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Constructionalization of body part constructions in Russian:

five constructions with face, eyes, forehead, and back terms

Daria Demidova

1. Introduction

B enaza awobum, a 3a enasza 2ybum.
‘Loves you to your face, but ruins you behind your back.’
Russian saying (Zigulev 1965)

The saying in the epigraph describes a two-faced person (topic “/Jeyauunsii’ in Zigulev
(ed.) 1965). Hsyauunwiii (‘two-faced’) is a description of a person who says one thing to your
face but acts differently behind your back.

The opposition of different actions ‘to one’s face’ vs ‘behind one’s back’ is represented by
a group of Russian constructions, not only the pair VP 6 enaza and VP 3za anasa
instantiated in the saying. To capture this meaning, the article proposes a new
constructional category, termed “inclusative and exclusative”! (referring to inclusion or
exclusion of a relevant participant). In Russian, the category is represented by five
constructions that include certain body part terms (face, eyes, forehead, back): VP s iuyo
‘in face’, VP 6 anaza ‘in eyes’, VP 8 2106 ‘in forehead’, VP sa anasza ‘behind eyes’, VP za
cnunoii ‘behind back’. The constructions denote something said (or done) either openly (‘to
one’s face’) or in secret (‘behind one’s back’).

The focus of the article is on the evolution, dynamic interactions and variation of the
group of five Russian constructions. This research seeks to (a) figure out the nature of
semantic transitions body part nouns undergo during their development as a part of
constructions and (b) analyze how paths of constructionalization might affect the behavior
of body part constructions in the present-day Russian.

I address the following questions in the article:

e What is the history of the five aforementioned constructions in Russian? When did
they first appear, and what is their likely origin?

1T would like to thank Laura A. Janda for coining the terms “inclusative and exclusative” during our
discussions on the topic.
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e What meanings did the body part constructions under scrutiny acquire during
their documented development?

e Are the developmental paths of the constructions similar? Are the
constructionalization paths of ‘face’-, ‘eye’-, ‘forehead’-, and ‘back’-constructions in
question parallel to the grammaticalization paths of corresponding body part
terms?

e  What cognitive concepts and metaphors could have motivated the direction in
which the five constructions developed?

My study is based on the theories of Construction Grammar, Embodiment, Conceptual
Metaphor, Grammaticalization, and Constructionalization. The research was conducted
using The Russian National Corpus (ruscorpora.ru).

The structure of the article is as follows. In Section 1.1 of the Introduction, I discuss
the theoretical background for my argument. Section 1.2 introduces the concepts of
“Inclusative and exclusative” and the data on which the analysis is based. Section 2 of the
article presents an in-depth explanation of inclusative semantics, as well as a discussion
of three Russian inclusative constructions (VP e siuyo, VP 6 anaza, VP 6 106) and their
constructionalization. Section 3 explores exclusative semantics and the diachronic
development of two Russian exclusative constructions (VP sa cnuwnoii, VP 3a enasa).
Section 4, Conclusion, discusses the entire construction family: the interactions and
parallels within the group, the results of constructional development of the family in
present-day Russian.

1.1 Theoretical background

A construction, according to Goldberg (2019, 2), is a recurrent form-function pairing in a
language, at any level of complexity (morpheme, lexeme, phrase and even discourse
structure). The starting point of my research is the Russian Constructicon? (RC,
https://constructicon.github.io/russian/), whose constructions are more specific: they are

entrenched multi-word expressions that contain at least one open (not fixed) slot (Janda
et al. 2020). Typically, constructions in the Russian Constructicon have a fixed part
(anchor) and one or more slots that are filled with a restricted set of lexemes. A key aspect
of the five constructions of the group under discussion is the fact that they all include body
part terms as anchors, which puts them in a bigger group of body part constructions.

The body is a crucial tool for our understanding of the world. Motor and perceptual
mechanisms provide a basis for the way we conceptualize reality and reflect it in language.
According to Embodiment Theory (Lakoff & Johnson 1999), spatial concepts are motivated
by our bodies and their orientation, not by abstract mental ideas. For example, the concept
of ‘front’ (and opposite ‘back’) is based on the structure of the human body, which is
projected onto an object. The front of an object is the side that faces the human when they
interact with it, or the part that faces forward when the object moves. For instance, the
front of a screen is its visible, functional part; the front cover of a book is what one would
see (and judge) before reading the book.

2 The Russian Constructicon is an open-access searchable database of multiword grammatical constructions
of Russian, with over 3600 constructions.
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The body and its physical capacity, and the way human brains work determine our
perception and conceptualization (see the example of color categories in Lakoff & Johnson
1999, 104), which is characterized as neural embodiment. The way the body is projected
onto the world also establishes perception and conceptualization of the world.

Abstract thought is impossible without metaphor: abstract ideas are metaphorical
projections from structures of the physical world. According to the theory of primary
metaphor (Grady 1997), more complex metaphors consist of and are grounded in primary
metaphors. Primary metaphor is a strong association between a real-world experience and
our perception of it, which forms unconsciously and automatically. Though primary
metaphors are based on subjective experiences, these experiences are basic enough for
them to be universal. For instance, the primary metaphor KNOWING IS SEEING (Lakoff
& Johnson 1999, 53-54) is an association between seeing something (sensorimotor
domain) and the basic experience of getting information through vision, therefore,
knowing (subjective judgment): I see what you mean; A ne suoicy npuuun ons amoeo ‘1 don’t
see any reasons for it’. The KNOWING IS SEEING metaphor has played an important
role in the development of the following four constructions under scrutiny: VP ¢ siuyo ‘in
face’, VP 6 annasa ‘in eyes’, VP sa enasa ‘behind eyes’, and VP 3a cnuroii ‘behind back’.

As I will argue in the article, for instance, the relevant Russian constructions with
anasa ‘eyes’ have developed by the path represented in Figure 1. The body part term
(‘eyes’) with certain prepositions has likely metonymically expanded to refer to a field of
vision (i.e. something is visible or not visible to an observer). Prepositional phrases with
‘eyes’ as a marker of (in)visibility have further developed to denote the idea of physical
presence or absence: if someone or something is visible, it is physically present, if someone
or something is invisible, they are absent. Furthermore, the meaning of physical presence
or absence has likely become a source to the meanings ‘openly’ and ‘in secret’,
characteristic of the present-day Russian constructions VP e anasza and VP 3a anasa (for
an in-depth discussion, see sections 2.2 and 3.2).

field of vision physical openly or
[eyes] (visible or presence or in secret
invisible) absence

Figure 1: Reconstructed development of Russian ‘eye’-constructions

In the context of the constructions under scrutiny, the primary metaphor KNOWING
IS SEEING is connected to the physical traits of human bodies, front-back asymmetry in
particular. Actions that are done ‘in front’ of a person, in the zone where most perception
occurs, are known and done openly, with the goal to be known. Actions that occur ‘behind’
someone, outside of the zone of most perception (vision in particular), are therefore
unknown (i.e. secrets).

According to Lakoff & Johnson (1999, 47), conceptual metaphor is a cognitive
mechanism for conceptualizing subjective (mental) experiences in terms of other domains
of experience (often sensorimotor). For instance, the ARGUMENT IS WAR metaphor
(Lakoff & dJohnson 1980, 4-5) structures the concept of an argument (a verbal
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confrontation) through the concept of war (a physical battle). The actions performed
during the argument are often conceptualized as a physical attack or defence: I demolished
his argument; On omcemos ceoio mouky aperus ‘He stood his ground on his point of view’,
etc. The ARGUMENT IS WAR metaphor is a motivating factor in the development of the
Russian construction 6 106 ‘in forehead’ (see section 2.3). Conceptual metaphors are
embodied by cognitive primitives and primary metaphors that “ground human metaphor
systems and more complex metaphors in embodied experience” (Lakoff 2012, 778).

The importance of the body in human cognition (and language in particular) is
underlined by the prevalence of primary body-based metaphors in the languages of the
world. Lexical items related to the body are a cross-linguistically productive source of
grammaticalization: 41 out of 528 lexical sources of grammaticalization described by
Kuteva et al. (2019) are body part terms.

