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... and I stayed behind on my old village.’

_Competition of the prepositions 77 and o#
in Old Russian

The reasons for this lic in the fact that spatial and motive notions
teflect the fundamental relationship of human beings with the
physical space that surrounds them. The study on the reflection of these
notions in language provides insight into the way(s) in which the human
mind deals with the surrounding wotld, and so into the functioning of
human cognition.

: ; pace and motion ate important topics in current cognitive research.!

Space, as it is conceptualised and exptessed in language, consists of
objects (including human beings) and places/locations which are in
interaction with cach other. Objects can be located somewhete of re-
placed. They can also move in a certain direction along a certain path.
The interaction between objects (trajectors) and places (landmarks) can
be observed by an observer, who orientates himself, other objects and
locations in respect to each other and who focuses on different aspects
of the spatial relationships of the situation. Various studies have shown
that these things are marked by verbs, adverbs, postposirions, patticles,
prefixes, cases and prepositions, although individual languages may do so
~ in various ways.? In certain languages, €.g. French, verbs ate the only

1

See, for example, Bloom & Peterson (1996), Levinson (2003), Hickmann &
Robert (2006), and Levinson & Wilkins (20006).
See, for example, van der Zee & Slack (2003).
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means to oppose motion to localisation, while in other languages, among
these English and Dutch, prepositions express the same general
opposition, as exemplified in:

1 I7vg a Paris.

‘He goes to Paris.’
2) I/ pit @ Paris.

‘He lives in Paris.’

In languages that encode the relationship between trajectors and land-
marks by means of prepositions, the choice of the latter often reflects out
depiction of a spatial entity. The preposition iz in English, German or
Dutch, for example, is associated with localisation in a containet, ot within
a bounded area. The preposition on /auf /op is used for localisation on a
sutface, or when the contact between an object with the location itself i
highlighted.?

In Russian, however, movement towards a goal and localisation with-
in the boundaries of the goal are expressed not by means of prepo-
sitions, but by the combination of the accusative case (for dynamic situa-
tions) or the locative case (for static scenes) with either one of the two
prepositions » ‘in’ en #a ‘on” which display the nature of the contact
between a localised object and its landmatk, as well as our perception
and conceptualisation of this. And so, the preposition #is associated with
movement towards, and placement within the intetior of a three-dimen-
sional spatial entity or a bounded atea, whereas the preposition s is em-
ployed to denote movement of a trajector onto a sutface and its localisa-
tion on a surface, or when there is contact of a localised object with the
landmark. Compare:

3a) A edy e 6onvruyy/e depeenio.
I ride in hospital-ACC / in village-ACC
T tide to the hospital /to the village.’

3b) A pabomaio 6 6oneruye/s depeane.
I work in hospital-LOC / in village-L.OC
T work in the hospital / in the village.’

> See Herskovits (1988), Hottenroth (1991), Vandeloise (1994), and Filipenko

(2000) for a detailed discussion.
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42) Mot udem Ha nnouadb/Ha CaouoH.

We go on square-ACC / on stadium-ACC

“We go to the squate / to the stadium.”

4b) Mol cmoum Ha nnowadu/na Cmaouore.

" We stand on square-LOC / on stadium-LOC
“We ate standing on the square /in the stadium.”

As shown in Podgaevskaja (2008: 124), the difference between con-
tainers/enclosures and sutfaces/areas is based on the dichotomy of rele-
vant cognitive features such as:

¢ three-dimensionality vs. two-dimensionality;

s complete enclosure vs. partial enclosure;

¢ salient boundaries vs. salient rwo-dimensional interiot;
e clear boundaries vs. fuzzy boundaries;

o verticality vs. supporting sutface;

e large extendedness vs. small extendedness;

e homogeneity Vvs. heterogeneity;

e upvs down;

e absorption into space Vs. control ovet space;

¢ familiarity vs. unfamiliarity.

However, these seemingly clear-cut distinctions cannot provide sufficient
explanation as to Why individual languages show considerable dives-
gences in the choice of ptepositions 0 denote a single spatial situation.
A substantial number of recent studies on language and cognition relate
_the diversity of a given locative (or topological) scene in linguistic repre-
sentations to various conceptualisations of the (extra-]inguistic) reality.
 Apatt from the extra-lingual truth, our ‘naive picture’ of the world as well
as certain cultural and linguistic conventions determines the way in which
we experience and conceptualise spatial locations.* This is where lan-
 guages demonstrate a large degree of variation. Compate, English and
Dutch in the tree [in de boom and in the meadow / in de wei which ate
rendered 7a dereve (lit. ‘on the tree’) or na lugh (lit. ‘on the meadow’) in
Russian, In Polish na pusyni (it. ‘on the desert’) and #a prersi (lit. ‘on the

e

See Seliverstova (2000), Levinson (2003) fot a careful treatrment of this issue.
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praitic’) are equivalents to Russian » paustyme (lit. “in the desert’) and v prepij
(lit. “in the praitie”).s

