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What If We Look at The Same Things from a
Different Angle? A Sign-Oriented Analysis of

Russian Indicative Tenses
Igor Dreer™

Abstract

Tense as a category of grammar and its correlation with time as a
fundamental concept that enables human beings to sequence events have been the
focus of much debate. Tense is considered a grammatical and/or lexical way to
reflect the location of actions, states, and events in time. They are assigned to a
specific time point according to a time line that includes past, present, and future.
In Russian, as in many other languages, tenses often reflect objective real-time
relationships. However, this real-time match is often ‘dislocated’ for subjective
(expressive) purposes. The data indicate the systematic absence of correlation
between tense and time, revealing that the functions, attributed to tenses, are
imprecise or overlap. This paper presents an analysis of tense uses in the Russian
indicative, based on the Columbia School (CSL) sign-oriented linguistic
framework. We address the problem of accounting for both the time-tense matched
and mismatched uses in the language by suggesting a one-to-one correspondence
between form and function, relating it to speakers’ and/or writers’ ‘here and now’

moment of speaking/writing.

Key words: tense, aspect, occurrence, Columbia School of Linguistic (CSL),

Russian
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A eciii MbI IOCMOTPHM HAa OJTHH U T€ K€ BEIIH O]
WHBIM yTJIOM 3pEHHUs? AHAIIN3 BPEMEH U3bABUTEIBHOTO
HAKJIOHEHUS B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE C TOYKHU 3PEHUS TEOPUU

A3BIKOBOI'O 3HAKa

Igor Dreer

AHHOTaIINI

['pammarnyeckass Kareropuss BPEMEHH U €€ COOTHOIICHHE C TIOHSTHEM
peaslbHOTO BpEMEHH BCerna ObUITM B ILEHTPE BHHUMAHHS MHOTOYUCICHHBIX
TUCKyccuil. B 3ToM  cMbiciie  ToJ  Kareropueil BpeMEHH IMOHUMAIOTCS
rpaMMaTHYeCKHe W/WIIN JEKCHUYECKHE CIOCOObI OTOOpaKEHUST MECTOHAXOXKICHUS
NEeNCTBU, COCTOSHUIN U COOBITUI BO BpeMEHHOM TuiockocTu. [Ipu aTom mocnennue
MIPUITUCHIBAIOTCS ONPENCTICHHOMY MOMEHTY MX OCYLIECTBICHUS B COOTBETCTBUU C
BPEMEHHON OCBhIO, BKJIIOUAIONIEH B cebs mporuioe, Hacrosiiee u Oyaymiee. B
PYCCKOM sI3BbIKE, KaK ¥ BO MHOTHX JIPYTHX SI3bIKaX, TPAMMATHYECKUE BpEMEHA 4acTo
OTpaKaloT OOBEKTUBHBIE BpEMEHHBIC OTHOWICHHA. OIHAKO ATH OOBEKTHUBHBIC
OTHOIIECHUS HEPEeIKO HapyHUIaloTCs MO CYObEKTUBHBIM (CTHIINCTUYECKUM)
OpUYMHAM, a HUMEHHO C LeNbl0 TMpHUIaHUS  BbICKAa3bIBAaHMIO  OoJbILIEH
BBIPa3UTENbHOCTH. [IpenBaputenbHbIe HaOJto1eHus Hajl TEKCTaMHU
XyA0)KECTBEHHOH JINTEpaTyphl CBUIETENbCTBYIOT O CUCTEMAaTHUECKOM HapylIeHUN
TOX/IECTBA MEX/y I'PaMMaTUYeCKUM U peallbHbIM BPEMEHEM, yKa3blBasi Ha TO, YTO
OTAETbHBIE (DYHKIINH, TPUITUCHIBAEMBIE TPAMMAaTHUYECKOMY BpPEMEHH, SBIISIOTCS
HETOYHBIMH, COJIMIKAIOTCS WJIM COBMAAaroT. JlaHHAs CTaThsl MPEACTABISIET COOOi
aHaM3 ynoTpeOJIeHUs] TIArojJbHBIX BPEMEH W3bSIBUTEIBHOTO HAKJIOHEHUS B
PYCCKOM  sI3bIK€, BBINIOJHEHHBIA B paMKaX TEOPHH  SI3BIKOBOTO  3HAKa,
pa3paboTaHHON  yuyeHBIMH  JIMHTBUCTMYECKOro  Kkpyxkka  KomymOuiickoro
yauBepcuteta (CLA). Msl npearaeM o0bsSCHEHHE KaK TOXXJIECTBEHHOMY, TaK U
HETOXXJIECTBEHHOMY COOTHOIICHHIO T'pPaMMAaTHUYECKOTrO M PpeaJbHOTr0 BPEMEHH,
UCXOJSl U3 HEU3MEHHOCTH (MHBAapUAHTHOCTH) BpPEMEHHbBIX 3HadeHwid. [Ipu 3TOM
yKa3aHHBIE COOTHOIIEHHS PACCMATPUBAIOTCS C TOYKH 3PEHUS WX BOCIPHATHS H

OILICHKH I'OBOPAIIHUM /NI MUITYIITAM.

KntoueBble  crmoBa:  Bpems, BHJ, COObITHE, JIMHTBUCTHYECKUH  KPYKOK
KonymOuiickoro yauBepcurera, pyccKui si3bIK
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What If We Look at The Same Things from a
Different Angle? A Sign-Oriented Analysis of

Russian Indicative Tenses!

Igor Dreer

1. Introduction

Tense as a category of grammar and its correlation with time as a
fundamental concept that enables human beings to sequence events have been the
focus of much debate (cf. Bull 1971, Comrie 1985, Fleischman 1982). Tense is
considered a grammaticalized and/or lexicalized way to reflect the location of
actions, states, and events (hereafter, occurrences) in time. Occurrences are
assigned to a specific time point according to a time line that includes past, present,
and future. In Russian, as in many other languages, tenses often reflect objective
real-time relationships: the present tense refers to something that happens in
present time, the past tense to something that happened in past time, and the future
tense to something that will happen in future time. Examples (1)-(5) are instances
of the uses of tenses that mirror real-time relationships in Russian language.

The use of the present tense for present occurrences

(1) TIMocmotpute Ha Qpeiineitn 6apoHeccy. Buaure, kak oHa Oepowcum CIHHKY?
Ouenb kpacuso! (Boris Akunin. Azazel’ ‘Azazel’)
‘Look at Fraulein Baroness. See how she holds her back? Very beautiful!’

The use of the perfective and imperfective past for past occurrences

(2) Beuepom 18 tdhespaist B [IBOpsHCKOE COOpaHKE U B CAMOM JISJIE CheXdIdCh BCS
Mockga. (Boris Akunin. Pikovyy valet ‘The Jack of Spades’)
‘On the evening of February 18, the whole Moscow great society indeed met
together at the Assembly of Nobles.’

(3) Maiiop Eropos, 0G0nbIioi, MyXJblid, ¢ I7la3aMH HaBBIKATE W HEMPOCIAHHBIM
JMIIOM, cuodenl 3a CTOJIOM W, Makas cyxapb B 4Yail, zasmpaxan. (Yuriy
Bondarev. Yunost’ komandirov “When the Commanders Were Young’)

‘Major Yegorov, big, plump, with bulging eyes and sleepy face, was sitting at
the table and, dipping his biscuit in the tea, was eating breakfast.’

