHCTaJUIMPOBATD’ 74 60.7% 77.9%
NPOMHCTAJUIMPOBaTh | 13 10.7% 13.7%
VHCTa/UTMPOBATD | cyycrannmposaTh 4 3.3% 4.2%
‘to install OTHHCTAJUIMPOBATL | 2 1.6% 2.1%
HauHCTa/UIMpoBaTh | 1 0.8% 1.1%
HHCTAJbHYTh 1 0.8% 1.1%
X (no verb) 18 14.6% —
other 9 7.4% -

8 Including the spelling variant meummnyms (perhaps a typo).

° Including the spelling variants uncmanuposams and uncmannusuposams (perhaps typos).
g p
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Table 5. ‘to repost’

Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs Raw % %
and English formed by the frequency (of all answers) | (of pf. verbs)
translation participants
PenocTHyTh 65 54.2% 85.5%
3apenocTUTh 5 4.2% 6.6%
DENOCTUTD OTpenocTuTh 3 2.5% 3.9%
‘to repost’
NpopenocTuTh | 2 1.7% 2.6%
HapenoCTUTh 1 0.8% 1.3%
X (no verb) 14 11.7% —
other 30 25.0% —

As seen above, the verbs naixuymes ‘to like’, meumnyms ‘to tweet’, omdgpo-
mowonums ‘to photoshop’, uncmannuposams ‘to install’ and penocmuyme
‘to repost” were produced by more than half of all the participants. The verb
uncmannuposams ‘to install’ is biaspectual and can therefore be used in the
perfective aspect, but the prefixed form npourcmannuposams was reasonably
popular as well, with 13.7% of all its perfective answers.

The next group of verbs, in Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9, are less established: be-
tween 25 and 50% of the participants produced one particular natural per-

fective.

Table 6. ‘to SMS, to text’

Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs Raw % %
and English formed by the frequency (of all answers) | (of pf. verbs)
translation participants
3C3MICHYTH 47 39.2% 87.0%
3CIMICHUTE t0 | oTacamacuts | 3 2.5% 5.6%
SMS, totext” | 333camacuTs 2 1.7% 3.7%
NMPO3C3M3CUTL | 2 1.7% 3.7%
X (no verb) 46 38.3% -
other 20 16.7% -

10 Tncluding the spelling variant cucryms.
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Table 7. ‘to google’

Gustaf Olsson

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed Raw % %

and English by the participants | frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
3aryrjurb 42 34.7.% 51.2%
NOT'yIJIUTh 27 22.3% 32.9%

TyTJINTh NPOryriuTh 9 7.4% 11.0%

‘to google’ BIYIJIHTD 1 0.8% 1.2%
HaryrimThb 1 0.8% 1.2%
OTYIJIUTh 1 0.8% 1.2%
OTTYIJIUTh 1 0.8% 1.2%
X (no verb) 7 5.8% —
other 32 26.4% —

Table 8. ‘to screenshot’

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed Raw % %

and English by the participants | frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
3aCKpPUHIIOTHTB | 36 30.0% 70.6%

CKPUHIIOTUTD OTCKPHMHIIOTUTL | 9 7.5% 17.6%

‘to screenshot” | ckpummoTHYTH 5 4.2% 9.8%
HACKpPUMHIIOTUTh | 1 0.8% 2.0%
X (no verb) 52 43.3% -
other 17 14.2% -

Table 9. ‘to back up’

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed Raw % %

and English by the participants | frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
03KamHyTh 32 26.4% 59.3%
3a03KanuTh 12 9.9% 22.2%

O9KanuTh OTG3KaMUTh 4 3.3% 7.4%

‘to back up’ NpoG3KanuTH 3 2.5% 5.6%
C63KanUTh 3 2.5% 5.6%
X (no verb) 49 40.5% —
other 18 14.9% —

1 Including the shorter spelling variant sackpurnume.
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The verbs acamacuyms ‘to text’, 3azyenums ‘to google’, sackpun(wom)ums ‘to
screenshot’ and 6axanuyms ‘to back up’ were produced by between 25 and

50% of all the participants.

The third group is the largest. In Tables 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 and
17, 1 present the least established perfective verbs, that is verbs for which no

natural perfective was produced by more than 25% of the participants.