In some languages, the choice between the prepositions 7z and oy
does not metely depend on the geomettic configurations of a given
landmark (container vs. surface), but also on the intention of the speaker
and his/het knowledge of the nature of the contact between such
localised objects and landmarks, that causes so-called prepositional comi-
petition. This choice is determined by the focus of the observer atd
his/het zooming in or out on a given locative scene. This phenomenon,
that T termed egofocality, is especially relevant for certain Slavic languages
which can present one and the same locative contact situation ifi
different ways depending on this aspect (Podgaevskaja 2008; 52-55),
There is a preference for oz when the speaker merely highlights the
place of contact between localised objects and locations as a kind of sup-
port. This preference extends to interpretations of locations as the back.
ground to, ot ‘stage’ for certain activities, in which case their spatial or
geomettic parameters are irrelevant. The preposition 7z, on the other
hand, prevails when the observer focuses his/her attention on the entire
volume of the location, including its vertical/horizontal boundarties.s
Compare the following well-known example from Russian, concerning
the opposition of v kuxne to na kusne (it “in the kitchen’ vs. ‘on the
kitchen’), as exemplified in:

52) B kyxne cmosn 60nvuioti xon0dunsHux.
In kitchen-LOC stood big fridge
‘There was a big fridge in the kitchen.’
5b)  Mama 2omosuna na xyxne o6eo.
Mother prepated on kitchen-LOC dinner
‘Mother prepared dinner in the kitchen.’

The prepositional phrase with » focuses on the landmark as a mete
container with undetlying spatial features as verticality and boundedness.
The combination with 74 focuses on the kitchen as a place whete specific
activities ate cartied out, such as cooking, eating and chatting. In other

Mote examples in Cienki (1989: 29, 72, 79-82), and Seliverstova (2000: 200)
Note, the opposition of 7 and or as related to sutface vs. volume is not if-
volved in this study.
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wotds, the preposition #a highlights functional contact between the
trajector and the landmark rather than topological.

It should be noted, that in some Germanic languages a slight varia-
ton of in and o is also attested. In English, for example, this concerns
certain ‘surface’ landmarks such as fied, farm, street, and the like. In
contrast to Russian, the English preposition iz emphasises the notion of
practical connection ot functional contact, while oz is approptiate when
thinking of a sutface itself or a spatial extension (Lindkvist 1978: 64-60).
However, the variation between in/on, on the one hand, and 44 on the
othet, is much more widespread. Generally, a#, combined with various
types of locations, does not undetline the spatial configurations of a
landmark at all, but is used when the speaker thinks of functional contact
(e.g. with a building as the institution where somebody wotks), or when
he reduces a factual geographical location to a point on the geographical
map (Leech & Svartvik 1999: 95).

The choice between the Dutch prepositions # ‘in’ and gp ‘on’ in, for
example, i gijn kamer (lit. ‘in his room’) en op zijn kamer (lit. ‘on his
room’), or gp stal (lit. ‘on stable’) and i de stal (lit. ‘in the stable’) is also
determined by practical connection or functional contact with a spatial
entity. The preposition i refers to the actual shape of the location itself,
whereas gp emphasises the fact that some activities, typical for that
location, are taking place there (in the current examples: someone is
working or studying in his room; and horses are not grazing in a pasture,
but standing in the stable). Note, in Hnglish the choice between z and a#
will be appropriate in such a case.

The degree of prepositional competition between ‘in’ and ‘on’ varies
per language. In Dutch one can find numerous examples of this phenol-
menon. In contrast, in modern standard Russian, the prepositional com-
petition of » ‘in’ and #a ‘on’ belongs to the periphery of usage, and occurs
only in connection with a very restricted number of locations, all of which
feature complex geometrical configurations and practical use: field, yard,
kitehen-garden, stable and a few others (Podgaevskaja 2008: 102-118). Tor
this reason they are easily consistent with an egofocal interpretation.

In contrast to these, most other locations are not sensitive to pre-
positional vagiation at all. They are subsumed under two types of spatial
categories based on the opposition of “‘container/enclosute’ vs. ‘surface’,
and include a subset of concrete locations that are always used with one
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and the same preposition. So-called ‘containers/enclosutes’ are perceived
as three-dimensional ot bounded two-dimensional spatial entities. ‘Sut-
faces” are split up into ‘homogeneous’, relatively small areas, and ‘hetero-
geneous’, complex entities (e.g. combinations of ateas and enclosures).

Although a careful analysis of the structure and the distribution of
spatial categories in standard Russian lies beyond the scope of the pre-
sent survey, a brief overview of spatial categoties and landmarks will be
given for the sake of that which follows. As elaborated in Podgaevskaja
(2008), the ‘containet’ type comptises several spatial categories:

® [room] deals with different kinds of space within the building;”

*  [building/construction] involves all kinds of buildings for
different purposes;

° [administrative entity] deals with countries, continents, cities,
villages, regions, districts, etc.;

* [wildlife geographic enclosute] contains forests, jungles, desetts,
but also valleys;

® [water area enclosed by land] consists of bays, estuaties, gulfs,
and the like.

Typically homogeneous ‘surface’ categories are:

® [elevated area enclosed by water] comptises islands, peninsulas,
but also coral reefs and mountain ridges;

®  [man-made area] deals with markets, squares, stadiums, pastures,
churchyards, skating rinks, and so on;

®  [small wildlife area] includes meadows, glades, waste land, etc.;

*  [land strip/line] involves shotes, coasts, ways, streets, beaches,
embankments and othets.