According to the World Lexicon of Grammaticalization (Kuteva et al. 2019), all four
body part terms relevant to this article (‘face’, ‘eyes’, ‘forehead’, ‘back’) are documented to
grammaticalize into spatial markers, and three of them (‘face’, ‘eyes’, and ‘back’) can
further develop into temporal markers (pp. 64, 67, 165-166, 168). More specifically, both
‘face’ and ‘eye’ lexemes can get grammaticalized into deictic location markers meaning
‘front’, and possibly further to express temporal deixis ‘before’. For instance, Bambara
nye/pé ‘eye’, ‘face’ has grammaticalized into a locative adverb or postposition pé, né fé (in
front of, ‘before’), and into a temporal postposition nys, nyé f¢ (‘before’), following this
grammaticalization path: EYE (> FACE) > FRONT > BEFORE. ‘Forehead’ is documented
to grammaticalize into a deictic location marker ‘in front of/fahead’ in two African
languages, Dually and Bulu. For instance, Dullay miinaté, locative genitive of miinté
‘forehead’ has developed into a postposition miinacé ‘in front of’. The body part term ‘back’
has been grammaticalized to a locative marker ‘behind’: in Modern Chinese bei ‘back’ >
beihou ‘behind’. Moreover, in some languages it can express the temporal concept of the
future (‘after’). For instance, Icelandic bak ‘back’ has grammaticalized into a locative and
temporal marker bak(i) ‘behind’, ‘after’. Thus, the grammaticalization path of ‘back’ terms
is BACK (body part) > BEHIND > AFTER. Additionally, ‘back’ is documented to become a
past temporal marker (‘earlier’) in some languages, such as English ‘back’ (back in the
day).

Lexicon and grammar are not separate and autonomous, and constructions are
symbolic assemblies that connect them (Langacker 1986, 2009). The multiword structure
of constructions provides them with the potential to connect semantics and grammar on
the lexicon-grammar continuum and develop quasi-grammatical meanings.

Gildea & Barodal (2023) emphasize that grammaticalization theory is compatible with
the framework of Diachronic Construction Grammar. The development of the
constructions under scrutiny in this article partly parallels the grammaticalization paths
of the corresponding body part terms discussed earlier. Constructions result from
constructionalization, which is in some ways parallel to grammaticalization. Traugott and
Trousdale (2013) define constructionalization as a creation of form-meaning combinations
of signs, which is accompanied by changes in degree of schematicity, productivity, and
compositionality. Constructionalization is a result of accumulation of constructional
changes, smaller changes limited to specific (micro-) constructions. As a result of
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constructionalization, new constructions emerge and develop different functions.
Constructionalization is not a finite process, as opposed to grammaticalization, which ends
when a lexical item becomes a grammatical marker.

Unlike grammatical markers, the elements of non-compositional constructions obtain
additional quasi-grammatical meanings: their constituents often do not undergo full
semantic bleaching, and the process of grammaticalization is not finished. Incomplete
grammaticalization is called quasi-grammaticalization and 1is still considered
grammaticalization (Traugott 2003). ‘Leftover’ lexical components that did not undergo
the bleaching process and were preserved from the original meaning of the phraseme
provide the basis for non-trivial oppositions, which wusually include numerous
constructions of the same family: they fall into one quasi-grammatical class (Rakhilina et
al. 2022). Rakhilina and Lee Su Hyon (2010) discuss the degree of grammaticalization and
development of quasi-grammatical meanings as a scale and provide examples of
‘minimally grammaticalized’ and ‘maximally grammaticalized’ Russian quantifiers. The
Russian quantifier konna ‘sheaf’ is an instance of a quasi-grammatical marker that still
preserves traces of its source semantics: the lexical source, sheaf, is ‘a large amount of
stacked hay or straw bound in the middle’. It is still used in Russian in its literal meaning,
but it has also expanded to refer to a large quantity of flowers or other plants (konna
euayurmos ‘a bunch of hyacinths’, konra depesves ‘a bunch of trees’, konra sodopocsieti ‘a
bunch of seaweed’), and in this case, the restriction on the quantified noun is enforced by
semantic connection between the quasi-grammatical quantifier and its lexical source. On
the opposite end of grammaticalization scale is kyua ‘pile’, with almost no restrictions.
Kyua is used with animate nouns (kyua sio0deti ‘a bunch of people’, kyua poocmeernnuros
‘a bunch of relatives’), object and substance names (kyua epub6os ‘a bunch of mushrooms’,
kyua nuwernuybt ‘a bunch of wheat’), as well as with abstract concepts (kyua spemeru ‘a lot
of time’, kyua owubor ‘a lot of errors’). The only restrictions on the use of xkyua as a
quantifier are liquids (*xyua 600wt ‘a lot of water’), possibly due to incompatibility with the
lexical source (a pile).

The way grammaticalization and constructionalization affect the meaning of body part
lexemes and their behavior as part of a construction can help us understand the role of
the body in human cognition and language in particular even better.

1.2 Inclusative and exclusative

By “inclusative and exclusative” I will refer to a cross-linguistic constructional category
which captures the inclusion or exclusion of a participant who is the topic of a conversation
in said conversation.

As mentioned in the Introduction, the “inclusative and exclusative” category is
instantiated by five Russian constructions with body parts: (1) VP 6 siuuo ‘in face’, (2) VP
6 enasa ‘in eyes’, (3) VP 6 106 ‘in forehead’, (3) VP aa anasa ‘behind eyes’, (4) VP za churoti
‘behind back’.
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(1) OH paccmesnca mue TIpsiMo 6 auyo u cmblics. [Vera Belousova. (2000)]°
‘He laughed right in my face and took off.’

(2) A upsimo eoeopio paBdy 6 ena3a, maske ecu OHA HeIpHuATHA... [ Vremja
Voroneza, 04.05.2016]
‘I speak the truth to the face, even if it’s unpleasant...’

(3) JIw6oBb IlerpoBHa Taxasi, uTo He OyOeT 3a 2/1a30 2080pPUMDb, 4 CPaA3y 8 J100.
[Novaja gazeta, 20.12.2017]
‘Ljubov’ Petrovna is the kind of person who won’t talk behind your back, she’ll
say it right to your face.

(4) YyscrByro, 4TO BCe OTHOCATCS KO MHE C HEIPUSA3HBIO, YBEPEHA, UTO 32 CRUHOL
2osopam HenectHble Bemn. [Vladimir Levi. (1973)]
‘I feel that everyone treats me with hostility, and I'm sure they say unflattering
things behind my back.’

These constructions denote a specific parameter of a communication situation and form
a construction family in the sense of Endresen & Janda (2020): a construction family is a
small (usually 2-9) group of constructions with shared semantic, syntactic and structural
properties. The five constructions under scrutiny have similar semantics as well as
syntactic structure: they are Head and Modifier Constructions with a VP slot and an
anchor instantiated by a PP with a body part noun in the Accusative or Instrumental. On
a more abstract level, the five constructions can be represented as two schematic
constructions: inclusative ‘VP & body_part.Acc’ and exclusative VP 3a body_part.Instr/
body_part.Acc’ (I describe the variation within the exclusative construction VP sa anasa
in Section 3.2). However, it is important to underline that the potential body_part slot
fillers are restricted to ‘face’, ‘eyes’, and ‘forehead’ for the inclusative construction, and
‘back’ and ‘eyes’ for the exclusative one.

Inclusative constructions include VP s iuyo, VP 6 ennaza, and VP 6 106, illustrated in
(1), (2), and (3). They denote a situation in which [Participant A] Agent [says something]
Action openly and honestly to [participant B] Maleficiary/Addressee. The content of
[participant A] Agent’s speech is about [participant B] Maleficiary/Addressee and is
usually negative.

Exclusative constructions include VP za enasza and VP 3a cnunoti, cf. (3) and (4). They
denote a situation in which [Participant A] Agent [does something] Action without
[participant B] Maleficiary’s presence and knowledge. The Action usually negatively
affects participant B (often it’s Agent talking negatively about the Maleficiary). The
speaker typically disapproves of participant A’s behavior. However, exclusative
constructions do not solely denote situations of communication (gossip): they can be used
in a more general meaning to describe an action done excluding an important involved
participant, who is absent, removed from the situation, and unaware of it.

It is important to stress that inclusative and exclusative form a constructional category.
No grammatical category denoting purposeful inclusion or exclusion of a witness (who is
also a maleficiary, a topic of conversation, and a possible addressee) from a communication
situation is documented in the languages of the world (Mel'¢uk 1998; Kuteva et al. 2019;

3 Hereinafter the examples are taken from The Russian National Corpus (ruscorpora.ru).
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Plungian 2011). The closest grammatical meaning found in the languages of the world is
evidentiality (Aikhenvald 2004). Non-firsthand evidentiality refers to a speaker not
witnessing a situation and receiving the information from another source. For instance,
non-firsthand Turkish gelmis (‘he/she/it has come’) means ‘I did not witness them coming
but I know it because someone told me / because I see that they are there now’, as opposed
to firsthand geldi (‘he/she/it came’) which means ‘I was there and saw them coming’
(Universal Dependencies 2020%). However, the meaning of the constructions under
scrutiny does not fall within the grammatical category of evidentiality: inclusative and
exclusative constructions represent a more specific opposition of ‘exclusion of a participant’
vs. ‘focus on the inclusion of a participant’. For inclusative constructions, the topic of the
conversation is a participant who is physically present and included by the agent in the
communication as a core addressee (i.e. the topic and the addressee are the same
participant). For exclusative constructions, the topic of the conversation is an absent
person, excluded by the agent on purpose (i.e. the participant under discussion is neither
core addressee nor part of the audience).

