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PREFACE

The present thesis focuses on the semantics aakpdpositions, a topic which
holds a central position in modern linguistics. ihgkinto account the extensive research
carried out in the domain of spatial language aherpast few decades, the thesis is written

from the perspective of cognitive and functiongbryaches to language.

The aim of the thesis is to describe the semardicthe English prepositions
between, among, amongst, amid, amidst, in the miaolclin the centre aind the Estonian
adpositionsvahel, vahele, vahelt, seas, sekka, seast, huigdisa, hulgast, keskel, keskele,
keskelt, kesetapplying the theory of Cognitive Grammar (Langacké87, 1990/2002,
1999, 2008). These adpositins are referred te/ESAL REGION adpositions, where the
term MEDIAL REGION denotes a spatial scene where an object is logatedmiddle or
intermediate position in relation to a single, dwalmultiple background objects. Although
numerous cross-linguistic studies have been dorgpatial adpositions from the congitive
linguistics perspective, not much has been saiditaboch adpositions which express a

spatial relationship between more than two objects.

The thesis consists of an introduction, three draptconclusion, and two

appendices.

Introduction gives an overview of the general theoretical bamlugd of the thesis;

that of cognitive linguistics and its main assurops.

Chapter 1 sets the scene in presenting in greater detailsgeeific theoretical
notions applied in the semantic analysis of theoatdipns. Among other things, it
discusses the issue of word classes and outlimebasic construal operations involved in
spatial language. It also introduces Langacker@371 1990/2002, 1999, 2008) network
model which will be taken as an example when desaithe semantics of English and

EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions.

Chapter 2 presents the semantic analysis of English andnEst®EDIAL REGION
adpositions. These adpositions form a complex cayegvhich consists of three sub-
groups: MEDIAL, MEDIAL-PLURAL, MIDDLE. The English and EstoniaMEDIAL REGION
adpositions are described according to these grdupseach group a central scene is

posited, which accounts for the different useese English and Estonian adpositions.



Chapter 3 reports the experimental findings related to tmglish and Estonian
MEDIAL REGION adpositions. It tests a number of hypotheses pmbsiteing the semantic

analysis.
The thesis ends witha@nclusion
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INTRODUCTION

Space and spatial language has intrigued lingfostsiany years and it has become
one of the central topics in modern linguisticsh@ars working within the cognitive and
functional linguistic framework have made greatgoess in describing the linguistic
spatial systems in world’s languages and each fygtver studies are carried out within
this research domain. The present thesis hopesrtiniloute to the on-going research into
how different languages express the various spatiations that can hold between entities
in the world.

The aim of the thesis is to provide a semantic rifgsan of the following English
and Estonian adpositionsetween, among, amongst, amid, amidst, in the mialfdlin the
centre of, vahel, vahele, vahelt, seas, sekkat,sealgas, hulka, hulgast, keskel, keskele,
keskelt These adpositions belong to the categorypebiAL REGION, which denotes a
spatial scene where an object is located in a middintermediate position in relation to a
single, dual, or multiple background objects. Thesipositions were selected on the
semantic grounds; the basic criterion for the smlecwas that the form should be used
primarily to express a medial spatial relation. Tast majority of research on adpositions
in various languages has generally concentratedhoge adpositions which locate an
object in relation to only one other object. Instetihe objective of the present thesis is to
investigate the semantics of adpositions with mldtbackground objects. In our everyday
life we encounter many situations where an objsclocated or needs to be identified
among two or more background objects; humans @@ sbcial beings and the above-
mentioned adpositions are used a lot to describedhous relationships between them and
how they interact with the world around them.

The present thesis takes a semasiological approgiodre the perspective goes
from language to the world — | take thegeDIAL REGION adpositions and look what kinds
of situations can be appropriately designated @mthit should be stressed that these
MEDIAL REGION adpositions are not the only ways either EnglisEgtionian can expresses
medial location. There are numerous other ways wilkitcome up if the issue were
approached from the onomasiological perspective.



The theoretical framework applied in the thesi€agnitive Grammar (Langacker
1987, 1990/2002, 1999, 2008), a subfield of theewithovement known asognitive
linguistics, which emerged around the 197#0980s as a reaction against formalist models.
Cognitive Grammar as a linguistic theory has beescdbed as “intuitively natural,
psychologically plausible, and empirically viabl@’angacker 2008: 3). Research work in
Cognitive Grammar proceeds from the foundationahpse thagrammar is meaningful
and that the elements of grammar, like lexical gemmave meaning in their own right;
syntax and semantics are claimed to be insepar@ptanmar is taken to b®/mbolic in
nature, i.e. “lexicon and grammar form a gradattmmsisting solely in assemblies of
symbolic structures” (Langacker 2008: 5). The ittet language is shaped and constrained

by the functions it serves, is also influentiallvint Cognitive Grammar.

Cognitive Grammar is closely related to other steanf cognitive linguistics, like
cognitive semantics (Talmy 2000), construction gran (Goldberg 1995, 2006, Croft
2001), metaphor theory (Lakoff and Johnson 198®91%akoff 1987, Johnson 1987),
blends and mental spaces (Fauconnier and Sweé86r Eauconnier and Turner 2002).
Both grammaticalization studies (Bybee, Perkinglidea 1994, Heine and Kuteva 2002,
Hopper and Traugott 2003) and universal-typologicaestigations have also proved
useful in Cognitive Grammar. All of these approackblare the foundational assumption
that language isot an independent cautonomous mental faculty, but part ofeneral
cognition. In Estonia, the framework of cognitive linguistihas been used by, for
example, Huumo (2004), Kahrik (2002), Tragel (200&inik (1995), Veismann (2004,
2006)! There are also many studies on various Estoniammpatical phenomena which
proceed from the perspective of grammaticalizatioeory (e.g. Habicht 2000, 2001a,
2001b, Metslang 2001, Ojutkangas 2001). The preHesgis employs, in addition to

Cognitive Grammar, cognitive semantics and grangahtation theory.

The reason why prepositions have received speutaisfas research topics within
the framework of Cognitive Grammar derives from thet that prepositions as spatial

language expressions are highly representativehefnature of linguistic meaning in

! See also the articles in the edited volumPapers in Estonian Cognitive Linguisti€Eragel 2001). A
survey in Estonian of Cognitive Grammar and of fiowal approaches to linguistics more generallylwan
found in Oim and Tragel (2007) and Tragel (2002).



general (Zelinsky-Wibbelt 1993: 4). Linguists cenmed with language phenomena at the
more grammatical end of the grammar-lexicon comtmumust also face the issues a
semanticist has to deal with. Traditionally, whasctibing word meaning, a distinction is
made betweemnonosemy, polysemyand homonymy. If one looks at any introductory
textbooks on semantics, these terms seem easyfite:da lexical item is monosemous
when it has only one meaning, polysemous if it maany related meanings, and
homonymous if it has the same spelling and/or pmoration as another lexical item, but
has a different meaning. Nevertheless, this sedynisigaightforward categorization is
bedevilled with puzzles which have not proved essysolve; for example, there are
questions like how to distinguish between monosemg polysemy, between polysemy
and homonymy, and what is meant by “related meafing cognitive linguistics, and
especially cognitive semantics, considerable thealeand empirical work has been
carried out to answer these questions. But regesdh the advances made, many issues
still remain. The present thesis adopts the geremsimption within cognitive linguistics

that linguistic items with any considerable freqoyeare polysemous.

Cognitive linguistics rejects the objectivist acobwf meaning (Lakoff 1987,
Johnson 1987), which implies that meaning can becrdeed in terms of objective
language-world relationships. Instead, language aisrepresentation of underlying
conceptual structures and processes, which arendeouin the human body and in our
experience of the world around us. This meansdhatonceptualization i.e. our mental
experience, is based on our physical experienageddrom our physical functioning in a
spatial environment (Zelinsky-Wibbelt 1993: 4). Meway is said to beembodied and
based on imaginative structures (e.g. image scHermfsunderstanding. Cognitive
Grammar equates meaning with conceptualization.yMagnitive linguists also share the
assumption that linguistic categorisation refleatental categorisation. An important
finding is thatcategorisationis not criterial, but showgrototypicality effects (Rosch
1973, Rosch et al. 1975, 1976). The prototype-basedel of categorisation recognises
that category membership is a gradient phenomergsome members are more central or

prototypical than others.

It is from these foundational assumptions abouguage and meaning that this

thesis proceeds. As the empirical part of the thedies on both Cognitive Grammar and



cognitive semantics, a more detailed discussiah®icentral concepts and models posited
is presented in chapter 1. These notions are usélei semantic description ®EDIAL
REGION adpositions in English and Estonian. The thediedaa comparative stance and
looks for cross-linguistic similarities and diffe@es. The thesis hopes to contribute to the
overall stock of Cognitive Grammar studies on adjmos and the results form a basis for
further research. It is also hoped that the residts be used in applied linguistics for the
purposes of language teaching and learning. Thdtseand data may also be useful for
lexicographers when compiling new general and sgieed dictionaries.
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CHAPTER 1. SETTING THE SCENE

The aim of this introductory chapter is to set slieene for the semantic analysis of
English and EstoniamEDIAL REGION adpositions. The different sections in this chapter
serve a number of functions. Section 1.1 givesvanvwew of why spatial language studies
are topical in modern linguistics. It presents samhéhe main characteristics of spatial
language and discusses the key concepts used mitigedinguistic spatial studies, and

which are employed also in the present thesis.

Section 1.2 discusses the category of adpositim@glish and Estonian, as this is
one of the basic means how these languages ex@aess spatial relations. The issue of
word classes is central to the discussion — aftekihg at the ways descriptive grammars
have treated both English prepositions and Estomdpositions, | will present the
Cognitive Grammar approach to word classes. Whdetien 1.2 outlines the formal
morpho-syntactic characteristics of adpositiongntsection 1.3 presents an overview of
the cognitive semantic approach to the study ofaifipns. The first part of section 1.3
outlines the construal operations employed in ap&hguage, including in the expression
of MEDIAL REGION. The second part discusses some of the possibdielméor analysing
adpositions form a cognitive semantic perspectivds argued that the Langackerian
network model is the most useful one. The main @firsections 1.1 and 1.3 is to describe
and define some of the key concepts that are eragloythe semantic analysis of English

and EstoniamEDIAL REGION adpositions in chapter 2.

1.1 Spatial Language

Locating and identifying things in space and exgireg our spatial experience are
one of the most basic characteristics about hunsamrwnication (Miller and Johnson-
Laird 1976:410). Almost 10 years ago Bloom anddoleagues (1999) expected that this
“fascinating subject” of spatial language would eiee increased attention in the years
ahead. Taking into consideration the sheer numbedited books, monographs, articles,
and conferences dedicated to this subject, it dathia point be confirmed that their
expectation has come true.
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There are many reasons why spatial language hasreetpopular” and a much-
researched domain. One of the most important rsasoght be that a new philosophical
climate surfaced in linguistics in the second lvdlthe 1970s (Zelinsky-Wibbelt 1993: 2).
Eleanor Rosch’'s and her colleagues’ (1973, 197%,6)l9sychological experiments
changed the fundamental beliefs about language afyniinguists. The foundational
beliefs that changed the most pertained to lingumstaning. Thus, a completely different
trend emerged calledognitive linguistics This approach in linguistics is continually
growing and gaining wider and wider support arodhd world. Its basic ideas were
contradictory to the still dominant linguistic pdigms of autonomous linguistics, e.g.
generativism. The two main subdisciplines of cdgaitinguistics, cognitive semantics and
Cognitive Grammar “rest upon an essentially vispatigl conception of meaning and
conceptualization, in which symbolic structures dexived from embodied constraints
upon human perception and agency in a spatial’fi@thha 1995a: 7). These kinds of
foundational assumptions about the spatial or flstaconception of grammaticalized
meaning (Sinha 1995a) are the reason why analysgsatal meaning are at the forefront

of modern linguistics.

Within cognitive linguistics the domain &PACE is taken to be somewhat more
basic to humans than other domains (Sinha 199525k19Talmy 2000, Zlatev 2007).
Spatial language expressions are frequently usexkpoess other more abstract domains
like time, possession, and social organization. d¢tweceptual metaphanme IS SPACEiS
one of the most ubiquitous research topics withogr@tive Linguistics literature (e.g.
Boroditsky 2001, Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 1999)sHas led Pitz and Dirven to claim
that “space is the heart of all conceptualizati¢h996: xi). A vast number of other
researchers have turned to spatial language askefgeto the human conceptual
categorization in general. Although consistent egpondences or mappings have been
found betweenspACE and more abstract domains such ®E, this issue is still
controversial. Other possible explanations havenlgieen to the supposed primacy of

space, such as the historical processes of gragahastion (Zlatev 2007: 319).

Many cognitive linguists and other cognitive sciststregard the domain ePACE
as a fruitful domain to look for linguistic univeds and investigate linguistic relativity
issues (e.g. Bowerman 1996, Regier 1996, Pedeftsah £998, Li and Gleitman 2002,
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Talmy 2002, Levinson 2003). According to Filipovideiner (2004: 2089), within the
spatial domain, modern linguistics has seen a lohdresurgence of interest in the
Whorfian hypothesis”. As already pointed out, spasesomething basic to human
experience and directly linked to universally skaperceptual mechanisms. It has been
claimed that since “all people share the same ti@subf perception, we all perceive space
in the same way” (Vandeloise 1991: 14). On the loaed then, spatial language should
manifest possible linguistic and cognitive univéssand on the other hand numerous
studies have shown the possible cross-linguistdt @oss-cultural cognitive differences
(Sinha 1995a: 7.

Since the nature of space is multidimensionalan be approached from a vast
number of aspects. There are many interesting igmestasked and addressed by
researchers from various disciplines. Space andiasdanguage is an issue that has
attracted truly interdisciplinary attention; indeedterdisciplinary co-operation is a vital
part of modern scientific research. Much debating sesearching on space is done across
various scientific fields, including linguisticsnthropology, psychology, neuroscience,
philosophy, artificial intelligence, robotics, agéography (Bloom et al. 1999, Hickmann
and Robert 2006). The various disciplines have igeal“a much needed synthesis across

these diverse” disciplines (Bloom et al. 1999).

1.1.1 Characteristics of Spatial Language

It is possible to draw a list of basic charactessof spatial language based on the
numerous studies conducted. First of all, it hanb®ted that spatial relations encoded by,
for example, spatial prepositions tend tone®-metric and are relativelgoarse (Landau
and Jackendoff 1993, Svorou 1994, Talmy 2000). Aeotmportant characteristic is that
objects are located inralativistic way, i.e. with respect to other objects. Another sdlie
fact about spatial expressions is that there séerns alimited number of words that are
clearly devoted to expressing spatial relationsthe world languages. Landau and
Jackendoff (1993) have pointed out that in comparte the number of names for different

kinds of objects, there seems to be surprisingly fpeepositions in English (about 80 to

2 For an example of an interesting discussion camegrlinguistic relativity, the interconnections dan
possible causal relations between space and caratigation, see the discussions in Pederson €1298),
Li and Gleitman (2002), and Levinson et al. (2002).
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100). This limited number of prepositions has bien as evidence that “precise location
is not encoded in any individual term” (Landau dadkendoff 1993: 224).

It is commonly claimed that spatial meaning is esged by the members of closed
classes (Svorou 1994, Talmy 2000). Although authi&es Talmy and Svorou (cited in
Zlatev 2007: 2) acknowledge that sometimes opessels such as nouns and verbs, also
participate in expressing spatial meaning, grancahtelements are claimed to have
priority. This view is however objected by Sinhaldfuteva (1995: 168), who argue that:
“An adequate analysis requires the abandonmerteofacalist approach and the analysis
of how spatial relational meaning is syntagmatcadlistributed over simultaneous
selections from closed and open form classes”. Wewethe focus on prepositions in
English spatial language studies is only naturatalise in English this is the basic way

how various spatial relations are expressed.

Zlatev (2007: 327) has put forwaadbasic set of spatial semantic conceptbat
are present in almost all descriptions of spatmhantics: trajector, landmark, frame of
reference, region, path, direction, motfofihe present thesis makes special use of five of

them: trajector, landmark, region, direction, anation.

Trajector and landmark are the two most fundamental notions in cognitive
linguistic analyses of spatial language. Accordiond-angacker (2008: 70), there are two
prominent participants in a relational expressithie most prominent participant is called
the trajectoTR) and the second participant is the landr{aM).* Trajector is the entity
whose location or motion is of relevance; landmigrkhe reference entity in relation to
which the location or the motion of the trajecorsigecified. Trajector may be static or
dynamic, a person or an object, or even a wholatef@#atev 2007: 327). The following

illustrative examples are taken from Zlatev (20827, the trajector has been underlined):

1. a)Sheis at school= static
b) Shewent to schook dynamic
¢) Thebookis on the table= object
d) Sheis playingin her room= whole event

% Of course, as in any scientific field, the exaantinology varies; here, the importance is on theegal
conceptual entities denoted by these terms.

* When these notions are used in the text, theyspedled out; in figures, they are represented ley th
corresponding abbreviationsand Im.



14

The third key notion isegion. It has been suggested that languages do noe relat
the trajector and landmark in a spatial expresdiogctly, but through a “region” (Landau
and Jackendoff 1993, Svorou 1994, Zlatev 2007 hdlgh the concept of region has been
mentioned in several theories of spatial relati(see also Langacker 1987: 198), it was
Svorou (1994) who fully developed this notion ame it conceptual priority. In essence,
the term regiomefers to “an area adjacent to a [landmark] (ot péit) in which a specific
spatial description is valid” (Svorou 1994: 13).eThoncept of region is claimed to be
especially relevant within a theory of spatial tielas which assumes a relativistic idea of
space, i.e. space is understood by the relatioas @kist between objects, and where
knowledge about the size, mobility, and interaaioand functional attributes of entities
play also role (Svorou 1994: 15). Zlatev also chitlhat “most, if not all, of the regions
that are relevant for spatial semantics correspongrious types of “image schemas” such
as CONTAINMENT and supPORT (2007: 330). The present thesis studies soméefntays
how MEDIAL REGION is expressed in English and Estonian. As a workiefinition, this
term denotes a spatial scene where the trajecttoceged in a middle or intermediate
position in relation to a single, dual, or multipgedmarks.

The fourth crucial spatial language concept is tbladirection. A directional
adposition is here taken to express dynamic speglations between a trajector and a
landmark (Svorou 1994: 111Motion and directionality are conceptually very closely
intertwined — directionality is inherent in movené¢8vorou 1994: 25). In Estonian, there
are separate adpositions or adposition forms f@ressing direction: thétive and the
separativeform. These correspond to Svorou’s definitionsA0fATIVE and ABLATIVE
direction respectiveWLLATIVE direction is where the landmark is treated as a destination
and the trajector is treated as moving towardsahemark (Svorou 1994: 2373BLATIVE
direction is where the landmark is treated as a point oadape and the trajector is treated
as moving away from the landmark (Svorou 1994: 28ther terms used when talking

about direction and motion are souesel goal.
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1.1.2 English Spatial Language Expressions

In English, adjuncts and complements expressingtime and change of location in
space are very frequent and varied in form and mgafHuddleston and Pullum 2002:
680). The most elementary case is sintptation itself. When talking about how English
expresses change of location or motion, Huddleat@hPullum (2002: 680) use the terms
source (starting-point),goal (endpoint), ancpath (intermediate location). The following
example sentences (2a-e) taken from HuddlestorPaiidm (2002: 680) illustrate simple

location and the various combinatorial possib#itier these notions:

2. a)George remained at home [location]
b) Don't travel via Londorif you can avoid it. [path]
c¢) | drove from schodlhrough the tunndb the station [source + path + goal]
d) John ran_down the stailigto the kitchen [path + goal]
e) She has come from Londwvia Singapore [source + path]

English location elements can be complements pmats: The stew is in the oven
(complement),We had breakfast in the kitchéadjunct); elements having to do with
change of location are normally complements ang #re licensed by verbs expressing
motion, including causative verbs of movement, ey, send(Huddleston and Pullum
2002: 680-684). According to Landau and Jackend®&®3: 224) in the canonical English
expression of a spatial relation, trajector anditaark are encoded as noun phrases and the

relationship between them is encoded as a spaépbpition.

It is characteristic of English is that the specdioal marketo is often omissible,
while the source marker (efgom, off, away, out dfis usually expressed, as demonstrated
in the following examples taken from Huddleston &utlum (2002: 686):

3. SOURCE GOAL
i. a.Wheredid she come frof b. Wheralid she go_(t}?
ii. a.She’s travelling from hetgy car. b. She's travelling heby car.
iii. a.He emerged from under the bridge b. He swam under the bridge
iv. a. He came out of the room b. He went in(toj}he room.

Such sentences &k swam under the bridgee claimed to be ambiguous between
the goal reading (He wasn’'t under the bridge tot sté¢h but was at the end of the event
described) and the location reading (He was swirgmamound under the bridge)
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 686). This ambiguisoapplies to the EngliskEDIAL

REGION adpositions. Onlyn the middle ofandin the centre ofire used together with the
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goal marketo (to the middle of, to the centre)pbetween, among, amongst, amid, amidst

do not normally take the goal marker and can bd bséh for location and for goal.

1.1.3 Estonian Spatial Language Expressions

In Estonian, location and change of location isregped by adpositions, adverbs,
and nouns declined in terminative, interior andeggt locative cases (Erelt et al. 1993:
71). In Estonian grammar, the terms correspondin§uorou’sALLATIVE and ABLATIVE
direction are thdative or goal adverbial andeparative or source adverbial (Erelt et al.
1993: 7175). The separative and lative adverbials of plamt modify the same verbs of
motion. In Estonian, these two adverbials ofteruotogether; moreover, the expression of
goal with such verbs is considered more importhahtthe expression of source (Erelt et
al. 1993: 75). Without the lative adverbial of gathe separative adverbial occurs only
when it is part of a phrasal verb or an idiomatipression (ibid.). Similarly to the many
other Estonian adpositions expressing spatialioglstMEDIAL REGION adpositions are also

divided into the lative, locative and separativambers.

1.2 The Category of Adpositions

This section gives an overview of the category dpasitions in English and
Estonian. It will present a morpho-syntactic dgsteon of this word class; but before doing
that, the section discusses the general concepbuf class in modern linguisticslt will
then continue to consider the problems that anseying to provide clear-cut definitions
for such linguistic categories as, for example, csitppns and adverbs. After having
highlighted some of the problems with traditionedmmars’account of adpositions, it will
be argued that Cognitive Grammar provides for thepases of the present thesis a more

suitable alternative.

Word classesare one of the basic linguistic categories. Deiteirrg and describing
word classes is considered one of the most impostaps in studying languages. Human
beings excel at categorisation, it is one of thmEsic cognitive abilities and it is also
reflected in the way we describe and analyse laggulinguistics abounds with different

grammatical categories. Still, distinguishing omgegory from another is not always easy.

® In the present thesis the termsrd classandcategoryare taken to mean one and the same thing.
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This is particularly evident with word classes, wehdemarcation of one class from another
is often not clear. There are grammatical categowgh fuzzy boundaries, prototypical

members and disputable borderline cases.

It has been assumed that all languages make adtiisti between open and closed
word classes (Schachter and Shopen 2007, Lehma@®, Z@alimy 1983/2000)Open
classesare those “whose membership is in principle uriahi varying from time to time
and between one speaker and another” (SchachteBtaoen 2007: 3klosed classeare
those that “contain a fixed and usually small humb& member words, which are
[essentially] the same for all the speakers oflamguage, or the dialect” (Schachter and
Shopen 2007: 3)Nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverd® generally taken to belong to the
open class, while aguantifiers, classifiers, articlegase markers, discourse markeasd

adpositionsare considered to belong to the closed class.

All languages are claimed to contain open cladagsthe universal status of closed
classes is questionable (Schachter and Shopen 3pOFurthermore, it is interesting to
note that languages differ more in the closed dasstinctions they make than in the open
class distinctions (Schachter and Shopen 2007:T28.English and Estonian adpositions
are taken to belong to the closed class owing ¢osthe of the category and the fact that
new members are a product not of derivation froheoelements, but rather of evolution

or grammaticalization processes (Lehmann 2002: $&6rou 1994: 31).