Table 10. ‘to copy-paste’

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %

and English the participants frequency | (ofall (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
KONUNACTHYThb 29 24.0% 46.0%
CKONMIACTUTD? 27 22.3% 42.9%

KONUMACTUTE | oTKOMUHNACTHTH 3 2.5% 4.8%

‘to copy-paste’ | saxonmmacruTs 2 1.7% 3.2%
HAKONHMIACTUTb 1 0.8% 1.6%
nepeKonunacTuTb | 1 0.8% 1.6%
X (no verb) 27 22.3% -
other 31 25.6% -

Table 11. ‘to upgrade’

Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %

and English the participants frequency | (ofall (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
npoanrpeiauTs 25 20.7% 47.2%
anrpeiaHyTh"? 20 16.5% 37.7%

?HFPEIZHHTI? canrpeiauTp 4 3.3% 7.5%

to upgrade 3aanrpeiauTh 3 2.5% 5.7%
OTanrpenanThb 1 0.8% 1.9%
X (no verb) 23 19.0% —
other 45 37.2% -

12 Including the spelling variant ckonuneticmums.

13 Including the shorter spelling variant anuyms.

* Including the spelling variant cvanepeiioums.
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Table 12. ‘to instagram’

Gustaf Olsson

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %

and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
3aMHCTarpamMurb® | 21 17.5% 65.6%
HHCTarpamMHyTb'* | 5 4.2% 15.6%

UHCTarpaMUThb | @THHCTArpaMMThb 2 1.7% 6.3%

‘to instagram’ | gpoumcrarpamuts | 2 1.7% 6.3%
BBIMHCTarpamMuTh | 1 0.8% 3.1%
CBIHCTarpaMMTh 1 0.8% 31%
X (no verb) 69 57.5% -
other 19 15.8% -

Table 13. ‘to hashtag’

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %

and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
XelTerHyTh"” 24 20.0% 77.4%
3axelTeruTb s 3 2.5% 9.7%

XEIUTeruTh HaXelITeruThb 1 0.8% 3.2%

‘to hashtag’ OTXeITeruTh 1 0.8% 3.2%
NPOXeIITeruThb 1 0.8% 3.2%
CXelTeruTb 1 0.8% 3.2%
X (no verb) 80 66.7% —
other 9 7.5% -

15 Including the shorter spelling variant sauxcmume.
16 Including the shorter spelling variant uncmarnyme.
7 Including the shorter spelling variant mezxyme.

18 Including the shorter spelling variant 3amezame.
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Table 14. ‘to take a selfie’

Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %

and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
3acendurb(cs) 11 9.2% 55.0%
cendHyTb(Cs) 3 2.5% 15.0%

cenuThest cendanyTb(cs) 3 2.5% 15.0%

‘to take a selfie’” | gacendurnes 1 0.8% 5.0%
ocenpurn 1 0.8% 5.0%
cendupoBaTh 1 0.8% 5.0%
X (no verb) 78 65.0% -
other 22 18.3% —

Table 15. ‘to snapchat’

Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs Raw % %

and English formed by the frequency | (of all (of pf.

translation participants answers) verbs)
CHam4aTHYTb 9 7.5% 64.3%
3aCHam4aTUTh 2 1.7% 14.3%

CHAIT4aTUTh NPOCHANM4aTUTh 2 1.7% 14.3%

‘to snapchat’ OTCHAMYaTUTBCS 1 0.8% 7.1%
X (no verb) 91 75.8% -
other 15 12.5% -

Table 16. ‘to facepalm’

Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %

and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.

translation answers) verbs)
deiicnanMuyTh 9 7.5% 47.4%

deiicnanmuts | cdeiicnanmuTn 6 5.0% 31.6%

‘to facepalm’ sadeiicnanmuts | 4 3.3% 21.1%
X (no verb) 82 68.3% -
other 19 15.8% -
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Table 17. ‘to yandex’

Gustaf Olsson

Impf. base verb | Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %
and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.
translation answers) verbs)
SH/IEKCHYTh 6 5.0% 42.9%
AHJIeKCUTh 3asAHAEKCUTD " 3 2.5% 21.4%
‘to yandex’ MOSHIEKCUTD 3 2.5% 21.4 %
NPOSAHJAEKCUTD 1 0.8% 71 %
SIHIEKCPOBaTh 1 0.8% 71 %
X (no verb) 87 72.5% —
other 19 15.8% -
The “control group” of two older perfective verbs, Tables 18 and 19,
received the following answers:
Table 18. ‘to interest’
Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %
and English the participants frequency (of all (of pf.
translation answers) verbs)
3alHTEpPecoBaTh 101 84.2% 87.8%
VMHTEPECOBATb | HHTEPecoBaTh 12 10.0% 10.4%
‘to interest’ npounTepecosath | 1 0.8% 0.9%
CbIHTEPeCcoBaTh 1 0.8% 0.9%
X (no verb) 5 4.2% —
Table 19. ‘to prognosticate’
Impf. base verb Pf. verbs formed by | Raw % %
and English the participants frequency (of all (of pt.
translation answers) verbs)
MIPOrpO3MPOBaTh | CHPOrHO3MPOBATh 73 60.8% 62.9%
‘to prognosticate’ | mporxo3uposarb 41 34.2% 35.3%
3anporHosuposars | 1 0.8% 0.9%
HamporsHosuposarb | 1 0.8% 0.9%
X (no verb) 4 3.3% —

1 Including the longer variant 3asudexcuposame.
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Unsurprisingly, the respondents agreed with these verbs to a much greater
degree than with newer verbs, but the share of the expected answers (i.e. 3a-
unmepecosamy ‘to interest’ in the top of Table 18 and cnpoznoszuposams ‘to
prognosticate’ in the top of Table 19) did not reach 100%.