The distinction between inclusion or exclusion of a participant in a conversation can
also be expressed by “clusivity”®, a grammatical category which denotes whether the
addressee is included or excluded in the set of referents of the first-person plural pronoun
‘we’ (Filimonova 2005). For instance, Guajajara differentiates between inclusive first
person plural pronoun and morpheme zane “We (I + you or I + you + they)” and exclusive
ure “We (I + they)” (Universal Dependencies 20206). Once again, while this grammatical
category is relevant and represents a part of the meaning under scrutiny, it does not cover
the entirety of the complex situation expressed by inclusative and exclusative
constructions. Therefore, despite referring to inclusion or exclusion of a participant and
sharing similar names, inclusive/exclusive (grammatical distinction of first person plural
pronouns) and inclusative/exclusative (constructional category contrasting open
communication and gossip) are not the same and should be separated.

The Russian Constructicon also employs the terms “inclusive” and “exclusive”. In the
RC, “inclusive” and “exclusive” are semantic types of constructions that belong to the
subclass Sets and Elements’. The constructions of this subclass “contain information on
the relationship between an element and a set” (“quantifiers and operators”). Thus, the
syntactic types of inclusive and exclusive constructions®, as well as their semantics? differ
significantly from the five constructions under scrutiny in this article.

4 https://universaldependencies.org/u/feat/Evident.htm#examples-1

5 See also: inclusive/exclusive distinction, Siewierska (2004, 82—88).

6 https://universaldependencies.org/gub/feat/Clusivity.html

7 https://constructicon.github.io/russian/semantic-types/#1-6-subclass-sets-and-elements

8 Syntactic types: inclusives are biclausal, clause and modifier, or NP head and modifier constructions, while
all inclusatives discussed in the article are VP head and modifier constructions.

9 Inclusives explicitly name a set and state that an element belongs to it; in inclusatives, inclusion is implied
rather than expressed, and is only a part of the relevant semantics.
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Four constructions of the group are represented in the RC: 3006 VP 6 siuyo, 767 VP 6
2106, 1037 VP 3a cnurnoii (y NP-Gen), and 1028 VP za anasa. The construction VP 6 anasa
will be added to the RC soon. These constructions are not classified as “inclusive” or
“exclusive” in the RC: their semantic tags include Manner, Assessment specific to people,
Attitude (Dissatisfaction), Core Addressee, and Witnesses.

Common verb fillers for the five inclusative and exclusative constructions include
speech (and sound) verbs: cosopums ‘talk’, ckazams ‘say’, nasvieamo ‘call’, o63vt86amo ‘call
names’, cueamacs laugh’. For exclusative constructions, typical VP slot fillers also include
gossip verbs obcyscoams ‘discuss’, cnnemnuuamd ‘gossip’, wenmambea ‘Whisper’.
Additionally, deverbal nouns may also function as VP slot fillers (although relatively
infrequently). Close inspection of the VP slot fillers, their restrictions, and quantities is
outside the scope of this study, but is a potential topic for future research.

Examples from the Russian National Corpus (over 2B words: main, National Media,
Middle Russian and Old East Slavic subcorpora) were analyzed in order to investigate the
development of the five aforementioned constructions. In order to avoid as many
irrelevant entrances as possible, I have only checked the occurrences of the three
inclusative constructions with verbs of movement, possession, speech, sound, and human
behavior in the main subcorpus. In order to collect the relevant attestations of the
exclusative construction VP 3a cnuwoti in the main subcorpus, I have excluded from the
search the instances where the context of 3a cnuroii contained lemmas kpouio ‘wing’,
ropaura ‘bucket’, sosnoc ‘hair’, koca ‘braid’, pyka ‘arm’, kapabur ‘carbine’, pyorcove ‘shotgun’,
prorsar ‘backpack’, prorxsauorx ‘backpack’, komomra knapsack’, cymra ‘bag’, surnmosra
‘rifle’, napawiom ‘parachute’, mewor ‘bag’ (with the distance 1-3 before or after). Thus, I
eliminated some of the attestations where sa cnunoii refers to an actual location (on or
behind someone’s literal back). For the exclusative construction VP 3a enasa, I was able
to examine all the occurrences in the main subcorpus of the RNC.

In the Middle Russian subcorpus, I have examined all occurrences of the preposition &
‘in’ with lemmas siuyo ‘face’ and oxo ‘eye’, as well as 3a ‘behind’ with oxo ‘eye’. As for the
Old East Slavic subcorpus, I have examined all occurrences of the relevant body part
nouns (‘face’ and ‘eye’) in order to find attestations of the five constructions, as well as
other similar constructions that no longer exist in present-day Russian. In addition, the
National Media subcorpus was used to examine the use of the five constructions in
contemporary Russian and to investigate changes in the use of constructions related to
the prevalence of online communication.0

The appearance and occurrence of inclusative and exclusative constructions, their
various forms and semantics in the different subcorpora of the RNC form a timeline of the
construction family (see Figure 2).

10 For the data, see: https://doi.org/10.18710/0TA2JF
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Figure 2: The crucial stages in the development of the inclusative and exclusative construction family in Russian

Stages 1 and 2 depict the appearance of the core of the construction family (two
inclusative and one exclusative Russian constructions). The three oldest constructions
underwent a long period of instability, formal and semantic variation, which dwindled
down by the 19th century. In the beginning of the 19th century (stage 3), the fourth
construction appeared. Stage 4 completes the group with the appearance of the last
construction in the 1920s. Ultimately, stage 5 represents the current state of the
construction family: a group of five constructions.

2. Inclusative constructions

Inclusative constructions denote something unpleasant said about someone to them
openly in their presence. The two parameters relevant to the situation in question are
‘openly’ and ‘in presence’.

In European languages the category is often instantiated by constructions with face
terms: English to one’s face, Swedish rakt i ansiktet, Spanish en cara, Portuguese na cara,
French en face, German ins Gesicht, Polish w twarz, Czech do obliceje, Bulgarian &
auuemo, Belarusian y meap etc. In Russian, the ‘face’ lexeme is also represented.

2.1 VPeuuo

The first construction of the group is VP ¢ siuyo0. According to Evgen'eva’s dictionary (ed.
1999), 6 1uyo means ‘(berate/laugh) openly, directly to the person being talked about’

(5)  [Ommu]agent [MHE]Maleficiary [2080pUMU]Action 8 S1UL0: « MBI K BAM OTHOCUMCS KaK K
mrakasiam». [Vitrina ¢itajuschej Rossii, 2002]
‘They said it to my face: “We treat you like jackals™.’
Based on the attestations of the VP 6 iuu0 in the historical and main subcorpora of the
RNC (as described in 1.2), the likely constructional development of the construction in
Russian can be reconstructed as reflected in Figure 3. The boxes represent the meanings
expressed by the construction over the course of its development. Black lines indicate
semantic links between the meanings. Numbers in brackets refer to (prototypical) example
sentences in the text of this article. The dotted box on the left depicts the ‘literal’ non-
constructionalized combination of the preposition and the noun, while the rightmost box
represents the resulting inclusative meaning of the construction.
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Figure 3: Reconstructed development of the inclusative semantics: construction VP 6 siuyo

An important feature of the Russian body part noun iz is its ability to metonymically
denote a person:

(6) JloroBop MOKeT 3aKJIIOUUTE JILL0, YIOJIHOMOYEHHOE OOIIMM COOpaHmeM
coocrBeHumukoB. [Parlamentskaja gazeta, 2021.12.14]
‘The contract may be concluded by a person authorized by the general meeting
of owners.’

Face-for-person metonymy is attested by Sreznevskij (1890-1912) in Old East Slavic as
well. This metonymy might be a result of Ancient Greek influence: poocwmov (‘face’) can
refer either literally to a face or metonymically to a person.

It 1s possible that the inclusative construction VP 6 suyo was borrowed to Russian from
Ancient Greek as well. According to Thayer's Greek Lexicon (1889, 551), mpoonmov (‘face’)
combined with the preposition katd (‘in, towards’) denotes ‘present in person’. Of course,
the ‘in person’ meaning attested in Ancient Greek does not perfectly coincide with the
more specific definition of present-day Russian VP & snuuyo. However, the diachronic
semantic variation of the construction in question does include the meaning of ‘presence’
(see (8)—(10)). In modern Russian construction VP & siuyo does not vary, but an older
variant VP e» siuue (also Accusative Singular, cf. Galinskaja 2016; Slovar' russkogo jazyka
11-17 vu. [Dictionary of the Russian language of the 11th—17th centuries]) is attested in
the Old East Slavic and Middle Russian subcorpora. In Russian, the combination of the
preposition 6 and the noun in the Accusative denotes movement directed towards an
object.