Although such a basic distinction between open ended classes is no doubt
useful, caution should be taken with positing @assith strict boundaries. Some scholars,
who study specific semantic domains, including spd@ave even challenged this basic
distinction (Ameka and Levinson 2007). Lehmann @0019) also emphasises that the
distinction between the open and closed word ctassgradual. Furthermore, whether a
word already belongs to the closed class of adpasibor still in the open class depends on
the degree of grammaticality.

The existence of the class aflpositions is in general accepted, although its
universal status is doubtful. Adpositions can bined as “free morphological forms that
appear in languages primarily in a constructionhwitoun phrases, either preposed

(prepositions) or postposedppstpositiong to indicate case and case-like functions such as
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space, time, causality, or instrument” (Svorou 20026, emphasis mine). However,
problems arise as soon as it is attempted to definecategory, establish a list of its
members, and mark the boundaries (Dryer 2007; &ioritan see Griunthal 2003, for
English Navarro-Ferrando 1998). Different linguisaslopt different criteria and the
descriptions can thus depart from each other sogmfly. It has also been pointed out that
to accept “adposition” as a well-defined universategory would be wrong, since
functionally equivalent terms t@dpositionlike co-verb, verbid, relational nourigave been
proposed for typologically different languages tHatnot quite fulfil all the requirements
for an adposition, but do participate in constmasi where they play the role of an
adposition (Svorou 2007: 727).

One of the interesting characteristics about Ehglind EstoniamEDIAL REGION
adpositions is that they can belong to various gnatical categories. Frequently, one and
the same linguistic item can be realized as anstipo and as an adverb. This tendency is
typical not only of theMEDIAL REGION adpositions in these languages, but of spatial
adpositions in general. This leads to problems ateminining the word class of spatial
grammatical words, as pointed out by, e.g. Dry@0{@ and Veismann (2008). Although
the present thesis manily focuses on linguistienelats that belong to the grammatical
category termeddpositionsin the semantic analysis, | have also lookethatse of these
linguistic items asdverbsandparticles. The question of how the membership of a lexical
unit in a certain word class influences its meanigf course interesting, but this issue is
outside the scope of the present thesis. Simitarliyeismann (2008), | agree with O’'Dowd
(1998) who has shown that the realization of th#see word classes depends on

discourse-functional factors.

In the following two sections a detailed descriptiof the adposition categoiy
English and Estonian is given, with special at@ntlevoted to the definition and syntactic

characterization of this grammatical category ithdanguages.

® Estonian grammatical tradition makes a distinctietweerindependent advertendaffixal adverbs (Erelt
et al. 1993, 1995). The present thesis uses time perticle to talk about both the English and Estonian
adverb/adposition-like elements in phrasal vertstrmigtions.
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1.2.1 The Category of Adpositions in English

One of the primary ways in which languages diffexndf one another is in the
relative ordering of subject (S), verb (V), and extj(O), i.e. in their word order (Dryer
2007: 61). It has been pointed out that if one knohe relative ordering of V and O in a
language, then one can also predict the orderirghar constituents, including adpositions
and nouns (Whaley 1997: 86). In English, the tylpieard order is SVO, and thus we can
predict that it has the ordering “adposition + nb(lrehmann 1973, 1978, cited in Whaley
1997). Though the vast majority of adpositions migksh are indeegrepositions it has a
few words that can be analysed as postpositiogsago andnotwithstandingDryer 2007:
75).

According to the general definition of a prepositio traditional grammar, it is a
word that normally precedes a noun or pronoun amdiwexpresses the latter’s relation to
another word (Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 598).most cases, there is also the
requirement that all prepositions take NP compldmeA novel approach is taken by
Huddleston and Pullum, who have adopted, in thein @vords, “a significantly different
conception of prepositions” (2002: 598). As theeriselves constantly stress, their
significantly different conception is that they ¢éafgrepositions to be heads of phrases; this
leads to a considerable increase in the set of swoaitbgorised as prepositions (Huddleston
and Pullum 2002: 598). However, the novelty doesli@oin taking prepositions to be
heads of phrases, but in that they expand the xbwnteere they give prepositions head-

status. They provide the following definition, whitalso concur with:

PREPOSITION a relatively closed grammatically distinct classaafrds whose most
central members characteristically express spagiations or serve to mark various
syntactic functions and semantic roles. (Huddlestweh Pullum 2002: 603).

It has been pointed out that the class of prepwstis similar to other word classes
and constructions, in particular to adverbs, cocfjions, verbs, and adjectives (Quirk et al.
1985: 658, Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 600). Froes¢ similarities, the most relevant
one for this work is that between prepositions adderbs. English prepositions are items
which are often identical with and semantically ismto adverbs. Quirk et al. have

proposed the ternprepositional adverb to talk about “a particle which is formally
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identical to or related to a preposition, and whaften behaves like a preposition with
ellipted complement” (1985: 713). The following exales are taken from Quirk et al.
(1985: 713):

4, A car drove past the door =pastis a preposition
A car drove past = pastis a prepositional adverb

Although Quirk et al. (1985) use the teprepositional adverpthey regard this
grammatical category as distinct from that of pegpons. In this respect, a different
approach is taken by Huddleston and Pullum (2008),5vho have included a subset of
traditional adverbs in the preposition categoryey point out that “the traditional account
does not allow a preposition without a complemdnit within a framework where
prepositions function as head of phrases /.../ tleen® principled basis for imposing such
a condition” (Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 600). §hsuch words likelownstairs which

never take complements are also included in theggsigon category.

Still, Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 604) recogrifes the prototypical preposition
takes an NP as complement. This is considered aortamt distinguishing property of
prepositions. Below is a list of functions of pregmnal phrases, taken from Huddleston
and Pullum (2002: 646):

i. |gave the key to Sue = complement in clause
ii. She putthe key in her bag = (goal) complement in clause
iii. They are under the table = (locative) complement in clause
iv. She had slept in the attic = adjunct in clause
v. Where’s [the key to the atic = complement in NP
vi. They bought [a house with a flat rof = modifier in NP
vii. There are now [fewer than a hundrsdats left. = complement in DP
viii. [Only one_in twent}candidates were shortlisted. = modifier in DP
ix. They are still [very keen on surfihg = complement in AdjP
X. He was [tired to the point of exhaustjon = modifier in AdjP
xi. He likes to do things [differently from everyones&l = complementin AdvP
Xii. I'll be seeing her [later in the wekk = modifier in AdvP

Within the category of English prepositions, a twemof subdivisions can be made.
For example, a distinction has been drawn betwesiral and marginal prepositions
(Quirk et al. 1985, Huddleston and Pullum 2002).sMof the central prepositions in

English (or any language) have meanings that caneigher spatial location, or change of
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location, or extension of those notions into thaehsion of time, or notions derived more
broadly from them through metaphor (Huddleston &uwilum 2002: 647). Quirk et al.
(1985) make a further distinction betwesmple andcomplex prepositions. The boundary
between these types of prepositions is an uncedaeén The EngliStMEDIAL REGION
prepositionsbetween, among, amongst, amid, amidskong to the central and simple
subclasses, while ai& the centre ofand in the middle ofare taken to be complex

prepositions.

Counting the prepositions presented under the ctispecategories of simple and
complex prepositions in Quirk et al. (1985), ona gat a rough idea of the possible size of
the category of prepositions in English. Quirk le{(#985: 665671) have given around 90
simple (70 central and 20 marginal) prepositionsispbbout another 90 complex
prepositions (40 two-word sequences and 50 three-vgequences). However, it is
important to emphasise that this is only an appnakeé number there are issues that
complicate the determination of the actual sizee Guch complicating issue is the
“gradienc€ between complex prepositions and free noun-phsaspiences. Quirk et al.
(1985: 671) talk about a scale of “cohesivenesat thns from a sequence which behaves
like a simple preposition, to one which behaves bkset of grammatically separate units,
e.g.in spite of (weatherdndon the shelf by (the door)

According to Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 61&mplex prepositions are
“expressions consisting of a preposition followgdabnoun (sometimes precededtbg or
a), followed in turn by a second preposition and N (or gerund-participial)”. Such

sequences can be schematically presented as:
Prep (Article) N, Prep X

The most fossilised of these sequences like,by.glint of should be distinguished

from free expressions likehe put it on the photo of her sd#owever, modern descriptive

grammars have tended to extend the category of leamprepositions, and there is
accordingly some variation in dictionary practidepending on how much they have taken

into account such work (Huddleston and Pullum 2@&18).

" Cf. Landau and Jackendoff (1993: 224) who havegsed that there are around 80 to 100 prepositions
English, but their list did not include the compf@epositions.
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The distinction between complex prepositions aee fxpressions is also relevant

in connection with EnglisSMEDIAL REGION prepositions. Although the present thesis has

included such sequences iasthe centre ofandin the middle ofin the set of complex
prepositions, neither Quirk et al. (1985) nor Hedtbn and Pullum (2002) explicitly
include them in their lists of complex preposititiriEheOxford English Dictionary(OED)

also does not have an independent entry for thgeessions, but discusses them under the

main entries of “centre” and “middle” respectiveljyowever, the present thesis takes them

to be complex prepositions because they do not ipeitme full range of syntactic

manipulations that apply for free expressions.

Table 1 presents the syntactic manipulations gibgnHuddleston and Pullum

(2002: 619) that are used in determining the symtestatus of fossilised elements, i.e.

complex prepositions, and free expressions. Itgmissthe comparison of the syntactic

manipulations allowed by the free expressiime put it [on the photo of her sorthe

fossilised expressioBhe achieved this [by dint of hard workhd the proposed complex

prepositionsShe put it [in the centre of the flocahdShe put it [in the middle of the wall]

Table 1. Comparison of the syntactic manipulationsllowed'° by free expressions and
fossilised complex preposition's

free expression

fossilised expression

complex pregtion

Syntactic
manipulation

on the photo of her sor

N

by dint of hard wor

in the centre of the
floor

in the middle of the
wall

occurrence without
Prep

She has lost [the photo
of her son].

*[Dint of hard work]
achieves wonders.

Near [the centre of
the floor] were
found three large
stones.

When using this
method,[the middle
of the wall] is
generally filled with
earth.

omission of

Prep + X

She put it [on the

photo].

*She achieved this [by
dint].

She put it [in the
centre].

She put it [in the
middle].

8 It is worth noting that although Quirk et al. (B)&lo not explicitly mention the prepositiomthe middle of
under the category of complex prepositions, it edh be concluded from a different context thaeyh
actually do take this lexical unit to be a (complprepositionin the middle ofs used as one of the example
prepositions in describing the possible modificata prepositionsThe dog was lying rightin the middle
of> the floor(Quirk et al. 1985: 713).
° | have used the online version of the 20-volumeo8d Edition of the OEDhttp:/dictionary.oed.cor(it
can be accessed for free through Tartu Univershydry's server).
% The symbol * indicates that a given manipulatisrdisallowed, the symbol ? indicates the questienab

acceptability.

" The data for the free expression the photo of her scand the fossilised expressiby dint of hard work
are taken from Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 618 BNC and the internet were used in deciding en th
acceptability of corresponding manipulations withhe centre o&ndin the middle of
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modification of N

She put it [on the
crumpled photo of her
son].

*She achieved this [by
pure dint of hard work].

She put it [in the
very centre of the
floor].

She put it [in the
very middle of the
wall].

number change in
Nl

She put them [on the
photos of her son].

*She achieved this [by
dints of hard work].

*She put it [in the
centres of the floor].

*She put it [in the
middles of the wall].

determiner change

She put it [on this photg
of her son].

*She achieved this [by
the dint of hard work].

*She put it [in this
centre of the floor].

*She put it [in this
middle of the wall].

genitive alternation

She put it [on her son’s
photo].

*She achieved this [by
hard work’s dint].

?She put it [in the
floor’s centre].

?She put it [in the
wall’'s middle].

coordination of N

She put it [on the
photos and drawings of
her son].

*She achieved this [by
dint and way of hard
work].

*She put it [in the
centre and top of the
floor].

*She put it [in the
middle and top of
the wall].

coordination of

She put it [on the
photos of her son and ¢

*She achieved this [by
fdint of hard work and

*She put it [in the
centre of the floor

*She put if [in the
middle of the wall

Preg + X Kim]. of sheer persistence]. | and of ceiling]. and of the floor].
fronting of *the son of whorshe *the hard work of *the floor of which | *the wall of which
Prep +gx put it [on the photo] whichshe achieved thig she put it [in the she put it [in the

[by dint]

centre]

middle]

From this comparative table it can be concluded althoughin the middle ofand

in the centre ofare not completely fossilized, they still do nabal the majority of the

manipulations that free expressions do. Thus, geinawe cannot draw distinct boundaries

for the category of complex prepositions. Rather,have another instance of items that lie

between the two extremes, but becausthe middle ofindin the centre obehave more

like by dint ofthanon the photo gfthey are taken to be complex prepositions irptiesent

work. In addition to the syntactic manipulationsegi in Huddleston and Pullum (2002),

Quirk et al. (1985: 671) also mention another ssttamanipulation that is relevant in the

discussion ofin the middle ofandin the centre of Namely, they point out (Quirk et al.

1985: 671) that an indicator of an expression’sastic separateness is the fact that Prep

can be varied. Botim the middle ofndin the centre otan take the forms @it the middle

of, at the centre of, to the middle of, to the e=of, from the middle of, from the centre of

However, the complex prepositions withas Prep are more frequent than those wat

there are 2846 instancesinfthe middle of/s. 18 instances cft the middle gfand 1057

instances oin the centre o¥s. 749 instances @it the centre ofit is interesting thain vs.

at the centre oShows only marginal preference fior as Prep This might point to the

conclusion thain the middle ofs more fossilised thain the centre of

To conclude, it can be claimed that the categorgdpgfositions in English is not an

uncontroversial one. Recent approaches (Huddleatwh Pullum 2002) have taken a
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somewhat novel and different approach in descritadgositions. Still, in the present
thesis, the Cognitive Grammar description of woldsses is found most appropriate.
Section 1.2.3 discusses how Cognitive Grammar agprdiffers from the more traditional
approaches. In addition to the problems of diststyng between prepositions and
prepositional adverbs, a relevant problem for thesgnt thesis involves the distinction
between free expressions and complex prepositfmikwing the syntactic manipulations
presented in Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 619ya& concluded tham the centre oand

in the middle oare complex prepositions.

1.2.2 The Category of Adpositions in Estonian

As pointed out at the beginning of the previousssghion, one of the primary ways
in which languages differ from one another is ia tklative ordering of subject (S), verb
(V), and object (O) (Dryer 2007: 61). The Estonianguage, like other Finnic languages,
has presumably changed from a historical SOV to Se¥@d is predominantly
postpositional (Grinthal 2003: 45). In fact, thetdBgan data set is interesting in this
respect that the Estonian category of adpositiass d typologically “double character”
(Grunthal 2003: 45), i.e. there are both prepas#tiand postpositions in Estonian. Mixed
adpositional systems are exceptional in the wotlguages (Dryer 2005, Grunthal 2003:
45). However, Grinthal (2003:45) has pointed oat the number of prepositions is rather
small and does not exceed 20-25% of all adpositidhe majority of EstoniamEDIAL
REGION adpositions studied in the present thesis pastpositions (hulgas, keskel, seas,
vahe), but there is also onpreposition (kese} in the dataset. Thus, attention is given
below to the morpho-syntactic characteristics othbpostpositional and prepositional
phrases in Estonian. Some comments will also beenmssbut the morpho-syntactic
differences between these two adpositional phrases.

A number of Estonian linguists have pointed outt tthee boundaries between
Estonian word classes are not always clear-cute{&an 1972: 71, Veski 1982: 6, Erelt et
al. 1995: 38, Grunthal 2003: 46, Villup 1969: 8,idfeann 2008: 335). Karelson (1972: 71)
has indicated that the fuzziness of word class taues in Estonian is increased by the
fact that the distributional criteria in traditidngrammars are vague, too general and at

times even incompatible. Being involved in the msx of writing up the entries of
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adpositions forEesti Kirjakeele Seletav S&naraam@KSS), he had very practical
concerns and pointed out the need for the recoraide of the category of adpositions in

Estonian grammars (Karelson 1972: 71).

Similarly to the category of prepositions in Englismajority of Estonian
adpositions can also be used as independent adeerdfixal adverb¥ (the following

examples are taken from Erelt et al. 1995: 33):

5. a)Ta on kusagil seal taga (= adverb)

heNOM bePRSSG3 somewhere there  behind
‘He is somewherbehind there.’

b) Ta ajab meid taga (= affixal adverb or particle)
heNoM makePRSSG3 wePRT behind
‘He is chasing us.’

c)Ta on meie taga. (= postposition)
heNoMm bePRSSG3  weGENbehind
‘He isbehind us.’

However, Karelson (1972: 72) has pointed out thaémains unclear why in the
combinationkoos vennagawith brother’ we have an adposition and in the bamations
laks vennaga kaasde/she went with his/her brother amh vennaga kaasas with
his/her brother’ an adverb. In addition, it is algorth noting that because most present-day
adpositions are morpho-semantically transparerdyettis no clear boundary between
adpositions and inflected nouns (Grunthal 2003: S6ch grammatical homonymy causes

problems also in the practical task of tagging ooagHabicht et al. 2000).

Taking into account the above mentioned problentb determining word classes,
Grinthal has rightly emphasised that “the idea ompgrehensive and exact list of
adpositions is, in principle, contradictory” (200&6). He goes on to demonstrate that in
different grammatical descriptions and lexical ®@wvs the number of adpositions varies
greatly and depends on the way they are deternf@gihthal 2003: 56). It is interesting to
note, at this point, that while the English desorgpgrammars (e.g. Quirk et al. 1985) give
at least approximate numbers for the category pbsitions, no such list can be found in
the Estonian descriptive gramntaesti Keele Grammatikd 993, 1995). As one of the few
linguists researching specifically Estonian adposg, Palmeos (1973) does give an

extensive list of Estonian adpositions along witteit different uses. Moreover, the

12 See footnote 6 p. 18 for the teafiixal adverb
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following numbers have been posited for Estoniaonelke (cited in Grinthal 2003: 56)
gives 89 adposition stems for Estonian, Tauli (tite Grunthal 2003: 56) lists 140
postpositions, and EKSS (cited in Grinthal 2003: giGes a somewhat larger number of
185 adpositions in total, 135 are exclusively posifions and 29 exclusively prepositions,
and 19 are bipositiondl Here, | agree with Griinthal who has rightly siateat the:
“variation in the entries of the Standard Estoremguage provides an illustrative
example of the lexical and morphosyntactic ambivedeof adpsotions. Some of the
entries are presented and reported as adpositdmsieas others are presented

within their historical framework as subentriesagfverbs, nouns or denominalised
verbs.” (2003: 56)

In defining the category of adpositions in Estoni#& is commonly stated that
adpositions are uninflected words which belong tiogie with a nominal and express
different relations with that nominal (Palmeos 1933Erelt et al. 1995: 33). A distinctive
morphological characteristic of Estonian adposgiithat like adverbs and particles they
constitute three-member sets that are semantieaity grammatically divided into the
lative, locative, and separative form (see TableTRE lative member expresses direction
and takes either an illative or allative case egdihe locative member expresses location
and takes either an inessive or adessive case ggrithie@ separative member expresses
direction and takes an elative or ablative casengndriinthal (2003: 74) has presented a
list of adpositions in Standard Estonian where loées that 83% of unambiguously
genitive-governing Standard Estonian postpositicarsy a productive local case ending.
He states that “considering the fact that the iotdocal cases (illative, inessive, elative)
denote more concrete spatial relations than theriextones, it is somewhat surprising that
Estonian postpositions most commonly display thesaive” (Grunthal 2003: 74). He goes
on to state that “however, this would appear Idgicahe light of the diachronic change
that has influenced the exterior local cases irumber of Finnic languages” (Grunthal
2003: 74). It should be noted that there is an ledjg&ribution of interior and exterior local
case endings among the three-member sets of EstaB@AL REGION postpositions (see
Table 2).

3 The termbipositionalrefers to syntactically ambiguous adpositions Whigy occur either as prepositions
or postpositions (Griinthal 2003: 46).
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Table 2. The three-member sets of EstoniamEDIAL REGION postpositions

LATIVE LOCATIVE SEPARATIVE
(illative, allative) (inessive, adessive) (elative, ablative)
. hulka‘(to) among’ hulgas‘(in) among’ hulgast‘from among’
Interior " ; : ; ;
sekka(to) among seas(in) among seastfrom among
Exterior keskelé(to) the middle of’ kesketat the middle of’ keskeltfrom the middle/ of’
vahele'(to) between’ vahel‘(at) between’ vahelt'from between’

A very interesting research topic would be to stwdyether and how the case
endings influence the meaning of Estonian postijposif i.e. does it somehow reflect in
their semantics which case endings, either intenmaxterior, they have affixed during the
course of grammaticalization. Unfortunately, trgésue cannot be further discussed in the
present thesis, but cross-linguistic studies anegbearried out in this area by the research

groups headed by Ojutkangas and Huumo.

The Estonian adpositional phrase consists of ammMiPa pre- or postposition (Erelt
et al. 1993: 137). Estonian adpositional phrasepe@&ally prepositional phrases are
exocentric, because neither of the two constitueatsbe omitted (Erelt et al. 1993: 137,
Grinthal 2003: 47). According to Griunthal (2003:) $bstpositional phrases are also
exocentric, but they are syntactically more flegithhan prepositions. Table 3 presents the
morphosyntax and case government of Estonian atpusi

Table 3. The morphosyntactic structure of Estoniamadpositional phrases (Grunthal
2003: 62)

Adposition type Inflection of noun Inflection of adposition
Preposition N + PART Not inflected
(occasionally + GEN or INSTR)
Postposition N + GEN Commonly inflected; most
frequently a local case suffix

At the clause level, the Estonian adpositional girhas two basic functions, that of an
adverbial (6a) and adverbial modifier (6b) (Erelak 1993: 137):

6. a)Ta kbndis Umber maja
heNoM walk-PST.SG3 around houseEN
‘He/She walkediround the housge
b) T66 peale mbtlemine ei lasknud teda uinuda

JObGEN onto thinkingom not letPST.PCPL  hePRT fall-asleepsup
‘Thinking about the jobprevent him from going to sleep.’
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Griinthal (2003: 63) emphasises that although pregoes and postpositions belong
to the same category and the same items may iaircerases even be used both as
prepositions and postpositions, their syntactiafimn and relation with respect to the noun
differ in many ways. Table 3 presents the main osgntactic characteristics of Estonian
prepositional and postpositional phrases.

Table 4. The morphosyntactic characteristics of theEstonian prepositional and
postpositional phrases (Grinthal 2003: 65)

Prepositions Postpositions
predominantly partitive-governing predominantly gee-dominant
low degree of inflection, occasional case| higher degree of inflection, case inflection
inflection to some extent
no possessive suffixes
prevailing semantic roles: path, prevailing semantic roles: spatial
circumspatial
additional NP determiners such as no free word may be added between the
pronouns and attributes may be located | noun and the postposition
between the two components of PrepP

Tauli (1966: 44) has also proposed that the meaafnipe prepositions is often
more abstract and that of the postposition morecrete. Although this is an appealing
claim, the linguistic data for the EstonianeEDIAL REGION postposition keskel and

prepositiorkesetdoes not substantiate it.

To conclude, it can be claimed that the categorgdpfositions in Estonian, like in
English, is not an uncontroversial one. Many quastiand issues remain, for example, in
distinguishing the use of a linguistic element gsoatposition or an adverb. In Estonian,
grammatical homonymy also plays a role and somewtwhplicates matters. A
distinguishing aspect of Estonian is that it hathlmepositions and postpositions. Having
outlined the descriptive and traditional accountadposition categories in English and
Estonian, | will now turn to the Cognitive Grammagatment of word classes, which in
comparison with descriptive approaches, emphadisessymbolic, i.e. semantic and

conceptual nature of word classes.

1.2.3 Word Classes in Cognitive Grammar

One of the central postulations of Cognitive Gramiadhat it does not recognise a

distinct level of syntactic organization (Taylor @0 164, Langacker 1987, 2008).
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However, Cognitive Grammar does not deny the exégteof such categories asun,
verb, adverb, preposition, clausefc., but these are taken to be symbolic units. In
Cognitive Grammar the interplay between distribodilo and symbolic, i.e. semantic,
aspects of word classes is emphasised (Taylor 2082). According to Langacker (2008:
93), one of the fundamental dogmas of modern Istgutheory includes that grammatical
classes cannot be defined semantically. Althougbemodescriptive grammars do employ
semantic criteria (e.g. Quirk et al. 1985, Huddlasand Pullum 2002, Erelt et al. 1993,
1995), it can be seen from the above discussidratha of definitional criteria still has to

do with morpho-syntactic aspects.