The following categories are referred to typically heterogeneous ‘surface’
categories:

® [water area with surrounding land] contains pools, tivets, seas,
oceans, and the like;

y

The name of a spatial categoty is marked by square brackets.
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¢ [building with surrounding land] includes factories, plants,
stations, mines, mills, but also farms, ranches, plantations, etc.;

o [geographic area] deals with geopolitical regions of all kinds.

Alonigside this clear-cut and rigid division of spatial categories and the
strictly codified usage of » and #a in standard Russian, there is a frequent
competition between and #a in combination with diffetent landmarks in
non-codified Russian — spoken language, dialects and old texts.®

 This brings us to the main questions addressed in this survey: When
did the #n/on competition occut in Russian? How frequent was this phe-
nomenon in old documents? What kind of landmarks was most sensitive
to this variation? How can we explain this?

PREPOSITIONAL COMPETITION OF IN AND ONIN OLD
DOCUMENTS

None of the diachronic studies carried out in Russia provides 2

satisfactory explanation ot yields a tangible solution of this issue. On the

one hand, scholars who pointed out prepositional variation in historical
documents metely listed all the locations they encountered that wete
used with both prepositions » and #a, such as countries, monntains, seas, ot
monasteries (Lomtev 1956: 312; Staniseva 1966: 102-103; Pavlova 1977
171-172). At the same time, they did not forget to mention that already
the carliest attestations of these prepositions showed that each had a dis-
tinctive meaning.
~ On the other hand, some sesearchers tended to explain the ‘pre-
- positional confusion’ by their occurrence in similiar situations, by tradi-
tional usages, or by conventionality (Astafeva 1974: 28; Sullivan 1998:
26-28). A few cesearchers, however, tried to take into account the con-
figurational peculiarities of particular landmarks as well as their gradual
change in the course of fme, and the reflection of this process in linguis-
tic representations, but they failed to find solid arguments to SUpport
their ideas (e.g. Xodova 1971).

In this survey, 1 will attempt to provide an explanation for the varia-
tion of » and #a in combination with different locations in Old Russian.

e

See examples in Podgaevskaja (2008: 20-22).
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The focus is on written documents of private law and private corres-
pondence, originally composed in Old Russian during the 15% through
17 centuries in traditionally Russian regions (Pskov, Vologda, Moscow
and Tver). The chronological scope is in part determined by the degtee
of availability and accessibility of the documents; they ate vety scarce
before the 15% century and usually in bad condition.

More than 1000 documents were involved in the analysis (testaments,
legacies, claims, settlements, deeds of purchase, complaints, warrants,
treaties, testimonies, personal letters, etc.). All of them are composed in
delovej/ prikaznoy jazyk, the official legal language of the Russian coutt and
administration of that time. It was based on the living language of Mus-
covy, and became a formal written code with a natural relation to Old
Russian (Press 2007: 102). So, the delovg jagyk was not codified, but
based on tradition. This undoubtedly led to some vatiation in termi-
nology, formulaic expressions, syntactic constructions and morphology.
Moteover, the vast majority of legal documents was composed by
scribes, clerks or copyists who lived far away from the capital or other
important political and economic centres of Old-Russia. They cannot
have had much experience with standard official documents, were pootly
educated, and spoke mostly their own dialect instead of official Russian.
They certainly could learn or copy legal formulas, but it is unlikely that
they were able to follow the presctibed, but not codified tules of the offi-
cial legal language consistently when writing the main body of a given
text, the content of which varied per case. According to researchets,
documents of this type display a great variety of morphological and
syntactical forms, spelling variation and local, dialectal features (Volkov
1974; Kotkova 1987; Majotov 1987). Although the delovgj jagyk was not
in any way a mirror of the spoken language, it reflected many features of
the living Russian tongue of the 15t — 17t centuties.

SPATIAL CATEGORIES

Due to the nature and the content of the legal documents and personial
letters of the 15% through 17% centuries, the collection of different con-
cepttual spatial categories is telatively limited. We encountet the same kind
of locations repeatedly.

However, close examination of the use of the prepositions » and #a in
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ombination with various locations mentioned in the documents reveals
that the landmarks can be divided into five groups which will be discussed
in mote detail below. These are as follows:

1) landmarks strictly used with the preposition #;
2) landmarks strictly used with the preposition 7a;
3) landmarks with reversed use of » and #a;
4 landmarks with constant variation of »and #a;
5) landmarks with occasional variation of » and #a.

Table 1 provides a cumulative overview of the spatial ‘container’ categories
and landmarks found in the documents involved that were typically con-
ceptualised as containers or enclosures and thus used with the preposition

L
_spatial container 15% century 16t century 17t century
categotries
[toom] closet, store- room, chamber,
room kitchen, mansion,

cellar, inner
porch, larder

[building/ church, tower bath-house, shed,
construction] shop, prison,
'smithy, stable
[enclosure] monastery kitchen-garden,
side-street
ladministrative town, village, countryside, settlement,
entity] district, region,  camp, small Cossack village,
farmstead village estate

[wildlife enclosure] woodlands

Table 1. Spatial ‘container’ categories and landmarks in Russian
legal documents of the 15t — 17t centuries.

