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dence. Some of them can be explained by the trivial fact that the context allows freedom in the
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1. Introduction

The paper presents the results of a comparative study of verb forms with aspectual
semantics in Ancient Greek (Koine) (which has an overt separate category of aspect) and
Latin (where aspect is rather a covert category), based on the Gospel of Mark. For the
Ancient Greek original (ca 70 CE), the Nestle-Aland 26th/27th edition (Greek New Tes-
tament) was used; for the Latin translation, the Clementine Vulgate edition (ca 420 CE,
Vulgata Clementina). Additionally, a contemporary English translation — the New In-
ternational Version (Holy Bible NIV) — was used as an auxiliary translation. The study
involved identifying and analyzing parallel verb forms (those that enter aspectual opposi-
tions) in the Ancient Greek and Latin translations.

The paper is structured as follows. We will first discuss the cases of (trivial) cor-
respondence of forms where perfective-like or imperfective-like forms are used in both
translations (Section 1). After that, deviations from the standard correspondence will be
covered. First, we will discuss trivial deviations, which can be explained by looseness of the
context (Section 2). Second, in the remaining part of the paper, we will analyze non-trivial
deviations, which should be explained by differences in the grammatical systems of the
two languages (Section 3).

The aspectual system of Ancient Greek can be described as based on Aorist (semanti-
cally perfective) vs Imperfect/Present (semantically imperfective) stems/forms. In non-In-
dicative forms, including non-finite forms, the aspectual opposition is manifested in the
Aorist vs Present(-stem) forms. Beyond the Indicative, these forms no longer manifest a
temporal semantic opposition, only an aspectual one. In the Future tense, no aspectual
opposition is found. Additionally, there is the Perfect, expressing perfect and resultative/
stative semantics. See (Arkhangelsky, Panov 2012,' 136-139; Bary 2009, 5-6; van Emde
Boas et al. 2019, 410-437).

In Latin, aspect is not a separate grammatical category, but is still present, manifested
in the opposition of the so-called Perfect (perfective past) and Imperfect (imperfective
past) Indicative finite tense-aspect forms. In addition, there are other forms derived from
the same stems, which are contrasted to each other in less straightforward ways. See the
description in (Panov 2011,? 29-48; Ernout, Thomas 1964, 216-219).?

We took into account all Perfect and Imperfect Indicative forms in Latin and those
forms in Ancient Greek that corresponded to them in the text: mainly Aorist and Imper-

! Apxanrenbcknii T. A., [aHoB B. A. AcnieKT B rpeuecKoM s3bIKe: IPOGIeMHbIE 30HbI 1 TUIIONOTHA.
B c6bopuuxe: Ilnyuran B.A. (oTB. pen.). Mccnedosanus no meopuu epammamuxu. Bunyck 6: Tunonoeus
ACNeKMyanbHulX CUCEM U Kame2opuil. CaHKT-HeTep6ypr, Hayka, 2012, 122-148.

2 TlanoB B. A. Acnexmyanvnas yHKyus 1amurHckux npesep6os: munonozus u ouaxporus. Juccep-
TalysA Ha COMCKaHNe YIeHOI CTelleHy KaHaugaTa HayK. Mocksa, Vs PAH, 2011.

3 It should be noted that not all linguists consider the opposition between Perfect and Imperfect in
Latin to be aspectual. For example, H. Pinkster (2015, 382-384) suggests describing the Latin system as
based on relative tense rather than aspect and to analyze Perfect as expressing anteriority to a speech time
reference point (rather than perfective past) and Imperfect as expressing simultaneity with a past reference
point (rather than imperfective past). See also an overview in: Aerts 2018. However, one can argue that it
is in fact not the Latin being somehow divergent, but the perfective vs. imperfective aspect (West-Europe-
an-style, not Slavic-style, cf. Spevak 2017) in general that is hard (or even unnecessary?) to distinguish from
non-simultaneous vs. simultaneous relative tense. Such alternative analysis is essentially applicable not only
to Latin, but also to other languages with an established perfective-imperfective contrast in the past (and to
Ancient Greek as well, if we take the reference point to be non-fixed).
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fect Indicative, but also Aorist/Present non-finite forms, Aorist/Present Optative forms,
and Aorist/Present Subjunctive forms, as well as (Plu)Perfect forms (counted separately).*