My conclusions are in accordance with Langacked&aithat “[tJraditional terms
lack precise definition, are inconsistent in thepplication, and are generally inadequate
(let alone optimal) for describing grammar” (20@8). Although Langacker does express
his dissatisfaction with traditional categories, &#@l regards such central terms as
preposition, adverb, participléuseful enough and so frequently invoked that tican
hardly be avoided” (2008: 96). Moreover, he adrttit “if they are not pushed too far,
traditional grammatical classes have consideradderiptive unity over a wide spectrum of

diverse languages” (Langacker 2008: 122).

In comparison to more traditional approaches, tbgn@ive Grammar account of
grammatical categories meets “the requirementseafgoflexible, allowing cross-cutting
classifications, and accommodating both constrogbased and meaning-based classes"
(Langacker 2008: 123). Because cognitive salierscea imatter of degree, Cognitive
Grammar does not posit any fixed, definite inveyptolr universal categories. Instead, how

many classes we adopt/identify depends on the démthr analysis.

As already mentioned, Cognitive Grammar providesoaceptual definition of
major word classes (Langacker 1987, 2008). Whatrtleans in essence is that “[c]ategory
members represent experientially groundszhceptual archetypesand as such are
appropriate as theorototypes for linguistic categories” (Langacker 2008: 94). An
important Cognitive Grammar notion related to catemation isprofiling . In Cognitive
Grammar terminology the profile of an expressionwisat the expression designates
(Taylor 2002: 591, Langacker 2008: 98). Langack&08: 98) points out that profiling is
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critically important for the following reason: “whadetermines an expression’s
grammatical category is not its overall conceptu@itent, but the nature of its profile in
particular”. The profile is the focus of attention within thentent evoked. For example,
whetherbatis categorised as a noun or as a verb depends ethavht profiles the wooden

implement or the action of using it (Langacker 200@).

In Cognitive Grammar all words designate entitiesngacker (1987: 198, 2008:
98) usesentity as a useful cover term for anything we might core®f or refer to for
analytical purposes; it can be applied to anythifigen describing conceptual structure:
things, relations, quantities, sensations, changesations, dimensions, points on a scale,
interconnections, values, and so on. In schematgrams® entities are shown as

rectangles (Figure l1a).

Langacker (2008) defines the basic word classagrms of what an expression
profiles™. At the most general level, Langackerian Cogniti@ammar makes a

fundamental distinction between nominal predicatiand relational predication: “a
nominal predication designates #ing, while arelational predication designates either
an atemporal relation or a process$ (Langacker 1987: 183). Thus a noun is defined
schematically as an expression that profiles egthimd the members of other basic classes
profile relationships. In Cognitive Grammar diagsgam thing is represented by a circle
(Figure 1b); relationships are often depicted medi or arrows connecting the entities
participating in them (Figure 1c-d). In additionttee basic distinction between things and
relationships, various kinds of more specific rielaships are distinguished in Cognitive
Grammar. The distinction betweenpeocessand anon-processual relationis the most
fundamental. A verb in Cognitive Grammar is scheca#ly defined as an expression that
profiles a process (developing through time, regmeesd by thearrow labelledt in Figure
1d). A number of other traditional categories, urithg adjective, adverb, preposition, and

participle are all characterised as profiling neagessual relationships (Figure 1c).

14 Schematic descriptions form an essential part agritive Grammar framework and the schematic
diagrams presented here are later applied in thlysia of English and EstoniareDIAL REGION adpositions.
!5 The following discussion is based on Langacked&0
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Figure 1. Schematic diagrams for the basic Cognitey Grammar categories
(Langacker 2008: 99)
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Within the global category afon-processual relationshipsa further distinction is
made based on the number and nature of their fiaéitipants. Within a relationship, it is
usual for one participant to be made the primacy$o(thetrajector ); additionally, there is
often a secondary focal participant (faedmark).'® This trajector/landmark organization
is inherent in the meanings of relational expressi@ven when the focused elements fail
to be overtly manifested. This relationship betwdenal participants is crucial in
Cognitive Grammar for distinguishing between difatr relational expressions, i.e. such
traditional word classes as adjective, adverb, ameposition. This distinction is
particularly relevant for the purposes of the pnéghesis, as my study includes both
prepositions and adverbs. These may be taken #geth constituting the “global
category” of non-processual relations (Langackeéd82@00). The schematic descriptions
for the members of the category of non-proces®lations are given in Figure 2. The most
basic difference between these categories is whétleee is a single focal participant or
two: adjectives and adverbs differ from prepositions in having only single focal
participant (a trajector but no focused landmarkadidition, adjectives and adverbs differ
from one another in the nature of their trajecéaljectives have things as their trajector and
adverbs have relationships (Figure 2a-b). A prejowss trajector can be either a thing or a
relationship (characterised schematically as aityemthich refers to both things and

relationships), while its landmark is a thing (Higc).

% The notions ofrajector andlandmarkwere introduced in section 1.1.1.
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Figure 2. The Cognitive Grammar category of non-preessual relations (Langacker
2008: 116)

(@) Adjective (b)  Adverb (c) Preposition
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The distinctive property of prepositions is the fesnng of secondary focal
prominence on a thing, a landmark. This landmask@essed by the prepositional object,
e.g. in August under the bed with a screwdriver A preposition may have both
“adjectival” uses, where the trajector is a thieggmple 7a), and “adverbial” uses, where
the trajector is a relationship (example 7b) (Lakga 2008: 117):

7. a)the last weekenéh Augustthe dustunder the beda boywith a screwdriver
b) They got marriedn Augustjt's hot under the bedshe opened iith a screwdriver

This is particularly the type of overlap that th& @pproach tries to give account
of, by not considering traditional categories ofeatlves, adverbs, and prepositions as
mutually exclusive classes. As a summary of the &@roach to word classes, | have
presented in Figure 3 the coarse-grained taxondrttyeomajor lexical categories provided
by Taylor (2002: 221).
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Figure 3. Taxonomy of the major lexical categoriesn Cognitive Grammar (Taylor
2002: 221)

entity
thing /\relation
(npoun) /\
tempora atemporal
(verb) /\
overt Lm incorporated Lm

N N

nominal L relationa Lm nominal T relational T
(preposition) (conjunction)  (adjective) (adverb)

It can be concluded that although modern descepgirammars (e.g. Huddelston
and Pullum 2002) have taken a more meaning-bag@dagh in describing the category of
adpositions, the most useful approach for the mepof the present thesis is that of
Cognitive Grammar. This framework allows us to ¢des the uses OMEDIAL REGION
adpositions as adverbs and particles as belongingd and the same category, that of non-
processual relations. Of course, this does notestile many interesting issues related to
word classes, e.g. whether there are corresponsidiatereen what a lexical item means
and its word class membership. The issue of woadsels merits, no doubt, an entire
doctoral dissertation or even several ones. Sime@inphasis in the present thesis is on the
semantic properties rather than morpho-syntactiaratterisation ofMEDIAL REGION
adpositions, | have deliberately avoided tryingptimvide clear-cut definitions for the
categories of prepositions, postposition, advedms] particles. Instead, | pertain to the

conceptual account provided in Cognitive Grammar.

As to “those diagrams”, | would like to quote Laogar who nicely summarises the

ups and downs of using diagrams in Cognitive Granmesearch:

On occasion | resort to diagrams. Of course, trasmsions are rather frequent,
and critics will no doubt aver that | use them essbeely. It is certainly true that
works in [Cognitive Grammar] (including this onepaften replete with diagrams,
ranging from simple, cartoon-like sketches to etat®technical displays of great
complexity. There is, | suppose, no reason to lmogpetic about it. After all, the
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pages of staid linguistics journals are often $pdswith tree-like diagrams drawn
by formal syntacticians (not to mention phonolag)ist/.../ Indeed, we are
witnessing the emergence of “scientific visualiaatiand the growing recognition
of its importance to theory and research.

The diagrams must, however, be used with cautmmthiey can be misleading as
well as informative: like any other notation, thewit as much as they reveal, and
they are biasing if not distorting. Constant awassnof their limitations is well
advised. (Langacker 2008-92)

1.3 Cognitive Semantics Approach to Adpositions

This section outlines the cognitive linguistic apgches that have played a major
role in the recent cross-linguistic studies on isp#énguage expressions. Some of the key
notions of these approaches are also used in #semrwork on the semantics of English
and EstoniarMEDIAL REGION adpositions. The section starts off with a shosdtdrical
overview; it will then go on to explain the key il and assumptions made about
meaning incognitive semantics Cognitive semantics is here taken as a cover terrthe
work of such scholars as Langacker (1987, 2008kotfa(1987), Johnson (1987),
Fauconnier and Turner (2002), Talmy (2000), Sweef$890), who share some basic
assumption about the essence of a semantic thifiey.reviewing some general construal
operations relevant in studying spatial languagféerént more specific proposals for the
semantic analysis of adpositions are discussedci@pattention is paid to Langacker’'s
network model which is employed, together with tietational conventions of Cognitive
Grammar (explicated in the previous section), ia #emantic analysis of English and

EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions.

Adpositions have been a neglected issue in getiagalistics (Zelinsky-Wibbelt
1993: 1). During the second half of the last cgnthiowever, interest in adpositions has
grown tremendously, so that it is no longer possiiol keep up to date with all of the
studies published. Earlier studies on spatial aitipos took what has been termed tis¢
method approach to the issue. These were concerned wihiding lists of uses for
particular adpositions and other grammatical categqHaspelmath 2003: 214). Although
such lengthy lists of uses already indicated tlobgole polysemous nature of adpositions,
it was only with the beginning of cognitive lingtics that the polysemy of adpositions

began to attract wider attention in linguistics.eQof the first and to date most important
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cognitive semantic studies on spatial languagealmy’'s How Language Structures Space
(1983). Talmy (1983) and other earlier researcliers. Bennett 1975, Herskovits 1986,
Landau and Jackendoff 1993) have focused on theefeic and topological properties of
location expressions, i.e. on how linguistic foremcode the geometric relations between
objects. More recent studies have also embracest @dhtors such as force-dynamics and
function in their approaches to prepositional seman(e.g. Coventry, Carmichael and
Garrod 1994, Coventry and Garrod 2004, Feist 26@dst and Gentner 2003, Navarro-
Ferrando 1998, Tyler and Evans 2003, Vandeloisd J198Many of these researchers have
carried out different experiments which have conéid the assumption that the semantic

representation of prepositions should include geonmas well as functional information.

Semantics plays a central role in cognitive lingass “meaning is what language is
all about” (Langacker 1987: 12). Theentrality of meaning is the main feature that
distinguishes cognitive linguistics from the autormwus approaches to linguistics (Lee
2001: 1, Saeed 2003: 344). Taylor (2002: 186) panit that meaning is a difficult topic to
address in a systematic way and that it has sitogén ignored in the Bloomfieldian and
Chomskyan tradition. Cognitive semantics, howevieas successfully managed to
incorporate semantics into linguistic theory -sitoy now an integral part in any linguistic
studies and descriptions. Cognitive semantics cansben as an opposite to the
propositional and truth-conditional semantic thegyiwhich typically assume that language
is a separate faculty of the human mind (Chomsky719965; Fodor 1983). Cognitive
linguists refute this kind of objectivist approaahd argue instead for a conceptualist view.
According to Lakoff:

Where objectivism defines meaning independentlthefnature and experience of

thinking beings, experiential realism characterizesmning in terms agmbodiment

that is, in terms of our collective biological caftees and our physical and social
experiences as beings functioning in our envirortm@akoff 1987: 266-267)

Thus, one of the basic hypotheses of cognitive séosgis that meaning is
conceptualisation (Croft and Cruse 2004: 40). Scholars from the gogntradition all
view language as embedded in human cognition,in.experience, understanding, and
imagination. In cognitive semantics, linguistic me® is embodied — it has an
experientialist basis. According to Saeed, semagpecesentations have to be grounded in

some way and in cognitive semantics this “groundingought not directly in reality [...]
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but in conceptual structures derived from the eepee of having human bodies and of
sharing in social conventions, and all that thigplies (2003: 379). Thus, words have
meaning only for people who use them to mean sanggthvords in themselves mean
nothing (Johnson 1987: 177).

1.3.1 Construal Operations

Construal is an important concept in cognitive semanticfeittains to the notion
that situations can be framed in different waysoadiog to the possible different
conceptualisations of the relationship betweerp#réicipants in the scene. It also relates to
the idea that an expression’s meaning dependsctordeother than the situation described,
e.g. background knowledge of the language usess,ptiysical, social, and linguistic
context (Langacker 2008: 4). Thus, cognitive lirsgisiinvestigate the conceptual processes
which reveal the importance of the speaker’s coastof a scene (Saeed 2003: 345). One
and the same scene may be expressed in differgrs, \dapending on what the speaker

wants to highlight.

Croft and Cruse (2004: 40-73) describe a whole eanfi conceptualization
processes aronstrual operationsthat humans employ in language and which can &e se
as instances of general cognitive processes. Hpgroach is novel in bringing together
under one general classification the many constop@rations identified by various
cognitive linguists, e.g. Talmy’s (1988) imaginiegstems, Langacker’s focal adjustments
(1987), and Johnson’s (1987) image schémaBroft and Cruse (2004: 45-46) list the
construal operations under four basic cognitiveitads in different aspects of experience:
attention/salience, judgement/comparison, persggsituatedness, constitution/Gestalt.
These operations reveal the importance attachedgdnitive semantics to the role of the
speaker’s construal of a situation in determiningamng. From the different linguistic
construal operations put forward, the present shesikes use of the following: profiling,
scope of attention, metaphor, categorization, @&fgnound, perspective, structural

schematization, and image schemas.

" For a discussion on similarities, differences, amdrlappings in the classification of construaégtions
in these approaches, see Croft and Cruse 2004 3pp3.
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One of the most fundamental cognitive processegea@lto language is attention
(Croft and Cruse 2004: 46). It is characteristiatténtion that we can select one object or
another as the focus of our attention. Langack@8712008) uses the terpmofiling for
this cognitive ability of selection. A linguisticxpression selects a certain body of
conceptual meaning as the basis for its meaning;hwh Cognitive Grammar is called the
base (Langacker 2008:. 66). Within this base, attentisndirected to a particular
substructure, called therofile; “thus an expression’s profile stands out as thecsic

focusof attention within its /.../ scope” (Langacker 2068)!?

This focus of attention or focal adjustment (Largacl1987, 2008) is therefore
related to the construal operatistope of attention Croft and Cruse (2004: 50) note that a
grammatical constraint that makes reference tostiope of attention is the way locative
expressions specifying a location are combinedelng feature, at least for the present
author, ofMEDIAL REGION adpositions in both English and Estonian is tha/ thppear in
what Langacker (1987: 285) has called “nested iegatonstructions. Langacker (ibid.)
provides the following example of this phenomendhe heating pad is upstairs in the
bedroom in the closet on the top shelh such constructions, each locative expression
profiles an entity in the scope defined by the pdatg locative expression (Croft and
Cruse 2004: 51). According to Langacker (1987:-28®), the order of locative phrases in
nested constructions is significant — each locaseeves to confine the location of the
trajector to a smaller region than the precedingpftCand Cruse also emphasise that

“scrambling the order of locative expressions @esabgnitive chaos” (2004: 51).

Probably the most widely discussed construal ojmgrah cognitive linguistics is
metaphor. The approach to metaphor taken in cognitive listies is termed Conceptual
Metaphor Theory and it was developed by Lakoff datinson in their seminal book
Metaphors We Live B{1980). In the classification of construal openasidoy Croft and
Cruse (2004: 54) metaphor, together with anothentrae conceptual process
categorisation involves the psychological processes of judgeraadtcomparison, i.e. we
judge something as similar to something else. Mgjorff cognitive linguists agree with the

18 See section 1.2.3 for further discussion on pnfil
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proposals of Lakoff and Johson (1980) that metaph@ssential to categorisation of the
world and thinking processes. As Johnson puts it:
[Metaphor] is one of the chief cognitive structut®s which we are able to have
coherent, ordered experiences that we can reasut abd make sense of. Through

metaphor, we make use of patterns that obtain in physical experience to
organize our more abstract understanding. (Johh881: xv)

Conceptual metaphors involve a source domain (lysuahcrete and familiar), a
target domain (usually abstract), and a relatignfl@tween the two conceptual domains,
i.e. mappings. An example of a conceptual metafarRGUMENT I1s WAR'® (Lakoff and
Johnson 1980). Conceptual metaphors are manifastinmerous linguistic expressions of
everyday speech, including idiomatic expressiohsagal verbs, collocations, compounds.
For example, the following linguistic expressioesgmples 8a-g, taken from Lakoff and

Johnson 1980) all reflect the conceptual metapRGIUMENT IS WAR

8. a)Your claims arendefensible
b) He attacked every weak poiimt my argument.
¢) His criticisms wergight on target
d) I demolishechis argument.
e) I've neverwon an argument with him.
f) If you use thistrategy he’ll wipe you out.
g) He shot downall of my arguments.

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) have distinguished betwekfferent types of
conceptual metaphors: structural, ontological amehtational. The last group is especially
important because it includes spatial metaphoegeélto spatial orientation of verticality,
€.g.HAPPY IS UR SAD IS DOWN GOOD IS UR BAD IS DOWN, etc. Cognitive linguists argue that
because of the ubiquitous nature of conceptual pheta in both language and thought,
they influence a wide range of linguistic phenomeflthough the status of conceptual
metaphors, like that of polysemy, is a heatedlyatisth issue in cognitive linguistics, no
cognitive semantic analysis can do without metagphbr Estonia, conceptual metaphor
theory has been used, for example in the studieKriynann (2002, 2003), Veismann
(2001) and Kahrik (2002). In the present thesis, ¢bnceptual metapharmMe IS SPACE
plays a role in the semantic description of soméefspatiaMEDIAL REGION adpositions

9In cognitive linguistics, the tradition is to weitonceptual metaphors with small capital letters.
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in English and Estonian. The spatial experiencbeifig located in the space between two

objects or in the middle of another object is mappeto the domain of tini&

A third example of comparison as a linguistic comast besides metaphor and
categorisation, isigure-ground alignment. The figure-ground distinction is deriviedm
Gestalt psychology and introduced into cognitivegliistics by Talmy (Croft and Cruse
2004: 56). Talmy (1983, 2000) uses the figure-gdorgtation to account for the expression
of spatial relations in natural language. All sahktelations in language (includimgeDIAL
REGION adpositions) — both location and motion — are esged by specifying the position
of one object, théigure, relative to another object, tigeound (Croft and Cruse 2004: 56).
Talmy (1983: 236231, 2000: 315316) identifies certain object properties that favthe
figure or ground construal; these are presentddbie 4 along with definitional criteria.

Table 5. Definitional and associated characteristgof Figure and Ground (Talmy
2000: 315-316, based on Talmy 1983: 23781)

Figure Ground
Has unknown spatial (or Acts as a reference entity, having
Definitional characteristics temporal) properties to be kﬂown prpper’;]les t_hat c’an
determined characterize the Figure’s
unknowns
* more movable * more permanently located
Associated characteristics e smaller * larger
» geometrically simpler » geometrically more
often pointlike) in its complex in its treatment
p p
treatment
* more recently on the » more familiar/expected
scene/in awareness
» of greater e of lesser
concern/relevance concern/relevance
e less immediately e more immediately
perceivable perceivable
* more salient, once * more backgrounded, once
perceived Figure is perceived
* more dependent * more independent

Nevertheless, humans also have the ability to pudaie the figure-ground
relations: the same object can function as figmreme context and ground in another
(Croft and Cruse 2004: 56-57). According to CraftdaCruse (2004: 58) “figure-ground

%0 See chapter 2 for specific examples wittDIAL REGION adpositions.
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alignment is an example of comparison in that the ¢lements of the scene are compared
to each other; but unlike categorization and medgpthe judgement is one of contrast
rather than similarity.” It should be pointed obat the concepts of figure-ground, profile-
base and trajector-landmark all pertain to the sphrenomenon. However, llona Tragel
and Ann Veismann (personal communication) have astgd that we can regard these
concepts in the following way: figure-ground areedigo express how humans perceive
entities in the world, profile-base are the conaaptcontents of the expression, and

trajector-landmark are used when describing thguistic expressions.

Another influential construal operation relatedttte present thesis gerspective
It is essential for spatial descriptions, but iaiso important in nonspatial domains, where
our knowledge, belief and attitudes play a fundamaderle (Croft and Cruse 2004: 58).
The present thesis adopts Langacker’'s (1987, 2008)n of perspective, which includes
both viewpoint and focus Focus has to do with the figure/ground alignmeistussed
above. Viewpoint further subsumes the notionsasftage point(the position from which
a scene is viewed) aratientation (alignment with respect to the axes of the visietl}
(Langacker 1987: 123). Thus, this construal openateflects the importance attached in
cognitive semantics to the selection of the obs&weewpoint and the choice of elements
focused on (Saeed 2003: 377). For example, inehéesceThe children ran around the
housethere is a choice between external and internavpiénts because of the dual
interpretation of the prepositicaround (ibid.). Taking an external viewpoint, the scese i
that of children running in circles outside of theuse; from an internal viewpoint, the
children are moving around in the interior of treuke. The importance of this construal
operation has been stressed by Veismann (2004, 2008), who has proposed that the
polysemous uses of Estonian adpositions can beideddy one and the same schema

from different perspectives.

An important construal operation that plays a inlénguistic space descriptions is
structural schematization, which “describes the conceptualization of theotogical,
meronomic and geometrical structure of entities #redr component parts” (Croft and
Cruse 2004: 63). This is related to such princigliésGestalt psychology as proximity,
bounding, and how humans construe a single comipter seemingly fragmented parts

(ibid.). In cognitive semantics, the most detaitiscussion of these construal operations is
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provided by Talmy (2000: 4B8)Y'. One subgroup of structural schematization is
individuation, which concerns whether or not entities are irhliated, the relations
between their parts, their multiplicity, etc. (Graind Cruse 2004: 684). This is in turn
closely related tdboundedness(Langacker 1987, Talmy 2000). Such basic struttura
properties of entities are manifested in the choica count noun, mass noun or pluralia
tanta form, and aspectual inflections for verbsofCand Cruse 2004, Langacker 2008,
Talmy 2000). These linguistic phenomena are prcigenatter of construal. Croft and
Cruse (2004: 64) give the following examplegeason, star, islandepresent individuals
bounded spatiotemporally; but@am, constellation, archipelagire also bounded entities

(count nouns) where the speaker has construeddlemmole units with distinct parts.

Another subgroup of structural schematization ftspological/geometric
schematization(Croft and Cruse 2004: 64). This construal openatsodirectly related to
image schemagClausner and Croft 1999, Johnson 1987, Lakoff 19&hich provide a
conceptualization derived from perception and hoelperience. According to Johnson:

An image schema is a recurring, dynamic patterouofperceptual interactions and

motor programs that gives coherence and structurut experience. One of the

central arguments of this book is that experielytiadsed, imaginative structures of

this image-schematic sort are integral to meanimg) r@ationality. (Johnson 1987:

Xiv)

It is important to note that image schemas arespetific images but are schem&tidhey
present schematic patterns arising from our phiygigaerience of being and acting in the
world, e.g. moving our bodies, exerting force, élahnson showed that image schemas
“are pervasive, well-defined, and full of suffictemternal structure to constrain our
understanding and reasoning” (1987: 126). Thusgaih be concluded that they are
somewhat more basic than e.g. the higher leveleqnoal structure of metaphor. Cruse
and Croft (2004: 45) have made an inventory of ienaghemas based on Johnson (1987),

Lakoff and Turner (1989), Clausner and Croft (1999)

SPACE UP-DOWN, FRONT-BACK, LEFT-RIGHT, NEAR-FAR, CENTREPERIPHERY,
CONTACT

SCALE PATH

CONTAINER CONTIANMENT, IN-OUT, SURFACE FULL-EMPTY, CONTENT

L The original article by Talmy was published alnghdck in 1988.
2 See the discussion in Estonian linguistics (Veism2006) about the appropriate translation equineter
this term:kujutlusskeem, kujundiskeem, skeemkujutlus
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FORCE BALANE, COUNTERFORCE COMPULSTION RESTRAINT, ENABLEMENT,
BLOCKAGE, DIVERSION, ATTRACTION

UNITY/MULTIPLICITY MERGING, COLLECTION, SPLITTING, ITERATION, PART-WHOLE, MASS-
COUNT, LINK 23

IDENTITY MATCHING, SUPERIMPOSITION

EXISTENCE REMOVAL, BOUNDED SPACE CYCLE, OBJECT, PROCESS

Croft and Cruse (2004: 45) emphasise that mostotf all of these construal
operations are special cases of general cognitiveepses described in psychology; which
in turn follows from the basic hypothesis in cogmt linguistics that language is an
instance of general cognitive abilities. Precisdlye to their pervasive nature, majority of
the above image schemas play a role in the pressmantic analysis of English and
EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions as well. The image schemas especeliyant for
these adpositions are the followinQONTAINER, BLOCKAGE, LINK, SPLITTING, PATH, and

SCALE, which are described and discussed in greater detetilapter 2.