The use of the perfective and imperfective future for future occurrences

1| gratefully acknowledge Yishai Tobin for his thorough reading and for his very helpful
suggestions. | will claim possible errors of fact and judgment for myself only.
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(4) 4 ero ceituac chumy. Ecinu 4TO notidem HE Tak, pa3Hecu emy Oamiky. [...] —
Tel ero npunmiocyews x cuety,— ckasan [lamka. — OH XOTh M3 HAIllUX, HO
Moppa y Hero ¢ammucrckas. (Yuriy Nagibin. Bogoyar)

‘I'll take him off. If something goes wrong, smash him his head. [...] — You
will add him to your credit — said Pashka. — Though he is one of us, but he
has a fascist ugly mug.’

(5) — Bor tebe u cnaya, Oatroika, — cKa3ajia oHa. — POBHO pyOJIMK, MOXKEIIb HE
NEPECUYUTHIBATE.
— He 6yoy nepecuumwisams, — cxazan s. (Arkadiy and Boris Strugatskiye.
Ponedel 'nik nachinayetsya v subotu ‘Monday Begins on Saturday”’)
‘— Here is your change, dear sir, — she said. One ruble exactly, you don’t need
to count it again.
— I'm not going to count it again, — | said.’

However, as previously noted, this real-time match is often ‘dislocated’ for
subjective (expressive) purposes. The data indicate the systematic absence of
correlation between tense and time, revealing that the functions, attributed to tenses,
are imprecise or overlap: the present can be used instead of the future and the past,
the future replaces the past and the present, and the past appears where the present
and the future are expected. This subjective time-tense mismatch is frequent in
Russian. One way to reconcile time and tense is to come up with ad hoc labels
such as ‘the historic present’, ‘the perfective present’, ‘the future in the past’, etc.
that emphasize the expressive or stylistic, i.e. extralinguistic and pragmatic purpose
of the use of tense morphology. Another way to deal with these expressive tense
uses is to analyze them without establishing correspondence between time and verb
tense (cf. Casparis 1975, Hirtle 1975, Weinrich 1964). As Tobin (1990b: 462)

points out with respect to the Modern Hebrew tense system:

“If, indeed, [...] there is no objective correlation between time and tense,
then one must reach the obvious conclusion that time really may not be the
motivating force behind the use of the [...] tense system and, therefore, seek a

more satisfactory explanation elsewhere to account for the more subjective use of
tense morphology which is not time-related.”

In this paper, we will analyze the tense uses of the Russian indicative and
provide a single and unified explanation for both matched (objective) and
mismatched (subjective) time-tense relationships, expressed by the verb tense
morphology, as being based on the notion of the linguistic sign and its invariant

meaning.

2. Previous studies

Studies expressing a point of view claiming that Russian is a “tenseless”
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language, to a greater or lesser extent, are rather typical of the 19" century (cf.
Aksakov 1875, Katkov 1845, Nekrasov 1865, Pavskiy 1850), but are uncommon
today. Disagreement with this extreme point of view was expressed in the
traditional analyses by Potebnya (1941), Shakhmatov (1963), Vinogradov (2001).
The category of tense in Russian is often considered together with the category of
aspect, as a background or a prism through which the meaning of the aspect is
manifested (cf. Forsyth 1970, Knyazev 2007, Maslov 2004, Paducheva 1996,
Zolotova 1975, 2002, and Zolotova et al. 2004).

Analyses that assume the centrality of tense meaning are represented by the
works by Bondarko (1962, 1971, 1990, 1991), Isachenko (1960) and Barentsen
(1973, 1983). Bondarko postulates temporality as a functional-semantic field, made
up of linguistic means of various levels “whose grammatical centre is tense”
(Bondarko 1991: 95). This field represents a core (nucleus) meaning “around
which all the other (peripheral) [lexico-grammatical] language means revolve”
(ibidem). In other words, Bondarko proposes a kind of a complex hierarchy which
he refers to as the semantic field of temporality that includes features associated
with temporal deixis and temporal relations in their close connection with the fields
of aspectuality, modality and temporal localization (ibidem, p. 46). Bondarko (1971.:
49) starts from the idea that each tense is used according to its grammatical
meaning and the communicative purpose of a sentence. In the inventory of Russian
“aspectuo-temporal” forms of the indicative, Bondarko distinguishes the
imperfective past, present and future, respectively, the perfective past, and the
perfective present-future (Bondarko, 1962 29-30, 1971: 54-55). The core temporal
meaning of the past tense is the location of the occurrence in past time, preceding
the moment of speaking or another occurrence (Bondarko, 1962 34-35). The core
temporal meaning of the present tense is that of the ‘real’ or actual present (ibidem,
p. 36-37). The core temporal meaning of the future tense is the location of the
occurrence in future time, following the moment of speaking or another occurrence
(Bondarko, 1962 35). Bondarko, however, does not attribute invariant meanings to
these linguistic forms and advocates thereby secondary meanings, i.e. polysemy of
these forms in order to account for various uses of the past, the present and the
future that refer to time points different from their basic meanings.

Barentsen (1973, 1983) comes up with a unifying view on the Russian tense

system, which he analyzes in terms of remoteness and proximity. According to
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Barentsen (1973: 9), the category of tense specifies the localization of events on
the time axis, perceived from the speaker’s and/or writer’s (hereafter, encoder’s)
perspective. This localization may or may not match the real time, but it represents
the encoder’s perception of reality that he or she wants to communicate to the
hearer and/or reader (hereafter, decoder). Therefore, the concept of moment of
speech as a temporal reference point is replaced by the encoder’s orientation
point/period on the time axis. Events convey the meaning ‘remoteness’ or
‘irremoteness’ depending on their localization before or after this orientation point,
respectively. The forms meaning ‘remoteness’ possess the marker —z [l] as a
distinctive morphological feature. They are distributed between two subcategories:
the ‘unreality’ and the ‘past’, depending on the presence or the absence of the
particle 6u: [by] ‘would’, respectively. Unlike the perfective forms, the
imperfective forms meaning ‘irremoteness’ allow for further distinction between
the ‘present’ and the ‘future’. The former indicates that an event describes the
encoder’s orientation period directly, whereas the latter indicates the absence of a
direct contact with the orientation period, implying nevertheless the possibility to
access it in the future. The attribution of the tense meanings to the time axis leads
Barentsen to divide the latter into different periods in order to explain and interpret
the “mismatched” uses of tenses. Thus, starting with the sign-oriented principles,
Barentsen finally returns to the interpretation of messages instead of demonstrating
the appropriateness of the postulated meanings whenever the temporal forms
appear.