2. Expected (trivial) correspondences

The expected correspondence of tense-aspect forms expressing the perfective as-
pectual viewpoint is AGr. Aorist — Lat. Perfect, as shown in the following examples (1)
and (2)?°

(1) xai e00VG avaPaivov ¢k o0 Bdatog €idev (Aor.) oxlopévoug Tovg 0Dpavols Kai TO
Tveda WG TEPLoTEPAV KataPaivov eig adtov. (1:10)
Et statim ascendens de aqua, vidit (Perf.) ceelos apertos, et Spiritum tamquam columbam
descendentem, et manentem in ipso.
Just as Jesus was coming up out of the water, he saw heaven being torn open and the
Spirit descending on him like a dove.

(2) daxoverte. idov ¢EfABeV (Aor.) 6 onelpwv omeipat... (4:3)

Audite: ecce exiit (Perf.) seminans ad seminandum. ..
Listen! A farmer went out to sow his seed...

The other expected correspondence of tense-aspect forms is AGr. Imperfect (Present)® —
Lat. Imperfect, expressing the imperfective viewpoint. See examples (3) and (4):

(3) xai ¢€eABodoat Epuyov amd ToD pvnueiov, gixev ydp adTAG TPOOG Kal EKOTACLG Kai
ovdevi o8¢V einavy, époPodvto (Imperf.) ydp. (16:8)
At illee exeuntes, fugerunt de monumento: invaserat enim eas tremor et pavor: et nemini
quidquam dixerunt: timebant (Imperf.) enim.
Trembling and bewildered, the women went out and fled from the tomb. They said
nothing to anyone, because they were afraid.

(4) kol & mvedpata T dxdbapta, dtav adtov é8ewpovv (Imperf.), tpocémntov (Imperf.)
avt® kai Ekpadov (Imperf.) Aéyovteg 811 o €l 6 viog ToD Beod. (3:11)
Et spiritus immundi, cum illum videbant (Impert.), procidebant (Imperf.) ei : et clama-
bant (Imperf.), dicentes...
Whenever the impure spirits saw him, they fell down before him and cried out...

It should be added that the same two correspondences are also sometimes observed
with non-finite forms in Ancient Greek (although we have only a few such examples in

* Le. all pairs of examples which contained any Indicative Present (proper) forms, any Imperative
forms, or any Future forms in either language were left out, as well as all pairs which contained any Subjunc-
tive or non-finite forms in Latin. This is motivated by the fact that these forms do not present a (straightfor-
ward) aspectual opposition.

5 Here and hereafter in the examples, those Latin and Ancient Greek verb forms that are relevant to
the current discussion (as well as the verb forms corresponding to them in the English translation) are in
bold and are accompanied by grammatical form abbreviations in parentheses. Sometimes, a literal trans-
lation is also added after it in square brackets. Other verb forms also appear in the examples, but these are
provided for contextual completeness only and can be ignored.

¢ The “(Present)” here denotes only the non-finite/Optative/Subjunctive Present-stem forms in An-
cient Greek, which, together with the Imperfect, create an aspectual opposition with the Aorist-stem forms
(see Introduction). In the actual data, among these forms only Present-stem participles happened to occur
in a few cases as correspondences to Lat. Imperfect or (much more rarely) Perfect. An illustration can be
found in (5).
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our data). Consider the following examples with an AGr. Present Participle corresponding
to a Lat. Imperfect (finite) form (5) and an AGr. Aorist Infinitive translated with a Lat.
Perfect (finite) form (6):

(5) xai€pxovral p¢povTeG TPOG AVTOV TAPAAVLTIKOV aipopevov (Pres. Part.) h1t0 tecodpwv.
(2:3)
Et venerunt ad eum ferentes paralyticum, qui a quatuor portabatur (Imperf.).
Some men came, bringing to him a paralyzed man, carried by four of them.

(6) peta 8¢ o mapadoBijvau (Aor. Inf.) [lit. ‘after being handed over’] tovTwdvvnyv nABev
0’Inoodg eig v [alidaiav knpvoowv T evayyéAov Tod Beod (1:14)
Postquam autem traditus est (Perf.) [lit. ‘was handed over’] Joannes, venit Jesus in Gal-
ileam, preedicans Evangelium regni Dei.

