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Metaphorical walking: Russian natu as a generalized
motion verb
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(3) Two questions
a. Whyis/ 1)/ used asthesource domain in metaphotical examples of generalized
motion like (1) and (2)?
b. Why isgengaized/ 1)/ restricted to Qyod-orientedOcontexts, as observed by
Rakhilina (20047)?

(4) Propos
a Al)/ isused metaphoricaly as a general motion verb because it represents a
prototypical kind of motion.
b. B etaphorical / 1)/ displays Qyod biasOmotion, because the unidirectiondity
component of themeaning of / 1)/ becomes more salient in metaphor.
(5) Interest beyondRussian
a Useof verbslike/ 1)/ asgenereadized motion verbsis wide-spread cross-linguistically
(Majsak and Raxilina200745).
b. Theproposd andysislendssuppot to key conceptsin cogntive lingustics, viz:
prototype, anthropoaentrism, embodiment and metaphor.

1. Introduction: Three Conceptual Layers
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Inne layer:
¥ Root
¥ Indicates kind of motion

Intermediate layer:
¥ Root+ suffix
¥ Indicates directiondity

Outer layer:
¥ Prefixed verb
¥ Indicates pah

Figure 1: The three conceptual layers of Russian verbs of motion

! Tore.nesset@hum.uit.no, http://uit.no/humf ak/3345/78

2 The majority of examples cited in this paper are from the Russian national corpus (http://www.ruscorpora.ru).
The sourceN a journal or awriterN is given in square brackets. Examples with no source in square brackets are
from Raxilina (2004).




Unidirectiond verb: Non-directiond verb: Gloss:
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Table 1: Russian verbs of motion

2. Prototypical Motion
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Figure 2: UnTu/xoautsh representing prototypical motion

(8) From prototypeto metaphor.
Al)/ isused metaphoiically as ageneralized motion verb because it is naural to take
prototypical motion as a starting point and extend theuse of / 1)/ to other types of
motion by means of metaphor.

(9) Theoretical implications
a. Theandysis demondrates the need to recognize categories organized around
prototypes. Prototypes enable usto capture generalizationsabouttherelationsbeiween
motion verbs withoutprototypes these generalizationswould not be accounid for.
b. Theandysis presented aboveoffers a strongargument in favor of an anthropoaentric
and embodied perspective on language

3. Metaphorical Motion
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% The acceptability judgments in examples (10) through (16) are from Raxilina (2004).
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(12) God bias: Generalized / 1)/ isused in Qyod-oriented contextsOlike (10) (Raxilina
2004)
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(28) Themeaningof/ 1)/:
a Motiononfootat normal speed.
b. Motionin onedirection towardsagod.
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(30) Why god biasin metapha?
a Motion onfootdoes not map onto thetarget domain.
b. Unidirectiondity becomes more salient in thetarget domain since this component does
not have to compete for attention with thefoot-based motion component.
c. Prediction: Since unidirectiondity is more salient in the target domain, we expect god
biaswhen/ 1)/ isused metaphoiically as a generaized motion verb.
d. This predictionis bomeoutby thefacts:
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4. Conclusion

¥ Al)/ isused metaphorically as generalized motion verb because it represents
prototypical motion.
¥ Geneadlized/ 1)/ dispdysagoa bias because Gnotion onfootOdoes not map onto
target domain of metaphor.
¥ Theandysisoffers suppot to key conceptsin cognitive linguistics:
¥ Prototype: We need prototypesin order to explainwhy/ 1)/ isused asa
genealized motion verb.
¥ Anthropocentrism: A1)/ isonly prototypical from a human perspective.
¥ Embodiment: Al)/ isacentral subcategory becauseit is a prototypical way to
interact with our bodies.
¥ Metaphor: We need metaphorto explain why generalized / 1)/ displaysa
god bias.
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