As this short discussion of only a number of carsdtoperations shows, speakers
have the ability to frame a situation or a scendliiferent ways, depending on their
background knowledge and the physical, social, larglistic context. Sometimes these
construal operations are subconscious and othestgonscious conceptualizations of our
experience. Any sentence or linguistic expressian involve a “myriad of construals”,
everything from the choice of words to the varimffections and constructions (Croft and
Cruse 2004: 69). Construal is a central aspecarajuage and because of that plays also a
major role in the present thesis. The next submecwill turn to the more specific

descriptive models put forward within cognitive sartics in analysing spatial adpositions.

1.3.2 Polysemy, Prototypes and Radial Networks

A claim often made in cognitive semantics is thatidal items and particularly
prepositions are stronglyolysemous i.e. characterized by a multiple set of distibat
systematically related senses (Zlatev 2007: 33d¢. i$sue of polysemy has triggered a lot
of heated debate in cognitive linguistics. Evercsithe publication of the first cognitive
semantic studies on polysemy, especially thosénerEnhglish prepositionver (Brugmann
1988, Lakoff 1987), there has been lively discussimacademic journals and international

conferences about the nature and mental reprementat polysemy (e.g. Croft 1998,

% Though Croft and Cruse (2004: 45) place the insm@maLiNK under the headingNITY/MULTIPLICITY ,
then for the present author image scheraasi, SCALE, LINK are taken to belong together.
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Sandra 1998, Tuggy 1999). Still, according to Sudiw/]hat is generally held and argued
for, on the theoretical level and shown on the erpental level, is the validity of a
polysemic approach to the representation of relatigramé’ in contrast to a monosemic
approach” (2007: 736). Veismann (2008) has wridanin-depth article on the problems
related to the semantic description of Estonianoatijons. In this article she discusses,
among other things, the nature of radial netwosksl@scriptive models of polysemy, how
many senses a semantic network has, and whethecetiteal sense of the network is
indeed spatial.

From the construal operations described in theipusvsection, image schemas and
their extension by metaphor have been used by tegtinguists to describe the polysemy
of prepositions (Brugmann 1988, Lakoff 1987, Tydexd Evans 2003). Cognitive semantic
analyses of polysemy are usually depictechasvorks of nodes representing different
senses and connected via links. The most influlesttialy on this topic is Lakoff's analysis
of the prepositionover (1987). His approach to lexical semantics has rgiviee to a
significant body of subsequent work in analyzingrdvoneaning. He argued that lexical
items representadial categoriesstructured with respect topaototype. In this structured
network more prototypical senses are closer taéméral prototype, while less prototypical
senses are further from the prototype. Sense oaktare motivated and derive from the
more prototypical sense via such cognitive mechmasias conceptual metaphor and image
schema transformations. Lakoff's (1987) analysistlod English prepositiorover is

sometimes described as the full-specification aggno

Evans and Green (2006: 339) note that although fEakiheory has been hugely
influential, there are a number of grave problenith Ww. It has been criticized for the
proliferation of distinct senses and for lack ofthwzelological constraints (Sandra and Rice
1995, Sandra 1998). In relation to these problearsifa (1998: 368375) talks about the
polysemy fallacy: just because lexical items cahil@k polysemy, it does not follow that
all or even many distinct senses are instanceslgé@my. This fallacy does not, of course,
pertain only to Lakovian semantic analyses, but(dognitive) linguistic studies on

polysemy more generally. The more recent developimehe work on polysemy networks

24 Svorou (2007, 1994) takeslational gramsto mean such linguistic items as prepositions, gumsstions,
particles, etc.



44

and radial categories, that Bfincipled Polysemyproposed by Evans and Tyler (2003),
takes up Sandra’s (1998) challenge to develop @aaciples to make semantic network
analyses objective and verifiable (Evans and G&8£6: 342, Tyler and Evans 2003: 7).
Although Tyler and Evans put forward rigorous meliblogy for determining both distinct
senses (2003: 425) and the primary sense (2003-86), their analysis suffers from a
similar weakness as Lakoff's (1987) — it is baselélg on authors’ intuitions. They do not
verify the results of their study empirically — thieave not conducted any corpus analyses
or psychological experiments (Veismann 2008: 339).

As can be seen from the above discussion, therepratdems related to both
Lakoff's (1987) and Tyler and Evans’s (2003) appiodo the description of polysemy.
Similar to Veismann (2008), the author of the pn¢shesis finds Langacker’'s (1987,
1990/2002) network model more convincing as it esithe two central notions in
polysemy approaches, that of schema and protofiype.next sub-section will turn to the
discussion of Langacker’'s approach which is latgpliad to the semantic analysis of
MEDIAL REGION adpositions in English and Estonian.

1.3.3 Langacker’s Network Model

Langacker’'s (1987, 1990/2002, 2008) approach talwoeaning isschematic i.e.
there are abstractions of a word’s meaning fronspiscific instantiations in language use.
When extracting the commonality inherent in the ynarstantiations we can arrive at a
conception representing a higher level of abswac{lLangacker 2008: 17). Cognitive
linguistic analyses often demonstrate that anyckdxitem of any frequency tends to be
polysemous; such multiple senses are linked bytioakhips of categorization. As
mentioned in the previous sectiamategorizationis related to comparison judgements and
it describes our interpretation of experience wébpect to previously existing experiences.
According to Langacker (2008: 17)categoryis a set of elements judged equivalent for
some purpose. Furthermore, categories are chastictenf every aspect of linguistic
structure and most of them are actually complexegmies, i.e. its membership and

configuration are not reducible to any single eletmgangacker 2008: 22226). In the

% For a critical overview of Tyler and Evans (2008%e Filipovic Kleiner (2003), for further discuss;
Tyler (2006) and Filipovic Kleiner (2006).
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present thesis the&EDIAL REGION itself and MEDIAL REGION adpositions are taken to

constitute complex categories, which are descnbe&thapter 2.

Langacker’'s (1987: 371, 1990/2002: 266) network eha@dpresents a synthesis of
prototype theory and categorization based on scheBiailarly to the above mentioned
radial networks, in Langacker’s model the membérs category are analysed as nodes in
a network, linked to one another by various categay relationships (1990/2002: 266).

Figure 4 presents a partial network for the nong (taken from Langacker 2008: 37).

Figure 4. Partial network for the nounring (Langacker 2008: 37)

GROUP OF PEOPLE CIRCULAR
OPERATING TOGETHER SSREREEEES ENTITY ARENA
(SECRETLY) /\
CIRCULAR CIRCULAR CIRCULAR RECTANGULAR
MARK A OBJECT e ARENA F> ARENA
. CIRCULAR
ring (=N) CIRCULAR PIECE OF
PIECE OF JEWELRY FOR
JEWELRY FINGER

In such Langackerian networks (e.g. Figure 4), sofribe related elements (in case
of lexical items, such asng, these are the polysemous senses) are more central o
prototypical than others and some a&hemaghat are elaborated or instantiated by others
(Langacker 2008: 37). The boxes drawn with heamgdiindicate the most prototypical
senses and different members can be characterysearious levels of prototypicality, i.e.
the thickness of boxes hints at the measure of emif's entrenchment and ease of
activation (Langacker 2008: 225). The most entredchnd the most readily activated
member can be seen as the categwofotype. The arrows in such networks represent
categorizing relationships (Figure 5): solid arraave used for the elaboration of a schema
and dashed arrows for extension from a more centrahning. The categorizing
relationship ofelaboration (Figure 5b) indicates that B is fully compatiblethwiA’s

specifications but is characterized with greateci@ion and detail; we can say that A is
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schematic for B and that B elaborates or instaggi#t (Langacker 2008: 17). The second
important categorizing relationshipxtension(Figure 5a), indicates that B conflicts with
A’s specifications but is nonetheless included e tsame category on the basis of
perceived similarity or association (Langacker 2008). Thus, one of the benefits of
Langacker’s network model is that the network aatedor both “vertical” (elaboration)
and “horizontal” (extension) relationships (Langack008: 238).

Figure 5. Categorizing relationships in Langacker’snetwork model (1987, 1990/2002,
2008)

a) extension b) elaboration C)
SCHEMA

Al > B [Al — [B] /\

PROTOTYPE ----» EXTENSION

All in all, however, we should be always cautioushwositing such networks. As

Langacker himself has nicely put:

Bear in mind that the network model of complex gatees is a metaphor. Like any
metaphor it is helpful in certain aspects but ptgdly misleading in others. On the
one hand, the network model is useful becausepiioas some essential properties
of complex categories: that there are multiple arats, that these are related in
certain ways, and that some are more central @lyealicited) than others. On the
other hand, the model proves misleading if therdisness it implies is taken too
seriously. It suggests that a category has an emagtber of clearly distinct
members, that it exhibits a unique configuratiorfirdel by a specific set of
categorizing relationships, and that a target tégarization can always be assigned
to a particular category member. Yet these entaitsnef the metaphor should not
be ascribed to the actual phenomenon — if you foola category in the brain, you
will not find boxes linked by arrows. (Langackel030227)

Such caution also pertains to my own semantic aisalyf English and Estonian
MEDIAL REGION adpositions presented in chapter 2. The schemasatadories presented
should be taken as useful descriptive tools, ninslaare made about their psychological
reality or how they are represented in the braideéd, such questions as what exactly is
the status of the polysemy networks and whethey @@ they psychologically real

structures and/or processes still remain (Zlate€d72334). But even thought the results of
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psycholinguistic studies do not support the (agtivental representation of polysemous
networks with spatial prototypes and metaphorig&mrsions (ibid.), it does not mean that
such networks do not hold any value. Most impolyathiey are seen as a useful descriptive
tool in cognitive semantic analyses. At the sameetfieven though | agree with Croft
(1998) and Sandra (1998), who have emphasisedathaists should show evidence
beyond their own intuition to back up their anal/sed be careful what they can actually
claim based on their results, | also believe, keggy (1999) and many other cognitive

linguists, that linguists do not have to becomecpsiogists.
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CHAPTER 2. SEMANTIC ANALYSIS OF ENGLISH AND ESTONIA N
MEDIAL REGION ADPOSITIONS

2.1 Introduction

The central topic of the present and the next @ma the semantics of the
following MEDIAL REGION adpositions in English and Estoniabhetween, among(st),
amid(st), in the middle of, in the centre of; vahahele, vahelt, seas, sekka, seast, hulgas,
hulka, hulgast, keskel, keskele, keselt, kdget.aim of the analysis is to give a detailed
semantic description of these adpositions followithg network model proposed by
Langacker (1987, 2008). The semantics of thesesiipus is intriguing for a number of
reasons. First of all, although the list of studesadpositions (primarily on prepositions) is
impressive, only a few authors have explicitly sesbed the semantics REDIAL REGION
adpositions. Indeed, an extensive coverage of thégesitions is hard to come by; only a
handful have devoted to the subject entire pageg. @oventry and Garrod 2004,
Lindstromberg 1998) and majority have limited thelmss to a couple of lines (e.g.
Landau and Jackendoff 1993, Svorou 1994). The ptdbkesis aims to fill this void and

hopes to show that such less-central adpositianalao worth studying.

Another reason wWhyMmEDIAL REGION adpositions are worth researching and
“deserve” attention is because unlike other adjmost they are said to require multiple
landmarks. An intriguing characteristic ofEDIAL REGION adpositions in English and
Estonian is that these adpositions do not show aampolysemy of the sort that
adpositions likein, on, overshow; instead, they appear to be, in a number sihmtes,
synonymous. For example, the Estonian online tlrasZugives the following synonyms
for hulgas: seas, seltsis, kambas, mestis, kirjagkikeskel.

Section 2.2 describes the linguistic data used téwed methodology employed.
Section 2.3 provides an overall description of¢heegory ofMEDIAL REGION and serves as
an introduction to the semantic analysis of thecdjpeEnglish and EstoniamEeDIAL
REGION adpositions presented in sections 2.4-2.6. Theysisainakes use of both the data

26 http://www.eki.ee/dict/synonyymid/synonyymid.html
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described in section 2.3, as well as the resultthefexperiment discussed in detail in
Chapter 3.

2.2 Method of Analysis

Gonzalez-Marquez et al. note in the introductioraghuch-anticipated book titled
Methods in Cognitive Linguistidhat “growing is the awareness that linguisticotlyeand
analysis should be grounded in the observatiommjuage usage, in experimental tests of
its validity, and in general knowledge of cognitiftenction” (2007: xxii). In the present
thesis | have aimed at combining these differerthodological aspects. | have conducted
a corpus analysis, gathering enough instancesngtitblge usage. Then taking these results
as the basis, | have tried to employ Langacker&omh of cognitive grammar (1987,
1990/2002, 2000, 2008) to describe the English EstdnianMEDIAL REGION adpositions
on a theoretical level, and in addition | have alna¢ supporting some of my claims with
experimental data.

Langacker’'s Cognitive Grammar isiaage-based modelAccording to Barlow and
Kemmer (2000: vii-xv), the different usage-baseddeis share a number of fundamental
assumptions. The following two fit in most closety the present thesis: 1) there is an
intimate relation between linguistic structures andtances of language use; 2) the
importance of frequency — frequency of instance iprime factor in the structure and
operation of language; higher frequency of a unipattern results in a greater degree of
entrenchment. In accordance to a usage-based miotkalye aimed at relying in my
semantic description afiEDIAL REGION adpositions on observations of data from actual
uses of language.

Since cognitive linguistics is only a cover ternr #obroad range of approaches,
there is no one central method of analysis. Differeognitive linguists have different
opinions about the appropriate methodology to bedum analysing and describing
linguistic phenomena. In fact, the issue of appedpr methodologies to be applied in
cognitive linguistic research is at the moment g/ vt topic. One might even go as far as

saying that there is an ongoing “war” within cogretlinguistics between what Geeraerts
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(1999) has termed theealistandempiricisttendencie¥. Although both “sides” have their
strong and weak points, | agree with Talmy (200@pwas emphasised the complementary
nature of methodologies. He (Talmy 2007) describesdifferent methodologies in use,
highlighting the strengths and weaknesses for edidiem. For example, even though
strongly criticised within the cognitive linguisiccommunity, the methodology of
introspection has been central in its development and contiagess main methodology
(Talmy 2007: xii). Similarly, the aim in the presehesis is not to avoid introspection at all
costs, but | have tried, where possible, to back myp intuition by using other

methodologies.

One such an alternative methodology to useorpus analysis The advantage of
corpora is the focus on naturalistically producadguage and making a large quantity of
texts available to research a particular linguigtieenomenon (Talmy 2007: xviii). The
advantage is especially great if the frequencycoliarence or range of instantiations is the
issue, as it is in the present thefigtionaries are also to be regarded as forms of corpora
(Talmy 2007: xviii), which is why | have includedseful example sentences from such
sources as well. Talmy (2007: xix) points out tbakct introspection does not come up
with the entire range of uses and thus a corpusldle consulted. However, the limitation
of corpora is that they usually included writtented language use, which is different from
the often elliptical and somewhat less grammalfioat still acceptable) language used in

naturally occurring conversations.

Another methodology applied in this thesis is theerimental method, which
provides the researcher with the products of thedmiof other individuals (Talmy 2007:
xX). Geeraerts (1994, cited in Navarro-Ferrando 819945) points out that while
psycholinguistic experiments lead to elicitationimdividual phenomena, corpus analysis
provides descriptions of social phenomena. Of @uh®e experiment described in the
present thesis is not as psycholinguistic as thaeseribed in journals likéind and
Languageand Cognition, but it is still hoped that using the insights paed by other

people besides the researcher will validate themagsons posited. All of these different

" See also, for example, Huumo (to appear) for aigitful overview of the ongoing debate concerning
empiricism and introspection in cognitive linguisti
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methodologies are taken as complementary in theeptehesis. Neither of them alone can

tell us the whole truth, if such a concept existalla

2.2.1 The Data

The linguistic data used in the semantic analytiErglish and EstoniamEDIAL
REGION adpositions is collected from three main sourcée first and the most important
sources are corpora. Theritish National Corpué (henceforth BNC) is used for the
semantic analysis of EnglisheDIAL REGION adpositions. Table 6 gives the exact number
of instances analysed for each English prepositlmniable also indicates the total number
of occurrences of these adpositions in this corpiuse BNC is a 100-million-word
collection of samples of written and spoken langudggm a wide range of sources.
Examples taken from this corpus retain their oagicoding and are indicated with the

label BNC after the example.

Table 6. The English dataset

Number of occurrence selected Total number of occoences in BNC

between 1202 90 612
among 411 22 441
amongst 99 4 447
amid 205 1068
amidst 50 484
in the middle of 200 2 846
in the centre of 141 1057
TOTAL 2 308 122 955

The Mixed Corpus of Estoniathenceforth MCE), more specifically the balanced
sub-corpu®’ of it, is used for the semantic analysis of ESIOMEDIAL REGION adpositions.
Table 7 gives the exact number of instances amdli@eeach Estonian adposition; the
table also specifies the total number of occurrsrioe these word forms in this corplis

The balanced sub-corpus of MCE contains 5 milliards of journalistic text, 5 million

28 BNC: http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/

29 MCE: http://www.cl.ut.ee/korpused

% In case of Estonian, we can only talk about tha ttumber of instances for the specifiord form as such
lexical units ashulgast, seast, seasmn also instantiate the use of the nominal wauri ‘amount’ andsiga
‘pig’, i.e. there is grammatical homonymy.
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words of fiction, and 5 million words of scientiftexts. Examples taken from this corpus

are indicated with the label MCE after the example.

Table 7. The Estonian dataset

Number of occurrences selected Total number of ocaences in MCE

vahel 947 10 876
vahele 52 2654
vahelt 49 1 056
seas 204 2 361
sekka 56 439
seast 60 466
hulgas 223 3377
hulka 56 2 499
hulgast 60 792
keskel 100 1150
keskele 50 212
keskelt 50 128
keset 200 1089
TOTAL 2 107 27 099

The aim of the corpus analysis was to provide gelanough sample of actual use
of the English and EstoniameDIAL REGION adpositions. These results were later used in
the semantic analysis. As these adpositions weadysed from the perspective of
Cognitive Grammar and the network model proposed.aéygacker (1987, 2008), the
results of corpus analysis were used in determittiegprototypical member and the central
schema of these categoriesl was especially interested in the frequenciesthefse
adpositions, including the typical landmarks thexw with. The corpus analysis took

place during the period between January 2007 and2aag?,

The collection of data consisted in the retrieviathe above mentioned number of
instances of the adpositions from the online capdihe next step was the semantic
labelling. In the first stage of analysis | distuighed the spatial uses from the abstract
ones. Although temporal uses of these adpositiomsraybe best considered as a special

sub-part of the abstract ones, in my analysis eléhosen a three-way coding. The uses of

31 See section 1.3.3 for a full description of Larigats network model.
%2 Differently from the BNC, the Estonian MCE is cotously updated and changed.
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MEDIAL REGION adpositions were coded apatial, temporal or abstract. Of course
positing such clear-cut categories is an illusion avishful thinking, it is yet another
example of how badly we humans want to categongeyéhing. There were plenty of
cases where | simply relied on my intuition and esbdhe use accordingly. Deciding
between the spatial and abstract uses of the adp®ssamong, amid, seas, hulgagms
especially complicated. Uses similar to that inrepke sentence 9a were coded as spatial,

sentences like 9b were coded as abstract:

9. a) CMF 854He went to liveamong the Nuer of the southern Sudas a vulnerable
outsider.(BNC)
b) CAG 1190Republicans also scored exceptionally veationgpeople living in the urban
social housing project$BNC)

In the next stage my focus was on the nature oflahdmarks the English and
EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions were used with. | coded the landmadksafl of
instances according to two main categories: quaatitlt animacy. Foguantity, the labels
weresingular, dual andplural. Singular and plural labels refer to the gramnatmmber
of the landmark. Thus, such collective nouns Gkewd, group, teamgtc. were coded as
singular although they are conceptually plural. Dwas used for two landmarks or
landmark groups (fobetweerandvahelthe duality of landmarks was often manifested in
the use of the conjunctiomd, jg. Plural was used to code the instances with rtieae
two landmarks. Foanimacy, | had two subdivisionsanimate andnon-animate Here, |
decided to code such landmarks as political partigganizations, etc. as animate, as they
actually refer through conceptual metonymy to tleepte who form such groups. Via
similar conceptual metonymy body parts were codedramate. Animals were also coded
as animate, while as plants and nature were nqieAgix 1 presents the full distribution of
the analysed instances according to the labelslgstribed.

As noted by Talmy (2007: xviii), dictionaries arls@to be regarded as forms of
corpus. Thus, some example sentences used in tigsinpart come from various

dictionaries. For English | have used theford English DictionarfOED)*?; for Estonian

33| have used the online version of the 20-volumeo8d Edition of the OEDhttp:/dictionary.oed.confit
can be accessed for free through Tartu Univershyary's server).
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| have usecEesti kirjakeele seletussdnaraan(@KKS)*. The example sentences taken
from these sources are indicated with the label® @&d EKKS accordingly. Corpora and
dictionaries are the two major sources for datal usehis thesis; the third source includes
the results of the experiment.

Additional source for authentic examples is Werld Wide Web. | have used it
both as a sort of a corpus and for checking exgdateings — examples that matched the
intended search queries. Although some corpus iBtgydo not consider the Web a valid
corpus for linguistic research, | agree with Cajgp€005: xix-xxii) who sees the Web as
useful source for authentic linguistic data. Thated claim of Cappelle (2005) is that the
language used on the Web is much more natural athétic than in such corpora as BNC
or MCE. He (Cappelle 2005: xix) stresses that tuk lof editorial intervention in most
cases makes the language on the Web more nataralthle language of texts that have
undergone substantial revisions before they gad¢egp Moreover, the Web is kept up-to-
date with current usage, while corpora have beempded at a specific point of time, e.g.
BNC was composed between 1991 and 1994. The otiwel gasons for using the Web as
a source for linguistic data are that there istanaadiversity of genre and the sheer size of
the Web. This massive size ensures that a certaid or sequence of words which we do a
search on is not found due to an accidental gathencorpus. Still, there are certain
drawbacks: as everybody can put on the Web whatthey like, the Web is often

portrayed as “a vast pool of degraded language asd™a far cry from standard, proper
use” (Cappelle 2005: xix). Certainly, this “fabusolinguists’ playground” (Kilgariff and
Grefenstette 2003: 33, cited in Cappelle 2005: xia$ to be treated with some caution.
Nevertheless, at times | have wondered to thigytiists’ playground” during my analysis

and the example sentences taken from the Weblzebdd as WWW.

2.3 The Category ofMEDIAL REGION

This section gives an overview of tIMEDIAL REGION category. It discusses the

possible network model developed for this complategory (following Langacker 1987,

% | have mainly used the online version of EKSS Wdrich anyone can subscribe at the web-page of
Keelevara\ww.keelevara.ge
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2008¥° and the central hypothesis of the thesis tEmIAL REGION is an elaboration of
CONTAINMENT and an extension fronNTERIOR REGION It further describes the image
schemas relevant in the semantic descriptions @li$nand EstoniamEDIAL REGION
adpositions. It also considers some of the granuaaation paths proposed for these
adpositions as it is believed that their diachrafewelopment influences their synchronic

meaning relations.