After John was put in prison, Jesus went into Galilee, proclaiming the good news of
God.

Now how frequent are the expected correspondences of tense-aspect forms in the
analyzed data? The summarized data for all 16 chapters of the Gospel of Mark are present-
ed in Table 1 (additionally including pairs with Ancient Greek Perfect, see below).

Let us begin with the numbers for the first four correspondences, summed up in a
separate Table 2:

Table 1. Quantities of contexts in our data that manifest different types of correspondences between
the forms in question in the two languages.

By chapter

Total
1{2|3|4|5|6|7|8|9|10|11|12|13|14|15]|16

AGr. Aor. — Lat. Perf. 36120 (16(23(32|59|18|31(39(33|16|51| 8 |57|33|20]| 492

AGr. Aor. —Lat.Imperf.f 1 [O [ 2| 0|2 |2|0|O0|O0]|2|O0|1|O0|1]|1]|O0] 12

AGr. Imperf. (/Pres.) —
Lat. Perf.

AGr. Imperf. (/Pres.) —

21|14 (15(17(24|36|10| 9 (14|14|14|10| 1 (21|21 | 3 | 244
Lat. Imperf.

AGr. (Plu)Perf. — Lat.
Perf.

AGr. (Plu)Perf. — Lat.
Imperf.

Table 2. Quantities of contexts that manifest correspondences to AGr.
Aorist and Imperfect forms (the difference is statistically significant, X2, P << 0.01)

Lat. Perf. Lat. Imperf. Total
AGr. Aor. 492 12 504
AGr. Imperf. (/Pres.) 29 244 273
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As can be seen, both “consistent” correspondences are observed in the absolute ma-
jority of cases. AGr. Aorist corresponds to Lat. Perfect in 97,6 % of all cases of Aorist in
Ancient Greek and AGr. Imperfect (/Present) corresponds to Lat. Imperfect in 89,4 % of
all cases of Imperfect (/Present) in Ancient Greek.

This is in accord with the expectation that there must be a significant semantic over-
lap between the Aorist in Ancient Greek and the Perfect in Latin, on the one hand, and
between the Imperfect/Present in Ancient Greek and the Imperfect in Latin. And that in
each pair of forms we can speak of a single semantic core corresponding to the perfective
viewpoint in the first case and the imperfective viewpoint in the second.

At the same time, in the remaining 2,4 % of all cases of Aorist and 10,6 % of all cases of
Imperfect/Present in Ancient Greek we observe “inconsistent” forms in Latin: Imperfect
and Perfect, respectively. These partial deviations from our preliminary expectations (that
were based only on the core semantics of the forms in question) can be explained a) by the
influence of the translator’s choice due to looseness of some contexts (see Section 2) and
b) by several particularities of the Ancient Greek grammatical system that set it apart from
the Latin system (see Section 3).

Before turning to these inconsistencies, let us also briefly discuss the correspon-
dences with the AGr. (Plu)Perfect forms. As can be seen from Table 1, there are some
cases, albeit rare, where it is the AGr. (Plu)Perfect that corresponds in the text to the Lat.
Perfect; cf. an illustration in (7).

(7) kol Aéywv 81t memAnpwtau (Perf.) [lit. ‘has been fulfilled’] 0 kapog kai fyykev (Perf.)
1) Baotleia ToD OeoD- petavoeite kai motebete v TO evayyeAiw. (1:15)
et dicens: Quoniam impletum est (Perf.) [lit. ‘has been fulfilled’] tempus, et appropin-
quavit (Perf.) regnum Dei: peenitemini, et credite Evangelio.
“The time has come,” he said. “The kingdom of God has come near. Repent and believe
the good news!”