The study of Isachenko (1960) deserves particular attention because of his
consistent sign-oriented analysis of the semantic structure of tenses in Russian,
based on the Jakobsonian concept of markedness (cf. Jakobson 1984). This concept
is usually characterized by the opposition of two members, one of which is marked
(strong, according to Isachenko), i.e. it signals the presence of a semantic feature,
and the other, unmarked (Isachenko’s weak) member, does not signal it. Isachenko
further applies this concept to his analysis of the tense system in the Russian
indicative which he represents as a network of binary oppositions (ibidem, p. 80).
Isachenko distinguishes, on the one hand, two aspects, perfective and imperfective,
where the perfective is a marked member of the pair and, on the other, three tenses:
the preterit, the present and the future. He analyzes three imperfective forms

(preterit, present and future) and two perfective ones (preterit and present). The
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difference between the tenses revolves around the semantic feature ‘the relation to
the moment of speaking’ (ibidem, p. 88). Depending on whether or not a tense
designates this feature, Isachenko opposes the preterit (past, marked) form and the
non-preterit (present and future, unmarked) forms. Unlike the aspectual opposition,
Isachenko postulates the imperfective preterit as being a marked member of the
pair ‘the perfective/imperfective preterit’ because this form signals a performed
break with the moment of speaking, whereas the perfective preterit may signal a
consequence that continues up to the moment of speaking. Among the non-preterit
forms, Isachenko opposes the imperfective future (marked for a not performed
break) and the imperfective and perfective present (unmarked for a not performed
break). He finally opposes the perfective (non-actual) present (marked for
non-actuality) and the imperfective (actual) present (unmarked for non-actuality).
Despite the coherence of Isachenko’s analysis, the question why the native speakers
of Russian always interpret the “perfective present”, taken out of context, as a future
tense is left open. The idea that this form can be used for occurrences outside the
realm of the future (ibidem, p. 78) does not necessarily mean that it signals the
present. Moreover, we will show further below that other forms in Russian verb
morphology, including both the imperfective preterit and future, marked for a break

with the moment of speaking, can be used to express present occurrences.

3. Columbia School Theory

In order to find a unified explanation, we must first decide how we define
language, what language actually represents for us. All the other theoretical and
methodological assumptions will follow from our definition. We will present an
alternative analysis of tenses of the indicative in Russian, based on the Columbia
School sign-oriented linguistic framework (hereafter, CSL), founded by William
Diver and continued by his students®>. CSL views language as “a symbolic tool
whose structure is shaped both by its communicative function and by the
characteristics of its users” (Dreer, 2007: 258). This definition implies two
assumptions: a) that language is a device of human communication and b) that
language is an instance of human behavior.

It follows from the first assumption that the structure and the nature of

2 The CSL approach is presented in the works of Contini-Morava and Goldberg (1995), Diver
(1969, 1981), Garci (1975), Reid (1979), Tobin (1990a, 1993, 1995).
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language are a direct result of its communicative function. Since human
communication “requires a set of perceptible signals each of which is associated
with some conceptual content” (Contini-Morava, 1995: 2), CSL considers
Saussurean signs (signals [signifiants] inseparably connected with abstract
invariant meanings [signifiés]) to be basic analytical units, as opposed to words and
sentences. Human communication is not always produced in words and sentences,
and the latter are, moreover, too diverse — unlike concrete linguistic signs — to
differentiate between ideas “in a clear and constant way” (Saussure 1983: 110).
This communicative factor or orientation also explains the distribution of signs in
language: the sign appears where it does because its single invariant meaning
conveys information that contributes to a particular communicative purpose. The
encoder uses the relatively abstract invariant meanings of individual signs to
convey an infinite number of specific contextual messages. However, the link
between an invariant meaning and inferred communicated messages is indirect. If
sentences conveyed ideas directly, then the creation of messages, on the one hand,
and their comprehension, on the other, would remind one of a computational
process. Concepts, contained in lexical and grammatical components of sentences,
would be a direct and simple literal summation. It seems more plausible that the
whole message is greater than the meanings, conveyed by its component parts. In
this case, the abstract invariant meanings of component parts serve as hints by
which decoders infer what is being communicated in context. The discontinuity
between the invariant meanings of signs and their various messages is bridged by
human inferential abilities that constitute the human factor or the second
assumption of the CSL definition of language. The human factor provides the
commitment to take into account human intelligence, memory limitations, and
human efficiency that reflect the nature of human beings to strive consistently for
maximum communication with minimal effort®. It is the human factor that
underlies the fact that language possesses a comparably limited number of
invariant meanings that can convey an indefinite number of diverse messages to
which these meanings contribute. For the same reason, language creates
grammatical sets or interlocks when one signal has meanings in different

grammatical systems simultaneously. In other words, a linguistic item does not

¥ See Tobin (1995: 11-14, 1997: 20-21) for further discussion.
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have a strict single meaning, but rather constitutes a set of concepts that
economically represent this item from different points of view. For example, within
the system of Russian personal pronouns, the third person singular pronoun owna
[ona] ‘she’ appears as an interlock of at least four grammatical systems: the System
of Person with the meaning other”, the System of Number with the meaning one®,
the System of Gender with the meaning female, and the System of Case with the
meaning high contributor®. In this sense, the CSL notion of interlock differs
fundamentally from the traditional notions of several meanings or functions that
one form can have. As stated by Garcia (1975: 56):

“To the extent that such varied functions are mutually contradictory, they
point to erroneous analysis [...]; to the extent that the various ‘meanings’ are not
mutually contradictory, they should be traced, and ascribed, to the context to whose
influence they are due. It should be clear that the confluence of different meanings
from different systems cannot possibly be contradictory, though it may be more or
less coherent.”

3.1 Hypotheses

Instead of establishing a catalogue of temporal functions, we will apply the
principles of CSL to present an alternative sign-oriented analysis of tense uses in
the Russian indicative. This language belongs to so-called aspect-oriented
languages with a simplified system of tenses in its inventory, embedded in two
aspects — perfective and imperfective. We claim that our analysis can account for
both the matched (objective) and the mismatched (subjective) tense-time
relationships by virtue of being based on invariant meanings postulated for each

verb tense.

4. Russian Verb Tense Morphology

We claim that the Russian verb tense morphology represents a semantic
interlock of at least two grammatical systems, related to the encoder’s
“spatio-temporal-existential and sensory-experiential perception of [occurrences]
as the ‘here-and-now’ point of speaking and/or writing [hereafter, encoding]”
(Tobin 1990b: 464). The larger semantic concept (hereafter, semantic substance) of

the first system deals with “whether [an occurrence] has been experienced or

* In her CSL analysis of the Spanish pronoun system, Garcia (1975: 61-71) postulates the meanings
speaker for the first person pronouns, hearer for the second person pronouns and other for the
third person pronouns.

5 As stated by Reid (1991), the System of Number for English verbs opposes the meanings one for
the singular and more than one for the plural.

® For more details about the CSL analysis of the Russian case system, see Beytenbrat (2011).
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is/'was accessible [...] to the senses of the encoder at the point of [encoding], i.e.,
the ‘here and now’ of the speech act” (ibidem p. 467, emphasis added). Tobin
(1989, 1990b) refers to this deictic system as the System of Experience. Just as in
Modern Hebrew, the Russian System of Experience has two invariant meanings:
(a) Experienced, meaning that the occurrence has been perceived or
experienced

(b) Not-Experienced, meaning that the occurrence has not been perceived
or experienced

Following Barentsen (1973: 6), Isachenko (1960: 80-81), Jakobson (1984: 6),
and Vinogradov (2001: 443-445), we define the Russian past as the marked
member of the category of tense as opposed to the present and the future. The
markedness of the past is reflected, on the one hand, by concrete linguistic signs,
namely the stem and the stem endings of the past that differ from those shared by
the present and the future. On the other hand, the unmarkedness of the present and
the future tenses results from the fact that they both express “unperformed”
occurrences that are in progress or not yet realized. Thus, the meaning Experienced
will be invariably related to the Russian past tense morphology, i.e. the perfective
and imperfective past. The meaning Not-Experienced will be invariably related to
the Russian present and future tense morphology, i.e. the imperfective present as
well as the imperfective and perfective future.