2.3.1 Network of the Complex CategoryEDIAL REGION

In the present thesiEDIAL REGION is taken to denote a spatial scene where a
trajector is located in a middle or intermediatesipon in relation to a single, dual, or
multiple landmarks® It is proposed that English and EstonigmiAL REGION adpositions
form acomplex category with its prototype and central schema. The praptis present
MEDIAL REGION adpositions as a category forming a network isctlyerelated to the
central hypothesis of the thesisEDIAL REGION is an elaboration of CONTAINMENT and
extension ofINTERIOR REGION . The proposed network for th€&EDIAL REGION category is
depicted in Figure 6.

Figure 6. Network of the Complex CategoryvMEDIAL REGION

CONTAINMENT
INTERIOR REGION MEDIAL REGION
V
MEDIAL MEDIAL -PLURAL MIDDLE

% See section 1.4.2 and 1.4.3 for the discussidranfiacker’s network model and other proposals put
forward within the framework of cognitive semantics
% See section 1.1.1 for the definitionrefjion
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In addition toMEDIAL REGION, this network (Figure 6) involves other elementseOn
such important element is thEototype®’. It is here posited that the prototype of the
central schema @afONTAIMENT is that ofINTERIOR REGION i.e. a spatial situation where the
landmark is treated as a container havingNamDE-REGION and the trajector is located at
theINsIDE-REGIONOf that landmark (Svorou 1994: 235). The Engliskpossitionin and the
Estonian interior local cases and adpositisess, sisse, segaitotypically used express
the CONTIANMENT schema. In my oOpiniONMEDIAL REGION can also be seen as an
elaboration of thecONTAINMENT schema. At the same time, it is also posited MetiAL
REGOIN iS an extension of INTERIOR REGION Both instantiate the generadea of
containment and inclusion, but theebpiAL REGION modifies certain aspects of the
CONTAINMENT schema. NamelywEDIAL REGION adds the constraint that the trajector has to
be located in the middle or intermediate positioithwespect to a singular or plural
landmark. Thus, all of the English and EstoniEDIAL REGION adpositions have the

additional specification ahedialpositionas part of their semantics.

MEDIAL REGION itself has three further elaborations, correspapdim the labels
MEDIAL , MEDIAL-PLURAL andMIDDLE *%. In each elaboration, the general schemafmaL
REGION is modified in specific ways: th®eDIAL location refers to a scene where the
trajector is located in an intermediate positionr@hation totwo landmarks (e.g.| sat
between Jo and Diafathe MEDIAL -PLURAL location refers to a scene where the trajector
is located in an intermediate position in relatiormore than two landmarks (e.g.There
was a house among the trigethe MIDDLE location refers to a scene where the trajector is
located in a middle position in relation to a (Ugdasingle landmark (e.g.The table was
in the middle of the roonin the analysis part, the English and Estonidpoaitions are
described under these specific sub-growmEpIAL adpositions ljetween, vahel, vahele,
vahel), MEDIAL-PLURAL adpositions dmong, amongst, seas, sekka, seast, hulgas, hulka,
hulgas), andMIDDLE adpositions dmid, amidst, in the middle of, in the centre kafskel,

keskele, keskelt, kegelt should be pointed out that this category nuhffer cross-

37 Langacker indicates the most prototypical or @ntrembers in the network by drawing these boxéis wi
heavy lines (2008: 37).

3 Although | am aware of the possible confusion thase labels might cause, it should be emphatiiset

is not the name of the specific label that is ini@at;, but the idea that these adpositions form slistinct
sub-groups. The ternvEDIAL REGION adpositionsis used throughout the thesis to include all of th
adpositions studied, while the temeDIAL adpositionsrefers specifically tietween, vahel, vahele, vahelt
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linguistically. For example, in Dutch, Hungarianpda Basque there are only two
elaborations for thevEDIAL REGION category: that OfMEDIAL-PLURAL and MIDDLE.
Differently from, e.g. English, in these language® and the same adposition expresses
both the spatial situation when the trajector ated between two landmarks and when it

is located between more than two landmarks.

For the purposes of the present study,MBBIAL REGION category is described in

greater detail both for English (a) and Estonign (b
(a) EnglishmMEDIAL REGION Category

Figure 7 represents the network of Enghi##DIAL REGION adpositions, specifying
how they relate to the three elaborations of ME®IAL REGION category. The network
presents only the prototypical or central useshes¢ adposition But as is the case with
other spatial adpositions, polysemy is the norm &mese EnglisShMEDIAL REGION
adpositions also express other spatial relatiorssdbs those illustrated in this network;

these are discussed later in sections 2.4-2.6.

Figure 7. EnglishmMEDIAL REGION Category

MEDIAL REGION

MEDIAL MEDIAL -PLURAL MIDDLE
between among(st) amid(st) in the middle of in the centre of

(b) EstonianMEDIAL REGION Category

Figure 8 represents the network of Estorv@DIAL REGION adpositions. Similarly

to the English network above, it specifies how gubset of Estonian spatial adpositions is

%9 The central or prototypical uses for the adpositiare based on the various dictionary entriestnd
results of the corpus analysis.
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related to the three elaborationsMEDIAL REGION. Again, the network only presents the
central meaning of these adpositions; other extessare discussed later under the specific

adpositions.

Figure 8. EstonianMEDIAL REGION Category

MEDIAL REGION

MEDIAL MEDIAL -PLURAL MIDDLE
vahel, vahele, seas, sekka, hulgas, hulka, keskel, keskele, keset
vahelt seast hulgast keskelt

Positing such networks for the complex categormebIAL REGION has to do with
the notion ofconstrual discussed in section 1.3.1. It is claimed tki@bIAL REGION is
related to a relatively specific spatial locatior, when describing something lastween,
among, amicbr in the middle oomething else, we are examining the scene rathszlyg
and we construe it with comparatively higpecificity. However, at the same time, this

specificity can be seen as instantiating a morersettic relation — that @fONTAINMENT.

Having outlined the general characteristics of M@&®IAL REGION category, | will
now turn to the image schemas related to this oagegncluding the CONTIANMENT
schema together with its entailments. Section Z38:@s only an overview of the schemas,
for specific examples how these schemas are exute$soughEnglish and Estonian

MEDIAL REGION adpositions, see the analysis of specific adpastio

2.3.2 Image Schemas Related tEDIAL REGION

One of the major construal operations describedsantion 1.3.1 were image
schemas. These are described as schematized pattexctivity abstracted from everyday
bodily experience (Johnson 1987, Langacker 20@8haduld be once more emphasised

that the diagrams and figures that are presenteddarbe identified as image schemas per
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se (which are patterns of mental activity) but arerely intended to evoke these image
schemas and suggest their nature (Langacker 2Q08: 3

According to a number of cognitive linguists, omceunter with containment and
boundedness is one of the most pervasive featfias todily experience (Johnson 1987:
21, Lakoff 1987: 267, Langacker 1987: 2228). The idea of containment is often

presented visually as in Figure 9.

Figure 9. CONTAINMENT (Johnson 1987: 23)

Johnson (1987: 21) points out that the most exptally salient sense of
boundedness is that of three-dimensional contaihmen being limited or held within
some three-dimensional enclosure like a womb,lg oria room. At the same time, equally
important is also two- and one-dimensional cont@ntnContainment is directly linked to
the physicalin-out orientation which involves separation, differentai and enclosure
(Johnson 1987: 22). The following five entailmeatsconsequences proposed by Johnson
(1987: 22) are relevant to the discussion ofdbsTIANMENT schema: (i) the experience of
containment typically involves protection from, oesistance to, external forces; (ii)
containment also limits and restricts forces withie container; (iii) because of this
restraint of forces, the contained object getslative fixity of location; (iv) this relative
fixing of location within the container means ththe contained object becomes either
accessible or inaccessible to the view of somergbge(v) we experience transitivity of

containment.

It is precisely in the light of such entailmentatitit is hypothesise’lEDIAL REGION
to be an elaboration afONTAINMENT. Most of the English and EstoniafEDIAL REGION
adpositions are used with landmarks that surroural ttajector. These uses are in
accordance with the entailments (i), (ii) and {ithe fixity of location (iii) is especially

relevant in case dbetweemandvahelas will be seen later on in the analysis part. As a
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example of the entailment (iv), consider the folilogvEnglish example sentence, where the

bridge, the trajector, is inaccessible to the vidwthe observer:

10. After a while, a stream develops on the right whioh have to cross by the plank bridge
hiddenamongthe trees-; watch out because it's easily miss@8NC)

Another reason to consid®EDIAL REGION as an elaboration afONTAINMENT is
that many of the phrases employing these adposittan be paraphrased with using either
the interior local cases (in Estonian) or the admwsin (in English). Furthermore, in
Estonian some of th@eDIAL REGION adpositions have very idiomatic uses (includindover
particle constructions), where the English trafmstabr paraphrase usually involves the

prepositionin (examples 1x&d). The following example sentences are taken EH{B8S

11. a)Mitugi  korvi valmis _ta vilunud kate vahel
many basketRT be-completedrsT.SG3 his skilful hand$sEN between
‘Many a basket was completiedhis skilful handqlit. between his skilful hands).

b) Istume _nelja seina vahel [= toas]
SitPRSPL1  fOurGEN wall:GEN between
‘We are sittingnside (lit. between four walls)’

c) Taadil oli piip hammaste vahel [= suus]
old-manaDE havePST.SG3  pipeNOM teethGEN between
‘The old man had a pigmtweenhis teeth(i.e. in his mouth)

d) Tuleb seista jarjekorras, ara trugi vahele
MUuUstPRSSG2 standsupP  lineiNE do-not pustPRSSG2 between

‘You must stand in the line, do nmish in/jump the queue (lit. push between).’
Indeed, for the Estonian adpositionslgas and seas('among’) EKSSeven indicates a separate
meaning group which is labelled as “inside” (exagsdl2a and 12b)
12. a)Piima hulgas on vett.
milk:GEN  among beRSSG3  waterPRT
‘There is watein the milk.’
b) Selle kuldse nisu seas on palju koirohtu.

this:GEN goldenGEN wheatGEN among  bePRSSG3 a-lot-of wormwoodkRT
‘In/(?among) this golden wheat there is a lot of wormwood.’

Further examples of how thEDIAL REGION adpositions involv&ONTAINMENT come from
the domain of idioms and idiomatic phrases; e.gmgde 13, where the (iii) elaboration of

the CONTAINMENT schema (the fixity of location) is clearly instatéd:

13. ADM 17241 was sandwichedbetweentwo big men who joked over my head about how
squashed they all weréBNC)
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In English an even more specifieDIAL location can be expressed with the lexical
unitin betweef? — it clearly instantiates theONTAINMENT schema. Last but not least, in
English the complex prepositions the middle ofand in the centre ofare much more
frequent tharat the middle obr at the centre &f. The hypothesis thateDIAL REGION is an
elaboration of CONTAINMENT finds support also in the grammaticalization of sthe
adposition¥. Most importantly, the multiple LMs imMEDIAL REGION expressions have to
be conceptualised as some sort of unitary boundéty e- they are taken to be spatially
contiguous within our perceptual field, otherwike use of these adpositions would not be
felicitous. | would even go as far as to claim ttreg multiple landmarks form a container
in which the trajector is located.

The image schema ®EAR-FAR alignment andPROXIMAL REGION , where the
trajector and landmark are relatively close to eattler, are alsdirectly related toMEDIAL
REGION adpositionsPROXIMAL REGION adpositions include, e.gqear, beside, at, against,
korval, lahedal, juuresetc. The idea oproximity is important for bothPROXIMAL and
MEDIAL REGIONS. the trajector has to be close enough to the lamkifs), for either
PROXIMAL Or MEDIAL REGION adpositions to be felicitous (see Figure 10). Ithbaf these
cases, the conceptualizer takes the trajector andmlarks as one conceptual whole,
depicted by an ellipsis in Figure 10. In caseiebiAL REGION both of the landmarks have
to be near to each other and the trajector, whilease ofPROXIMAL REGION, only one

landmark is taken to be close to the trajector.

Figure 10.MEDIAL REGION VS.PROXIMAL REGION

a) MEDIAL REGION b) PROXIMAL REGION

C

0 This lexical unit can be either spelled as twoasafe wordsn betweeror as a single unibbetweenThe
first variant is much more frequent: BNC gave 1iridiances foin betweerand only 10 foinbetween

‘1 See p.23

2 See section 2.3.4.
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BesideSNTERIORS, containers have other structural elements, SUéhBa®NDARY
and aneXTERIOR (Lakoff 1987: 272). In addition to being an extiensof INTERIOR
REGION, MEDIAL REGION is also related to thexTERIOR REGION of entities and theuT
image schema (depicted in Figure 11). In casex0ERIOR REGIONthe landmark is treated

as a container and the trajector is located abtlwsIDEREGIONOf the landmark.

Figure 11.ouT (based on Johnson 1987: 32)

LM

Another image schema connected MBDIAL REGION adpositions iSSPLITTING ,
represented in Figure 12. Among the English an@rizh MEDIAL REGION adpositions,
SPLITTING can be most clearly seen in the semanticdsetiveerandvahele, vahel, vahelt
where the landmark has to be composed of two seppaats. In Figure 12a, the trajector is
splitting up or separating the landmarks; alten®dy, the trajector separating the

landmarks may be represented as a separatingHigieré 12b).

Figure 12.SPLITTING

a) b)

X

An important image schema relatedMeDIAL REGION and other adpositions in both
English and Estonian is that pATH. The bodily experience of this image schema is our
own experience of motion. According to Lakoff (198775) “every time we move
anywhere there is a place we start from, a placevind up at, a sequence of contiguous
locations connecting the starting and ending poi@tsd a direction”. In cognitive

semantics, these structural elements carry thelslabk SOURCE, GOAL, PATH, and
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DIRECTION and can be represented as in FigurePA3H schema also pertains to Estonian
adpositions that constitute three-member sets, \&algele-vahel-vahelt, korvale-kérval-
korvalt, etc., where the lative member is connected tocheL element of this schema
(represented by B in Figure 13), and the separatmnegnber to thesouRcCE element

(represented by A in Figure 13).

Figure 13.PATH (Johnson 1987: 28)

The LINK image schema is closely connected to AheH schema. Again, Lakoff
(1987: 274) and Johnson (1987: 117) stress thdyberperience of the most important
link in our lives — that of the umbilical cord. ks in our spatial and temporal experience
share the common structural elements of two estdi® the link connecting them, which

can be structured as in Figure 14.

Figure 14.LINK (Johnson 1987: 118)

According to Johnson (1987: 118) this very simphx schema makes possible
also our perception of similarity. As he puts it:

Two or more objects are similar because they séamee feature or features. Those

shared features are their cognitive links in oudarstanding. Here, obviously we

have a highly abstract notion of linkage, in whitie ‘third thing’ that bind or

relates two objects is a perceptual or logical Uieat TheLINK schema must be

metaphorically interpreted to apply to abstraceoty or connections, since there is

no actual physical bond of the required sort tateskthe objects. (Johnson 1987:
119)

The LINK schema is most directly connected to theDIAL and MEDIAL -PLURAL set of
adpositions, e.detween, vahemong, seas, hulgabpth in the spatial and in the abstract
domain. The adpositiondbetween and vahel, vahele, vahelexhibit an interesting

contradiction, where, on the one hand, their meameflects the image schema of
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SPLITTING, and, on the other hand, thatLeik (ING). It is argued that the central schema is
still the same, i.e. a trajector located in thecepaetween two landmarks, and that it is the

nature of the trajector that determines whethesthe TING or LINK schema is instantiated.

Another image schema related #aTH is that of SCALE. Johnson (1987: 122)
proposes that although a scale is a modified pethF{gure 13 and Figure 15), there are
important differences. One such difference is ftales have a normative character and the
image schemas that arise from our concrete physiqarience is extended to cover such
abstract entities as numbers, properties, money, (@bhnson 1987: 123). This image
schema is again instantiated in the usdsebfveerandvahel, vahele, vaheltt is believed
here that the reason why thelk andsSCALE schema are instantiated only bgtweerand
vahel, vahele, vahels that these adpositions involve two LMs whichrespond to the

two structural elements in the generatrH schema.

Figure 15.scALE (Johnson 1987: 121)

The next set of image schemas are related to oysiqai experience and the
preconceptual gestalts of force (Johnson 1987:8)2€ut of the numerous schemas based
on forces, those ELOCKAGE andREMOVAL OF RESTRAINTare the most relevant ones in the
present analysis. The image schemaBiadCKAGE is represented in Figure 16a and it
pertains to our everyday encounter of obstacleshilloak or resist our forc&REMOVAL OF
RESTRAINT accounts for our everyday experience of the reinoiva barrier or the absence
of some potential restraint. According to Johnsb®8{: 47) the relevant schema is thus
one that suggests an open way or path as in FigibeThese two images schemas pertain

to the adpositionsetweerandvahel/le/It
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Figure 16. Force Gestalts:BLOCKAGE and REMOVAL OF RESTRAINT (Johnson 1987:
46-47)

a) BLOCAKGE b) REMOVAL OF RESTRAIN1
% \\
AN
AN
N\
AN
— N ————— > —_—  » - >

In the light of the above discussion of these ugignage schemas, it should be
emphasised that they are repeatedly extended naeteqlly from the physical to the non-
physical (Johnson 1987: 34). Thus, as will be destrated in the analysis of specific
adpositions, the above image schemas relategboL REGION are figuratively elaborated
and extended so that they allow the landmark aajddtor roles to be filled by entities that

are not strictly physical or spatial.

2.3.3 Grammaticalization ofMEDIAL REGION Adpositions

Grammaticalization refers to the evolution of grammatical elementsnfriexical
sources (Claudi, Bernd and Hinnemeyer 1991, HoaperTraugott 2003). During recent
years there has been “cross-fertilization” of fumaal and cognitive approaches with
diachronic perspectives (Svorou 2007: 738), whigh dgiven a deeper understanding of the
semantic as well as formal aspects of adpositiSuasrou (2007: 740) has summarised the
theoretical and empirical foundations for the tlyeoir grammaticalization in the following
way:

a. Grammaticalization is a diachronic process, altloug can be interpreted

synchronically;

b. Grammaticalization affects the morphosyntacticustaif a lexical or grammatical
form; forms/grams become phonologically eroded,irth@osition within the

sentence becomes gradually more fixed, and theyitosategoriality;
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c. Grammaticalization involves semantic generalizati@@amantic bleaching forms
tend to assume more general meanings, losing sébrieio semantic specificities
while retaining the basic semantic schema. Suclasgengeneralization is seen as

a precursor to morphosyntactic changes;

d. Grammaticalization is a unidirectional process imattit leads from a “less

grammatical” to a “more grammatical” unit but natesversa.

Grammaticalization theory has also been effectivebed in studying and
describing the lexical and morphological developtr&nOld Literary Estonian (Habicht
2001a) and Estonian and Finnish body part noungtk@pgas 2000). Habicht (2000: 19)
has pointed out that the formation of adpositiond adposition-based case endings has
been regarded as a universal example of grammattah. Lehmann (1985, cited in
Hopper and Traugott 1993: 110) has presented a ofigrammaticalization which has the
following process: a substantive that expressestimt and direction— secondary
adposition — primary adposition— agglutinative affix —» fusional affix. Estonian
adpositions are mostly fossilized locative formsl asriginate from substantives with
varying degrees of abstraction (Habicht 2000: H)bicht refers to the work of Diewald
(1997, cited in Habicht 2000: 22) who has studregigrammaticalization of some German
prepositions and has emphasised that the adpasiticlude elements with highly different
degrees of grammaticalization. This also holdsHstonian, as Habicht (2000: 22) notes,
and some of the adpositions studied by her arkistthe initial phase of development
(these include, for example, also tReDIAL REGION adpositionkeskel. Actually, the
majority of Estonian adpositions are still relatecthe fully meaningful substantives they
have grammaticalized from (Habicht 2001a: 42-43)e Typological study of various
languages has revealed a number of general temdeinojrammaticalization. According to
Svorou (1994: 64-109), there are two major soucfagrammatical gran& nominal and
verbal sources. Nominal sources include body parnsironmental landmarks, relational

object parts, and abstract spatial notions.

3 Svorou, in footnote 15 (1994: 216) states that¢egram was first used by Bybee (1986 cited in Svorou
1994) to refer to grammatical morphemes of langsagbe abbreviated form of the term iconically eefs
the typically small phonological morphemes as veallthe fact that they are a product of evolutiamfr
larger units.
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In Table 8, | have included the sources of grancabfiation paths foMEDIAL

REGIONSpatial grams given by Svorou (1994).

Table 8. Nominal sources oMEDIAL REGION spatial grams (based on Svorou 1994:

256-257)
| Language | Spatial Gram | Nominal source
Body parts
Waist Ossetic asteey'among, between” asteey'waist”
Chest Margi ar katla“in the middle of” ar “in” + katla “chest, middle”

Environmental landmarks

Canyon | Papago | ca:gi'D “between” | ca:gi’'D “canyon”

Object parts

Middle Bihari majhé “among, between, within”| ~ SKT madhyémiddle”
Halia i gusuwnd'in the middle of” i “in” + gusuwnd'middle”
Isl.Carib I-amidz “in the middle of” I- (POSS PRY+ amidz “middle”
Karok ? &:cip “in the middle of” ? &:¢ip “middle, centre”
Melan.Pid. | normel loy “in the middle of” nomel “middle” + loy “in, at”
Bib. Hebr. | bagéreb“in the midst of” Qéreb"inward part, midst”
Persian (dar)miyan-e“between, among” | dar “in”) + miyan- “middle” + e

(ezafé

English amid/amidst <LME amiddes < 13c. amide ©E on middrum; on

midre

Abstract nouns

Space Basque artean“between” arte “interval” + -an (LOC)
biztartean"between” biztarte“interval” -an
Bihari bica“between, in” ~ OIA vyacahwide space”
Hungarian | kozott"between”

kozul“from among” k6z“space in between”

koze'to between” koézep'the middle of” <k6z

kozepériin the middle of” “space in between” ep(GEN)

This kind of survey table may be seen as an exadgibeset against which English
and EstonianvEDIAL REGION adpositions can be compared. As can be seen frisn th
table”’, aMEDIAL REGION spatial gram has grammaticalized from a body marhtin only
two languages, while most others have evolved either from anecbjpart denoting
“middle” or from an abstract spatial noun “interiydkpace in between”, “wide space”. An
interesting source of grammaticalization is thathef environmental landmark “canyon” in
the language of Papago, where it also expressesptil relation obetweenAs Svorou

points out (1994: 82), the motivation for the deyghent of environmental landmark terms

44 Svorou (1994) has based her study on a samples ajepetically and randomly selected languages,
including one language isolate and one pidgin.

45 Cf. theINTERIOR REGIONfor which Svorou (1994: 257) lists 6 different boplgrts beart, stomach, blood,
mouth, neck, eydor 9 different languages.
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and body part terms into spatial grams stems both the landmarks’ location relative to

other such entities and from their use in the caltanvironment.

In Table 9, | have presented the possible gramalaation sources for the English
and EstoniamEDIAL REGION adpositions studied in the present thesis. Of eyulss table
should be taken with a pinch of salt, because tunfiately we do not have, especially in
the case of Estonian, reliable enough historicalurs®s for positing such

grammaticalization paths with absolute certainty.

Table 9. Nominal Sources of English and EstoniameDIAL REGION adpositions'®

| Language| Spatial Gram | Nominal source

Body parts

?Groin Estonian | kesk, keset, keskat the middle| ?Mordvinkésk ‘groin’
of’

Object parts

Middle Estonian | kesk, keset, keskah the middle| kesk, kesaniddle, centre’
of’

English amid‘in the middle of, among’ OBn middariin the middle’

Abstract nouns

Space | Estonian | vahel'between’ | vahe'gap, interval
Other
Crowd Estonian | seltsisamong’ selts‘company’
kambasamong’ kamp‘company, crowd’
killas ‘among’ kild ‘company’
Estonian | hulgas‘among’ hulk ‘amount’ < Germanic folk
‘people’
seasamong’ *sega
English among OE on gemandin a crowd’ < 12" C
onmong, amang, among
Number | English | between OE betweonunx bi- ‘by’ + tweonum
dat. pl. of tweon ‘two each’ (cf.
Goth.tweih-nai‘two each’)

Among English and EstoniaweDIAL REGION adpositions, there is no clear case of
grammaticalization from a body part term. The cdbsestance would be that of Estonian
keskel, keskele, keskelt, kesdtich according to Habicht (2000: 29-30) haveribankesk
(‘middle’) as the source. The noun itself is noden used on its own in present-day
Estonian and mainly appears in compounds wherasitréatained the meaning of ‘in some
way positioned in the middle or central’ (EKSS)g.ekeskdd'midnight’ and keskkiite

‘central heating’. In connection to these forms,bldat (2000: 29) also discusses the

“¢ Data for English are taken froBED and an online etymological dictionayti{p://www.etymonline.con)/
data for Estonian is based on Habicht (2000), M&dis983), Raun (1982), and Wiedemann (1973).
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prepositional use dtesk which can be even seen in present-day Estoniam(gle 14).
But as noted IEKSS keskis mainly used in literary language and the préposkesetis

used instead.