This is consistent with a view that the Latin aspectual system has one perfective form,
the Perfect, while the Ancient Greek has two, the Aorist and the (Plu)Perfect. And while
the latter two are, at least partly, contrasted according to whether the situation (viewed
perfectively) remains currently relevant’ at reference time ((Plu)Perfect) or not (Aorist),
the Latin Perfect is neutral with respect to current relevance and thus is used in both
contexts.® As for the even rarer cases of correspondence between AGr. (Plu)Perfect and
the Lat. Imperfect, these represent the uses of the AGr. (Plu)Perfect where it expresses not
perfect, but resultative/stative semantics, cf. (8).

(8) Aéywv, Ti NuIv kai ooi, Tnood Nalapnvé; RABeg amoléoat fuag; oida (Perf.) [T know’ <
*T have seen’] o€ Tig €, 0 dytog To0 Oeod. (1:24)
dicens : Quid nobis et tibi, Jesu Nazarene ? venisti perdere nos ? scio (Impert.) qui sis,
Sanctus Dei.
“What do you want with us, Jesus of Nazareth? Have you come to destroy us? I know
who you are—the Holy One of God!”

7 For the “current relevance” analysis of perfect semantics, see (Dahl, Hedin 2000).
8 Even historically, the Latin Perfect was, according to reconstruction, a merger of the earlier Indo-Euro-
pean Perfect and Aorist forms, see (Pinkster 2015, 444) and references therein.
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3. Trivial inconsistencies: Loose contexts

As already mentioned, in a minority of cases we see inconsistencies in the choice of
tense-aspect forms between the two texts — where an imperfective-like form corresponds
to a perfective-like form in the other translation and vice versa.

Some of these inconsistencies can be explained trivially by looseness of the context.
In other words, such contexts allow a certain freedom of choice of the aspectual view-
point, do not set it rigidly. As a result, sometimes a different viewpoint is chosen in the
translation from the one used in the original.

Thus, in example (9), the two languages apparently use different viewpoints: the char-
acter entered a state of surprise (‘became surprised, perfective) or was in that state (‘was
wondering, imperfective), respectively. Nevertheless, this difference is not critical for the
perception and correct understanding of this fragment:

(9) 6 8¢ IMihatog é0avpacev (Aor.) i fjdn T€0vnkev, Kal TPOOKANETAEVOG TOV KEVTUplWwVA
EMnpwtnoev avtov el maAat anéBavev- (15:44)
Pilatus autem mirabatur (Imperf.) si jam obiisset. Et accersito centurione, interrogavit
eum si jam mortuus esset.

Pilate was surprised to hear that he was already dead. Summoning the centurion, he
asked him if Jesus had already died.

Consider also example (10). Here even the lexical meanings of the verbs are slightly
different, resulting, again, in different aspectual viewpoints: perfective in Ancient Greek
for an accomplished event of telling off and imperfective in Latin for an ongoing activity
of threatening (which will later be interrupted):

(10) kol mpooépepov avTd moudia iva adTd®V dyntat oi 8¢ pabntai énetipnoav (Aor.) [lit.
‘rebuked’, ‘told off’] avtoic. (10:13)
Et offerebant illi parvulos ut tangeret illos. Discipuli autem comminabantur (Imperf.)
[lit. ‘were threatening’] offerentibus.
People were bringing little children to Jesus for him to place his hands on them, but
the disciples rebuked them. {When Jesus saw this, he was indignant. He said to them,
“Let the little children come to me, and do not hinder them...”}

4. Non-trivial inconsistencies: systemic differences

In other cases, inconsistencies in the choice of aspectual forms should be explained in a
non-trivial way: by (minor) differences in the grammatical systems of the two languages. In
our data, we identified examples of two types of such differences: the use of the AGr. Aorist
in iterative contexts (3.1) and of the AGr. Imperfect with verbs of speech (3.2).

4.1. Iterative contexts

A specific feature of Ancient Greek is the relatively frequent use of Aorist forms in
contexts which can be seen as manifesting iterative semantics (in the past) (Schwyzer 1950,
278).” In Latin, however, in these contexts, the (expected) Imperfect appears as a rule.

® We are grateful to the anonymous reviewer for bringing to our attention that E. Schwyzer discusses
Classical Greek examples without the iterative particle d&v (unlike our example). However, we still believe
that it concerns the same phenomenon of Aorist forms being used in iterative contexts.
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Only a single robust example of such use has been encountered in our data:!