When Jakobson (1984: 6) further writes about the Russian preterite (as he
calls the past), he states that “this form expresses, in fact, no particular time, but
solely a break in the direct connection between the subject and the action”.
Benveniste (1966) also suggests the distinction between closeness of occurrences
to or their remoteness from the encoder’s present, by postulating two narrative
modes: discours ‘discourse’ and histoire ‘story, history’, each of which uses its
own set of verbs. The former emphasizes communication and direct involvement
of the encoder and the decoder, while the latter focuses on story telling without
direct impact on the encoder. Therefore, we postulate the second system with
which the Russian tense morphology constitutes the interlock. Following Tobin
(1989, 1990b), we refer to this system as the Space-Time-Existence System whose
semantic substance deals with “the placing of an [occurrence] in relation to the
encoder at the point of [encoding], i.e., the ‘here and now’ of the speech act”
(Tobin 1990b: 466, emphasis added). Just as in Modern Hebrew, the Russian
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Space-Tense-Existence System has two invariant meanings:

(a) Proximate, meaning that an occurrence is in
spatio-temporal-existential proximity to the encoder and invariably
related to the Russian imperfective present morphology, and

(b) Remote, meaning that an occurrence is in spatio-temporal-existential
distance from the encoder and invariably related to the Russian
imperfective and perfective past and future morphology.

Thus, the Russian tense morphology of the indicative, based on the proposed
interlocked grammatical systems, can be represented as follows:

(a) the Russian present tense simultaneously signals the meanings
Not-Experienced, Proximate;

(b) the perfective and imperfective past tenses simultaneously signal the
meanings Experienced, Remote;

(c) the perfective and imperfective future tenses simultaneously signal
the meanings Not-Experienced, Remote.

As previously mentioned, the System of Aspect, represented by the
opposition of perfective/imperfective, forms an essential part of the Russian verb
morphology. Taking this system into account will allow us to better understand
both the most common and exceptional uses of the Russian verb tenses. Following
Forsyth (1970: 8), we assume that the Russian perfective “expresses the action as a
total event summed up with reference to a single specific juncture”, while the
imperfective “does not inherently express the action as a total event summed up
with reference to a single juncture” (ibidem, p. 11). Based on these definitions, we
claim that the System of Aspect in Russian represents the interlock of at least two
grammatical systems. Following Diver (1986) and Tobin (1993), we will
conventionally refer to the first system as the System of Orientation that serves
roughly to express the initial or final internal limit of the realization of an
occurrence perceived by the encoder. Within this System of Orientation, the
perfective is marked for the meaning Result, while the imperfective — unmarked
for Result, for short. Following Tobin (1990a, 1995), the second system will be
referred to as the System of Semantic Integrality that serves to present occurrences
in continuous or discontinuous space, time, or existence. Within this system, the
perfective is marked for Semantic Integrality, i.e. it is used for potentially discrete
occurrences, perceived as a unified set. On the contrary, the imperfective is
unmarked for Semantic Integrality, i.e. it is used for occurrences, perceived

separately or in a continuous space, but never as “a single specific juncture”
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(Forsyth 1970: 8). In other words, within this interlock, the perfective means Result,
Integrality, and the imperfective means Non-Result, Non-Integrality.

Taking into consideration that in Russian the perfective appears in the past
and future, while the imperfective appears in the past, present and future, the
Russian verb morphology of the indicative with respect to the aspectual-temporal
oppositions, based on the proposed interlocked grammatical systems, can be
represented as follows:

(@) the Russian perfective past simultaneously signals the meanings
Experienced, Remote, Result, Integrality;

(b) the imperfective past simultaneously signals the meanings Experienced,
Remote, Non-Result, Non-Integrality;

(c) the imperfective present simultaneously signals the meanings
Not-Experienced, Proximate, Non-Result, Non-Integrality;

(d) the perfective future simultaneously signals the meanings
Not-Experienced, Remote, Result, Integrality, and

(e) the imperfective future simultaneously signals the meanings
Not-Experienced, Remote, Non-Result, Non-Integrality.

It follows from this hypothesis that the use of tense morphology in Russian
does not depend upon the real time of the realization of an occurrence (though
tense uses often objectively reflect it), but rather on the encoder’s subjective view
of how this occurrence is related to his/her ‘here-and-now’ point of encoding. The
following data represent the so-called literal and figurative uses of the Russian verb

tense morphology in individual examples.

5. Tenses in Russian: Analysis of Individual Examples
We will now deal with the examples of the common matched and
non-matched uses of tense morphology in Russian to show that all of these uses are

motivated by the postulated invariant meanings.

5.1 The use of the past tense for past occurrences

(6) IlsarHamuare NET npouino ¢ TEX MOP, KaK s OKOHYUL CTPOUTEIbHBIH HHCTHTYT
[...] 3a 310 Bpems 51 noavicen U 06pio3e, cma HEPBHBIM H PA3IPAKUTEITHHBIM.
(Vladimir Voynovich. Khochu byt’ chestnym ‘1 Want to be Honest”)

‘Fifteen years have elapsed since | graduated from the Civil Engineering
Institute [...] Since then, | have grown bald and flabby, have become nervous
and irritable.

(7) B To Bpems, xorga Cepsoiit u LMbIps cnanu, s 106un u éapun pwiOy, MOCie
cnan s, onu nosunu v sapunu. (Viktor Astaf’yev. Tsar 'ryba Czar Fish’)

‘While Seryy and Shmyr’ were asleep, | was fishing and cooking fish, then |
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was asleep, they were fishing and cooking it.’

In examples (6) and (7), the past tense expresses occurrences that took place
in past time, i.e. perceived as happened by the moment of encoding, and
emphasizes the temporal detachment of these occurrences from the encoder’s ‘here
and now’, even if the consequences of their realization are relevant to this moment,
as in example (6). Both examples fit in with the postulated invariant meaning
Experienced, Remote of the past tense and differ only aspectually. Example (6) is
an instance of the use of the perfective to express internally limited occurrences,
each of which is viewed as a single whole, which corresponds with its postulated
invariant meaning Result, Integrality. Example (7) is an instance of the use of the
imperfective to express unlimited occurrences without reference to their integrality,
which corresponds with its postulated invariant meaning Non-Result,
Non-Integrality. Since the aspect is not the focus of our analysis here, we will not
deal with this system, unless its correlation with the meanings of the Tense System
(i.e. Experience—Space-Time-Existence interlock) influences the encoder’s choice

of the tenses.

5.2 The use of the past tense for present occurrences

(8) U Bnagumup Cemenbru Opocuit nmuTh. Tak ObIBACT: 6ouies KIIMH B CO3HAHUE —
cron! (Vasiliy Shukshin. Vladimir Seménych iz myagkoy sektsyi ‘Vladimir
Seménych from the Upholstered Furniture Section”)

‘And Vladimir Seménych had stopped drinking. So happens: a wedge has
driven into consciousness — stop!’