14. Laud on _kesk tuba
tableNoM bePRSSG3 in the middle of rOOMRRT
‘The table is in the middle dhe room.’

As to the possible source of grammaticalizationhef nounkeskitself, it could be
the Mordvin formkéski (Raun 1982), which according to Hakkinen (2004 anse’'kupeet,
ruumiin keskikohta’ (groin, centre of the room).nflay very well be that the proposition
about these Estonian adpositions having developea & body part term meaning groin is
a bit far-fetched. However, | believe it could baimed with reasonable certainty that
these adpositions have grammaticalized from thatioglal noun ‘kesk, kese’ which
denotes the medial part or the centre of an oblgmtvever, the cross-linguistic tendency of
MEDIAL REGION spatial adpositions having grammaticalized fromybpdrt terms (Svorou
1994) can be seen, to a certain extent, in theofigéstonian body parstda ‘heart’.
According to EKSS,studa can be used to denote the location at the cenael qf
something (example 15):

15. Asume Mulgimaa stdames.
be-locateceLl Mulgimaa heartNE
‘We are in the centre of Mulgimaa.’ (lit. ‘in theeart of Mulgimaa’)

This use is also attested in the temporal domagn,seich Estonian expressions as

sudadol(synonym forkeskdotat midnight’) andstidasuve{'midsummer’).

Among the possible nominal sources of English amstbriian MEDIAL REGION
apdositions, the Englishetweenpresents an interesting casdt has already from the
beginning involved the meaning of ‘two’ *fweon ‘two each’. Thus, it could be expected
that the Englislbetweens much more restricted in this sense than Estoraduel, vahele,
vahelt*® Most of theMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions in both languages have evolved from a
word meaning something like a ‘crowd’ or anotherchsugroup of peopleMIDDLE

adpositions have mainly grammaticalized from obpects denoting the centre.

47 Cf. also the German adpositiawischen
“8 See section 2.3.1 and chapter 3, for the restilterpus analysis and experimental findings relasetthis
anticipation.
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This section provided a general description ofME®IAL REGION category in both
English and Estonian. It presented the various exsdniemas believed to be related to the
semantics of these adpositions and looked at sdntbeopossible grammaticalization
sources. The following three sections provide aitkgt semantic analysis of the three main

groups ofVEDIAL REGION adpositions.

The main aim of this analysis is to show that bgifpog one central schema for
each group oMEDIAL REGION adpositions, a very large number of uses can bquadiely
described with them in conjunction with the morsibamage schemas depicted above in
section 2.3.2. For each group of adpositions | lmeposed a network model according to
Langacker (1987, 1990, 2000, 2008). Each such mktimzludes a prototype for these
categories. The central or prototypical uses of datlpositions are based on the various
dictionary entries and the results of the corpuslyams; | also refer to the experimental
findings described in detail in chapter 3 whereevaht. Under each adpositions group |
exemplify both the prototypical or more central sisef these adpositions and other
elaborations, where the central schema is modified.

The central or prototypical uses for the adpos#i@re based on the various
dictionary entries and the results of the corpuslyasis; they were also and on

experimental findings.

2.4 ThemepiAL Group: between, vahel, vahele, vahelt

The first group oMEDIAL REGION adpositions to be described is that of tEDIAL
adpositions in English and Estonian, i.e. such aitipns which are used to express a
spatial location where the trajector is locatedimintermediate position in relation to two
landmarks. These two landmarks may be two sepalgects, two separate parts of an
object, or two sets of multiple objects. Grammalycadhese may be expressed with four
possibilities: singular + singular, singular + @lrplural + singular, plural + plural. The
English dataset includes the prepositibeveerandthe Estonian dataset the postpositions
vahel, vahele, vahelBoth betweerandvahelare the most frequent adpositions within the
whole category ofEDIAL REGION adpositions’. Both the English and EstoniareniAL

adpositions form a complex category depicted inrgl7. This category is in turn related

49 See Appendix 1 for the general description ofahalysed corpus data.
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to the more general schemaaaiNTAINMENT; the reasons why to consider such adpositions

as expressing inclusion and containment, were gib@ve in section 2.3.2.

Figure 17. Network of MEDIAL adpositions

MEDIAL

\
SINGULAR LM <----1 DUAL LM F-—-=-=> PLURAL LM

This network highlights the fact that this subsemabpIiAL REGION adpositions can
be abstractly characterized with one and the saokeensa, labelled asvEDIAL .
Furthermore, it can be seen that the central scluérttee MEDIAL category adpositions has
three elaborations, one being theototype. The elaboration considered the prototype
(drawn with the most heavy line) in this networkhe case when there are two landmarks
or two sets of landmarks, i.e. the landmark is ddd&le claim that the uses of these
adpositions used with a dual landmark are the prpitcal ones is supported by the corpus

analysis.

Table 10 and 11 present the results of the corpalysis carried out with English
and EstoniarvEDIAL adposition¥’. Table 10 shows the precise number of instances of
these adpositions with dual, uniplex and multigiexdmarks in the spatial, temporal, and
abstract domains; Table 11 expresses the samasigtarcentages. Here and elsewhere it
was felt necessary to include both a table contgithie exact numbers of instances as well
as a table where the same data is expressed asfpyop. The total number of instances
analysed for each adposition varies and it is betigdhat presenting the data as proportions
should make the comparison more explicit. In swadilets (e.g. Table 10) the cells in the
column titled Total indicate the total number of occurrences of thpoadions in my
corpus sample; the cells for other columns indi¢dhte number of occurrences of these
adpositions for the respective category (e.g. darguwual, plural for the quantity of
landmarks). The labelot applicablerefers to such instances, where the determination o

the quantity of the landmark was not possible. English such instances were the fixed

*0 See Appendix 1 for the general overview of thepuerdata.
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phrasesn betweenand the use obetweenas an adverb; for the Estonian dataset, these
instances involved usingahel, vahelt, vahelas adverbsnd phrasal verbs likevahele

jaama, vahele jatma, vahele votitdn all of these cases, there is no overt landmark.

Table 10.MEDIAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks

singular dual plural not applicable | TOTAL
between 3 908 279 12 1202
vahel 22 408 249 268 947
vahele 3 18 7 23 51
vahelt 13 2 31 3 49
Table 11.MEDIAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks (proportions)
singular dual plural not applicable | TOTAL
between 0.2% 75.5% 23.2% 1.0% 100%
vahel 2.3% 43.1% 26.3% 28.3% 100%
vahele 5.9% 35.3% 13.7% 45.1% 100%
vahelt 26.5% 4.1% 63.3% 6.1% 100%

As can be seen from these tables, the majorityhefMEDIAL adpositions are
considerably more often used with a dual landmbdntwith a plural or a singular one.
The percentage fdretweeris around 80; fowahe| howeverthis figure is only around 40.
Nevertheless, | would still claim that the protaypor EstonianMEDIAL adpositions
involves also the situation where the landmarkualdThis is because the adverbial use of
Estonianvahel ‘'sometimes, occasionall{example 16) can also be conceptualised as
involving a dual landmark. The two landmarks invemvhere are that of “always” and

“never”. Sometimess neither, it is somewhel®etweenthe two extremes.

16. Kaisime vahel kinos.
goPSTPLL sometimes moviesie
‘We sometimeswent to the movies'.

Thus, when we add the number of instancewvadfel used as an adverb to the
number of instances when it is used with a duatdsark, the total is 676 instances

(71.4%). The number of instances and proportiongables 10 and 11 provide, in my

1 When | conducted a pilot study of the corpus,d bt determine that there should be a space bafate
after the word (e.g. _vahel ) in the search bahefMCE. Thus, | ended up getting such entrenchst@nces

like muuhulgas, muuseas, keskeltlabi, kahevahel, ombvahketevahel Later on, this oversight was
corrected and all of the Estonian queries werdesbrt _X_.
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opinion, reliable enough support to postulate that prototype for both the English and
EstonianMEDIAL adpositions studied is expressing such a relatibarevthe trajector is
located in the intermediate position with respeca dual landmark. Further support comes
from the experimental findings, where it is showrattthe use obetweenand vahel
decreases considerable when there are more thatamamarks in a spatial scetfeThis

central schema is presented in Figure 18.

Figure 18.MEDIAL : ‘Trajector located in the intermediate position oftwo landmarks’

| NEN
Im m

In addition to the prototype, the other typicalbeleation ofMEDIAL category is the
use ofMEDIAL adpositions with a plural landmark (depicted inufegg19). In comparison
with the third elaboration, where the landmarkirggslar, the use obetweenand vahel
with a plural landmark is considerably more frequ@rables 10 and 11). Hence, | have
emphasised the relatively frequent use of thesestipns with a plural landmark by
making the appropriate box thicker than that ofubes with a singular landmark in Figure
17, but at the same time less thicker than the rtypétal use with dual landmarks (see
Langacker 2008: 37, 226 for different levels of tcality or prototypicality). However, it
should be pointed out that the table only represeheé grammatical coding of the
landmarks and if taken conceptually, these plunal singular landmarks are quite often
actually dual. This issue will be discussed in maletail under the corresponding

elaborations.

®2 See chapter 3 for the discussion of experimeirtdirfgs.
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Figure 19. MEDIAL : ‘Trajector located in the intermediate position of a plural

landmark’
Q.
. NN
m m
Q.

With respect to the use betweerandvahelwith a plural landmark, an important

difference between the uses of such adpositiorsrasg, seas, hulgashould be made
right from the start. Although apparently synonymais to the quantity of landmarks, these
different sets of adpositions construe the scefferently —MEDIAL PLURAL adpositions
(among, seas, hulgpsake the landmark to be a unitarty bounded ety group that
surrounds the trajector; witlEDIAL adpositions ljetween, vahglthe separateness and

individual nature of the surrounding landmarksrigobasised.

It is interesting to look at the usesldtweerandvahelin the spatial sub-domain.
In Table 12, the exact number of instancebeaifveerandvahelused in the spatial domain
with either a singular, dual or plural landmarlgigen; Table 13 expresses the same data in

percentages.

Table 12.MEDIAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks in the spatial dmain

singular dual plural not applicable | TOTAL
between 1 311 168 5 485
vahel 22 78 110 3 213

Table 13. MEDIAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks in the spatial @main
(proportions)

singular dual plural not applicable | TOTAL
between 0.2% 64.1% 34.6% 1.0% 100%
vahel 10.3% 36.6% 51.6% 1.4% 100%

From Tables 12 and 13 it can be concluded bedtveen compared tovahel is
much more restricted in its spatial use: in ab&% ®f the cases it requires its landmark to

be dual. At the same time, Estoniaahelis actually used more with plural than dual
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landmarks in the spatial domain according to mydahis might, in part, be explained by

grammaticalizatiori®

What follows is a more detailed analyses of thdedint uses of English and
EstonianMEDIAL adpositions and how these instantiate both theralesthema and its

various elaborations.

() The central MEDIAL schema:‘Trajector located in the intermediate position of a
dual landmark’

The uses oMEDIAL adpositions can be roughly divided into two: thtlsat are
related to thespLITTING (Figure 12),BLOCKAGE and REMOVAL OF RESTRAINT image
schemas (Figure 16), and those that are relatdtetonk image schema (Figure 14). The
instantiation of these schemas together with tmérakvieDIAL schema (Figure 18) usually
depends on the type of a trajector. Examples 1tal&a illustrate the use ®fEDIAL
adpositions which instantiate thePLITTING image schema, examples 17b and 18b
instantiate theiNk schema:

17. a) A2X 406Far to the East, a young man emerges dripping fteenriver Neisse on the
borderbetweerEast Germany and Polan(BNC)
b) CRB 3317President Mitterrand inaugurated France's high-gpé&in servicebetween
Paris and Lille soon to be extended to the Channel tuniBNC)

18. a)Moskvale  polnud enam vaja puhverriiki  Venemaa
MoscowaALL not anymore neesupP buffer-statePRT RussiaGEN
ja Hiina vahel (MCE)

and ChinasEN between
‘Moscow no longer needs a buffer stagdweenRussia and China

b) Tallinna ja Tartu vahel sbidab jbulurong(MCE)
TallinnGEN and TartuseEN between  rurPRSSG3  Christmas-traimom
‘There is a Christmas traimnningbetweenTallinn and Tartu

Here, the trajectors in (a) sentencbsrder® and state are like other similar
entities which are used together wittEDIAL adpositions to instantiate the images of
SPLITTING and BLOCKAGE. These trajectors separate the two landmarksheéen above
sentences different countries. However, in (b) erds, the trajectorsrain and train
service are of theLINKING type — instead of separating these landmarks (ifierent
cities), they unit them. The same central divistdrthe uses oMEDIAL adpositions also

holds in the abstract domain, whdretweerandvahelare used to express different types

°3 Nevertheless, see the also the experimental fysditiscussed in chapter 3.
** Although nowadays there are no actual physicaddrsrbetween the countries within the Schengen &rea
international politics the concept of borderlingsiill and continues to be very important.



76

of relationships between entities. Again, whetlmersPLITTING (examples 19a and 20a) or
the LINK schema (examples 19b and 20b) is instantiatedegetith the centraliEDIAL

schema depends on the type of the trajector:

19. a) AAK 182 The West German Government honoured him for hiabfetwork in
promoting friendshigpetweerthe two countriedBNC)
b) FOD 96... a degree of diplomacy is necessary for the jgbmach of it is likely to be
spent resolving various forms difagreemenbetween client and agendBNC)

20. a)Noorte vahel tekib armastugeKSS)
youngsterseN between developRSSG3 love:NOM
‘Love developshetweenyoungsters
b) Peetri ja Mardi vahel h&dgus vana vaen (EKSS)

PetecEN and MartGEN between glowrsTsG3 old:Nom  feudNOM
‘There was an old feubetweenPeter and Mart(lit. ‘An old feud glowed between
Peter and Mart.”)

In other cases, determining whether the specifagienschema instantiated is that of
SPLITTING Or LINKING is not as clear. In these cases the truth probldsysomewhere

between, as in example 21:

21. Vagede valjaviimise lepingdlmimine _Eesti ia
armed-forcesEN pulling-outGEN treaty  signingiom EstoniaGEN and
Venemaa vahel  oleks Eestile vaga kahjulik .

RussiaGEN between b&OND EstoniaaLL  very  damaging
‘The signing of a treatpetweenEstonia and Russiabout pulling out the armed forces
would be very damaging for Estonia.’

The most common landmarks that occur withtweenand vahel in these uses are

agreement, discussion, war, fight, disagreemetat,

Other abstract uses ofeDIAL adpositions form distinct groups. A very common
group of uses is presented in examples 22 andl3@here thevEDIAL adpositions are

used when comparing entities:

22. A19 1520The research should help quantify the differertmetsveenolder and younger
drivers (BNC)
23. a)Kaksikute vahel ol vOimatu _vahet teha.(EKSS)
twinsGEN  between b@sT.sG3  impossible differenceRT makesupP
‘It was impossible to tell the difference betweba twins.’

b) Unistuse ja tegelikkuse vahel laiutas tohutu
dreamcEN and realityGEN between sprawtsT.SG3 enormous
kuristik (EKSS)
abyssviom

‘There was an enormous dagtweenthe dream and the reality

In these examples, a common trajector is eithatifi@renceor a gap that is

abstractly located between the two landmarks. Where is no difference between certain
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entities, the two landmarks in Figure 18 would beckse together that the trajector, i.e.
the difference, would not be seen; on the othedheunen there is a big difference or gap
between something, the two landmarks would be éardélwvay from each other and the gap

between these landmarks would be the trajectorthieshuge difference.

Another group of abstract uses of thweDIAL adpositions are when these

adpositions express making choices (examples 22%8nd

24. A08 461Do | have to choosketweergoat's cheese and chocolate cakBNC)

25. Meil  on valida _kahe vBimaluse vahel (EKSS)
weALL bePRSSG3 choosesuP two:GEN possibilitiesGEN between
‘We can choose between ttveo possibilities’

In the above examples (24 and 25) the entitiesvieathoose between are the two
landmarks. The trajector may be abstractly thowjlds the person who has to make the
choice or the event of choosing. The people makimeychoices are sort of positioned
between these two landmarks, one is on the oneasidehe other on the other side, and
they mentally pick out the one they like. Here aganother prominent image schema is
that of SPLITTING (Figure 12): you have to separate the entitiesljeuand wish to choose
from those that you dislike or are less appealmgdu. To push the image even further,
you pick out the entities you choose and sepalatm tfrom the rest. Thus, such picking
out or choosing between entities, instantiates gaeeral schema of containment; the
entities you choose from collectively form a unjtdvounded entity. In English, for
example, there are the idioms like to gatightbetween a rock and a hard plaaed to be
between the devil and the deep blug sdach are used when you have to make a difficult

decision or choose between two things that arelgguapleasant.

In relation to Estonian, a further parallel maydsawn with such phrases aalja
valima (it. ‘choose out’, ‘pick out’). And interesting cass that ofvdlja jatma‘leave out’
andvahele jatmglit. ‘leave between’, ‘skip, omit’) (examples 2€a). | would postulate
that while as we leave something out from sometldlsg yélja jatma, then theout
schema is instantiated (Figure 11), but when wp s&mething\ahele jatmathen there is
still CONTAINMENT. The part skipped is contained in the space betwlee last paragraph

that was read and the next paragraph to be read.
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26. a)Raamatust on osa asju valja jaetud (WWW)
bookeLA bePRSSG3 somePRT  thingsPRT out leavePST.PCPL
‘Some of the things have bekft out from the book.’
b) Jatab lugedes osa I6ike vahele (EKSS)
leavePRSSG3 readPRSPCPL SOMEPRT paragraph®RT between
‘When reading, he/stskips some of the paragraphs.’ (lit. ‘leave between’)

The group of uses connected to choosing is clagédyed to another group — when

betweerandvahelare used for dividing and sharing (examples 27aeb28):

27. a) AJX 521If twins are borne, both with a disability, therethum insured will be divided
equallybetweerthem (BNC)
b) We drank a bottle of wingetweerus (OED)
28. Toit jagati vordselt meie vahel (EKSS)
foodNOM dividePsTIMP equally OUIGEN between
‘The food was equally divideldetweenus'’

In such uses, there are again two groups of larkbremd the trajector is usually
the entity that is being shared or divided betwientwo landmarks. At the initial stage of
sharing, the trajector is abstractly located betwte two landmarks and in the course of
dividing, each appropriate part of the trajectorm®ved closer to the corresponding
landmark, until the appropriate part is containadthe landmark. Example 27b is an
idiomatic usage abetweenthe Estonian translational counterpart of whihsuallypeale
(‘fJ6ime kahe peale pudeli veini ara’). Again, tlgeoup of uses instantiates also the
SPLITTING image schema (Figure 12). In this case it is thgec¢tor that is split up and

divided between the two landmarks.

One of the final important groups of uses to beulised here involves the use of
MEDIAL adpositions to express a point along a scale froenaomount, weight, distance, etc.

to another (examples 29 and 30):

29. It weightedbetweernten and nine kilaJOED)

30. Palk oli korralik, _5000-8000 krooni vahel (EKSS)
payNOM bePST.SG3 decent 5000-8000 krooG&N between
‘The pay was decenbetween5000 and 8000 krooris

This use ofMmEDIAL adpositions is directly related to tleeALE image schema
(Figure 15). The two landmarks are the two poimsaoscale and the trajector, in the
example 29t and in example 3the pay is fixed on some point on this scale between the
two landmark points. This group of uses is, ondhe hand, approximate, because we do
not specify the exact weight or the size of the, oy on the other hand, the two points do

serve as specifying the range. | propose that ti peld by the trajector on this scale is
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more or less at the equivalent distance from the dther points, otherwise we would use
the adpositioraround (in Estonianumbe$.>® That is, when the pay in example 30 was, for
instance, 5500 kroons, then | would not use theositipn betweeninstead | would say:

‘They pay was around 5000 kroons.’.

The centralMEDIAL schema (Figure 18) also holds in the temporal domai
Examples 31 and 32 instantiate these uségteerandvahelrespectively:

31. ARC 68The High School at Cardiff, at the time when | adied it, between1923 and
1928 was indeed an excellent ofBNC)

32. Tulen homme kella __kimnea Uheteistkimnevahel
comePRSSGL tomorrow o'clock tergEN and  eleverGeEN between
‘I am coming tomorrovbetweenten and eleven o’clock

In addition to years and times, other common larédman the temporal domain are
days, dates, months, the start and finish of cedativities, etc. Here, the two landmarks
are the two time points and the trajector is timeetinterval that is between these two
points. This use afiEDIAL adpositions can, again, be either approximatea) #sei Estonian
example 32, where the specific time is not givethaalgh the time range is given, or
indicate the specific time interval, as in the Estylexample 31, where the trajector covers
all of the intermediate years between 1923 and 198& approximate temporal use of
MEDIAL adpositions is similar to the use of these adpw®stio express a point along a scale

(examples 29 and 30).
(if) Elaborations

As was noted above, the most important elaboraifadhe centraMeEDIAL schema,
which holds for both English and Estonian, is wbetween, vahel, vahele, vahelé used
with a plural landmark. The other elaboration, when theseeEDIAL adpositions are used
with a singular landmark is far less common. Theo&an dataset, furthermore, includes
the lative and separative forms of the locativeoattpn vahel—- vaheleandvahelt Since
the interrelationships between these different ®ame not clear and merit a separate study,
these adpositions are here simply treated as @abos of the central schema. It should be

stressed that all of the three members are tigighnected, but the exact nature of their

*> However, the experimental findings presented mptér 3 indicated that the centrality of the landoid
not show any specific effect for the usebetweerandvahelin the conducted experiment.
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relationship, e.g. should one member be considéeg@rototype and the other members as

either elaborations or extensions, is yet to berdanhed.
(a) ‘Trajector located in the intermediate positionof a plural landmark’

Although this elaboration is seemingly similar teetelaboration of the category
MEDIAL -PLURAL (see section 2.5), there are important differendesnentioned above, the
central proposition is thateDIAL -PLURAL adpositions, e.gamong, seas, hulgdake plural
landmarks that are conceptualised as a group amcitary entity; MEDIAL adpositions,
however, take plural landmarks that are taken toabeseparate, individual entities.
Furthermore, there seems to be a restriction #ititpughbetween, vahel, vahele, vahelt
can be used with more than two landmarks, theraatare too many of theri.Examples

33 and 34 instantiate this elaboration, which wegiated above in Figure 19:

33. AD9 16880 you see the pobletweerthe tree8 (BNC)

34. Ta on siinsamas siundinud ja  kasvanud
heNOM bePRSSG3  right-here bormsT.PcPLand growPST.PCPL
kartulipéldude vahel (MCE)
potatoe-fieldssEN between

‘He was born and grew up right hebetweenthe potato fields
In both English and Estonian, these plural landmairdesandpotato fieldscannot

be used with avEDIAL-PLURAL adposition in these contexts without a slight megni
change. Although in English, bolietween the treeendamong the treeare attested (BNC
gave 51 solutions witbetweerand 96 withamong, it is proposed that these adpositions
construe the same situations differenfiynongimplies the idea of being surrounded by the
trees — the trees form a unitary bounded enktigtweenmplies the idea of separateness
and the emphasis is on the individual charactethefentities. Differently fromamong,
betweenand vahel, vaheltare commonly used with perception verbs, lgee and be
visible When something can be seen between the trees, pogl or the sea, we do not see
the whole objects but only parts of it as they ai®ble between each separate tree.
Furthermore, in Estonian there is even a strongeanimg difference between using
MEDIAL andMEDIAL-PLURAL adpositions with one and the same plural landm@f&.can

use the expressigouude vahelith such trajectors as people, cars or the seapiude

°% Reference is here made to the experimental firsdigigen in chapter 3, wheteetweenand vahel were
mostly used with two landmarks and only a very $mamber of participants used these adpositiond wit
three or six landmarks.
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seas, puude hulg¥sis predominantly used when we talk about, for insta an ash

growing among other trees.