(11) xaidmov dv eioemopevETO £ig KDAG T €ig TOAELG T} €lG &ypoUG év Talg dyopaig étiBecav
Tovg doBevodvTag, kai mapekdAovv avtov iva kdv Tod kpaomédov Tod ipatiov adTod
dywvtar kai 6oot &v fjyavto (Aor.) avtod éowlovto (Imperf.). (6:56)

Et quocumque introibat, in vicos, vel in villas aut civitates, in plateis ponebant infirmos,
et deprecabantur eum, ut vel fimbriam vestimenti ejus tangerent, et quotquot tangebant
(Imperf.) eum, salvi fiebant (Imperf.).

And wherever he went — into villages, towns or countryside—they placed the sick in
the marketplaces. They begged him to let them touch even the edge of his cloak, and
all who touched it were healed.

Here we encounter an Aorist form fjyavto ‘touched’ in a subordinate clause inside a
main clause with an Imperfect form ¢o{ovto ‘were healed/saved. This former verb, de-
spite being in the Aorist form, denotes an iterative situation linked to the one in the main
clause (‘however many touched it were healed’). We also encounter the particle dv before
the Aorist form, which itself has iterative semantics; the fact that this particle combines
with Aorist forms in iterative contexts is mentioned in (van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 415).

It should be noted that the AGr. Imperfect, which is more expected in iterative contexts
from a typological point of view as well as according to the general logic of the Ancient Greek
system, is definitely also used in such contexts, just like in Latin. Consider example (4) above.

A possible explanation for the use of Aorist in iterative examples like (11) is that the
Ancient Greek grammatical system reacts here not to iterativity (and imperfectivity), but
to the attainment of its internal limit by each of the repeating (sub)events. While the Latin
system (and the Ancient Greek system in cases like é0ewpovv, mpodémmrov, and éxpalov
in (4)) reacts to the more abstract imperfectivity, accompanying the iterative semantics.
This is the way such use of Aorist is explained by E. Schwyzer (1950, 278).

4.2. Verbs of speech

In Ancient Greek, it is possible to use the Imperfect with verbs of speech even when
the corresponding speech situations seem to have a perfective viewpoint (i. e. are part
of the narrative sequence). This especially concerns speech verbs that introduce report-
ed speech. In Latin, in these contexts we more often encounter the (expected) Perfect
forms.! This special behaviour of speech verbs in Ancient Greek was noticed long ago,
cf. (Schwyzer 1950, 277-278). In the Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek such uses
are considered to be a case of “stage-setting” function of the Imperfect (Van Emde Boas et
al. 2019, 428-29).

We found at least 6 robust examples of such uses in our data (7:27, 8:5, 8:23, 10:10,
14:36, 15:4, and 15:12), two of them are presented below:

(12) «xai éAeyev (Impert.) [lit. ‘was saying’] avtij, d@eg mpdTOV YOpTAGOVaL T& TEKVA, 0D
yap £oTv kahov AaPelv OV dpTov TV TékVwV Kal Toig Kuvapiolg Baleiv. (7:27)

10 'We have discussed several other examples of AGr. Aorist forms in iterative contexts in (Filimonov,
Fedotov 2022, 1173-1175).

11 However, usage of Imperfect forms of speech verbs is prominent in the Latin text as well. For more
on such uses in Latin, see (Rosén 2010).
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Qui dixit (Perf.) illi: Sine prius saturari filios: non est enim bonum sumere panem filio-
rum, et mittere canibus.

“First let the children eat all they want,” he told her, “for it is not right to take the chil-
dren’s bread and toss it to the dogs.”

(13) kaifpwta (Imperf.) [lit. ‘was asking’] adtovg, mocoLG EXeTe ApTOvG; 0 8¢ elmay, £mtd. (8:5)

Et interrogavit (Perf.) eos : Quot panes habetis ? Qui dixerunt : Septem.
“How many loaves do you have?” Jesus asked. “Seven,” they replied.