Locations that are attested in the 15% century are encounterd in the 161 and
in the 17t centuries as well. Locations which are attested in the 16" century
ate also used in the documents of the 17t century.
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As is apparent from the table above, most locations of this type share
some common features: they all are three-dimensional, with salient boun-
dasies and enclosed interior spaces. Through this the use of the preposi-
tion # is motivated and distinctive, 1t is not sutprising that the number of
locations spectacularly incteases in documents of the 170 century, This can
be explained by the greater vatiety of legal documents and private letters
preserved from this period. Here are some examples from the 15® through
17%h centuries: 10

0) ... kvrun ecyu oy Gpama ceoes [..] eco acepeben & 2 Konoaterncrop  ovesde g
Kanesverou sonocmu... (PRPR, Ne 6, 1486)11 N
I'bought at my brother [...] his foal in Kolomna region-LOC in Kaney
volost-1.OC
“...J have bought a foal from my brother in the Kolomna region, in the
Kanev district. . .’

Ty .. UAU KO 1O HeM uHbIT ueymen byoem g mom monacmoipe. . . (AFZX/2,
Na 84, 1520-1521)
or who after him another father-superior will be in that monastery-
LOC

- of somebody who will be father-superior at that monastery after
him.,.’

8) ... axaxv de on cudun 6 miopms... (MDBP, Ne 18, 1643)

and because, they say, he sat in prison-LOC
‘... and because, as they say, he was in prison...’

9) ... moaxa 6 cmanuyt dea wenosta nau uyorcux... (PRNJA, Ne 134,
1650-90)
only in Cossack village-LOC two alien people they found
...only two alien people were found in the Cossack village...’

10) ... u dns kaxosa GOIMBICLY 6 CHBHU OHU KO MH'E U § XODOMOUIKA MOU
aomunuce... (MDBP, Ne 138, 1696)
and for what reason in inner porch-ACC they to me and in
chambers-ACC of mine forced the door

10 Examples are mostly bortowed from Podgaevskaja (2008).

All examples are reproduced with original source spelling. The abbreviation of
the source, the number of the document and the year when it was written ate
placed in parentheses.
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¢, and for what reason did they force the door of my inner porch and
my chambets...’

Tt should be noted that most of these locations have maintained their ori-
 ginal spatial conceptualisation and representation throughout the history
 of the Russian language. No categoty switch of any kind has taken place.
. In contemporary Russian they are still attributed either to containets, ot
enclostres. This is not always the case with ‘surface” categories.

Table 2 presents a cumulative overview of the landmarks, that were
typically conceptualised as surface areas or complex heterogeneous
locations and for this reason were combined with the prepositon 7a.

spatial surface  15% century 16t century 17% century
~ categories

[watér area rivet, estuaty

enclosed by land]

[man-made small suburb, churchyard, squate, fair, market,

area| market, row of stalls _settlement __ pasture

[wildlife surface  meadow, waste land glade

ared]

[elevated area peninsula

enclosed by

water]

[land strip/line] bank/shote, coast street

[building with fortress/stronghold  mill factory/plant,

surtounding area) distillery,
brewety, pub,
stable

Table 2. Spatial ‘surface’ categoties and landmarks in Russian legal
documents of the 15t — 17 centuries.

The following are a few examples of this type:

11) ... depesna Hosas na cenuiye na CyYXUHUHCKOM Ha peyKe na Jucmanu. ..
(ASVR, Ne 368, 1501)
New village on settlement-LOC Suxininskij on Listan’ river-LOC
‘... New Village is in the Suxinskij settlemnent on the Listan’ river...
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12) ... a Ha Oepezy usOUMKO 6eMULAHO. .. (PRPR, Ne 17, 1530)
and on river bank-LOC log hut dilapidated
¢ and there is a dilapidated hut on a river bank...’
13) Jla Ha UHOKYDHE U HA NUBOEAPHE npodasaro € posiuyy... (PDPV,
Ne 79, 1672)
and on distillery-LOC and on brewety-LOC was sold retail
‘And at the distillery and the brewery it was sold retail...”
14) ... y nac na_Y20yKux ceissHblx 3a6800ax 6c NPyobl GLICOXAU...
(PRNJA, Ne 192, 1650-90)
by us on Ugotsk iron factories-LOC all ponds dried up
... at our Ugotsk iron factories all ponds dried up...”

15) ... MPOOAHO U3 MHCIMPS U3 JHCUMHUYD 60 Braoumepe na_mopey

2opoxy wecms yemu... (PDPV, Ne 87, 1697)

sold from monastery from granaties in Vladimir on market-LOC peas
1200 kilogtrams

¢... 1200 kilograms of peas were sold on the market in Viadimir from
the monastery’s granaries...’

It is intetesting to note that the ‘surface’ categories mentioned are still cha-
ractetistic for modern Russian, and belong to the oldest and most signifi-
cant featutes of the Russian spatial conceptual system that have hot
changed in the coutse of the centuries. Howevet, specific landmarks, such
as estuary, suburb, stronghold, pub, stall, and settlement demonstrate teversed use
of the prepositions with tespect to modern usage. Originally, they occur-
red with the preposition #a which rather suggests that they were percetved
as open areas. For example:

16) ... u on Ilemps mozo 6opa ... u HHE Ooepoicum ... 8
Bo2opoduyKom Ha KAOAK®. .. (MDBP, Ne 92, 1675)
and he Peter that thief ... and still holds ... in Bogoroditskoye on

pub-LOC
<. and he, Peter, still keeps that thief as a prisoner in the pub in
Bogotoditskoye...”

