Primary and secondary Imperfective in Russian : a unified analysis. 

In Russian as in other Slavic languages, the perfective /imperfective aspectual opposition is morphologically marked on the verb. Based on morphological patterns traditional literature distinguishes two types of imperfectives: primary (morphologically basic) and secondary (morphologically derived) imperfective, as illustrated in (1) and (2)  respectively. A proposal has been expressed by a number of researchers (in particular Borer 2005) to treat the two types of imperfective as distinct semantic classes. Thus, the primary imperfective would be confined to the expression of the inner aspect (actionsart), characterizing the development of the event.  At the level of inner aspect  the opposition of  Imperfective/ Perfective marking on the verb would be aligned in  more or less straightforward way with atelic /telic (non- culminated/ culminated) distinction.  The secondary imperfective, on the other hand would be treated as a higher aspectual operator, a species of “outer aspect” or “viewpoint aspect”, relating event times to reference times (see for instance, Kratzer 2004). Similar to the Progressive in English it would be applied to predicates to yield an in-progress (on-going) event interpretation. 
In the present paper I argue against the view that assumes different semantic structure behind primary and secondary imperfective, showing that it goes counter distributional similarities between the two morphological types of the Imperfective in Russian (see also Filip 2004). 
The paper examines characteristic readings of the imperfective in Russian (durative, in-progress, iterative) which most clearly reveal its contrast with the Perfective. I demonstrate that that all the three readings are equally available with both primary and secondary imperfectives, as illustrated in examples (3)-(4). These distributional facts are problematic for the account treating primary and secondary imperfectives as separate semantic classes.  The data in (3b) and (4b) also show that the expression of the in-progress reading associated with a viewpoint aspect is not confined to secondary imperfective forms, thus  putting to trial the privileged status of the secondary imperfective as a higher aspectual operator. 
On the other hand these distributional facts are expected, if one assumes a unified semantics for both types of the imperfective. In the paper I propose a unified analysis of the semantics of the Imperfective under the merelogical notion of cumulativity (Krifka 1998).  On the present account the Imperfective verb form  (primary and secondary alike)  describes event e, characterized by property P and made up  of subevents e’,  that are proper parts of e and have  property P. This cumulative structure can serve as an input to either durational or frequentative adverbial, resulting in durative or iterative readings respectively.  It is also associated with temporal distributivity: every subevent is associated with a time interval, and all of those are available to be picked up on in-progress reading. The availability of different readings of the Imperfective is determined contextually and can be restricted by other elements in the structure.
I argue that both types of the Imperfective are subject to the same “quantization” constraint on the availability of readings. Durative and in-progress readings of the imperfective would be blocked in the presence of a quantizer  (event delimiter), leaving open only the possibility of an iterative reading.  In case of primary imperfectives quantization  can be contributed by a quantized direct object argument and sometimes resultatives, while with secondary imperfectives it might arise from the contribution of a prefix. 
EXAMPLES
(1) Prefixes attaching to an  imperfective stem  derive a perfective form (typically telic). The ‘bare” imperfective forms in the opposition to the prefixed perfective verb are referred to as primary  imperfective . For example, risova-t’ (Imp); to be drawing ( na-risova-t’ (Perf); to draw. 

(2) An imperfectivizing suffix -va can attach to a prefixed perfective verb  and render it imperfective.  For instance,  li-t’ (Imp); to be pouring(  raz-li-t’ (Perf) to pour out ( raz-li-va-t’ (Imp); to be pouring out..  The resulting imperfectivized forms are labeled secondary imperfective.
(3) Primary imperfective readings: 

        a. On dva shaca krasi-   l               zabor. (durative)

             He  two hours paint-past (IMP) fence. 

            ‘He painted the/a fence for two hours’  

        b. On  sejchas krasi-t                   zabor. (in-progress)

            He    now  paint-present (IMP) fence. 

           ‘He is painting the/a  fence now’.  

        c. On schasto krasi-l                zabor. (iterative)

            He  often  paint-past (IMP) fence-Acc. 

            ‘He often painted the/a fence’  

(4) Secondary Imperfective readings:

        a. On dva  chasa za-       krashi-    va-              l      nadpis na zabore. (durative)
             He two   hours prefix-paint -   suffix.IMP- past  sign    on fence.  

              “He painted over the/a sign on the fence  for two hours’

        b. On sejchas    za-     krashi-va-              et             nadpis na zabore. (in-progress)

             He   now  prefix-    paint -  suffix.IMP- present  sign   on fence.  

             “He is now painting  over the/a sign on the fence’

        c. On kadzdyj den’  za-      krashi-va-                 l nadpis na zabore. (iterative)

             He  every    day  prefix-paint -   suffix.IMP- past  sign    on fence.  

             “He every day painted over the/a sign on the fence’
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