Additionally, several similar cases can be found, with verbs that can be considered
verbs of speech, but without the introduced reported speech:

(14) 06 8¢ néwv fpveito (Imperf.) [lit. ‘was denying’]. kai peTa pkpOv TdALY oi TapPeoTOTEG
Eleyov T [TETpw, AANOQG €& adTdv €l, kai yap Takhaiog &l. (14:70)
At ille iterum negavit (Perf.). Et post pusillum rursus qui astabant, dicebant Petro : Vere
ex illis es : nam et Galileeus es.
Again he denied it. After a little while, those standing near said to Peter, “Surely you
are one of them, for you are a Galilean”

(15) €¢nadtd OTwavvng, Sidackale, eidouév Tiva év Td dOvopati gov EkParlovra daipovia,
kai ékwAvopev (Imperf.) [lit. ‘were preventing’] adToV, 6Tt 00K jKoA0VOEL Niv. (9:38)
Respondit illi Joannes, dicens: Magister, vidimus quemdam in nomine tuo ejicientem
deemonia, qui non sequitur nos, et prohibuimus (Perf.) eum.

“Teacher;” said John, “we saw someone driving out demons in your name and we told
him to stop, because he was not one of us”

5. Conclusion

The expected correspondence of verb forms appears to be standard in the material as
well: it is found in the majority of cases (97,6 % of the Ancient Greek Aorist translated by
the Latin Perfect, and 89,4 % of the Ancient Greek Imperfect(/Present) translated by the
Latin Imperfect).

Therefore, there must be a considerable semantic overlap between the Ancient Greek
Aorist and the Latin Perfect forms and between the Ancient Greek Imperfect/Present forms
and the Latin Imperfect forms. For each pair, there must be a common semantic core, cor-
responding in the first case to the perfective, and in the second case to the imperfective
viewpoints.

There are some deviations from the standard correspondence. Some of them can be ex-
plained by the trivial fact that the context allows freedom in the choice of the aspectual view-
point. However, in several cases, the discrepancies are not accidental and can be explained
by the existence of specific differences between the grammatical systems of Ancient Greek
and Latin. These are, in our data, iterative contexts and contexts with speech verbs, in which
Ancient Greek demonstrates a certain degree of specificity, compared to Latin.
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[naronbHble GOPMBI € ACHEKTYaTbHOI CEMAHTUKOI B TATMHCKOM
U ApeBHerpevecKoM A3biKax B Tekcre HoBoro 3asera (EBanrenne ot Mapka)*

Eszenuii [ennadvesuy Quaumoros

Canxr-IleTep6yprckuit FOCy[apCTBEHHBI YHUBEPCUTET,
Poccuiickas @emepariys, 199034, Cankt-IletepOypr, YHuBepcurerckas Hab., 7-9; eviilimonov@yandex.ru

Maxcum JTeornuoosuu Pedomos

Cankr-IlerepOyprekuit rocysapCTBEHHbI YHUBEPCHUTET,
Poccmiickas @epeparms, 199034, Cankr-IletepOypr, YHuBepcurerckas Hab., 7-9; tequila.lime@gmail.com

IOnsa murtuposanus: Filimonov E. G., Fedotov M. L. Verb Forms with Aspectual Semantics in Lat-
in and Ancient Greek in the Text of the New Testament (Gospel of Mark). Philologia Classica 2024,
19 (1), 37-46. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu20.2024.103