Example (8) illustrates the use of the perfective past in the context of the
so-called habitual present. As stated by Forsyth (1970: 171-172) and Bondarko
(1971: 66-70), unlike the actual present, the habitual present extends our
experience concerning a past occurrence to similar occurrences in the present and
in the future. The postulated invariant meaning Experienced, Remote, Result,
Integrality of the perfective past makes it appropriate for the expression of typical
occurrences. The perfective past presents a single occurrence as if it took place in
the way that can serve as a model in other situations in the present so that a wider
linguistic (e.g., the verb 6si6aem ‘happens’) and situational context shows that we
deal with a typical occurrence here, regardless of formal time reference.

(9) bartomka... — Tumodeit Beck coOpaics, moamon3 noodmmxke. — Yero s Teds

xomen noripocuTs. .. (Vasiliy Shukshin. Biletik na vtoroy seans ‘Ticket to the
Day Show’)
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‘Father... — Timofey plucked up his courage, crept up closer. — What | wanted

to ask you...’
(10) A Temepp uero croga npuOMICI? — 3aXOAACh B HANPSIKCHHOW, €/1Ba
caepkuBaemMoul sipoctu, ropopuwia ['yx. — Jlymaemib, HEMIAM CIIYXHUTb?

Yuxan st Ha HeMIeB. MHe Hazo paccuntarbes ¢ Hekotopbimu. (Vasiliy Bykov.
Znak bedy ‘Sign of Misfortune’ (1982), taken from the Russian National
Corpus)

‘Why did | join them now? — said Guzh, with an intense, hardly restrained
rage. — Do you think to do the Germans a favor? | don't give a damn for the
Germans. | need to settle old scores with some people.’

Examples (9) and (10) are instances of the use of the imperfective past to
express present occurrences rather than anteriority to the moment of speech. In
example (9), the imperfective past “softens the abruptness of the corresponding
sentences with present-tense verbs” (Fleischman 1983: 186). By saying | wanted to
ask you, the encoder politely implies about his experienced request, leaving the
decoder the ‘distance’ to act freely. In the present, this request would sound more
insistent. Example (10), on the other hand, emphasizes the distant relationships that
the encoder experiences between himself and a wider situational context. Here, the
verb, used affirmatively in the imperfective past, actually serves to deny ironically
the occurrence in the present (cf. the tense usage in the English translation). But
whatever message may be associated with the uses of the imperfective past, all of
them suit its postulated invariant meaning Experienced, Remote, Non-Result,
Non-Integrality.

5.3 The use of the past tense for future occurrences

(11) Y3Haun, 4TO 5 B TATOCTH, HacMepTh mepemnyraics. « Hy, roBoput, temepp s
nocu6. I 1oma y3HaIT — KU3HH He OyIeT, U co ciayxObl monpyt ». (FEdor
Abramov. Dom ‘The House”)

‘He learned that | was pregnant, got frightened to death. "Well, he said, now |
am done. They will learn about it at home — I will have no life and they will
throw me out of the job"’

(12) Hy nagno, — cka3zan BonoauH, — IOMYCTUM, Thl BCEX BHYTPEHHHX MEHTOB
epoxuyn. Tax Bemp Torma toOoi BHyTpeHHuin OMOH 3aiimercs. (Viktor
Pelevin. Chapayev i Pustota ‘Chapayev and Void’ (1996), taken from the
Russian National Corpus)

‘Well, —said Volodin. — Say you banged up all the local cops. So, then the local
OMON will lay you out.”

(13) He OTIAAyT, HE OTNAAYT, — TOPHKO 3aruiakan ONOHAWHATIET. — [lnakanu HaAIIA
neHexku, peodsta... (Vasiliy Aksénov. Ozhog ‘The Burn’)
“They will not give them back to us, they will not give them back, — the
blond athlete started to cry bitterly. — We can kiss our money goodbye...’
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The common feature of the past and future tenses is to express remoteness
from the encoder’s ‘here and now’ point of encoding. By using the past tense,
meaning Experienced, Remote, as in the set of examples (11)-(13), the encoder
presents future occurrences as if they were already witnessed or experienced, i.e. as
anticipated faits accomplis, which correlates with the postulating invariant meaning.
One might argue that example (11) is rather a marginal use of the perfective past,
confined to specific perfective verbs (nocu6 ‘was killed’, nowen ‘went’, etc.).
However, example (12) illustrates the use of another type of perfective verbs to
imply a future occurrence. Nevertheless, both examples (11) and (12) emphasize a
particular result, perceived as a single juncture, impossible to change. The message,
conveyed by example (13) with the imperfective past, on the other hand, merely
implies that an occurrence did take place without any reference to a specific result
or specific point in time, which matches the postulated meaning Non-Result,

Non-Integrality.

5.4 The use of the present tense for present occurrences

(14) Tynma! Tyna! Bou Kenmkem! Bon Bouuia ero mawum! — Bonuia cocesika, B
yxace xBarasch 3a rojiosy. (Chingiz Aytmatov. Plakha ‘The Scaffold’)
‘That way! That way! Kendzhesh is over there! Look, the wolf is carrying
him! — yelled the neighbor woman grabbing her head in horror.’

(15) Bennsikn mpu  JIOOBIX  OOCTOATENBCTBAX —mepnsim YOBITKH. bBemHsIKOB
MOCTOSTHHO wimpadgyiom |[...] Ecnu OemHsiK ciy4dailHO powusiem MeNodb, TO
JICHbI'H 00s13aTeNIbHO nposanusaromes B mok. (Sergey Dovlatov. Inostranka
‘A Foreign Woman’)

“The poor in all circumstances suffer losses. The poor are constantly fined [...]
If the poor man accidentally drops small change, the money always falls
through a manhole.’

Examples (14) and (15) are instances of the use of the imperfective present
for present occurrences. In example (14), the occurrence, expressed by the verb,
takes place simultaneously with the encoder’s ‘here and now’ moment of encoding.
In example (15), however, we deal with occurrences in the habitual present, which
implies, as we previously mentioned, the extension of the encoder’s experience to
analogous occurrences in the present. Nonetheless, in both examples, these not yet
performed occurrences are presented as being really or allegedly perceived by the
encoder, that is as being close to his/her ‘here and now’ moment of encoding,
which corresponds to the postulated invariant meaning Not-Experienced,

Proximate, Non-Result, Non-Integrality of the imperfective present.
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5.5 The ‘historic’ use of the present tense

(16) Pa3 kak-TO MpUYAIHIKCH, HAlAPHUK MO — K 0abe OJHON MPOBOPHOM, Ta
CaMOTOHKY JOOpYIO BapraHmia, a s — K 3a3H00e cBoel. [100xo0oicy K JOMY-TO,
a TaM MeHs nodicudarom: 4enoBek BoceMb cmoum. (Vasiliy Shukshin.
Chuzhiye “Strangers’)
‘Once, we landed. My companion — to a nimble woman who used to concoct
a good moonshine, and me — to my sweetheart. | went up to her home, and
there they had already been waiting for me: there were eight of them.’

This is a well-known stylistic or metaphoric use of the imperfective present
to express occurrences that happened in the past “as if they were being witnessed at
the 'moment of speaking" (Forsyth 1970: 150). In this example, one can notice that
the present tense, meaning Not-Experienced, Proximate, is used for the most
stirring and emotional occurrences to the encoder (rnooxoocy ‘went up’,
nooxcudarom ‘had been waiting’, cmoum ‘were’), thus, producing the effect of
being experienced live. On the contrary, the past tense, meaning Experienced,
Remote, is used to report the single (rnpuuanuruce ‘landed’) or the repeated
(6apeanuna ‘used to concoct’) occurrences as being less relevant to the encoder’s

story.