One of the earliest instances of the construction is found in the Old East Slavic
subcorpus, where it appears in a 12th century hagiographic text:

(7)  rpbummumm ecMb. ma embiom Ml ca nbmous 6 iuye. [The life of Andrew the Fool
(mid-11th — mid-12th cc.)]
‘We are sinners, and demons laugh in my face.’
The Life of St Andrew the Fool''! was likely written in Ancient Greek by a
Constantinople priest Nikephoros in the 10th century and later translated to Old East

11 The construction VP 8 iuye is used in the episode “Epiphanios beset by carnal desire”: Epiphanios
overcame temptation and “laughed in the face of a wholly evil devil”. In the 10th century Ancient Greek
original, the text is “éyeAaoev eig o mpoowmov tod mapmoviipou SwaBodou” (Rydén 1995). In the text, eig to
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Slavic. Moldovan (2013) underlines that the earliest translation (where the construction
under scrutiny is attested) has preserved some lexical and syntactic features
characteristic of Ancient Greek. The ‘in presence’ meaning of Ancient Greek kata
npoowmov 1s also attested for Russian VP 6 siuyo: the construction was characterized by
not only formal, but also semantic variation. Examples of the ‘in presence’ meaning of the
construction can be found in the Middle Russian subcorpus of the RNC:

(8) bBsaxy swe cb HUMD 8o iule'? u oua gsa opara. [Volokolamsk Paterikon. (1500—
1550)]
‘And those two brothers were present with him.’

(9) [IlIpouee sxe BO yMHUJIEHIN TJIATOJIBI CKOHYAEMD CJIOBO SIKO 8% JillUe TY CYULY
mocpamiisemomy. [Timofeev I. (1610-1617)]
‘We will end the rest of the speech with heartfelt contrition, as if the condemned
is here in person.

In (10), VP 8 siuue denotes a situation where a person was searched in the presence of
other people, witnesses:

(10) [...] u 6 nuye pen BchMu TIOOEME 0bI8ULY U3bICKAHLLIO, OTEITD ke JlrmoHucelr Bes
3aKpsIB 00010 [...]. [Simon Azar'in. (1648-1654)]
‘And in the presence of all the people he was investigated, so Father Dionysius
took the blame for everyone.’

The possibility of a semantic shift from a spatial to a more abstract ‘in presence’
meaning is apparent with VP nepeo siuyom with the preposition nepeo ‘before’ and ‘face’
term in the Instrumental. In (11), the construction denotes a spatial meaning ‘in front of’,
while in (12) it refers to an oath done in the presence of witnesses. Note that in both (11)
and (12) the body part term is somewhat desemantisized: in (11), ‘face’ is used in relation
to a castle, not a person, and in (12) the body part noun is in Instrumental Singular,
although it refers to a group of people.

(11) Peura Jlenus meuem neped nuyom 3amia [...]. [I. I. Laze¢nikov. (1833)]
‘The river Lelija flows in front of the castle.’

(12) — I'oToBsl stk BBI, TOBapuI ApreM, nepeod Jiuy,om OOUIOB HaIlelr OpUraIhl,
CIIACIINX BaM KM3Hb, nokaacmouca [...]? [Gluxovskij M. (2005)]
“— Are you ready, comrade Artem, to swear in front of the soldiers of our brigade
who saved your life?

npoonrov means ‘in face/front/person.AccSg’. According to Thayer's Greek Lexicon (1889, 183), eig is “a
preposition governing the Accusative, and denoting entrance into, or direction and limit: into, to, toward, for,
among.” Thus, two prepositions, ei¢ and previously mentioned xatd, were used in combination with
Accusative mpoowmov to denote adjacent meanings ‘openly, to one’s face’ and ‘in presence’.

12 In instances such as (8) and (10) it is unclear whether siuue is in Accusative Singular or Locative Singular
form. The use of the Accusative with 6sms ‘to be’ (as in (8)) is atypical, since 8 + Acc denotes movement
towards something, a dynamic situation, while ¢ + Loc denotes location and is more appropriate with 6smo
‘to be’. JIuue belongs to the 1st declension (neuter soft stem), which has an -e ending in Nominative and
Accusative, and -u in Locative (Galinskaja 2016). Thus, the form (8) iuuye appears to be Accusative Singular.
However, I found a less ambiguous use of Locative ziuye in the source document of (8), Volokolamsk
Patericon: u cresvt Ha uye muocu umywa. Thus, the form in (8) is also likely a variant of the construction
under scrutiny with the body part noun in Locative Singular.
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The ‘presence’ meaning of the construction VP nepeo siuyom likely developed from a
spatial construction with the meaning ‘in front of. Note that when used to describe
situations of communication, VP neped siuyom and VP 6 nuyo have different types of
addressees (or people present): VP nepeo iuyom refers to an audience/witness, while VP 6
auyo refers to a core addressee.

Another meaning of VP neped nuyom that developed from the spatial (in front of’) is
‘against (a future threat). In modern Russian, it is often used to refer to inanimate
“faceless” threats in the future, with the body part noun somewhat desemantisized:

(13) [...] nepeo nuuyom kpuauca cucTeMa 00IHCHA CMAHOBUMBCA NPOWE U Hcecmue.
[Vedomosti, 2020]
‘[...] in the face of a crisis, the system must become simpler and tougher.

The constructionalization path of VP neped anuuom partially parallels the
grammaticalization of ‘face’ terms discussed by Kuteva et al. (2019): the body part term
acquires the ability to denote an area in front, which can later develop into a ‘future’
meaning. It is likely that the spatial construction is the basis for semantics of ‘presence’,
possibly by the metonymic shift ‘area in front of someone’ > ‘field of one’s vision’.

Some remnants of the ‘presence’®® meaning of ‘face’-constructions can still be detected
in modern Russian: for example, siuuno ‘in person’, ¢ nonuurnbim ‘red-handed’, masuuue
‘availability’, masiuyo ‘(something is) present’. The ‘presence’ meaning of ‘face’ is connected
to (and likely influenced by) the metonymic shift face - person (nuuo - nuurocmo),
characteristic for Russian.

To sum up, the construction VP 6 iuyo with the meaning ‘(berate) openly and directly’
is first attested in the RNC in the 12th century. It is possibly a borrowing from Ancient
Greek, and the first attestation of VP 6 siuuyo is in a translation of a Greek hagiography.
The construction is documented in its older variant VP 6» siuye in the Old East Slavic
subcorpus of the RNC from the 12th century, and the modern variant appears in the main
subcorpus from the second half of the 18th century.

The construction VP ¢ iuuo (8o iune) during its documented lifespan had two adjacent,
but separate meanings: ‘say something openly’ and ‘do something/be in one’s presence’.
Jluyo 1s also a part of another Russian construction denoting ‘presence’: VP nepeo niuyom.
The construction has developed to mean ‘before witnesses or an audience’. Over time VP
6 suyo lost its ability to denote general ‘presence’ and now describes a parameter of
communication situations only (‘say openly to the person talked about’).

2.2 VPeeanasa

‘Face’ is the main body part responsible for expressing inclusative semantics under
scrutiny in European languages. However, Slavic languages also use ‘eye’-constructions to
denote a similar meaning ‘openly, directly’: Czech do oci, Polish w oczy, Slovak do oci,

13 The semantics of ‘presence’ were also expressed by & suuexs (‘face’ in Locative Plural) and uyems (face’
in Instrumental Singular). Notably, the construction B sumexs was often used in relation to objects that are
‘present’, i.e. in stock, available (cf. 8 rannuuuu ‘in stock’): wapkra u noine 8 nuyex (1500—-1528) ‘the cup is still
present/available’.
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Serbo-Croatian y ouu, Bulgarian ¢ ouume, Ukrainian 6 oui/y eiui, Belarusian y gous:. In
Russian, the construction is VP 6 anasza. Evgen'eva (ed. 1999) defines 6 anasa as ‘(talk;
discuss) addressing directly to the person being talked about, or in their presence’:

(14) Ecuu GBI 1 ¢ HUM BCTPETUJICH, []Agent OBI M JIMYHO 8 271030 [€MYy]Maleficiary BCE 9TO
[8bickasast] Action... [Forum. (2010-2011)]
‘If I had met him, I would have said all this in person to his face...’

The reconstructed constructionalization path of the inclusative Russian construction
VP 6 enasa is reflected in Figure 4, structured in the same way as Figure 3.

arTmmREEERET, physical inclusion in a
s in +eyes.Acc E— presenceina =—— situation = —— berate openly
inmmmmannns’ situation (do openly)

(19) (20) (17) (18) (14)

Figure 4: Reconstructed development of the inclusative semantics: construction VP 8 enasa.