17) ... u Wi cmoum Ha CIMOUIE C KA3NI06bCKUM mepunom... (IRNJA,Ne
5, 1694)

and he stands on stall-LOC with Kozlov’s gelding
< and it still stands with a Kozlov’s gelding in the stall...”
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Conttary to Old Russian, in modern standard usage these locations are
combined with the preposition ». On the basis of these examples, though,
we have to assume that either the shape of the landmarks mentioned
above was quite different at that time, ot the native speaker focused on
something different (functional contact, practical connection, Suppott,

contact with the surface of the location, etc.). The first assumption, how-
ever, taises some doubts. As far as T can judge and basing on old descrip-
tons of the locations, there is no reason to think that their general con-
figurations were different in the 16" — 17t centuties: a stronghold was
always enclosed by walls, and a pub or a stall had the shape of a house or a
room.12 So, it might be practical connection or contact relationship with
the supporting surface that determined the choice of the preposition.
In contrast to that, a suburb might have undergone considerable re-
structuring. Initally, it has been situated beyond the walls of the town, and
therefore not delimited ot enclosed (Stepanov 2001: 657-659). Hence,
such a suburb was then associated with an open and heterogeneous area
which may explain the use of the preposition #a. In modern Russian, how-
ever, there is a focus on the boundaties and geometric integrity of these
locations, as they are not heterogeneous and do not demonstrate any am-
biguity in configuration and practical use. These landmarks are mostly seen
25 thiee-dimensional entities ot enclosures and refer to the ‘container’ cate-
goties. The notions of functional contact ot sutface support do not apply
here.

Finally, locations such as distillery and brawery that in old documents, and
even in contemporary literary Russian, are always combined with the pre-
position #a, show a great deal of prepositional competition in present-day
colloquial Russian, if we may believe internet data.!®

_ PREPOSITIONAL COMPETITION OF 17 AND NA

Throughout the body of the documents under scrutiny, we encounter
constant prepositional competition. This concerns various locations and
geographical places in very diverse contexts and situations. It is interesting
to note that variation between » and 74 can often be found, not only within

See Proxorov (1991).

More than 50000 instances of cach preposition.
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a single text written by one and the same scribe, but even within one and
the same sentence. From the 15% century onwatds woods, meadows, yards, vil-
lages, waste Jand, barms and other such-like locations were constantly used
with both prepositions. For example:

18) .. oa nycmoui(v) Hnvuyuno__g-bléquikoeckom nyzy, oa Ha
Hesauxosverom dce ayey nokocwl... (ASVR, Ne 231, 1485-86)
and waste land Tlitsyno in Ivashkov meadow-LOC, and on Ivashkov
meadow-LOC mowing land
<., and there is waste land named Ilitsyno, and mowing land in the

Tvashkov meadow...’

19) ... @ HaM KOpONEECKo20 CMOopoxca ybumozo y 6ac 69 0sope
uckamu... Hexanu y nac na dgope cmopodica... (SS, p. 20, 1567~

1569)

and we king’s guard killed by you in yard-LOC to search... they
searched by us on yard-LOC guard ‘
¢... and we have to search for the king’s guard killed in your yard...
They searched for a guatd in our yard...”

A striking example dated from the 16% century, is monastery used either
with 7z or with 2. It is worth mentioning that in the 14t and the 15% cen-
tuties it was the preposition » that without exception occurred with this
location.

20) ... U HQ MAHACMDIPL U HA MAHACMBIPCKOU 080D 603UMU [...]us
manacmuipb eosumu. (AFZX/3, Ne 23, 1590)
and on monastery-ACC and on monastety yard to bring [...] and iy
monastety-ACC to bring
‘... and to bring to the monastery and to the monastery yard [...]
and to bring to the monastery.’

Remarkably, in this very document alone we found three different con~
texts with monastery, and all display prepositional competition.

In the documents of the 17t century both prepositions are used with
landmarks such as &itchen-garden (in vs. on as 3 vs. 5) ot street (in vs. on as 9
vs, 10):

21a) ... 8 020pode cad sbroneu... (MDBP, Ne 50, 1628)
in kitchen-garden-LOC garden of apple-trees
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‘... there is a collection of apple-trees in the kitchen-garden...’

21b) ... Oa Ha 020pode kon00 b, .. (MDBP, Ne 48, 1669)

and on kitchen-garden-LOC well

“... and there is a well in the kitchen-garden...”

222) ... NPOOWL ecMu ... 080p C6OU ... HA Huxumyxou_yauye ...
(MDBP, Ne 50, 1628)

I have bought homestead of mine on Nikitskaya street-LOC

‘... I have bought my homestead in the Nikitskaya street...’

22b) ... 6 Kodauescrou cnobadt 6 KozmadeManckou yiuy’s ... yeuunu
dsop... (MDBP, Ne 26, 1676) ‘

in Kodashev settlement in Kozmodemyanskaya street-LOC they

stated the value of homestead
‘... they stated the value of a homestead ... in the
Kozmodemyanskaya street in the Kodashev settlement...”