5.6 The use of the present tense for future occurrences

(17) Tocriona, y MeHs O4eHb M-Majio BpeMeHH. S coOpan Bac, 4TOObI MOKOHYHTH
BCE pa3oM. 3aBTpa — J1a, COOCTBEHHO, Y€ HBIHUE — S NOKUOAIO TIPEIEIbI
ropoza... (Boris Akunin. Lyubovnik smerti ‘He Lover of Death’)
‘Gentlemen, I have very I-little time. | assembled you to finish all together.
Tomorrow — today actually — I am leaving the city limits...’

(18) Tor ToNBKO TIpECTaBh ceOe, Kak CAOKHUTCS JalbIlle KH3Hb 3TOW JCBOYKH —

OHa pacmem, a 3a HeH y)xe yTBEpWJIach CllaBa JbSIBOJIUIBL. B mikomy xooum,
JIEBYIIIKON crmanoumcsl, a 3a He — MOJIBa 110 msitam. [ ... | Y monu 6oamces ee,
wapaxaromess ot Hee. (Eduard Volodarskiy. Dnevnik samoubiytsy ‘The
Suicide’s Diary’ (1997), taken from the Russian National Corpus)
‘Just imagine how this girl will get along for the rest of her life. She will grow
up, and her fame of succubus will have strengthened by this time. She will go
to school, she will become a girl, and the rumor — hard on her heels. [...] And
people will be afraid of her, will shrink away from her.’

In example (17), the present tense refers to an arranged, albeit future
occurrence, “viewed as if it were already a reality, i.e., relevant and most salient to
the speaker’s point-of-view at the ‘here and now’ point of [encoding]” (Tobin 1989:
67). Example (18) is an instance of the use of the present tense in a wider context
that refers to imaginary future occurrences. Unlike example (17) above where the
encoder outlines what he will be doing, in example (18) the encoder imagines the
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future occurrences as if they were part of the present (cf. Bondarko 1971: 154-159).
Nevertheless, both examples do not differ grammatically: in both of them, the
encoders use the imperfective present, meaning Not-Experienced, Proximate, to
picture the future occurrences as if they were happening before their very eyes.

5.7 The use of the future tense for future occurrences

(19) Beuepom on ckazan XKene: « B cienyromyro cyoooty yiudy ». (Boris Akunin.
Smert’ Akhilesa ‘The Death of Achilles”)
‘In the evening, he told Zhenya: « | will leave next Saturday. »’

(20) B cnenyromuii pa3 6yoewv opamscs uectaee. (Boris AKunin. Smert’ Akhilesa
“The Death of Achilles’)
“Then next time, you will fight fair.’

The same detachment from the encoder’s ‘here and now’ moment of
encoding, observed for the past occurrences in examples (6)-(13) above, holds for
occurrences in the future tense, as in examples (19) and (20), with the only
difference: here, the encoder does not perceive these occurrences as taken place.
Both examples are consistent with the postulated invariant meaning
Not-Experienced, Remote of the future tense and differ only aspectually, i.e. with
respect to the expression of result and sematic integrality. The perfective future in
example (19) expresses “a single prospective action as a total event” (Forsyth 1970:
131), whereas the imperfective future in example (20) emphasizes rather a future

occurrence in its duration.

5.8 The use of the future tense for present occurrences

By their pragmatic implications, we distinguish between the uses of the
future tense to express actual present occurrences and those that express typical
occurrences.

(21) IT'paxnane, TPOMKO OOBSIBHI KaIllUTaH, BCE 3aJCPKaHBl 10 COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX
pacniopsbkennii. [Tonpowry cnenoBars 3a Muoi. (Vasiliy Aksénov. Skazhi
izyum ‘Say Cheese!”)

‘"Citizens", the captain announced loudly, "everybody is detained until
further notice. Please follow me.’

Example (21) illustrates the use of the perfective future for a request at the
moment of its actual realization. This situational context is similar to that in the
past tense, as in example (9) above. In both examples, “the participants have either
clear-cut roles, or are strangers, [which] may be interpreted as reflecting a certain
kind of ‘distance’ between them” (Tobin 1990b: 474). But, unlike example (9), in
(21) the complete realization of the occurrence is still anticipated, which correlates
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with the invariant meaning Not-Experienced, Remote, postulated for the future
tense.

(22) A TBI ueit ke Oydewn, 9TON-TO 1 HUKAK He npusndro. (Vladimir Voynovich.,
Stepen’ doveriya ‘A Degree of Trust’)
‘And whose boy then are you? | just can t recognize you for some reason.’

Example (22) illustrates the use of both the imperfective and perfective
future within the same sentence to express actual present occurrences. The
imperfective future presents a fact as if it were not yet established, i.e. not yet
experienced, and whose verification were the matter of the immediate future. From
the negated perfective future, the decoder infers “the inability of the subject to
achieve the total performance and result of the action” (Forsyth 1970: 143).
Negation of the desired result also produces the effect of distance between the
encoder’s ‘here and now’ moment of encoding and the potentiality to achieve this
result. Here again, both inferred messages are motivated by the postulated meaning
Not-Experienced, Remote of the future and differ only in whether or not they make
a specific claim concerning result and sematic integrality.

(23) Yonkunu? — Iuis mocMoTpesa Ha My»a, Kak Ha IIymoro denoBeka. — Xa! OH
b6yoem MHe eme 2osopums! A xak ke Torga Pukun u 3yckun? (Vladimir
\Voynovich. Zhizn' i neobychaynyye priklyucheniya soldata Ivana Chonkina
‘The Life and Extraordinary Adventures of Private lvan Chonkin’)

‘Chonkin? — Tsilya looked at her husband as if he were a stupid. Ha! You don t
say so! Then how about Rivkin and Zuskin?’

In example (23), the imperfective future is used to express the encoder’s
indignation, caused, following Bondarko (1971: 169), by incompatibility between
the decoder as a person, deserving only the encoder’s contempt, on the one hand,
and the opinion that he dares give in the present and, who knows, maybe expect to
do this in the future, on the other. Again, the postulated invariant meaning
Not-Experienced, Remote, Non-Result, Non-Integrality of the imperfective future
contributes to express these distant relationships between the encoder and the
decoder.

(24) Myuaemcs, a He Oopemcs. YcraeM. [Ipuedews Ha Nady, 3amonuusb KaMuH,
CMOTpHIIb HA OTOHb — 000XKal0, MEX/Ty MPOYUM, HA OTOHb CMOTPETh, — a U3
OrHst Ha TeOs... kakoe-HuOyns mypio cmotput. (Vasiliy Shukshin. General
Malafeykin)
‘We suffer, but don’t fight. We get tired. You come to the dacha, light a fire,
watch it burning — I love, by the way, looking at the flames — and some snout
stares at you out of the fire.”
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(25) Bor ObiBaeT Tak, Thl Oyoewtv uOmu — Ha TeOs Bce Ha YIUIe 6ydym
02ﬂﬂ0bl6dl’l’lbc}l, d OHa XOThb CaMa npmmnaﬁ — a HHKOMY HC HYXHA.
(Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. V kruge pervom ‘In the First Circle’)

‘It happens when you walk, everybody along the street turns around to look
at you — but even if she throws herself on somebody, nobody will want her.’