* CraTbs IOATOTOBJIEHA ITPpY noaep>kke rpanTa PH® Ne 22-28-00531 «IpaMMatnka CKpBITBIX KaTe-
TOPMIL B TATMHCKOM U JPeBHEIPEYeCKOM A3BbIKaX» 1 AB/IACTCH MIPOJO/DKEHIEM paHee OIyO/IMKOBaHHOTO JC-
cnegoBanua: Pumumonos E.I., ®enoros M. JI. DopMbl ¢ acleKTyanbHOI CeMAHTUKOI B [peBHETPEYECKOM
U COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM s3bIKax (Ha MaTepuase TeKcra EBanrenmmsa or Mapka). JHOoesponeiickoe A3bi-
Ko3Hanue u Knaccudeckas gunonoeus 2022, 26 (2), 1166-1180, Takke OCHOBAHHOTO Ha TeKCTe EBaHrems
oT Mapka, B KOTOPOM IIPOBOJUTCsI CpaBHeHME (GOPM € aCleKTyanbHO CEMaHTUKON B JpeBHEIPEYeCKOM
U COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM fA3BIKAX.
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B crarbe IpefcTaBIeHbl Pe3y/IbTaThl COOCTABUTENLHOIO MCC/IELOBAHNS I/IATONIbHBIX (hopM
C aCIeKTya/IbHOI CEeMAaHTUKOII B fpeBHerpedeckoM (KoliHe) (MMeIoI[eM «OTKPBITYIO» KaTe-
TOPMIO aCIIeKTa) M JIATMHCKOM (B KOTOPOM aCIIeKT ABJIAETCA CKOpee CKPBITOIl KaTeropueri)
s3pIKax Ha MaTepuase EBanremus or Mapka. OknuaeMoe COOTBETCTBHUE ITIArONbHBIX GOpPM
OKa3bIBAeTCA CTAH[JAPTHBIM B MCC/IE[IOBAHHOM MaTepyasie: OHO BCTpedaeTcsA B OOMBIINHCTBE
cny4aes (97,6 % ¢opM fmpeBHerpedeckoro Aopucra nepeBopsarcs matuHckuM [lepdexrom,
n 89,4% npesuerpedeckoro Vimnepdekra/IIpesenca nepeBoasiTCs MaTMHCKUM VIMmepdek-
toM). TakuMm o6pasoM, MeXAy gpeBHerpedeckuM AopuctoM u gaTuHcKuM Ilepdexrom,
a TaKoKe MeXny fpeBHerpedecknM Vimnepdekrom/IIpesencom u maruncknM ViMmepdekrom
IO/DKHO CYIeCTBOBATh 3HAUNTE/IbHOE CeMaHTIIecKoe repeceyenne. [l KXol mapbl I/1a-
TOBbHBIX GOPM B [BYX A3BIKAX MOXXHO IIOCTYINMPOBATH OOIee CeMaHTIIeCKoe Ao, COOT-
BeTCTBYIOLI[ee B IIEPBOM CITydae epPeKTIBHOMY, @ BO BTOpOM — UMIIepGEeKTHBHOMY aCIeK-
TYaJIbHOMY paKkypcy. B He6o/bIIoM 4icrie CydaeB, OGFHAKO, MbI OOHAPY)KMBaeM OTK/IOHEHMS
OT 9TOTrO CTAaHAAPTHOI'O COOTBETCTBYUA. JacTh U3 9THX CIIy4aeB MOXKHO OOBSACHUTD TeM TPU-
BUAJIBHBIM (PAaKTOM, YTO KOHTEKCT JIONYCKaeT cBOOOAY B BLIOOPE acleKTyaJbHOIO paKypca
760 BHIOOP JIEKCUKM IIPY TIepeBOfie TpeOyeT UCIIOIb30BAHMS APYIOro aclleKTyabHOTO pa-
Kypca. Takxe B psfie ClTy4aeB PacXOX/EHNS HECTYYAlHbI M MOTYT ObITh OObACHEHDBI HAJIN-
qneM CHCLU/[(i)I/I‘—IeCKI/IX pasnnqmﬁ[ MEXITY TpaMMAaTNYECKMMI CUCTEMaMI TPEBHETPEIECKOro
u atHCKoro. K mocieHmM crydasm OTHOCATCS UT€paTUBHbIE KOHTEKCTHI (B ApeBHerpeye-
CKOM B HIX YaCTO MCIO/Ib3yeTCsl AOPYCT BMECTO TUIIOJIOTMYeCK) OKmpiaeMoro Vimmepgexra)
U KOHTEKCTBI C IJIaro/laMI peult (B ZPEBHETPEeYeCcKOM U — B MEHbIIel CTelleHN — B JIaTUH-
CKOM B TaKMX KOHTEKCTaX 4acTO UCHOIb3yeTcsA VIMmepdeKT BMeCTO OXKIaeMOro AOPICTa).

Kntouesvie cnosa: Esanrenue or Mapka, aclieKT, CKpbITasi KaTeTOpHs, I7IaToll, JpeBHerpeye-
CKMIt, KOJiHe, IATMHCKMIL, a0pUCT, HepdeKT, uMiepdeKT, nepdekTus, nMmepheKTuB.
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