The origin of the construction VP B rmasa is unclear, and its presence in Slavic
languages (and absence of equivalent constructions in Germanic and Romance languages)
might suggest Slavic origin. However, Ancient Greek is a more likely source: An
Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon (Liddell & Scott 1889) has documented kat’
0pBadpoug ‘in eye.AccPl’ (‘to one's face’)14.

The construction VP ¢ anasa is synonymous to VP 6 siuyo, and there are parallels in
not only the origin, but also in the structure and the development of these constructions.
Similar to VP 6 siuyo, the preposition 6 in combination with the ‘eye’ noun in the
Accusative denotes movement directed towards the eyes (and the face as a whole). While
it is not possible to identify which of the constructions, VP 8 enaza or VP 6 niuuo, have
formed the pattern (or if they both developed independently), it is still worth looking into
and comparing their constructionalization paths.

The noun aas has an obsolete synonym oxo, reflected in the earliest documented use
of the construction in an original Old East Slavic text dated 12th — early 13th centuries
(15). The variant VP & ouu became obsolete by the mid-19th century.

(15) [...] u 6 ouu alme I KOMY CMIbIOMCA. TO THI XBAJIXA U U JIIOOK 1 1a O 04 IIpHUMMeIIn
mbany [Instruction to all peasants (12th — early 13th cc.)]
‘And if anyone laughs in one’s face, then you should praise and love him, and you
will receive a reward from God.’

The noun oxo was widely used in Russian until the mid-19th century, reflected in its
declining use as part of the construction under scrutiny. In addition to the Accusative VP

14 Moreover, according to the Louw-Nida Lexicon (1989, 893) kat’ 6@BaAjiovg is used in the New Testament
in the meaning ‘in presence of’. The preposition xat’ is a variant of xatd (cf. katd mpocwrov ‘in person’); with
a noun in Accusative kat’ means ‘in, towards’.
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6 enasa and VP 6 ouu, there used to be Locative variants VP 6 esazax (obsolete by the end
of the 18th century), VP 8o ouecex (obsolete by the mid-18th century):

(16) Jlutemep [...] yeepsem 6 enazax, 9To OH HAM IPYT UCKPEHHUHN U CJIyTa
BCQ,Z[O6p03EeJIaTeJIBHBIfI, HO 3a04YHO IIJIETEeT CeTH K YJIOBJICHHUIO HAIlIeMYy.
[Archbishop Platon (Levsin). (1767)]

“The hypocrite [...] assures us in person that he is our sincere friend and all-
benevolent servant, but in absentia he weaves nets to our entrapment.’

7)) [...] ecyorcu emy, siko Bory, 6e3 Besikus JieHOCTH U 0€3JIyKaBHO, KAKOBO 80 ouecex,
TakoBo U 3a04uH0. [Pososkov I. (1718-1725)]

‘Serve him, like a God, without any laziness and without cunning, both in his
presence and in absentia.’

As seen in (17), VP 6 annasa (and its variants) used to have a less specific meaning. Like
VP 6 niuuo, VP 6 enaza used to denote ‘in person, in one’s presence’. Sreznevskij (1890—
1912) has documented both 6 ouu and 8 enasa and explained their semantics as ‘openly’
and ‘in one’s presence’. While these meanings are very similar, they are still distinct in
certain contexts. For instance, in (17) and (18) VP & eniaza (or 8o ouecex) primarily refers
to actions done ‘openly’ (‘not in secret’), while in examples (19) and (20) the construction
indicates ‘physical presence’ (‘after/when seeing in person’).

(18) ITacryxu 3a es1a3a TOCTOSHHO Py2aJill CKYTIOTO X035IUHA, a 8 21430 CMAPAJIUCH
svicaryscumocs [...]. [D. N. Mamin-Sibirjak. (1895)]
‘The shepherds constantly berated the stingy master behind his back, but in his
face they tried to ingratiate themselves.

(19) Mumr Bac ir0bunu 3a enasa, a 6 enasa eie bosee nonwoodunu. [A. A. Fet. (1862—
1889)]

‘We loved you before we met you, and we love you even more now that we met.’

Occasionally, VP 6 anasa still denotes ‘presence’ in modern Russian, for instance, ‘in
person’, as opposed to ‘online’ in (20).

(20) — Wseunsanuce-To HaBepHsika He B Cery, a riasa B rnasa?’ [...] — Hzeununuce 6
ana3a, 9To Xoporro. B mrom caydae apdperra 0b1 He 0bLT0. [Vecernij Celjabinsk,
30.05.2019]

‘~ They most likely apologized not online, but face to face, right? [...] — They
apologized in person, which is good. Otherwise, it would’ve had no effect.’

A few other constructions with eyes as a marker of one’s presence are reflected in the
Dictionary of the Russian language of the 11th—17th centuries: 83amu ouu or sudemu ouu

means ‘to have a meeting’, and npeo ouuma (cf. VP nepeod nuyom) means ‘in one’s presence’
(21).

15 Note that enasa 8 enasa, while partly sharing the structure of the exclusative construction, is different
and refers to ‘face-to-face’ interactions (see 2516 VP anasa 6 enasa in the RC).
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(21) Ce roross ecMmb, 0ThYE, NpPeds OHUMA TBOMMA II0OBEJIbHHOE TOOOI0 comeopumi,
eJIMKO MU BEeJIUTH BOJIA ceparia TBoero. [Book of degrees. 1st degree [Vladimir I
Svjatoslavic] (1560-1563)]

‘T am ready, father, in your presence to do what you commanded me to do, as
much as the will of your heart commands me.’

As opposed to the construction VP nepeod siuyom (which still exists in modern Russian),
VP nepeo enasamu no longer denotes ‘in one’s presence’. A similar modern construction
nepeo enazamu NP-Gen expresses a location ‘near, in front of (Fédorov ed. 2008):

(22) Ilepeo enazamu sio0eii, BRICHITIABIUX HA Oeper peKu, — HACTOSIIIUN OTHEeHHBIN
amokaJsmncuc. [Vesti.ru, 2020]
‘Before the eyes of the people who poured out onto the riverbank, there is a real fiery
apocalypse.’

A construction with similar semantics is VP ra anazax (y) NP-Gen. It means ‘in the
presence of or ‘while someone is watching’:

(23) Ha rimasax y mocerureJieil, Tak 1 He CJIE3IINX CO CTOJIOB, MY YOaJI0Ch IIOMMAaTh 28
ameir. [Kriminal'naja xronika, 2003]
‘Before the eyes of the visitors, who never got off the tables, he managed to catch
28 snakes.’

Without the NP-Gen, the construction VP ra anaszaxi6 has temporal semantics ‘quickly’,
a result of a metaphorical extension from ‘while someone is watching’ (people usually do
not look at something continuously for a long time; if something happened while someone
was watching, it happened quickly):

(24) Bcs KoHCTpYKITHS sKU3HU, BRICTpoeHHAA UpuHOH, pywusacy Ha e1a3ax, Kak
B3opBauHbIH g0M. [Novy) mir, 2002]
‘The whole construction of life, built by Irina, collapsed quickly, like a blown up
house.’

Additionally, the construction VP ra enazax was sometimes used as an antonym of VP
3a anasa. For instance, in (31) the pair denotes one’s presence or absence in a room:

(25) [Own] mmouTy He BBIXOIUJI U3 CBOEHM KOMHATHI, — HO 3Q 2/1a3AMU OH KA3QJICS eII1e
cmpauree, ueM Ha anasax. [Andreev L. (1900)]
‘He almost never left his room, but in absence he seemed even scarier than in
presence.

Traces of the ‘presence’ meaning of ‘eye’-constructions found in the modern Russian are
adverbs ouro ‘in person’, goouuw ‘with one's own eyes’ (Fasmer 1986).

To summarize, the construction VP 6 enasza had multiple variants during its
documented development: Accusative and Locative (obsolete), anasza and ouu (obsolete).
Over time, only one variant, with enasa in the Accusative, survived. The construction used
to denote less specific situations, not only communication, and had two adjacent but
separate meanings: ‘openly’ and ‘in one’s physical presence’.

16 See 1752 VP na enasax in the RC.
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VP B 2nasza is possibly a calque from Ancient Greek. The construction’s origin,
development, and semantics are partially parallel to VP 6 nuyo: both are a likely
borrowing from Ancient Greek, first documented in Old East Slavic documents around
12th century, had multiple formal variants (Accusative and Locative), existed in the
Middle Russian as a parameter of ‘in person’ situations, and later specialized to mainly
describe situations of communication. The parallels in semantics and development are not
limited to VP 6 enasza and VP 6 iuuo.