Examples (24)-(25) illustrate the quite common use of the perfective future
and the occasional use of the imperfective future, respectively, in the context of the
habitual present. These uses imply the encoder’s anticipation or expectation of
occurrences, similar to those he/she experienced before (cf. Potebnia 1941: 106),
which corresponds one more time with the postulated meaning Not-Experienced,
Remote of the future tense. The difference between examples (24) and (25) lies
within the System of Aspect. As mentioned above, the use of the perfective future,
as it appears in example (24), is often referred to as “the perfective present” or
“perfective present-future” (Forsyth 1970: 120, Bondarko 1962: 29-30, 1971:
54-55). The difference with the imperfective present is obvious. While the present
tense refers to multiple regular occurrences, in this example, the perfective future
presents “a recurrent action (or a multiple action in general) not in flat ‘blanket’
fashion, but, as it were, by selecting one occasion, one complete performance, and
holding this up as a sample of the recurrent phenomenon” (Forsyth 1970: 174). We
see that this use fits in with the postulated invariant meaning Result, Integrality of
the perfective future. The imperfective future in (25), however, emphasizes the
duration of a typical occurrence in the present, implying that it may be repeated in
the future. This use also corresponds with the postulated meaning Non-Result,

Non-Integrality of the imperfective future.

5.9 The use of the future tense for past occurrences

(26) Axamemuk E. Ya30B — yesoBeK, HEMOCPESICTBEHHO OTBEYABIINI 3a 3I0POBHE
COBETCKHUX PYKOBOJIUTENEH |[...], BIOCIEACTBUM Hanuuiem: «B KOHIle KOHIIOB
CTpaHa ToTepsula KOHKpeTHoe pykoBoacTBo. [...] (Yegor Gaydar. Gibel’
Imperii : uroki dlya sovremennoy Rossii ‘Collapse of an Empire: Lessons for
Modern Russia’ (2006), taken from the Russian National Corpus)

“The Academy member Ye. Chazov, a man who was directly responsible for
the health of the Soviet leaders [...], would write later: “In the end, the country
lost its own leadership. [...]°

(27) ...n mox HOBBIK 1962 rom MBI ¢ XKEHOM MOBE3JIM MOW XPaHUMBIA apXWB K €€
npusitento Teymy B MockBy (4epe3 Tpu € MOJIOBUHOM rofia OH-TO U Oydem
3axBayeH omnpuunukamu). (Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. Bodalsya telénok s
dubom ‘The Oak and the Calf”)

‘...and on the eve of 1962, my wife and I took my archive to her friend Teush
in Moscow (three and a half years later, it would be taken by oprichniki).’
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Examples (26)-(27), represent the so-called future-in-the-past use of the
future tense when it refers to a past occurrence, posterior to other past occurrences,
as being a future occurrence. As previously stated, both the future and past tenses
contribute to express the distance between occurrences and the encoder’s ‘here and
now’ moment of encoding. However, unlike the past, the future tense emphasis is
on the encoder’s anticipation or expectation of occurrences rather than on
presenting them “as a reality at the point of speaking” (Tobin 1990b: 471). This
emphasis is contributed to by the postulated invariant meaning Not-Experienced,
Remote of the future. Therefore, the encoder uses the future tense, as in (26)-(27)
above, to deal with facts that are less relevant to the actual narration but may be
important to the understanding of subsequent events.

(28) Anbma coBcem oauyaina, HaYKUCTO. JlaeT Ha MeHs, Kak Oyaro s uyxoid. S pa3
HC BBLACPIKAJ, IMOAOIICTI M TOXKC — KaK 3ajaadro. Hanyran €C 10 CMCPTH...
(Sergey Dovlatov. Zona ‘The Zone’)

‘Alma has grown completely wild. She barks at me as if | were a stranger.
Once | could not stand it, came up and also suddenly started to bark. | scared
her to death.’

Example (28) is an instance of a very expressive use that the perfective future
has in its inventory when in the context of the past tense, together with the particle
kaxk, it depicts “a single unexpected and violent action interrupting the even tenor
of narration” (Forsyth 1970: 152). Following Potebnia (1941: 116), we claim that
the turn xax ‘so much’ + future, used for past occurrences, emphasizes causal rather
than temporal relationships between so-called main and subordinate clauses. In
such messages, the consequence is either omitted, i.e. inferred from the causal
subordinate clause, or deemphasized. The more the consequence is deemphasized,
the more attention the cause deserves. As a result, the cause in focus together with
the postulated invariant meaning Not-Experienced, Remote, Result, Integrality of
the perfective future produce the communicative effect of a sudden, unexpected
occurrence.

(29) Houb uctekana. A nyHa Bce cusiia. Best epeBHs Oblla 3aiauTa OJICIHBIM,
3C€JICHOBATO-MECPTBBIM CBETOM. N tuxo-tuxo. Hu cobaxa HUIAC HE 3aiaem, HU
Bopora He ckpunnym. (Vasiliy Shukshin. Kalina Krasnaya ‘Snowball Berry
Red’)

“The night was running out. The moon kept shining. The whole village was
full of a pale, greenish-dead light. All was quiet. No dog barked, no gate
creaked.’

The postulated invariant meaning Not-Experienced, Remote, Result,
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Integrality of the perfective future underlies its use not only in the context of the
habitual present, as in example (24) above, but also in the context of the past tense
to express the encoder’s anticipation concerning “the sporadic performance of
single actions, or of a number of actions not connected with each other in any
sequence” (Forsyth 1970: 180). Example (29) illustrates the use of the negated
perfective future for occurrences that were expected to take place, at least
occasionally, but which in fact did not. The use of the past, meaning Experienced,
Remote, which, in this context, would not break into the narration, would lose the
communicative effect of unexpectedness or suddenness.

(30) B MockBe y MeHs Obul mapeHb, repoil moero pomana. Ecimu s yesxaina
KyAa-HUOYIb, OH 00s3aTeIbHO MPOoBOXKaIl. SI0JI0KO MHE Ha AOPOTY blLMoen, B
[IepemeTbeBO 0meesem, 9ac Oydem maxams PyKOU, XOTS 3HACT, UTO 5 €TO YXKE
HC BUIXY. ITotom npuedem BCTPCTUTL, XOTA, Ka3aJ10Cb 6]:1, 3a4€M MCHiA
BCTpeyarh? — caMa MOT'y cecTh B MaluHy u noexatb. (Yelena Khanga. Pro vsé
‘About everything’ (2000), taken from the Russian National Corpus)

‘In Moscow, | had a guy, the hero of my romance. If | left somewhere, he
always saw me off. He would wash me an apple that I could eat on the journey,
would take me up to Sheremetyevo and wave his hand for an hour, though he
knew that I could no longer see him. Then he would come back to meet me,
though, one would think, what for? — | could get into the car and drive alone.’

Example (30) illustrates the difference between the perfective and
imperfective future used within the same sentence to express reminiscences of
repeated occurrences. While the perfective future emphasizes the expected
sequence of these occurrences with reference to their result, the imperfective future
focuses on the anticipated duration of the occurrence, indicated lexically (uac
Oyner maxarp ‘would wave for an hour’). Again, despite this aspectual difference,
both messages are contributed to by the postulated meaning Not-Experienced,

Remote of the future.