An unprefixed imperfective verb can sometimes have two or more natu-
ral perfectives. This phenomenon is called “prefix variation” [Janda, Lyashev-
skaya 2011b], and in this experiment all verbs, without exception, show some
degree of variation. Two verbs were tied for the lowest degree of variation,
that is three perfectives: naiikams ‘to like’, with naiixnymes, 3anaiixams and
omaatixamo (Table 1) and ¢esicnarmums ‘to facepalm’ with ¢ericnanrmmyms,
cevicnanmums and 3ageucnarmums (Table 16). The highest degree of vari-
ation had zyenums ‘to google’ with seven different perfectives: zazyenumo,
nozyziumo, nNpozyzaumo, 62yzums, Hazyelums, ozyeaums and omeyzaume
(Table 7).

If we exclude possible nonce words, that is perfectives formed by only one
participant, the range of variation goes from one: naixams ‘to like’—nazixnyme
in Table 1, to five: 6axanums ’to back up’—6axnanyme, 3a63xanume, oméaxa-
nums, npobaxanums, coaxanums in Table 9.

The main idea behind the overlap hypothesis is that the meanings of both
the prefix and the verb overlap. We would therefore expect all semantical-
ly similar verbs to be affixed with the same prefix or suffix. This, however,
was not always the case. Two verbs that denote the same action—to search for
information on the internet, albeit on different search engines—are zyzaume
‘to google’ and andexcums ‘to yandex’. For the first verb, 3azyenums was
the most common natural perfective, and aundexcryme for the second. After
aHdexcHymo, the forms 3asudexcums and nosndexcums were also suggested,
and 3a- and no- were the two most common aspectual prefixes for zyznums ‘to
google’?’ One can note that -#y- was never used to form a perfective verb of
eyenums (Table 7), which implies that semantics is not the only relevant factor
in the choice of aspectual affix. Phono-morphological factors also play a role:
it is harder to pronounce the suffix -uy- after zyzz than after audexc, but this
question is beyond the scope of this article.

41. The most common prefixes and suffixes

To summarize the findings found in Tables 1 through 19, the most frequent
perfectivization method was the suffix -#y-, for 10 out of 19 verbs: naixnymo
‘to like’ (Table 1), meummyms ‘to tweet’ (Table 2), penocmnyms ‘to repost’ (Ta-
ble 5), acamacnyms ‘to text’ (Table 6), 6axannyms ‘to back up’ (Table 9), xo-
nunacmuymo ‘to copy-paste’ (Table 10), xemumeznyms ‘to hashtag’ (Table 13),

2 Instead of forming a perfective counterpart to srdexcums, some participants wrote the
verb zyznume, even for referring to the use of the Yandex search engine.
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cHanuamuyms ‘to snapchat’ (Table 15), gesicnarmmuyms ‘to facepalm’ (Table
16) and andexcnyms ‘to yandex’ (Table 17). Verbs that end in -#ymo in the in-
finitive constitute a conjugational class of their own and therefore it is possible
that some of the ny-verbs from this article are the “base verb” in the aspectual
pair, coined before their imperfective counterparts. The verb naixams ‘to like’
for example might have been coined from zazixxymos ‘to like’ and not the other
way around. However, questions regarding the direction of the morphological
derivation (imperfective to perfective or perfective to imperfective) are be-
yond the scope of this article, which is concerned with the morphology of the
perfective aspect of loan verbs.

The second most frequent was the prefix 3a-, with five verbs: saunmepe-
cosams ‘to interest’ (Table 18), 3azyznums ‘to google’ (Table 7), 3ackpunuio-
mumo ‘to screenshot’ (Table 8), sauncmazpamums ‘to instagram’ (Table 12)
and 3acengume(cs) ‘to take a selfie’ (Table 14). The prefix 3a- is a very com-
mon perfectivizer among different classes of verbs in modern Russian, and it
is argued that it has developed an abstract “resultative” meaning that overlaps
with the resultative meaning central to the perfective aspect, and which can
explain its productivity in modern, colloquial Russian [Gjervold 2013: 45; Ols-
son 2018: 239].

The third most common perfectivizer was the prefix npo-, with two verbs:
npoanzpeudums ‘upgrade’ (Table 11) and npourncmannuposams ‘to install’
(Table 4, after the biaspectual uncmannuposams ‘to install’). These verbs de-
note actions well known to computer users—‘install’ and ‘update’—which take
some time to go through. “Through” is one of the most prominent meanings
associated with npo- [Janda et al. 2013: 106], making this prefix an appropri-
ate choice for forming natural perfectives for both anzpeiidums ‘to upgrade’
and uncmannuposams ‘to install’.