The meanings that enasa develops in multiple constructions partially echo spatial and
temporal meanings that ‘eye’ terms acquire as a result of grammaticalizaton (Kuteva et
al. 2019). However, the construction VP ma enaszax, which has developed temporal
semantics in Russian, does not refer to the future (the way grammaticalized ‘eye’ terms
do): it describes the speed of action (or changing state).

2.8 VPe.ob

The construction VP 6 106 is on the periphery of the family and in most cases has a
meaning different from VP ¢ uyo and VP 6 anasza. While it does occur with Speech verbs
denoting ‘openly, honestly’, such as (26), its main meaning is ‘unexpectedly, straight up,
openly’ (Fédorov ed. 2008), often in reference to questions, as in (27).

(26) [...] aTo 6BLIa cmocobHOCTE [CTacuia]agent [cHaA3aMb]Action [TTFOOOMY
YEeJIOBEKY | Maleficiary 8 J100, UTO OH 0 HeM gymaer [...]. [Andrej Makarevic. (1990)]
‘It was Stasik’s ability to tell anyone to their face what he thought of them.’

(27) IlIpocTo THI MEHS HECKOJBKO HEOKUIAHHO 8 /106 cnpocusa [...]. [Forum. (2011)]
‘You just asked me point-blank quite unexpectedly.’

Because of the overlap in meanings, the construction VP 8 106 can be considered near-
synonymous (Murphy 2003) to the other inclusative constructions of the family.

The likely constructionalization path of VP 6 .206 is depicted in Figure 5, structured in
the same way as Figure 3.

(31) (29) (26)
‘--IIIIIIIl’
. in+ . to the front attack to the e openbly
. ~—— partofan —— — (addressee is
s forehead.Acc } , front , '
.illlllllll" ObJeCt attaCKEd)

Figure 5: Reconstructed development of the inclusative semantics: construction VP 8 106

The construction occurs in the main subcorpus of the RNC since the beginning of the
20th century:

(28) A Benp me10 sICHOE: IIPOCTO HE XOTEJI 2080PUMb KHUIKUX UCTUH 8 J100 |[...].
[Gladkov F. (1928)]
‘But the matter is clear: he just didn't want to say “harsh truths” outright.

The construction is a metaphorical extension of ydapumo 6 06 ‘hit in forehead’: the
content of the conversation is unexpected and ‘hits’ the addressee, conversation is
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conceptualized as an attack. The construction VP 6 106 often denotes ‘attack the enemy
point-blank’ (a likely source of the metaphorical meaning):

(29) [...] ocrampubie cuitel — IX, ['penamepckuit u X Kopiryca — amaxkosasiu 8 100, a
XXXV, III Cubupcruit u I11 KaBrasckuit kopiryca roOTOBHJIMCEH UX TOIEPIKATh.
[Kersnovskij A. (1933-1938)]

‘The rest of the forces — 9, Grenadier and 10 Corps — attacked on the front, and
35, 3 Siberian and 3 Caucasian Corps prepared to support them.’

Moreover, the construction VP g ueno with an obsolete noun denoting ‘forehead’ (wesi0)
meaning ‘attack point-blank’ is documented in the Middle Russian subcorpus of the RNC:

(30) U cmynuwacs 6 wesno, 1 ObICTH ceus 314 1 crpainHa [...]. [Xolmogory chronicle
[852-1559] (1540—1560)]
‘And they attacked each other on the frontline, and the battle was evil and
terrible.

While there is evidence that the construction VP 6 106 (or 6 uesno) which describes
battles dates back to the Middle Russian, the construction VP 6 706 with the meaning
‘openly’ 1s not documented in Russian dictionaries of the 18th and 19th centuries (Slovar’
jazyka Puskina; Slovar' Akademii Rossijskoj, 1789; Slovar' jazyka A. S. Griboedova). 1t is
unclear whether the metaphoric shift occurred in Russian, or the construction (with the
metaphor) was borrowed from another language. I was not able to find any similar
constructions that could have been the source of the borrowing.

The lexical component of the initial meaning ‘attack, hit’ is still present in the modern-
day construction VP 6 106: the information shared ‘to the forehead’ is usually unexpected
and direct. The construction tends to be used in overtly negative contexts, such as abrupt
and somewhat impolite questions or tactless comments (i.e. something that is perceived
as an attack or a hit ‘to the forehead’).

The development of VP g 106 does not mirror the grammaticalization path of ‘forehead’
terms described by Kuteva et al. (2019): the construction (or other similar ‘forehead’-
construction) is not documented to denote location ‘in front of . However, Russian 206 can
denote the front part of an object, especially as a part of a similar construction VP (n06) ¢
J10617:

(31) Ilo mpegBapuTeIbHBIM JAHHBIM, BOIUTEb Kia cmosikHysics 6 106 ¢ Tpy30BBIM
asTomobmiem Volvo [...]. [Izvestija, 31.08.2017]
‘According to preliminary information, the Kia driver collided head-on with a
Volvo truck.’

It is apparent how different the development of VP 6 7106 is from VP 6 ziuy0o and VP 6
anasa. VP B 106 was motivated by the conceptualization of a conversation as a battle,
where an unexpected negative comment is understood as an attack (cf. ARGUMENT IS
WAR metaphor, p. 3). Nevertheless, the concept of visibility crucial to ‘face’- and ‘eye’-
constructions is relevant to the development of VP 6 506 as well: the forehead is
conceptualized as the front part of the body, and thus the ‘attack’ is blatant and visible,

17 See 2628 VP 106 6 106 in the RC.
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not covert. The construction VP & 2106 provides a background to the development of other
body part constructions of the family: it shows that similar semantics can develop by
different paths and be motivated via different semantic shifts.

3. Exclusative constructions

Exclusative constructions denote something being said or done secretly that negatively
affects someone, in absence of the affected person. The two parameters relevant to the
situation in question are ‘in secret’ and ‘in absence’.

In European languages the exclusative category is often instantiated by constructions
with back terms: English behind one’s back, Swedish bakom ryggen, German hinter dem
Riicken, Spanish a espaldas, French derriére le dos, Czech za zddy, Bulgarian zao 2epba
etc. In Russian, the ‘back’ lexeme is also represented.

3.1 VP 3a cnurnoll

According to the Dictionary of the Russian language (Evgen'eva, ed. 1999), 3a cnuwroii
means ‘(to do something) in secret, without one’s knowledge’:

(32) Jasxe [MIBam]Agent, XOTS ¥ IPYT, — HEU3BECTHO, UTO [CIMaHem 2080PUMb]Action ITIPO
[MeHs ]| Maleficiary 30 cnuHoU. [Zvezda, 2002]

‘Even Ivan, though a friend, — who knows what he will say about me behind my
back’

The construction denotes situations in which something (often talking) is done without
knowledge of someone whom it affects (usually negatively):

(33) Tax ke, 3a cnunoil u 6e3 Begoma Jlrogkn, Uprua omuecsia neHbru B 0aHK
“MMM”. [Novyj mir, 2002]
‘The same way, behind her back and without Ljudka’s knowledge, Irina brought the
money to the bank “MMM”.”

The reconstructed constructionalization path of the exclusative ‘back’-construction is
pictured in Figure 6, structured in the same way as Figure 3.

(37) (35) (36) (32) (33)

s behind, without exclusion
* behind+ = . from a
. =— outside the =—— someone —— . .
« backins 3} ) . . situation,
. . field of vision seeing :

EEEEEEEEEER |n5€cret

\ in the past
(38)

Figure 6: Reconstructed development of exclusative semantics in Russian ‘back’-construction

The meaning ‘in secret’ has most likely developed as a metonymical extension of a
spatial construction: ‘behind someone’ > ‘without someone seeing/knowing’. The
Instrumental case with the preposition 3a denotes a location behind an object.
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The earliest occurrences of the exclusative VP 3a cnunoii in the RNC belong to the early
19th century:

(34) Mesmay TeM TBI MOSKeIIb cebe IPeICTABUTE, YTO O HAC BCE 9TO 2080PUJIL 30
CRUHOIL; 1 %eJias Obl, YTOOBI MHE 9TO0, KaK-HUOYIb, CKka3ayu B riasa. [Turgenev
N. (1820)]
‘Meanwhile, you can imagine that everyone was saying this about us behind our
backs; 1 wish they would say it to my face sometime.’

The construction was also possible in an older variant VP 3a cnuror, which occurred
from the late 18th century:

(35) Hexoropsie sxe 13 HAIMX TIONIATHBIX 3BOHAPE HEMOJAIEKY 3G CRUHO0I MOeI0'
PaccKaabléasil 0 MOEM Yy PereHTa cJIydae M uTo s OBLI ero Jobumerr. [Saxovsko)
Ja. (1766-1777)]
‘Nearby, behind my back, some of our bell-ringers were talking about my encounter
with the regent and how I was his favorite.’