6. Conclusion

To summarize, we have presented a functional sign-oriented analysis of the
use of the verb tense morphology in Russian. We have based this study on the CSL
premise that language is “[a] system of systems composed of various sub-systems
(revolving around the notion of the linguistic sign) which are organized internally
and systematically related to each other and used by human beings to
communicate” (Tobin 1995: 7). This has meant our commitment to base our
analysis of both time-tense matched and mismatched uses on interlocked

grammatical systems composed of invariant meanings rather than on diverse
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polysemic and ad hoc meanings that reflect real-time relationships.

We have also illustrated the applicability of the adopted CSL sign-oriented
approach by multiple examples of the tense uses. We realize that these examples
alone do not allow us to be sure that the encoder’s choice of the tenses is not
random. Therefore, it would be useful to examine how the tenses will be
distributed within texts and whether or not their distribution will be confirmed
quantitatively. However, this subject is outside the immediate scope of this paper

and needs further research.

Reference

Aksakov, K. S. Polnoye sobraniye sochineniy. T. 2. Sochineniya filologicheskiye.
Ch. 1. M.: n.p., 1875.

Barentsen, A. “K opisaniyu semantiki kategoriy “vid” i “vremya”. Na materiale
sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo yazyka.” Tijdschrift voor Slavische
Taal- en Letterkunde 2 (1973): 5-32.

---. “O Kkharaktere vremennykh form s elementom bud- i ikh funktsionirovanii v
slozhnykh predlozheniyakh s soyuzom poka.” Dutch Contributions to the
Ninth International Congress of Slavists, Linguistics (= SSGL) 3 (1983):
1-35.

Benveniste, E. Problémes de linguistique générale. Vol. 1. Paris : Gallimard, 1966.

Beytenbrat, A. The Russian Case System: a Sign-oriented Approach. Diss.
Ben-Gurion University, 2011.

Bondarko, A. V. “Sistema glagol’nykh vremyén v sovremennom russkom yazyke.”
\oprosy yazykoznaniya 3 (1962): 27-37.

--—-. Vid i vremya russkogo glagola: znacheniye i upotrebleniye. M.:
Prosveshcheniye, 1971.

---. Teoriya funktsional’noy grammatiki: Temporal’nost’, modal’nost’. L.: Nauka,
1990.

---. Functional Grammar: a Field Approach. Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1991.

Bull, W. E. Time, Tense, and the Verb: A Study in Theoretical and Applied
Linguistics, with Particular Attention to Spanish. Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1971.

Casparis, Ch. P. Tense without Time: the Present Tense in Narration. Bern: Francke
Verlag, 1975.



28 (HRFTFE) Ko AP

Comrie, B. Tense. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985.

Contini-Morava, E. “Introduction: on Linguistic Sign Theory.” Contini-Morava
and Sussman Goldberg, 1-31.

Contini-Morava, E., and B. S. Goldberg, eds. Meaning as Explanation: Advances
in Linguistic Sign Theory. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1995.

Diver, W. “The System of Relevance of the Homeric Verb.” Acta Linguistica
Hafniensia XII (1969): 45-68.

---. “On Defining the Discipline.” Columbia University Working Papers in
Linguistics 6 (1981): 59-117.

---. The Grammar of Modern English. 1986. TS. Columbia University, New York.

Dreer, |. Expressing the Same by the Different: the Subjunctive versus the
Indicative in French. Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2007.

Fleischman, S. The Future in Thought and Language: Diachronic Evidence from
Romance. Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1982.

---. “From Pragmatics to Grammar: Diachronic Reflections on Complex Pasts and
Futures in Romance.” Lingua 60 (1983): 183-214.

Forsyth, J. A Grammar of Aspect: Usage and Meaning in the Russian Verb.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970.

Garcia, E. C. The Role of Theory in Linguistic Analysis: The Spanish Pronoun
System. Amsterdam: North Holland, 1975.

Hirtle, W. H. Time, Aspect and the Verb. Québec: Les presses de 1’Université Laval,
1975.

Isachenko, A. «La structure sémantique des temps en russe. » Bulletin de la
Société de Linguistique de Paris 55 (1960) : 74-88.

Jakobson, R. “Structure of the Russian Verb.” Russian and Slavic Grammar:
Studies, 1931-1981. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1984. 1-15.

Katkov, M. N. Ob elementakh i formakh slavyano-russkogo yazyka. Moskva: n.p.,
1845.

Knyazev, Y. P. Grammaticheskaya semantika: Russkiy yazyk v tipologicheskoy
perspektive. M.: Yazyki slavyanskikh kul’tur, 2007.

Maslov, Y. S. lzbrannyye trudy: Aspektologiya. Obshcheye yazykoznaniye.
Moskva: Yazyki slavyanskoy kul’tury, 2004.

Nekrasov, N. P. O znachenii form russkogo glagola. St-Petersburg: n.p., 1865.

Paducheva, E. V. Semanticheskiye issledovaniya: semantika vremeni i vida v



P b Y RO BB R E B A T 25

russkom yazyke, semantika narrativa. M.: Shkola « Yazyki russkoy kul’tury »,
1996.

Pavskiy, G. P. Filologicheskiye nablyudeniya nad sostavom russkogo yazyka.
St-Petersburg: n.p., 1850.

Potebnya, A. A. Iz zapisok po russkoy grammatike. Tom IV. Moskva: AN SSSR,
1941.

Reid, W. The Human Factor in Linguistic Analysis: the Passé Simple and the
Imparfait. Diss. Columbia University, 1979.

---. Verb Number in English: A Functional Explanation. London: Longman, 1991.

Saussure, F. de. Course in General Linguistics Ed. Charles Bally, and Albert
Sechehaye, with the collaboration of A. Riedlinger. Trans. Roy Harris.
London: Duckworth, 1983.

Shakhmatov, A. A. Sintaksis russkogo yazyka. The Hague: Mouton, 1963.

Tobin, Y. “Space, Time and Point-of-View in the Modern Hebrew Verb.” From
Sign to Text: A Semiotic View of Communication. Ed. Yishai Tobin.
Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1989. 61-91.

---. Semiotics and Linguistics. London: Longman, 1990a.

---. “The ‘Future’ Tense in Modern Hebrew: From Sign to Text.” Folia Linguistica
XXIV/3-4 (1990b): 457-512.

---. Aspect in the English Verb: Process and Result in Language. London: Longman,
1993.

---. Invariance, Markedness and Distinctive Feature Analysis: A Contrastive Study
of Sign Systems in English and Hebrew. Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1995.

---. Phonology as Human Behavior: Theoretical Implications and Clinical
Applications. Durham: Duke University Press, 1997.

Vinogradov, V. V. Russkiy yazyk (Grammaticheskoye ucheniye o slove). Moskva:
Russkiy yazyk, 2001.

Weinrich, H. Tempus. Besprochene und erzdhlte Welt. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer,
1964.

Zolotova, G. A. “Aspekty izucheniya kategorii glagol’nogo vremeni.” Izvestiya AN
SSSR. Seriya literatury i yazyka. Tom 34.3 (1975): 248-58.

---. “Kategoriya vrementi i vida s tochki zreniya teksta.” Voprosy yazykoznaniya 3
(2002): 8-29.

Zolotova, G. A., N. K. Onipenko, and M. Y. Sidorova, eds. Kommunikativnaya



26 (HRFT L) Ko 4B

grammatika russkogo yazyka. Moskva: Rossiyskaya Akademiya Nauk,

Institut Russkogo Yazyka im. V. V. Vinogradova, 2004.