In the corpus | also coded the usempblAL adpositions with body parts as plural.

Nevertheless, in most cases these can be condsptuat dual, as in examples 35 and 36:

35. H9H 2754 Yes, it does have to stop,’; he hisbetiveerclenched teet{BNC)
36. Pdlvede vahel hoidis sOdurike vintplsgMCE)
kneesGEN between holdrsT.sG3  soldier riflePrT

‘The soldier held a riflbetweenhis knees

In example 35, the pluré¢ethcan be conceptualised as dual; when somebody has
something between their teeth or hisses somethetgden their teeth, the grammatically
plural landmarks can be actually thought of as $&ts of landmarks, i.e. two rows of teeth
and not just teeth in plurdl In the English dataset, the only such instandesreva plural
body part could be conceptualised as dual, Vvbeteveen the teetfthe Estonian dataset
included other examples likélgade vahefbetween shoulders’pblvede vahelbetween
knees. kappade vahelbetween paws’ kite vahel'between hands®, jalgade vahel
‘between legs’ kbrvade vahelbetween ears’, and the idiokahe silma vahele jaand.
‘stay between the two ey&%’ Indeed, considering such sets of landmarks aslpiwould
be odd, because humans normally have two of thedg parts and when we talk about
them in plural, we mean both of them and not mdieus, if we also consider these
instances as involving a dual landmark, the proporbf the total number of instances
whereMEDIAL adpositions are used with a dual landmark is ewggelo and gives stronger

ground for positing prototype status for this use.

Other plural landmarks which could be conceptudlse dual, involve instances as

those in examples 37 and 38:

" For a comparison, Google gave 8 600 resultpdiode vahel]162 forpuude hulgasnd 99 fopuude seas

°8 Of course, an alternative for hissing somethintwben the teeth, can actually be that the soundsemi
through the gaps between individual teeth, e.g.rnd@mebody has lost a tooth or two during a hoakey
boxing match. But | presume that in majority ofesswhen we say or hiss something between the, tixeth
sound comes out from the gap between the two réweseth.

% Interestingly, in English, for example, the ustrahslation counterpart faiin tema kéte vahes ‘I was in
his/her arms’, which can be taken as further pfoothe hypothesis thatEDIAL REGION is an instantiation of
CONTAINMENT.

8 English idioms that contain theEDIAL REGION adpositionbetweenand body parts arBave nothing
between the ears, hit sb (right) between the eyis,your tail between your legs.
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37. CEU 106vasklin was just ahead of the other two as theedagp the aisldetweenthe
rows of humangBNC)

38. Jaapani teadlased toéotavad valjla humanoidrithot  mis
Japanese scietist@M work-PRSPL3  out humanoid-robatrT  that
liigub kaubamajas riiulite vahel  ringi. (MCE)

movePRSSG3 departmentstontE  shelvesseEN  between around
‘The Japanese scientists are working out a humanbiot that moves around between the
shelves in a department store.

These landmarks;ows and shelvescan be thought of as forming two sets of
landmarks; when you are moving between the rowen; th any one time point you are
actually moving betweetwo rowsof humans. The same is with shelves; when in aial
may move around between any numbers of shelvemyabne instance you are between
two shelves. While in English, one can also maweng the shelvdexample 39), then in

Estonian we do not sayitulite seas/hulgas kéndima.

39. G29 32Heedless of their cries and struggles, perhaps evgstling a merry tune, Peter
strolledamongthe shelvefilling a capacious shopping trollefBNC)

Other landmarks of this type are, for exampidade vahel'between rows’ pingiridade
vahel ‘between rows of benchegeenarde vahebetween flowerbeds’kardinate vahel

‘between the curtainslinde vahelbetween the sheets’, etc.

In addition to the spatial domain, tkieDiAL adpositiondetweerandvahelare also
used in the abstract domain together with pluradimaarks (Figure 19). Here, similar
meaning groups can be distinguished as presentee dor the abstract uses of these
adpositions with dual landmarks. Again, there iasic division between the uses
expressing thePLITTING schema (examples 40a and 41a) and the uses eRgréssiLINK
schema (examples 40b and 41b). Indeed, meaningpgrare more or less the same as

described above, the only difference being thahemumber of landmarks.

40. a) A5R 503ut in the mid-1970s there was an acrimonious dcirfletweerthe different
intelligence gathering agenciés the province(BNC)
b) G32 14Not just discrete little bundles of inert infornatibut a system of stronger and
weaker connectiorisetweerdifferent knowledge areaéBNC)

41. a)Aasta-kahe tagused piirid erinevate  arvutikasutajate
one-two-year oltiom borderlinessiom differentGEN computer-usersen
vahel hagustuvad UuhgMCE)
between become-fuzprsPL3 more-and-more

‘The one or two year-old borderlinbstweendifferent computer useesre becoming
more and more fuzzy.’
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b) Kunstnike vahel on juba 5 aastat pidevad
artistsGEN  between beRrssSG3 already 5 years continuausm
sidemed olnud (MCE)
relationsiom bePsTPCPL

‘There have been continuous relatitietweenartistsfor already 5 years.’

A special comment may be made about the usdmtwieenand vahelto express
making choices. We can use eithetweeror amongin English andsahel, seas, hulgas
Estonian with plural landmarks with the vezhoose But again there is, in my opinion, a
difference in construal and hence also in the nmgarivly intuition is that we usehoose
amongandmillegi seast/hulgast valimavhen the landmarks are uniform, i.e. similar and
there is relatively many of therohoose betweesndmillegi vahel valimahowever, imply
that the landmarks are somewhat more differentseparate and there is a relatively small
number of them. Furthermore, the Estonian contastmaybe even be described with a
difference in perspective — when we say that weshliawchoose between somethindlegi
vahel valimathen we position or profile ourselves mentallystnding in the intermediate
position of these landmarks or choices, and whemsamillegi seast/hulgast valimgit.
‘choose from among’), then we construe the wholeo$eentities as a container and we

mentally have to pick out the choice and extraftbin the containet*

Both English and EstoniameDIAL adpositions take a plural landmark also in the
temporal domain. In such cases, the landmarks \aat® of the type as expressed in

examples 42 and 43:

42. C9Y 2401t is important to eat enough to prevent you fraelihg hungrjetweenmeals

(BNC)

43. TBSi kaameramehed kéndisid etteastete vahel tema
TBSGEN camera-memoM  walk-PST.PL3 performancesEN between heEN
jarel  nagu politseinikud mone meetri tasel (MCE)
behind like policemenioMm couple meters distaneeL

‘The cameramen of TBS walked behind Hietweenthe performancelike policemen a
couple of meters away.’

Similarly to the discussion of plural body partscan be proposed here that even
such uses involve a conceptually dual landmark. Wive are feeling hungry between
meals (example 42), we actually feel hungry betwiem meals; and when something

happens between the performances, it might veriyheghappening between many number

®1 Tuomas Huumo has used the tegtebal perspectivandlocal perspectivehere, these might be useful in
describing also the difference betwesdmose between sth/millegi vahel valiarad choose among/millegi
seast, hulgast valima he former is an instance of local perspective thie latter of global perspective.
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of performances, but at each individual time it peps between the performance just
finished and the one about to start (example 43)eldver, both in English and Estonian
such lexical units adetween the wars, sddade valvetre attested. Although coded
formally as plural, these might also refer to daaldmarks — that of the two World Wars.
Again, when we consider these instances as invplhdnal landmarks, then the total

number of the instances bétweerandvahelused with a dual landmark is even bigger.
(b) ‘Trajector located in the intermediate positionof a singular landmark’

Both Estonian and with some reservations Englistairtiate an elaboration of the
central MEDIAL schema where the landmark is grammatically singuldnis apparent
idiosyncrasy is relatively frequent in Estonian,ilhonly one instances was found for

betweernin my corpus (examples 44):

44, BOH 456Macmillan may have appeared to treat the premigrsis if he were a Whig
grandee running a great estate in the gapsveerhis private reading(BNC)

It may very well be that this is simply a spelliegor and that the possibility dietween
occurring together with a singular landmark is elds zero in English. Estoniarahel,
vahele, vahe]thowever,can occur with singular landmarks in the spatiaindm. Such
landmarks are of the following typenets‘forest’, linn ‘town’, kila ‘village’, podsas
‘bush’, vbsa‘brush’, voo ‘belt’, krae‘collar’, uks‘door’, aed‘fence’, hammastooth’, nokk

‘peak’, etc. (examples 45a and 45b):

45, a)Toivo S. koer hakkas akitselt teest paarikiimne meetri
Toivo S. dogioM beginPST.SG3 suddenly roa@&LA couple-of-dozen metersEN
kaugusel _soise vdsa vahel haledalt niutsumdCWE)
distancesDE swampyGEN brushGEN between sadly whimpeup
‘Toivo S.’s dog began suddenly to whimpiar the swampy brusiflit. 'between the
swampy brush’) a couple of dozen meters off thel.roa

b)...et niid vdiks jah natuke linna vahel jalutada.(CWE)
that now could yes a-bit tomBN  between strolsup
‘... that yes, now we could strah the town(lit. ‘between the town’) for a bit.’

Although in Estonian we can use a singular landrmdtk vahe| the landmark has
to consist of separate parts. For examygdsa'brush’ consists of such separate parts leaves
and branches, arithn ‘town’ consists of houses, streets, etc. | propbse¢ when we use
such singular landmarks witlahelas in examples 45a and 45b we actually concepgualis
these landmarks as consisting of separate parts.cdhresponding paraphrases would be

that the dog was whimpering the swampy brustvfsa3 and that we will go for a walia
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the town [innas) (cf. the central hypothesis th&EDIAL REGION is an elaboration of
CONTAINEMTN). Still, I do believe that here the speaker on@@erconstrues the situation
differently, i.e. there are slight meaning diffecea betweerdsag('in the brush’) and/dsa
vahel (lit. ‘between the brush). In Estonian, there isiateresting pair of expressions:
hamba vahe(lit. between a tooth) andammaste vahélbetween the teeth’). English does
not make this distinction and when we wish to sawrother person that she or he has a
parcel of food stuck between the two front teetle, would sayYou have something
between your teetand notbetween your tooffy the Estonians, however, would probably
say thatSul on midagi hamba vahelhe expressiomidagi on hammaste vahefuld be
used when we mean two rows of teeth, as in exadp(ehe use obetweerandvahelwith

plural body parts was discussed under the pree@ixoration):

46. ...ja vanamees vaatas talle veel tukk aega jarele,
and old-mamom look-PST.SG3  himaLL still bit time:GEN after
tikutops kaes ja kustunud koni _hammasterahel.. (MCE)

match-boxyomM handINE and extinguishedioM stubNOM teethGEN between
‘...and the old man looked after him for a long timéth the match-box in his hands and
the extinguished stubetweenthe teethi

(c) ‘Trajector moving to the intermediate positionof a dual landmark’

This elaboration is connected to theTH schema (Figure 13) and involves the
motion of the trajector to the intermediate posital a dual landmark. The focus here is on
the coAL. English MEDIAL adposition betweenand Estonianvahele can express the
complex non-processual relationship depicted infE@0; the end state is the same as that
of the centralMEDIAL schema (Figure 18 above)his elaboration holds for plural

landmarks as well; in Estonian for both singulad afural landmarks.

%2 Google gave 17 100 results fituck between your teetind 6 results fostuck between your togtbut all
of the latter were phrasstuck between your tooth and gumence actually employing dual landmark.
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Figure 20. ‘Trajector moving to the intermediate pgaition of a dual landmark’
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Example sentences 47 and 48 instantiate this elabor

47. H7F 1573'Fine," Starke said, writing, "Grout" as in thatust you putbetweentiles and
bricks and thingsright?" (BNC)

48. Keegi paksuke puges ___Mmeie vahele (BNC)
SOMENOM fatty:NOM squeezerST.SG3 USGEN betweemLL
‘Some fatty squeezdakbtweenus’

This elaboration holds also for the abstract dosamnboth languages (49 and 50a). In

Estonianyvaheleis used also in the temporal domain (50b), but ngliEh equivalent was

attested in my corpus:

49, CML 176"Whatever is said in this room must shetweerus (BNC)

50. a)Jaagu see jutt __meiekahe vahele (EKSS)
staydussthisNOM  storyNOM USGEN tWO:GEN betweenaLL
‘Let this story stapetweenus twa’
b) Nende stindmuste  vahele jaab mitu  aastakimr{ieEKSS)

thesezEN  eventssEN betweemlLL remainPRSSG3 many decadeBrT
‘Betweenthese eventthere remains many decades.’

Example sentences 49 and 50a instantiate a schdmeee the trajector, i.e. the
things said ojutt ‘story’, has to stay between the two landmarks,the people involved in
the conversation (cf. the English idiobetween you, me, and the bedpo¥hese uses
again nicely illustrate the overatloNTAINMENT schema because the two people and the
conversation they had constitute a sort of contamred the things said between them have
to be kept strictly inside this container. Furthera) in the use of the English phrasene
between(example 51) and in the Estonian lative fouahele,the image schemas of

SPLITTING (Figure 12) an®LOCKAGE (Figure 16) is especially prominent (example 52):

51. BNP 1082Not even a woman, it seems, aame betweenLovejoy and his antigues
(BNC)
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52. Ametivéimud olid sunnitud korrarikkujatele jéuga
authoritiesNoM bePsTPL3  forcePST.PCPL disorderlieSsEN forcecom
vahele astuma (EKSS)

betweemLL stepsup
‘The authorities were forced to use force ammine betweenthe disorderlies (lit.’step
between’)

In addition to the phrasal vetome betweerthe image schema ®LOCKAGE is also
instantiated by the English idiordrive a wedge between somebodyher Estonian
idiomatic phrases instantiating tBeOCKAGE schema argahele segaméintervene’), katt
vahele panemdit. ‘put a hand between’/ ‘stop sb from doing sthnd kaikaid kodarate

vahele loopim& (lit. ‘throw clubs between the spokes’/ ‘put a spak sb’s wheel’).

A number of other English idioms also express &tiirection and can be described
with the more general schema @SNTAINMENT®* e.g.fall/be caught between two stools
andtake a bit between your teeth. Estonian, there are many phrasal verbs witHétiee
form vaheleand other idiomatic expressions which have a sts®rge OCONTAINMENT:
e.g. vahele jaama(lit. ‘remain between’/’'get caught’),vahele kukkuma(lit. ‘fall
between’/’get caught’)yahele votmdlit. ‘take between’/ ‘catch sb’pihtide vahele vbtma
(lit. ‘take between the tongs’kellegi hammaste vahele satturtid ‘get between sb’s
teeth’), kahe kdva kivi vahele sattur(ld. ‘get between two hard rocks’kahe tule vahele
jagama (‘remain between two fires’)rataste vahele jaamdlit. ‘remain between the
wheels’). If, for example, the police catch ymbtab vahelgor you get caught by a teacher

(vahele jaamp then you are in a pretty strict container, a elifficult situation®
(d) ‘Trajector moving away from the intermediate pacsition of a dual landmark’

Similarly to the previous elaboration, this on@lso connected to tlaTH schema
and involves the trajector moving away from theintediate position of a dual landmark;
here the focus is on treURCE EnglishMEDIAL prepositionbetweenn combination with
the source prepositiofom and the Estonian separative fouaheltexpress the complex
non-processual relationship depicted in Figurew?iere the beginning state or theURCE

Is the same as that of the centnabiaL schema (Figure 18).

% There is a synonymous expression with the inessisekellelegi kaikaid kodaratesse loopima.

8 A well-known metaphorical transfer described imuitive linguistics literature is that of conceptsimg
states and conditions as locations (Johnson 1%&&ff.1987, Lakoff and Johnson 1980).

8 After being put to jail by the police when you gmtught, you are no longer in an ‘abstract’ commgin
instead you are in a very real container with bars.
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Figure 21. ‘Trajector moving away from the intermedate position of a dual
landmark’
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Similarly to the previous elaboration, bdtiom betweerandvaheltcan also occur with a
dual and plural landmark.

53. B3F 823 .a cheeky little field mouse popped fupm betweenher sheetavhere it had
evidently been nesting(BNC)

54, Poiss iimus p6bsaste vahelt nahtavale(EKSS)
boyNOM appearPsST.SG3 bushesseEN betweemBE  into-view
‘The boy came into vierom betweenthe bushes

In Estonian,vahelt can also instantiate the elaboration where 3bercEis a singular

landmark (examples 55a and 55b):

55. a)Piilus kardina vahelt vdalja. (EKSS)
peepPST.SG3 curtainGEN  betweemBE  out
‘He/She peeped out from between the curtains.’
b) Keegi pistis pea _ ukse vahelt sisse(EKSS)
somebodyWoM stick-PST.SG3 headPRT dOOrGEN  betweemBE  into
‘Somebody stuck their head in from the door.’

As was discussed above under elaboration (b), teegpilar landmarks can be
conceptualised as consisting of separate parts.b@sic experience with curtains is that
they consist of two separate curtains; one canrb@@rdto one side and the other to other
side and when they are close together, there msighbe a tiny gap, from which one can
peep out. Our experience with doors also suggéstsit consists of different parts — a
frame and a movable/moving part with a handle.Xangple (b), the door is slightly open
and there is a gap between the frame and the nmeyast, from where the person has
stuck their head in.

The present elaboration is closely connected tREMOVAL OF BLOCKAGE Schema
(Figure 16). If we take something from between taromore landmarks, it no longer

separates or blocks the two landmarks (example 56):
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56. Uhised raskused sulatasid jaa inimeste  vahelt (EKSS)
commonnoM difficulties:NOM meltPST.PL3 icePRT peopleGEN  betweemBE
‘Common difficulties melted the ideetweenpeople’

Such idiomatic phrases like in Engliskad between the lineand in Estonian
ridade vahelt lugema, kellegi kiiinte vahelt pdéasé@ihaescape from sb’s fingernails’),
vahelt I6ikama(lit. ‘cut from between’) vahelt tegemdlit. ‘make/do from between’), and
vahelt ndppamdlit. ‘snatch from between’) can also be consideasdinstances of the

schema depicted in Figure 18.

2.5 TheMEDIAL -PLURAL Group: among, amongst, hulgas, hulka, hulgast, seas, sekka

seast

This section provides a semantic description ofMBBIAL-PLURAL adpositions in
English and Estonian, i.e. such adpositions whrehused for expressing spatial locations
where the trajector is located in an intermediadgitpn in relation to more than two
landmarks. The English dataset includes the prépnsiamong and amongst®; the
Estonian dataset includes the three-member positpusseas, sekka, seaahd hulgas,
hulka, hulgastBoth the English and EstoniafEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions form a complex

category depicted in Figure 22.

Figure 22. Network of MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions

MEDIAL -PLURAL

PLURAL LM - SINGULAR LM

This network highlights the fact that this subskemabDIAL REGION adpositions can
be abstractly characterized with one and the samtal schemavEeDIAL -PLURAL . From
the networks it can also be seen that the centresa of thevEDIAL -PLURAL category
adpositions is proposed to have two elaborations,b@ing therototype. The elaboration
considered the prototype in this network is theecaten the landmark is plural (drawn

with a heavy box); the other elaboration involvesrggular landmark. The claim that these

8 Although English dictionaries commonly say thamongstis simply a variant oamong in the present
analyses they are studied separately.
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instances oMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions where the landmark is plural are tlegégbypical
ones is supported by the corpus analysis. Tablemd4l5 present the results of the corpus
analysis carried out with theepiAL-PLURAL adposition8”. Table 14 indicates the precise
number of instances of these adpositions with edh&ingular or plural landmark together
for all of the different domains, i.e. spatial aalolstract; Table 15 expresses the same data
as proportions. The lababt applicablerefers to such instances where the determination of
the quantity of the landmark was not possible. #har English adpositionamong and
amongssuch instances were the fixed phrase®ng others, amongst others, among other
things For the Estonian dataset, these instances inyalsingseas, sekka, hulgass
adverbs; phrasal verbs lilgna sekka utlema, sekka lI6graad fixed phrases likenuu

seasand the very frequemhuu hulgas

Table 14.MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks

singular plural not applicable TOTAL
among 19 372 21 412
amongst 5 88 6 99
seas 17 185 2 204
sekka 12 37 7 56
seast 10 50 0 60
hulgas 15 179 29 223
hulka 16 40 0 56
hulgast 12 48 0 60

Table 15.MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks (proportions)

singular plural not applicable TOTAL
among 4.6% 90.3% 5.1% 100%
amongst 5.1% 88.9% 6.1% 100%
hulgas 6.7% 80.3% 13.0% 100%
hulka 28.6% 71.4% 0.0% 100%
hulgast 20.0% 80.0% 0.0% 100%
seas 8.3% 90.7% 1.0% 100%
sekka 21.4% 66.1% 12.5% 100%
seast 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 100%

67 See Appendix 1for the general description of iig@as data.
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As can be seen from these tables and indeed, asecplausibly hypothesised, the
majority of theMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions are considerably more often used wilhueal
landmark than with a singular one. The percentdgesamong, amongsand seasare
around 90, forhulgas, hulgast, seaghis figure is around 80. The postulation of the

prototype found support from the experimental fingdi to be described in chapter 3.

Figure 23 presents the central schema that apfitiesll of the English and
EstonianMEDIAL -REGION adpositions. This schema can be interpreted ageGtaa located

in the intermediate position of a plural landmark’.

Figure 23.MEDIAL -PLURAL : ‘Trajector located in the intermediate position ofa plural
landmark’

This figure involves the bas@ONTAINMENT schema, in accordance with the central
hypothesis thaMEDIAL REGION is an elaboration o€ONTAINMENT, plus the additional
notion that the trajector has to be surroundedlbgfahe landmarks. As is shown in the
experimental findings to be described in chapteth8, centrality of the trajector is not
important, i.e. the trajector does not have totiidevery centre of landmarks. However, a
condition that does seem to apply is that the laréieishould be taken as a whole group
(cf. MEDIAL schema in Figure 19, where the landmarks are taidimidually). In Figure
23, the idea of landmarks constituting a group epresented by using the schematic
notation of an ellipsis. The ellipsis conveys ttiea that these multiple landmarks are taken
together as a group in our perceptual field, thepstitute a unitary bounded entity.
Because of the condition that the trajector hdsetsurrounded by the landmarks, | propose
that out of the three elaborationsMeEDIAL REGION, MEDIAL-PLURAL has the strongest link
with the overall containment schema. In this elabon, the sense of inclusion is felt to be

the strongest.
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What follows is a more detailed illustration of thees of English and Estonian
MEDIAL-PLURAL adpositions both as they instantiate the centraérsa and the various

elaborations.

(i) The central schemamIDDLE : ‘Trajector located in the intermediate position of a
plural landmark’

The corpus analysis confirmed the intuition thaboélthe selectedEDIAL -PLURAL
adpositions in both English and Estonian are predantly used with multiple landmarks.
Interestingly, if we only look at the figures fdret quantity of the landmark in the spatial
domain (Table 17 below), then contrary to what rhige assumed, there is a higher
number of singular landmarks. This apparent “anginalowever, will be explained under
elaboration (a). The uses in the example sentebicad and 58a-b instantiate the central

schema presented in Figure 23.

57. a) BP7 96rhere,amongthe junk mail and billslelivered while she had been riding out
first lot, was an envelope written in a carefulanhband.(BNC)
b) H90 7920n this,amongstthe few trees growing therstood a low dark building which,
in the fading light, had a desolate, sinister §BNC)

58. a)Tahendab, _Haldurile antud paberite hulgas ei
o] HaldumLL givePSTPASSPCPL  paperssen among not
olnud dokumenti, mis (MCE)

bePsTPCcPL documeneRT that
‘So,amongthe papers given to Halduhere was no document that...’

b) Marilyn otsis _ema asjade seas mond
Marilyn:NOM searchPST.SG3 mothercEN  thingsGEN among SOMEeRT
markmikku, kust mingitki infi vOiks saa(MCE)

noteboolerTfrom-where ~ SOm@RT.PART info:PRT could getsup
‘Marilyn was looking for a notebockmong her mother’s thingfrom where to get at
least some information.’