The prefixes c- and om- shared the fourth position, with one verb each:
cnpozro3uposams ‘to prognosticate’ (Table 19) and omgomowonums ‘to pho-
toshop’ (Table 3).

To return to the suffix -#y-, the results show that -#y- seems to be much
more productive in colloquial Russian than in the contemporary standard lan-
guage, and it can even be used for verbs that do not express a momentary
action. Examples of this include 6axanuyms ‘to back up’ and anzpesionymes ‘to
upgrade’, as the actions these verbs denote usually take some time. This is an
indication that -#y- has a wider range of meanings in contemporary non-stan-
dard Russian than just being a semelfactivity marker, which supports the find-
ings of Sokolova [2015]. The verbs nauxuyms ‘to like’, meumnyms ‘to tweet’,
penocmuyms ‘to repost’, cengpuymo(cs) ‘to take a selfie’, geicnarmnyms ‘to
tacepalm’ and a#dexcnyms ‘to yandex’ can, on the other hand, be interpreted
as semelfactive verbs, that is such actions that can be carried out in a moment.
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As discussed in section 4 above, phono-morphological factors are also rele-
vant with regard to the possibilities of forming #y-suffixed verbs; zyenums ‘to
google’, for example, received no #y-suffixed answers at all, but for the mostly
synonymous sxdexcums ‘to yandex’, -#y- was the most common answer.

4.2, Irrelevant answers and their significance

The design of this experiment—free writing and no multiple-choice ques-
tions—did not guarantee that the participants always gave a relevant answer.
As explained in section 4, sometimes participants formed a verb from a differ-
ent root or gave another answer (one example of such an answer is cdenameo
cengu ‘to take a selfie’ = cgpomoepaguposamocs ‘to photograph oneself’).
However, not all irrelevant answers are uninteresting. Most of the “irrelevant”
answers (noted in the row “other” in each table) were, in fact, simplex imper-
tective verbs formed from the italicized word, for example cdenamo!® cen-
¢u = cengpumocal™*l, Why is this answer more interesting than, for example,
cpomozpaguposamocs? My interpretation of this finding is that if the same
construction (cdenamo cengu) can result in both the imperfective cengpume-
ca and the perfective 3acengumocs (chosen by 11 participants), they must be
sufficiently close in meaning to be called an aspectual pair.

As to why some participants chose a verb in the wrong aspect (as in
coenamolP*! cenpu = cengpumocs™*), 1T hypothesize that native Russian
speakers do not necessarily “feel” the aspect of a verb automatically. Whether
or not this hypothesis is legitimate, however, it is not applicable to the subject
in this article.

5. Concluding remarks

The aim of this article was to investigate how Russian speakers form natural
perfectives for a number of recently borrowed or coined verbs. The results
show that using the suffix -#y- was the most common perfectivization method
in the experiment and that it can be used even for non-semelfactives, such as
anzpeudnymos ‘to upgrade’. Among the prefixes, 3a- was the most productive,
followed by npo-, c- and om-.

All of the verbs show some degree of variation in the formation of perfec-
tives, but in most cases, the majority of the participants who formed a valid
perfective (row 5 in Tables 1-19) produced one specific perfective. The most
popular verbs in the experiment are nazixxymos ‘to like’, meumnymos ‘to tweet’,
omgomowonums ‘to photoshop’ and the biaspectual uncmannuposams ‘to in-
stall’. Verbs with a higher degree of variation (i.e. verbs for which no perfec-
tive had more than 50% of all perfectives in the experiment) are sndexcrymo/
noaudexcums ‘to yandex’, cgpericnarmums/pevicnarmuyms ‘to facepalm’, npo-
anzpeudums/anzpeidnyms ‘to upgrade’ and xonunacmuyms/ckonunacmume
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’to copy-paste’. It is too early to tell whether or not one of these forms will
become standard or if these verbs will disappear from use.

The results of the experiment do not prove that prefixes are never
semantically “empty”, but it is unlikely that the choice of prefix is random, as
a majority of all perfective answers for most of the verbs were produced by
more than 50% of those who produced a valid perfective. Since the overlap
hypothesis postulates that the meanings of prefixes never disappear, it seems
reasonable to assume that not all verbs are 100% synonymous. Exactly how
every prefix and suffix influences the meaning of a base verb (if at all) must,
however, be examined by other methods. For future research, the question
of prefix variation—how, and if, different prefixes modify the meaning of a
base verb in different ways—is an interesting subject that can lead to a deeper
understanding of the meanings of verbal prefixes. The reasons behind the
productivity of -#y- in new verbs is another topic which deserves further study.
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