Notably, example (35) illustrates a case of transition between the initial spatial
meaning of the construction and the exclusative: the situation involves people talking
about a person while excluding them from a conversation, and the act of gossip physically
occurs behind the excluded person.

Gestures are another case of transition from spatial to exclusative meanings: in (36),
the gesture is done literally behind the director's back, where he cannot see it. However,
the gesture has a certain meaning, and thus information about the director is shared
without his knowledge. In such cases, the meaning of the construction is not necessarily
‘in absence’, but ‘out of sight, without someone’s knowledge’.

(36) Bropoii 0OXpaHHUK NOKPYMUJL NAJbUEM Y 8UCKA 30 CRUHOL TAPEKTOPAa, TaBas
HOHSATEH IEPBOMY, UTO OH — IIOJIHEIN MAnoT. [Andre) Zitkov. (2000)]
‘The second security guard twisted his finger at his temple behind the director's
back, letting the first guard know that he was a complete idiot.’

Note that 3a cnunoti does not always imply a secret action: the locational construction
VP 3a cnunoti is a common ‘behind’ marker (37).

(37) JIMutpueB ocmaHo8UCA 3G CNUHOL PHIOOJIOBA U CTAJI TJISETH HA MOIJIABOK.
[Juryj Trifonov. (1969)]
‘Dmitriev stopped behind the fisherman and began to watch the float.’

The locational VP za cnuroii (‘behind’) also motivated the temporal ‘in the past’:

18 Note that the construction VP 3a cnunoii allows for the explicit expression of the possessor of the body
part, in contrast to VP za anasa, where the potential possessor of the body part is (almost) never expressed
and often not transparent altogether. The capacity to include the possessor of the body part as an optional
element in its structure makes the construction VP 3a cnuroii more compositional and less
constructionalized than VP za enasza. A more detailed analysis of the possessors in the constructions under
scrutiny is beyond the scope of this article and will be carried out separately.
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(38) V mee, B ee 25 jieT, 3a cnuHoil y#e 0JHO KOPOTKOE M HECUACTIIMBOE 3AMYHCECME0
u BTOpoe — 1o JoBu. [Ogonék, 2016]
‘At 25, she already had one short and unhappy marriage behind her, and a
second one — for love.’

The fact that the exclusative VP 3a cnuroii first appears in the RNC in the late 18th
century suggests that it might be a borrowing from a European language (cf. German
hinter dem Riicken, English behind one’s back, French derriére le dos). However,
transitional cases such as (35) and (36) show that the path of development depicted in
Figure 6 is also possible in Russian. Even if the exclusative construction appeared in
Russian as a result of borrowing, the constructionalization path in the source language is
likely still similar. The data shows that VP 3a cnuroii in Russian has developed locational
(‘behind’) and temporal (‘past’) meanings similar to those ‘back’ terms obtain as a result of
grammaticalization.

It is unclear whether VP 3a cnurnoii will continue its constructionalization by the same
path as other constructions of the family and begin to refer only to situations of

communication or if it will develop in some other way.

3.2 VP 3a enasa

The last construction of the group is the exclusative VP sa enasa, with the same ‘eye’ noun
as its antonym, the inclusative VP @ enaza. Similar to VP 3a cnunoti, VP 3a enaza denotes
something unpleasant being said about someone without their presence, excluding them

from a communication situation:

(39) [CrymeHTbI]Agent 3a 221030 [OpA3HUIILU] Action [€T0]Maleficiary «EHBUmEOM?. [[rina
Murav'éva. (1994)]
‘The students would fease him behind his back (calling him) “the live one”.’

The exclusative VP 3a ennaza has a more specific meaning than VP 3a cnuroii: according
to Evgen'eva (ed. 1999), sa anaza is an antonym of 6 enasa and is used with speech verbs
(i.e. only denotes secret speech acts).!?

The reconstructed constructional development of the exclusative ‘eye’-construction in
Russian is depicted in Figure 7, structured in the same way as Figure 3.

(46)
without
seein
/ : “3) (39)
K . exclusion
: behind+ = physical from a berate when
I eyesAcc absence in a situation —— absent, in
assmsnnnnns? situation i S secret
(44)

Figure 7. Reconstructed development of the exclusative semantics: construction VP 3a enasa

19 Additionally, the construction VP 3a ena3a generally does not allow an explicitly expressed possessor of
the body part, as opposed to VP 3a cnuroti: *3a mou enasa ‘behind my eyes’, *3a enaza Bacu ‘behind Vasja’s
eyes’.
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The construction VP za anasza has an unusual form: instead of the Instrumental case
expected with the preposition 3a when denoting a location, esza3za is in the Accusative. The
Accusative case with the preposition 3a has a spatial meaning of ‘moving to a location
behind something’, referring to a dynamic situation (Rakhilina & Plungian 2013). Use of
the Accusative case in the construction may be motivated by the analogy with VP ¢ enasa,
where the Accusative refers to the movement towards the eyes (and face).

I was not able to find an equivalent construction in Ancient Greek, but similar ‘eye’-
constructions exist in some Slavic languages: Ukrainian 3aoui (nosaoui, nozasiuv), Polish
(po)za oczami (za oczy), Belarusian sa souwt. It 1s likely that VP sa anasa formed in Slavic
languages as an antonym to the earlier construction VP 6 ennaza. Melerovic and Mokienko
(1997) discuss the possibility that the origin of sa anasa was influenced by 8 easa and sa
cnuroti (with the structure of the first and the meaning of the second). However,
diachronic data does not support their statement: VP 3a anasa is attested in corpora much
earlier than VP 3a churoii (but later than VP 6 enaza).

Similar to the inclusative VP s eniasa, the exclusative construction first occurs with the
older ‘eye’ term ouu. The earliest occurrences of VP za ouu belong to the 15th century and
are reflected in the Middle Russian subcorpus of the RNC (40). The variant VP za ouu
became obsolete by the end of the 18th century.

(40) Cuaprmrax, — peve, — Ipyraro 4eJjioBeKa, UiKe 3a 04l BEJIUIO TH OpaHb meopum u
xynet Teob enazonnem. [The tale of Aristotle (1470-1550)]
‘I heard, — he said, — another man, who in your absence berates you greatly and
criticizes you.’

Moreover, there are other obsolete variants of the construction: VP sa ouuma (obsolete
by the mid-17th century), VP 3a enazamu (obsolete by the mid-20th century). Thus, both
ouu (41) and enasa (42) as anchors of the exclusative construction are attested in corpora
in the Instrumental case (cf. VP 3a cnuroii, with ‘back’ in the Instrumental):

(41) [...] eo6opums 0 TBOEH UTH 3G OXUMQ, T IIPOCTPAHEHD MBICJIHIO, He JOCBEeTYEHb B
HEeIOBEePSAHU IAPCTBY JOCTOMHOMY M 3aKOHHOMY. [Secretum Secretorum (1470—
1550)]

‘(He] speaks about your honor in your absence, is ample in thought, and has not
been noticed to distrust the worthy and lawful kingdom.’

(42) Topaamo Jydiire y3HATDH OT ApyTa TO, YTO MO2YM 20860pUMb O BaC HACMEITHUKH 3Q
2na3aMUy UM HaMeKaTh BaM o ToM JinaHo. [Bestuzev A. (1830)]

‘It is much better to learn from a friend what mockers may say about you in your
absence or insinuate in person.’

The variation of four forms of the construction VP 3a anasa is not the only peculiar
feature of its historical development. The construction had the potential to denote an
action (not just a conversation) that negatively affects someone done secretly, in absence
of the affected person (the way VP 3a cnunoti still does):

(43) [...] or B rirasa Cenuny yBepseT ero B Apy:kOe, a 3a a1a3a cmpoum emy KOo3HU.
[A. V. Nikitenko. (1850)]
‘He assures Selin of his friendship to his face, but behind his back, he schemes
against him.’
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Moreover, VP za enasa could also have a neutral ‘in absence’ meaning (opposite to
previously discussed ‘in presence’ semantics of VP 6 siuyo, VP 6 ennasza):

(44) Touno Tak ke U S JOOWJIA MATYIIKY, Korya s skunia B [leTepOypre, a omna B
Kuese. Omsath 1moBTOPSI0, BUIHO ST caMa BUHOBATA, YTO J€TH MEH J1/005/m TOJIBKO
3a anasa. [A. N. Dubel’t. (1833—-1853)]
‘The same way I loved my mother when I lived in St. Petersburg and she lived in
Kiev. Again, I repeat, it seems that I am to blame for the fact that my children
love me only when I'm not around.