The contexts above, highly compatable to each other, and sometimes
even identical, show how arbitrarily prepositional competition function-
ed. In many cases there are no evident semantic clues that might give us
a clear idea why a given preposition was used (compate e.g. 18-22).
Thtoughout the examined period, this constant ptepositional competi-
tion remains an important feature of the historical material. Actually,
rather than shrink, it scems to have expanded to more and mote loca-
tions. Partially, this is probably due to the increasing amount of docu-
ments at our disposal as time progresses.

The same holds true fot occasional prepositional competition which
was unpredictable and could occur with any location. For example:

23) ... cam cA ecmu ... Wemail HQ Cmapou Oepesie... (ASVR, Ne 172,

1504)

self T stayed behind on old village-LOC

‘... I stayed behind in the old village on my own...”

24 ... a evesorcasn 8 OQppemos ocmpos. .. (AFZX /3, Ne 28, 1594)
and entering in Oftemov island-ACC

‘... and riding to the Ofremov island. ..’

6 cnobooax ne senenu... (ZARG, Ne 98,1620)

243



LANGUAGE FOR ITS OPN SAKE

and none of hand-made goods to make for yourself in homesteads, in
suburbs-LOC and in settlements not ordered

‘... and they ordered [us] not to make any hand-made goods for
ourselves in the homesteads, suburbs and settlements.. J

" As we have already seen, willage was, as a rule, used with #, and Zsland and
suburb wetre combined with za.

Interestingly, in the 17% century many component pats of buildings
and other constructions (bowse, office, barn, cellar, inner poreh, etc.) wete spo-
radically combined with the pteposition #a, something that had been
very unusual in the previous period:

26) ... ma pyxnsod nexcum Ha Co3oceu w367 [...] 6una uenom eenuKum
2copem 6 cotzcey u30s... (MDBP, Ne 21, 1688)

that lumber lies on governot office-LOC [...] I begged His Majesty
humbly in governor office-LOC
<. that lumber is in the governor’s office [...] begged His Majesty
humbly in the governot’s office...”

27) ... U 8 caHu MeHA XMeNHo8o nocadun i x cebs Ha_ 0om cee3 U Ha

domy y cebs posbonox... (XVG, 1667)
and in sledge me drunk he seated and to himself on house-ACGC
brought and on house-LOC at himself undressed
‘... and he put me drunk into the sledge and brought me to his house
and undressed me at his home...”

28) ... u mabt 6 eenem uX KOpMUIM HA CEHEX Kamopbvie e0Amb_Ha

cenex ¢ numu emecme... (IRNJA, Ne 73, 1660-1690)

and you they order them to feed on inner porch-LOC who eat on
inner porch-LOC with them together

‘... and they order you to feed those in the inner potrch who eat in
the inner porch together with them...”

The dominance of the preposition #a is attested in contexts that stressed
a functional relationship between locations and certain activities such as
staying alone (e.g. 23), undressing (e.g. 27), feeding or eating (e.g. 28).
The fact that these activities took place in edificial spaces seemed to be

irrelevant and is thus not highlighted. ‘
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Prepositional competition and its dynamics become very obvious
when analyzing the spatial concept ‘own’ in connection with or without
various place names. The landmark zown itself, perceived as a location
with its walls, fortifications, moat, €fc. was always expericnced as a three-
dimensional enclosure with an interior space and thus was, unsurepri-
singly, used with the preposition v (Stepanov 2001: 657). Only in the 17%
century a slight variation can be traced:

29)... u20® ms yGouysl U HA xomopble 20p0dbl nobexcan u ne Haom

au ux wmo onu 3a pybesc nobevcanu. .. (PDPV, Ne 131, 1628)

and whete those mutderers and on which towns-ACC ran away and
not suspect them whether that they abroad ran away

¢ and where those murderers ate and to which towns they ran away
and whether others do not suspect that they ran away abroad...”

The situation is quite different when various place names arce taken 1nto
account: they demonstrate a great variation in the choice of the preposi-
tion. Although, unfortunately, only a limited number of towns is men-
fioned in the documents from the 15% and the 160 centuries, there is still
o distinctive trend: some towns ate solely used with » (Murom, Torghok),
while others select only na (I yatka, [Volochok, Kolomna, Kostroma). Fot
example:

30)... umo woymn 6 Mypom... (PRPR, No 69, 1548)
that ride in Mutom-ACC
‘... those who go to Murom...”
31) ... udyuu na wenooapesy cnyocby ... na Bamy... (ASVR, No 100,
1459)
going to official service on Viatka-ACC
‘... going to the official service ... in Vyatka...’

Contrary to the previous period, in documents from the 17% century the
number of geographical names has increased spectacularly. This can be ex-
plained by different reasons. Firstly, many more legal documents and per-
sonal letters are preserved from this period, and they are in good con-
dition. (Before, personal letters and other documents of little or no value
were thrown away, lost or destroyed) Secondly, these documents reflect
the intense growth of the economy at that fime: commetcial activities, land
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cultivation, the discovery of new regions and the foundation of new cities
and settlements demanded legal communications between the subjects -
volved, who lived, worked and traded in a patticular place, ot made busi-
ness trips.

So, in the 17 century, cities such as Vladimir, Kiev, Nighny Nowgorod,
Susdal, Bryansk, Astrakhan, ot Simbirsk wege still combined with », while #g-
usage which is absolutely impossible in modern Russian, is attested with
Moscow, Ryazan, Lamskoy 1 olok, V' ologda, Beloozero, Kholmogory and some
others. Interestingly, the use of #a was not metely motivated by tradition,
but constitutes a very strong tendency. Not only the ancient Russian cities
mentioned above, but also recently founded ones, such as Samara, Saraton,
Oryol ot Voronegh, occutred with the preposition #a only.

Many towns were occasionally combined with the pteposition that was
not the usual choice for that place name. The most interesting case is the
spotadic prepositional competition with the name Moscow that was con-
sistently used with #a in all kinds of documents until the end of the 16%
century. From that moment onwards though, the preposition » slowly
gained ground. Compare:

322) ... UmMO CAYHCUM HA Mocxkse na Coimuom Jeopye. (AFZX/2, Ne
204, 1547-1548)
that on Moscow-LOC serves on Purveyor (to the Royal Houschold)
¢ who setves in Moscow by the Purveyor to the Royal
Household.’

32b) ... umobui I'aspuny 8 Mockee 6010Kumbl He yuunun... PDPV, Ne
280, late 17% c.) :
i order to Gavtilo in Moscow-LOC procrastination not caused
‘ _in order not to cause Gavtilo any procrastination in Moscow.. J

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

As noted above, the repertory of spatial categories and landmarks is rela-
tively limited in the documents of private law and private cotrespondence
dating from the 15% — 17t centuries. They can be divided into five groups
according to their preferred combination with either specific preposition
ot with both. Although the core of the categories remained constant
throughout the whole period certain dynamics between and within the
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spatial categotics can be observed. This particulatly concerns the locations
and the place names originally used with the preposition za that in the
course of the centuries gradually changed their spatial interpretation and
switched over from one category to another, until, in modern Russian,
they are finally perceived as bounded and closed entities.

Despite the fact that there was 2 clear semantic and cognitive distinc-
tion between » and #a, prepositional competition is, nevertheless, a charac-
reristic feature of the diachronic development of Russian. Throughout
the entire period under scrutiny the conceptualisation of individual loca-
tions was prone to eithet constant ot occasional prepositional competition.
It would be useful to draw a line between these two kinds of prepositional
usage. Constant vatiation of the prepositions » and #a concerns a relatively
limited group of locations (market, yard, monastery, meadow, kitchen-garden,
waste land, village, street, log hut, and many place names). Occasional variation
is, on the contrary, unpredictable and relates to any location.

However, the main question remains: Which ctiteria did the native
speaker rely on when choosing between the two prepositions? After analy-
zing the data, we cannot deny that these criteria are not always evident:
many comparable, and even identical, contexts contain no semantic clue
that would explain use of a given preposition.

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to conclude that native speakers used
both prepositions ad hoc. We have to bear in mind that they each had
their own set of distinctive meanings and were applied in particular con-
texts even in their carliest attestations, Moteover, many locations demon-
strated no prepositional competition at all. Apparently, there had to be
something in the context ot in the nature of certain locations that could be
sensitive to different interprefations. Thus, in many examples (e.g. 23, 27,
28 and 32a) we see a focus on the practical connection between certain
activities and locations that consistently was expressed by the preposition
na, Occasionally, the particular choice of a preposition could depend on
the ambiguous shape of a certain location. In (18) the meadow could be
seen either as an open area, a big field containing a settlement within its
boundaries, or as a bounded plot of land for mowing. In (22a/D) the street
could be interprered citheras a road, or as a row of buildings on both sides
of the road.

Sometimes the interpretation of a certain locative scene depends on the

semantic clues used. For example, the verb /eZar” lay” in (26) highlights the
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contact with the surface of the location which functions as suppott, there-
fote the preposition za is approptiate. The vetb lmit’sja ‘force’ in (10) pre-
supposes a vertical obstacle, and the verb v'ezZar’ ‘enter by riding’ which in-
cludes the prefix 7~ expresses the idea of crossing the boundary of an en-
closed space (compate (24)) that petfectly suits v-usage. Sometimes we see
how analogy strengthens the preference of one and the same preposition,
In (25) the enumerating context influenced the use of » with suburb which
ption combined with 74 throughout the whole

was othetwise without exce
period.
In the light of this, we can state that there is a complex of criteria
underpinning the choice of the pteposition in every individual locative
situation. :
Figst, the preference for r-usage was strengthened by the idea that any
landmark can be interpreted as an enclosure with its specific intetior space
and boundaries, independently of its real configutations. Thus, not only
typically three-dimensional landmatks (rooms, buildings or forests) and
bounded administrative areas (villages and regions), but also clevated
bounded ateas, small surfaces ot land trips/lines wete often combined
with the preposition » (e.g. 18, 22b, 24 and 25).
Second, the preference for the preposition 7a can be explained by the
idea that all kinds of landmarks have a surface that could be used as sup-
pott, ot for a functional contact relationship. Thus, not only open areas
and small man-made sutfaces, but also typically enclosed entities lent
themselves for na-usage. However, the native speaker might have been i

guided by different considerations, namely:

e highlighting functional contact with interior space of the
landmatk (e.g. 14, 16, 23, 28 and 32a);

highlighting functional contact with the sutface of the enclosed
landmark as suppott (e.g. 17, 21b and 26);

e highlighting movement ovet/along the extended sutface to the
landmark (e.g. 27, 29 and 31);

 highlighting suppott and contact of different parts of the
hetetogeneous landmark with surface (e.g. 14).