The first encounter of the construction (variant VP 3a ouu ‘in absence’) is dated 1350—
1450 and belongs to a Middle Russian document where it occurs together with VP 6 ouu
(as an antonym pair):

(45) Cermy, are XOIIEIN BeJUKD OBITH IIpe] boromsb 1 uetoBbKEI, TO cmmpucs BchMm
pasro, 006pomoo Ipen BCAKLEIM YeaoBbroMb, 30 ouu u BB oun. [Father's
instruction to son (1350-1450)]

‘Son, if you want to be great in the eyes of God and people, then be humble and
kind to every person equally, both in their absence and in their presence.’

A meaning expressed by VP 3a enasa that is close to ‘absence’, but distinct, is ‘without
seeing in person’ (46).

(46) — B 6mmsxHMIT TOPOI, — OTBEYAN (PPAHILY3, — OTTYJA OTHPABJISAIOCH K OJHOMY
IIOMEIIUKY, KOTOPBIA HAHAL MeHd 3a 2nia3a B yuurenu. [Puskin A. (1833)]
‘—To the nearest city,— answered the Frenchman, —from there I’'ll go to a
landowner who hired me as a teacher without having seen me in person.’

While the meaning ‘without seeing in person’ is not universally used by Russian
speakers nowadays and could be considered obsolete by some, it is still occasionally
attested in modern Russian (47), often referring to purchases that are made online,
predominantly in colloquial language (48):

(47) Hanga pacckassiBasia o JIuse tak, uTo 3a e1a3a MOHCHO ObL10 8t0bumovces. [Emma
Gerstejn. (1985-1999)]
‘Nadja spoke about Lilja in such a way that one could fall in love with her
without ever having seen her.

(48) Kynuna 3a ena3a, BUAeaa W YATAJIA IPO Hee ToJIbKO B Muere. [Review of a
sewing machine, Yandex (5.07.2012).] 20
‘T bought it without having seen it in person, I've only seen it and read about it
on the internet.’

A remnant of the constructional meaning ‘without seeing in person’ in modern Russian
1s the adverb saouro?! ‘without meeting in person’. Additionally, ‘without seeing in person’
1s still reflected in some dictionaries as a second meaning of VP 3za enaza: Fédorov (ed.
2008), Melerovi¢ and Mokienko (1997) include in the entry for 3a enasa a separate
meaning ‘(buy, hire) without seeing beforehand’.

20 Source: https://reviews.yandex.ru/product/bernina-bernette-e92¢c--1780157001

21 Notably, the colloquial adverb 3aenasro is used as a synonym of VP 3a enasa: ‘actions (often gossip) done
in secret’, sometimes also ‘without seeing in person’.
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The construction VP 3a enaza has developed by a constructionalization path that
mirrors the development of the inclusative VP g enasza and VP 6 suyo: VP 3a enasa used
to have less specific semantics of ‘absence’, but over time has developed to primarily
describe communication situations where the topic of discussion is purposely excluded
from the conversation. During its documented history, the construction VP 3a enaza had
four adjacent meanings: ‘not physically present’, ‘without seeing in person’, ‘do something
that affects someone in their absence’, ‘say something about an absent person’.

Since no equivalent constructions are documented in Ancient Greek, and VP 3a enasa
first appears in texts two centuries after VP 8 annasa, it is likely that the exclusative ‘eye’-
construction appeared in some Slavic languages as a counterpart to the inclusatives VP &
anasa and VP e siuuo.

Four formal variants of the construction existed in different periods (sometimes
simultaneously): enasa and ouu (obsolete), Accusative and Instrumental (obsolete). Thus,
only the Accusative variant VP 3a anasza is still documented in both the main and the
National Media subcorpora of the RNC and has won the competition, likely due to the
influence of the inclusative VP 6 annaza (with ‘eyes’ in the Accusative as well). Exclusative
VP 3a cnunoti did coexist with the Instrumental VP 3a enazamu at one point, but it did
not affect the survival of the Accusative variant.

4. Conclusion

The semantic and formal variation characteristic of the constructions centuries ago has
changed during their development, resulting in a group of two antonymic pairs of
synonymous constructions.

In sections 2 and 3 I discussed the family of inclusative and exclusative constructions.
These constructions each have their own constructionalization paths, which are partly
similar and have most likely influenced each other. The constructions of the family form
a grouping based on shared semantic, syntactic and lexical properties (for more on
families, see Endresen & Janda 2020, Zhukova & Janda 2024). The changes that Russian

3

‘face’-, ‘eye’-, and ‘back’-constructions underwent during their documented history in
Russian is partially parallel to the development of grammatical markers with the same
body parts in the languages of the world described in the World Lexicon of
Grammaticalization (Kuteva et al. 2019). While more complex constructional meanings
such as ‘inclusion of a participant’ or ‘physical absence from a situation’ are, of course, not
relevant for grammaticalization of body part terms, locational and temporal meanings are
relevant.

Overall, the main metaphorical extensions likely driving the development of inclusative
and exclusative meanings are based on and start from primitive metaphors and
conceptualizations of space based on ‘face’, ‘eyes’, and ‘back’. The main motivator is the
primary metaphor KNOWING IS SEEING. The Russian ‘forehead’-construction is also
rooted in the concept of ‘visibility’; however, the main motivation for the development of
inclusative semantics of VP 6 106 is the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR. This
article illustrates how constructions with body part nouns undergo further semantic shifts
based on their spatial meanings: constructions can develop meanings such as ‘presence’ or
‘absence’ and further develop to denote a participant’s inclusion in or exclusion from a
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conversation. Thus, in certain constructions, some Russian body part nouns have
developed to describe the structure of communication. The path by which constructions
developed and the semantics they acquired are intrinsically linked to the way the physical
world is conceptualized through the capabilities and characteristics of the human body.

In addition to constructions, multiple adverbs meaning ‘in presence’ or ‘in absence’ also
originated from ‘face’ and ‘eye’ nouns. The adverbs ziuuro, ouro, and 3aouHo now occupy a
semantic zone that the constructions in question no longer belong to. Adverbs with neutral
semantics of ‘physical presence/absence’ have preserved these meanings, but mostly lack
the ability to denote inclusative and exclusative meanings, as in (49). The constructions,
in turn, have preserved more specialized inclusative and exclusative meanings, but no
longer denote ‘in person’ or ‘in absence’.

(49) Ee tpunsau B MockBe ¢ BOCTOPTOM U 3aBUCTHIO, IIPEBO3HOCUIIH 8 21430 1
Tepaanu 3aouro. [V. A. Sollogub. (1845)]
‘In Moscow, she was met with excitement and envy, praised to her face and torn
apart behind her back.

In (49), the construction VP 6 enasza and the adverb 3aouro are used as a pair of
antonyms with inclusative (‘say openly’) and exclusative (‘do in secret’) semantics. While
the adverb saouro and the construction VP 3a enasza were used interchangeably, they are
no longer synonyms: in modern Russian, the adverb is no longer used in ‘secret’ contexts
such as (49).

Masini has discussed the competition between morphological words and multiword
expressions and concluded that “even when competition occurs between specific items
belonging to different patterns, there is often ‘differentiation’ at the more abstract level,
as different patterns tend to specialize for different functions” (Masini 2019, 302). The
competition between constructions VP 6 siuyo, VP 6 enasza, VP 3a anaza and adverbs
JUUHO, ouro, 3aouro?? most likely resulted in differentiation. Presumably, after a period
of competition, adverbs and constructions in question divided their “shared” semantics
and specialized on one meaning each. However, further careful research of the period of
the competition and analysis of shared contexts would be necessary to make any definitive
conclusions.

Additionally, it is important to mention the most recent development of constructional
meanings of 8 enasa and 3a enaza: in the context of the developing technology and ‘life
online’, the idea of what it means to communicate ‘in person’ is changing and has become
more nuanced. The constructions 8 enasa and 3a anasza might be “taking a step back” on
their path of development: I have encountered a few new occurrences in which the pair of
constructions refers to the concept of ‘physical presence/absence’ again. Online and offline
communication are not necessarily opposed in terms of “secretive” or “open” conversation;
the difference is about being physically present in the “real” world. In (20) and (48), the

constructions refer to ‘seeing someone or something in person, in real life’, rather than

22 Additionally, a similar colloquial adverb saeiasro is a present-day synonym of the exclusative 3a enasa.
The adverb and the construction are still sometimes used interchangeably.
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online. To apologize 6 anna3sa is to apologize in person, in a “proper” way, and not via a call
or a text. To buy 3a ennaza is to buy something online, without seeing it in person.

Again, more data and targeted research are needed to make definite conclusions.
However, this peculiar case might be an example of the way constructional changes are
not restricted to one direction and can ‘go back’: constructionalization is neither finite nor
unidirectional, a lot of factors (including non-linguistic, such as the prominence of online
communication) can influence the process.
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