Third, the prevalence of the preposition 7a combined with different
place names can be explained by the strong associations that the native
speaker probably had with teal, topological locations. Such towns as
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Torghok (derived from ‘small martket’), Beloozero (detived from ‘white
lake”), Ustug (derived from ‘estuary’) or Kholmogory (derived from “hills/
mountaing’) were closely associated with real markets, lakes or hills that,
in turn, were interpreted in the given petiod as small man-made areas,
enclosed water surfaces or elevated areas. In all these cases the preposi-
tion za was apptopriate. The copnection between the place name, its
topological correlative and the preposition slowly weakened, and even-
tually disappeared in the 18% — 19t centuries under the influence of codi-
fication.

It should be noted after all the above, that the ptepositional variation
concerning place names and even an obvious preference for oz in some
cases is not an exclusively Russian feature. Heestermans (1979) provides
us with a detailed discussion on the Dutch usage of i ‘in” and ¢p ‘on’
related to many small geographical places. According to him, gp is appro-
ptiate with place names associated with elevated areas, land strips, con-
structions with surrounding atea, enclosed surfaces, small wildlife areas,
etc. (Heestermans 1979: 132-133). For example, op Floeven, op de Bossen, op
de Brockkant, op Scheveningen, etc.

Besides Russian, prepositional competition is also attested in Iinglish,
Dutch and French old texts. If we may believe Heestermans, the blen-
ding of /n with gp was quite common in Middle Dutch, something that
can partially be attributed to the influence of [atin that had permeated
into translated texts (Heestermans 1979: 29).

However, this phenomenon was much mote usual for the English
speaking arca. According to Lundskaer-Nielsen (1993), in most Old
English dialects, on gradually replaced i and surpassed it both in fre-
quency and semantic range. In the 10 century, for example, the pre-
position iz, combined with different spatial landmarks, was nearly out of
use. Regions, countries, land areas, water areas, man-made areas and con-
structions were typically used with oz, Later, in the 121 century, the
number of ir-instances dramatically increased, but still lagged behind the
widespread usage of oz Only in Middle English iz began to play the
dominant role that it was to acquire in all dialects, at the expense of o,

Such a development is not observed in Old Russian. Trom the very
1)Cgiﬂili1'1g there was a clear semantic and cognitve distinction between v
and sa, Tn old manuscripts and chronicles one can cncounter pleaty of
examples of both prepositions with strictly determined functions and
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contexts (Podgaevskaja 2008). Nevertheless, prepositional competition is
charactetistic for Old Russian and increases considerably in documents
of the 16t — 17% centuries.!4 This is in patt due to the flexibility of the
spatial conceptual system as well as to the geometric complexity or ambi-
guity of configurations of most landmarks. In general, a constant, ug-
changeable image of a spatial entity is unlikely to be dominant in human
petception and conceptualisation. In contrast, the switch of the speaket’s
focus from boundaties to inside surface, from verticality to flat ateas; or
from 2 location as a whole to sutrounding space temains crucial.’® How-
ever, this conceptual and interpretational freedom is not always accepted
by codified language, as this forces its speakers to follow certain conven-
tions or tigid rules.

As we review the linguistic data, and draw out general patterns of
conceptualisation, one fact that becomes absolutely clear is that the
prepositional competition attested in the documents of private law and
private cotrespondence had mote to do with the flexibility of the human
mind in its conceptual and representational options, on the one hand,
and the complexity of the actual spatial entities, on the other, rather than
with the writing competence and skills of scribes and copyists. Luckily,
the lack of codification has made this visible.

" The same development is observed in Middle Dutch (Heestesmans 1979: 29-
30, 45-46).
15 This conclusion might be of cross-linguistic value since the prepositional com-
petition of iz and o is attetsted in some other languages.
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SOURCES

AFZX — Akty feodal’nogo zemlevladenija i xozjajstva [Accounts on feudal
ownetship of land and household]

7 ARG — Zakonodatelnye akty russkogo gosudarstva vtoroj poloviny 16 —
pervoj poloviny 17 veka [Legislative bills of the Russian state, the
second half of the 16t — the first half of the 17 centuties]

IRNJA — Istoéniki po istori russkogo narodno-razgovornogo jazyka 17 —
nacala 18 veka [Written sources of the history of the Russian
vernacular in the 17% — 18% centuries]

MDBP — Moskovskaja delovaja i bytovaja pis’mennost’ 17 veka [Business
and personal correspondence of the Moscow tegion in the 17%
century|

PDPV — Pamjatniki delovoj pis’mennost 17 veka. Vladimirskij kraj [Testi-
monies of business correspondence of the 17% century. Vladimir
tegion)|

PRNJA - Pamjatniki russkogo narodno-razgovornogo jazyka 17 stoletja
[Testimonies of the Russian vernacular in the 17% century]

PRPR — Pamjatnilsi russkoj pis'mennosti 15 — 16 vekov. Rjazanskij kraj
[Russian correpondence in the 15" — 16 centuries. Ryazan region]

SS — Putedestvija russkix poslov 16 — 17 vekov [lunerary of Russian am-
bassadors in the 16% — 17 centuries]

XVG — Xrestomatija po istorii Vologodskix govorov [Reader on the his-
tory of Vologda dialects]
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