In addition to the spatial domain, this centralesoh also accounts for the more
abstract uses of these adpositions in both languéBaglish examples in 59a-b and

Estonian examples in 60a-b):

59. a)Snakes aramongthe animalamost feared by human®ED)
b) CKA 428lreland's playing pool is small becausenongstthe team sportsugby ranks
a distant fourth behind gaelic football, hurlingéeoccer(BNC)
60. a)Teadlaste hulgas teda ei hinnata(EKSS)
scientistssEN among heRT not appreciatsup
‘He is not appreciatedmongthe scientists
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b) Alkoholi  kuritarvitus on kasvanud eriti noorte seas(EKSS)
alcoholPRT abusesloM be-PRSSG3 grow-PST.PCPL especially youngsENamong
‘Alcohol abuse has grown especiaiymnongthe youth

None of the English and EstoniamgDIAL -PLURAL adpositions can be used in the temporal

domain.

Very commonly, with such uses of t&DIAL-PLURAL adpositions, the landmarks
were animate as shown in Table 17. This table ptedbe results of the corpus analysis,
where the instances of these adpositions were cadeording to whether the landmark
was animate or non-animategt applicablerefers to instances where it was not possible to
determine the animacy of the landmark. Table 1&githe same data in proportions.

Tables 17 and 18 represent the results for bottiaspad abstract domains.

Table 17.MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions: animacy of landmarks

animate non-animate | non-applicable TOTAL
among 290 101 21 412
amongst 61 32 6 99
seas 169 30 5 204
sekka 35 14 7 56
seast 52 8 0 60
hulgas 149 45 29 223
hulka 28 28 0 56
hulgast 44 16 0 60

Table 18.MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions: animacy of landmarks (proportions)

animate non-animate non-applicable TOTAL
among 70.4% 24.5% 5.1% 100%
amongst 61.6% 32.3% 6.1% 100%
seas 82.8% 14.7% 2.5% 100%
sekka 62.5% 25.0% 12.5% 100%
seast 86.7% 13.3% 0% 100%
hulgas 66.8% 20.2% 13.0% 100%
hulka 50.0% 50.0% 0% 100%
hulgast 73.3% 26.7% 0% 100%
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(ii) Elaborations

The central schema OfEDIAL-PLURAL category has, in addition, a number of
elaborations. The most important one, which hotoidobth English and Estonian is that of
‘Trajector located in the intermediate position afsingular landmark’. The other two
elaborations pertain mostly to Estonian, wherembBeIAL category also includes the lative
and separative members of thelgas-hulka-hulgasand seas-sekka-seagiiree-member
sets. As already mentioned, in the present thésle, not wish to commit to any claims
about how these three members are related to ¢heh &till, | do believe that they belong

together and are very closely related also senslytic
(a) ‘Trajector located in the intermediate positionof a uniplex landmark’

This elaboration accounts for the fact that althef MEDIAL adpositions in English
and Estonian can have, instead of a plural landraaikgular one. However, it should be
stressed that these figures are by no means hajite T9 presents the number of instances
of these adpositions used in the spatial domaih wither a singular or a plural landmark

as attested in my corpus analysis.

Table 19.MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions: quantity of landmarks in the spatial dmain

singular plural not applicable TOTAL

among 7 47 0 54
amongst 1 18 0 19
seas 8 36 1 45
sekka 7 17 0 24
seast 7 20 0 27
hulgas 4 21 0 25
hulka 4 3 0 7
hulgast 7 14 0 21
TOTAL 45 176 1 222

The labelsingular in my corpus analysis refers to the grammaticaddiarity, i.e.
whether the landmark is in the singular or plukdwever, if studied in detail, all of these
grammatically singular landmarks share a similaarabteristic — they can all be
conceptualised as collections of things, i.e. theycollective nouns. Thus, here the use of

these adpositions actually instantiates the sarmensa as for plural adpositions (Figure
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23). Table 19 presents the exact number of inssaotéhe singular landmarks attested in
the spatial domain of English and EstonmmDIAL -PLURAL adpositions; these singular
landmarks were divided into either animate or noimate. An interesting characteristic in
Table 20 is that animate singular landmarks aesegtl only for the Estonian dataset and
not for English. The animate group includes sucdkective nouns asahvas rahvamass
(‘people, crowd’), kogudus (‘congregation’), meeskond (‘team’), delegatsioon
(‘delegation’), publik (‘faudience’); the inanimate group includes suchinasfurniture,
fern, feather, detritus, nature, scree, segadusess’), koli (‘junk’), vara (‘property’),
inventaar (‘inventory’). This use of collective nouns withEDIAL-PLURAL adpositions
provides further support for claiming that thespasgitions require the plural landmark to
form a unitary bounded entity and although theycdbosist of separate parts, the emphasis
here is on their unitary nature.

Table 20.MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions: animate and non-animate singular landrarks
in the spatial domain

animate non-animate TOTAL
among 0 7 7
amongst 0 0 0
seas 7 1 8
sekka 7 0 7
seast 6 1 7
hulgas 2 2 4
hulka 3 1 4
hulgast 5 2 7

(b) ‘Trajector moving to the intermediate positionof a plural landmark’

This elaboration is connected to theTH schema (Figure 13) and involves the
motion of the trajector to the intermediate positaf the landmarks. The focus here is on
theGoAL. EnglishMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositionsamongandamongsiand Estoniaisekkaand
hulka can express the complex non-processual relatiordgppted in Figure 24; the end
state is the same as that of the central schanaL -PLURAL (Figure 23)This elaboration

holds both for singular and plural landmarks.
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Figure 24. ‘Trajector moving to the intermediate pgaition of a landmark’

Example sentences 61a-b and 62a-b instantiateldbsration:

61. a) EWC 33570 Frith" thought Hazel, turning his head for a ment to the bright glow in
the west," are you sending us to lammongthe cloud® (BNC)
b) CRE 2437He locked the door of his treasure room, sat damongsthis collection
and waited for inspiration(BNC)
62. a)Kadus kiiresti_rahva hulka. (EKSS)
disappearsTsG3  quickly crowdGEN amongiLL
‘He/She quickly disappearéuto the crowd:
b) Taevas kihutavate pilvede sekka iimus paike. (EKSS)
skyINE speedPRSPCPL CloudSGEN amongiLL appearsT.SG3 SUNNOM
‘The sun appeareamongthe clouds speeding in the sky

This elaboration also pertains to the usesekkaand hulka in Estonian phrasal
verbs and idiomatic expressions, likekka I60m4lit. *hit among’/‘join in’), sekka pistma
(lit. ‘stick among’/‘add’),sOna sekka Ultem(t. ‘say a word among’/‘’add’). An interesting
comparison can be drawn betweeaekka pistmaand vahele pistma(lit. ‘stick
between’/'interrupt’). Here, again, the differenoetween these two phrasal verbs reflects
the difference between the central schemas forethiesiAL REGION adpositions. When
you wish to add something during somebody else'wersation and the phrasal vesdkka
pistmais used, then the sense of interruption, is in inion, weaker. This is because the
potential landmark, i.e. the things already saidH®yother person, and the trajector, i.e. the
things added by you, form a more uniform entity ayal contribute to the overall
conversation by adding similar things. However, wilee phrasal verlahele pistmas
used, then there is the stronger sense of intéorypas the image schemasHLITTING is
instantiated.
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(c) ‘Trajector moving away from the intermediate pcsition of a plural landmark’

Similarly to the previous elaboration, this on@lso connected to tlaTH schema
and involves the trajector moving away from thesiintediate position of landmarks; here
the focus is on theourCE From theMmEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions, English adpositions in
combination with the source prepositifom and Estoniarhulgast, seasexpress the
complex non-processual relationship depicted irufe25, where the beginning state or
the SOURCEIs the same as that of the central scheml@AL-PLURAL (Figure 23).

Figure 25. ‘Trajector moving away from the intermedate position of a plural
landmark’

Example sentences 63a-b and 64a-b instantiatesldd®ration. Similarly to the previous

elaboration, it can be applied to both singular pludal landmarks.

63. a) ACE 1626she lifted a bottle of Champagfiem amongthe photographgBNC)
b) APR 19Its spine was missing, or rather protrudiedm amongstthe leavedike a bulky
marker. (BNC)

64. a)Vottis raamatute hulgast endale vajaliku(EKSS)
takePST.SG3 boOoksSGEN amongELA himself:ALL  necessary-oneRT
‘He took for himself the necessary drmm among the books
b) Leidsin selle vana kannu __ koli seast (EKSS)
findPsST.SGL thisGEN old:GEN JUJ:GEN junk:GEN amongELA

‘| found this old jugfrom) among the junk’

2.6 ThemipbLE Group: amid, amidst, in the middle of, in the centre ok$kel, keskele,

keskelt, keset

This section provides a semantic description ofMlm®LE adpositions in English
and Estonian, i.e. such adpositions that are usedpiatial locations where the trajector is

located in a middle position in relation to a (Ug)asingle landmark. The English dataset
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includes two simple prepositiorsnid and amidsf® and two complex prepositioris the
middle of and in the centre &f; the Estonian dataset includes the three-member

postpositiorkeskel-keskele-keskaltd the prepositiokeset

Both the English and EstoniamiDDLE adpositions form a complex category

presented in Figure 26.

Figure 26. Network ofMIDDLE Adpositions

MIDDLE

PLURALLM  F-—-—---- > SINGULAR LM

This network highlights the fact that this subsemabpIAL REGION adpositions can
all be abstractly characterized with one and tilmesschemaviDDLE . This schema can be
interpreted as ‘Trajector located at the centréoregf a landmark’ and is presented below
in Figure 27. This figure involves the basioNTAINMENT schema, in accordance with the
central hypothesis thavEDIAL REGION is an elaboration OCONTAINMENT, plus the
additional notion that the trajector has to be tedaat the very centre of the LM. The idea
of central position is conveyed with arrows. All tife English and EstoniamIDDLE

adpositions instantiate this schema.

Figure 27.MIDDLE : ‘Trajector located at the centre region of a landmak’

® The reason whymid and amidstwhere put into this group of adpositions rathemtiato theMEDIAL -
PLURAL group, has to do with grammaticalization. The seus€amid and amidstis presumably the object
part denoting “middle”. Although the tradition im@lish dictionaries is to say thamidstis a literary version
of amid, they are here analysed as two separate prepasitio

%9 See section XX for the discussion wihythe middle of, in the centre afe in the present thesis taken to be
complex prepositions rather than free combinations.
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From the network it can be seen that the centtedrsa of the English and Estonian
MIDDLE category adpositions has two elaborations, one gbeire prototype. The
elaboration considered the prototype in this nefwisrthe case when the ‘Trajector is
located at the centre region of a singular landmé#nk other elaboration involves a plural
landmark. The claim that these instancesv@DLE adpositions where the landmark is
singular are the prototypical ones is supportethkbycorpus analysis. Table 21 presents the
number of instances for English and Estoni@nDLE adpositions for the category of
quantity’®. The labehot applicablerefers to the instances of these lexical items estiee

landmark has been omitted, e.g. used as adverbs.

Table 21.miDDLE adpositions: quantity of landmarks (proportions)

singular plural not applicable TOTAL
amid 103 102 0 205
amidst 29 21 0 50
in the middle of 194 6 0 200
in the centre of 135 6 0 141
keskel 79 21 1 101
keskele 25 11 14 50
keskelt 24 21 16 61
keset 182 19 0 201

Table 22.mIDDLE adpositions: quantity of landmarks (proportions)

singular plural not applicable TOTAL
amid 50.2% 49.8% 0% 100%
amidst 58.0% 42.0% 0% 100%
in the middle of 97.0% 3.0% 0% 100%
in the centre of 95.7% 4.3% 0% 100%
keskel 78.2% 20.8% 1.0% 100%
keskele 50.0% 22.0% 28.0% 100%
keskelt 39.3% 34.4% 26.2% 100%
keset 90.5% 9.5% 0% 100%

These results presented in Tables 21 and 22 iedib&t centrality or prototypicality of

these uses where the landmark is singular.

0 See Appendix 1 for the general description ofdbipus data.
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The other elaboration where the landmark is plcaal also be claimed to reflect the
idea of containment. Similarly to the central schephMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions, these
multiple landmarks have to be conceptualised asessort of unitary bounded entity — they
are taken to be spatially contiguous within ourcpetual field, otherwise the use of these
adpositions would not be felicitous. | would evem & far as claiming that the multiple
landmarks form a container in which the trajec®tacated. The difference between the
schemas instantiated byeDIAL -PLURAL adpositions and/DDLE adpositions when used

with a multiple landmark is discussed below undaberation (a).
(i) The central schemaMIDDLE : ‘“Trajector located at the centre region of a landmak’

As can be seen from Tables 21 and 22, the EngiishLE adpositions that most
frequently instantiate the central schemavmiDLE category arén the middle oaindin the
centre of— in about 90% of the time the landmark of thedpoaitions is singular.
Although not as frequentlyamid and amidstare also used with singular landmarks. The
most typical member of the EstonismDLE adpositions appears to keset which has the
highest frequency for singular landmarks. Howeweaskelis also very frequently used
with a singular landmark; the casekafskeleand keskeltis not as clear-cut, because they
are also often used as adverbs and thus lack am lwelmark. The uses ofiDDLE
adpositions in the following sentences (examplea-&5for English, and 66a-b for

Estonian) instantiate the central schema presentéidjure 27.

65. a)Our dream home, sainid magnificent rolling sceneryOED)
b) FSR 2209rwisting the knob to magnify the image of fourgglyovhite shapeamidsta
field of darkly glowing emerald,.(BNC)
c) EVS 12141 got up on a benclin the middle ofthe marketand we were soon

surrounded(BNC)
d) G1M 1617Piper spotted Alex Bannen and his son sittinthe centre ofthe refectory
(BNC)

66. a)Maja asub metsakeskel (EKSS)

househoM be-locatedrRSSG3 forest in the middle of
‘The house is located the middle of the forest

b) Maja asub keset metsa(EKSS)
housenoM  be-locatedrRSSG3 in the middle of forest
‘The house is locataed the middle of the forest
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In addition to the spatial domain, this centralesoh also accounts for the more
abstract uses of theiDDLE adpositions in both languages (English examplesdband

Estonian examples 68a-b):

67. a) CEN 105Zritics claimed he was hoping it would be ignoeedid the furore of the US
presidential electiondBNC)
b) AS7 967Amidstthe usual panic that surrounds such occasidrsied to keep calm.
(BNC)
c) HGY 154°;Sure and wouldn't you arrive rigt the middle ofthis débéacl@ (BNC)
d) KPV 1450Yes, yes, so would I, you know, righthe centre ofthe action | thought we
had brilliant seats(BNC)

68. a)... tuule ja saabuva pimeduse keskel
windGeN and comingseEN darknessEN in-the-middle-of
seisavad inimeste eluasen{®BtiCE)

standPRSPL3 peopleGEN dwellingSGEN
‘... people’s dwellings are standing amid the wind d®ddoming darkness.’
b) Ta oli alati keset liikumist ja arengut(EKSS)
heNOoM bePST.SG3 always in the middle of movemerrT and progressrRT
‘He was alwaysn the middle of movement and progress.’

The central schema also holds in the temporal dgmahere the landmark is
usually singular. From the English sub-sewaDLE adpositions, onlyn the middle otan
be used to express temporal relations (exampleal9)f the EstoniamIDDLE adpositions

can instantiate temporal relations (examples 70a-b)
69. CN3 211 was wokerin the middle ofthe nightby a phone call(BNC)

70. a)See juhtus aprilli keskel
it  happerrstsG3 April:GEN in the middle of
‘It happenedn the middle of April.’
b) Meid aratati keset 0o6d
WEPRT awakePST.IMP in the middle of nighkrT

‘We were wokerin the middle of the night.’

It is proposed for the temporal domain, especialty connection with the
prepositionsn the middle oaindkeset that they, in addition to the central schemaging
also the image schema s#LITTING (Figure 12). However, such a proposition is based o
my own intuition and | cannot provide any insightto other language users’ minds. But
still, when we look at sentences like 69 and 70anin the middle ofand kesetare
predominantly used with such temporal landmarks dbetinuity of which is abruptly

interrupted. For instance, recurrent landmarks batlEnglish and Estonian angght, day,
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week,etc. and landmarks that denote some kind of agtikieé process of which was again

interrupted.
(ii) Elaborations

The central schema ofiDDLE category has, in addition, a number of elaborations
The most important one, which holds for both Erglesxd Estonian is that of ‘Trajector
located at the centre region of a plural landmaikie other two elaborations pertain
mostly to Estonian, where theiDDLE category also includes the lative and separative

member of thdkeskel-keskele-kesk#firee-member set
(a) ‘Trajector located at the centre region of a mitiplex landmark’

This elaboration accounts for the fact that althef MIDDLE adpositions in English
and Estonian can have, instead of a singular landmalural one. However, the different
adpositions differ in their frequency with whicheth instantiate this elaboration. In
English,amidandamidstare much more frequently used with a plural landntlaanin the
middle ofandin the centre ofTables 21 and 22). In Estonid®gsetshows a clear tendency
to take a singular landmark; wilteskel, keskele, kesk#ie situation is not as clear-cut.
The elaboration ‘Trajector located at the centrgioe of a plural landmark’ is

schematically presented in Figure 29.

Figure 29. ‘Trajector located at the centre regiorof a multiplex landmark’

In this case, the relative centrality of the tr&peovith respect to the ladmarks is
still important (conveyed with the help of arrow$his was supported in the experimental
findings, where it is shown that when there areertban two landmarks, then the choice
of in the middle ondkeskels affected by the relative centrality of the tdge. The issue
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of centrality is the key factor which makes thiguiie different from the central schema of

MEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions presented above (Figure 23).

The ellipsis in Figure 29 conveys the idea thas¢hplural landmarks are taken
together in our perceptual field as a unitary badhéntity. This elaboration also has a
closer link with theiINTERIOR REGIONAS it has a somewhat stronger sense of surrounding
and inclusion. In the following example senten@young woman is surrounded by the
leaves and fruits (71a), the hotel Paloma Blancaripge trees and gardens (71b), the old
man by other people (71c), a square by the buitd{i7dd), the house by the trees (72a),
and the boy by the flowers (72b):

71. a) C89 242 series of painting, in late 1989-90, depict anyguvoman dressed in orange
and white,amid glowing fallen leaves and paradisaical frui8NC)
b) AMO 986 The ideal location of the Paloma Blanca, sehidst orange trees and
attractive gardensneans you can enjoy the best of both wo(BIsC)
¢) ATE 19The old man asleeip the middle ofthem allwas Emmet RyafBNC)
d) GOL 3400In the centre ofthe buildingswas a square parade ground with a forlorn
flagpole.(BNC)

72. a)Maja asub puude keskel (EKSS)
houseioM be-locatedPRSSG3 treesGEN in the middle of
‘The house is locatad the middle of the trees.’
b) Poiss lamas aasal keset lilli. (EKSS)
boyNoOM lie:sG3 meadowaDE in the middle of flowererT

‘The boy lay in the meadou the middle of the flowers.’

(b) ‘Trajector moving to the centre region of a ladmark’

This elaboration is connected to theTH schema (Figure 13) and involves the
motion of the trajector with respect to the cemégionof a landmark. The focus here is on
the GoAL. EstonianmiDDLE adpositionskeskeleand kesetand English prepositionamid,
amidst, in/to the middle of, in/to the centrecah all express the complex non-processual
relationship depicted in Figure 30, where the rpléticonfigurations that comprise this
continuous series of states is shown; the end stalee same as that of the central schema

MIDDLE (Figure 27).
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Figure 30. ‘Trajector moving to the centre region 6 a landmark’

Example sentences 73a-d and 74a-b instantiateldbsration:

73. a)Blair insists EU rebate must be parnid broader debate of EU financd$VWWw)
b) The effect is as if a sane man were suddenhamidsta crowd of lunatics(\WWW)
c) AJA 1069There's a great temptation to maeethe middle ofExmoorwhere the quality
of life is fantastic(BNC)
d) A16 565Screw the small letp the centre othe base(BNC)

74. a) Ujusime joe keskele (EKSS)
SWim-PST.PL1 river:GEN to the middle of
‘We swamo the middle ofthe river.”
b) Asetas laua keset tuba.(EKSS)
placePsT.SG3 tableGEN in the middle of rOONPRT

‘He/She placed the table/to the middle of the room.’

This elaboration holds both for singular and pldemiddmarks. Furthermore, the

same schema can be extended also to the temponairdas in examples 75 and 76.

75. HHX 10971..., whereas the oldest regular units go back dolyhe middle ofthe 17th

century (BNC)
76. NOupidamine lUkati edasi _ kuu keskele (EKSS)

meetingNhOM  pushPsTiMP  forward montlGEN  to the middle of
‘The meeting was postpon&althe middle ofthe month

(c) ‘Trajector moving away from the centre region d a landmark’

Similarly to the previous elaboration, this on@lso connected to tlaTH schema
and involves the trajector moving away from theteemegion of the landmark; here the
focus is on thesoURCE From the subset afiDDLE adpositions, English adpositions in
combination with the source prepositimom and Estoniarkeskeltexpress the complex
non-processual relationship depicted in FigurewBiere the beginning state or theURCE

is the same as that of the central schemaLE (Figure 27).
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Figure 28. ‘Trajector moving away from the centre egion of a landmark’

Example sentences 77a-d and 78a-b instantiateethi®ration. Similarly to the

previous elaboration, it can be applied to botlysiar and plural landmarks.

77.

78.

79.

80.

a) FU8 221Mis astonished gaze was fixed on the second fanfd@e staring out at the
public floggingsrom amidthe crowd of frightened cooliefBNC)

b) FNT 1277And when the chateau the Princesse had now occtipiener twenty years
emergedrom amidstsnow-clad treetalfway up an escarpment,(BNC)

c) A6C 562Then, in that second of hushed silence beforedie=s and fanfare blaze out,
there camdrom the middle éthe auditoriuma huge and shocked voicd BNC)

d) APM 449Then he movefilom the centre ofthe roomtowards Franca(BNC)

a)Rivi keskelt astus valia kaks vabatahtlikKEKSS)
row:GEN from the middle of stepsT out two  volunteers
‘Two volunteers stepped ofnibm the middle of the row.’

b) Vaikeste kuuskede  keskelt iimus nahtavale pdder.

smallPL:GENsprucePL:GEN from the middle of comesT.SG3 into-view elkNOM
‘An elk appearedrom the middle of the small spruce.’

This elaboration can also be extended to the temhpomain (examples 79 and 80):

B1P 713From the middle ofthe sixteenth centuryhere had, however, been some
confusion in EnglandBNC)

Sajab juba juuni keskelt peale(EKSS)
rainPRSSG3  already Juneen from the middle of on(to)
‘It rains sinceffom the middle of June.’

An interesting use okeskeltcan be seen in the example sentence 81, where it

instantiates a static rather than a dynamic sdnatit has been suggested that this use of

the adpositiorkeskeltis related to the more general use of separatigescto express a
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part-whole relationship, as in example sentence (§2omas Huumo, personal

communication):

81. LGi raamatu keskelt lahti.

strikePST.SG3 bOOKPRT from the middle open

He/She opened the boakthe middle.’ (Lit. ‘struck the book open from the middle’)
82. haarasin teda kaest

grabPsSTsSG3  hePRT handeLA

‘| grabbed his hand.’

There is an intriguing case of synonymy amongMim®LE adpositions in Estonian.
Kesetand keskelcan both be used felicitously with such singulandimarks asmets
‘forest’, korb ‘desert’, linn ‘town’, péaev ‘day’, aprill ‘April’, suvi ‘summer’ etc. with

apparently no meaning difference. Consider exang8asb and 84a-b:

83. a)Maja asub metsakeskel
househoM be-locatedrRSSG3 forest in the middle of
‘The house is located the middle of the forest.’
b) Maja asub keset metsa.
housenoM  be-locatedrRSSG3 in the middle of forest
‘The house is located the middle of the forest.’

84. a)Toid alustati suve keskel
worksPRT  beginPSTIMP summerGeN in the middle of
‘The works were begun in the middle of the mem’
b) T6id alustatikeset suve.
worksPRT  beginPST.IMP in the middle of summerrT
‘The works were beguim the middle of the summer.’

It would be interesting to pursue a line of anaysvhere the uses of these
adpositions are taken to have meaning differendagning thus that they are different
construals of the same situation. It has been suggested lmm&s Huumo (personal
communication) that these two uses may differ girtherspective More specifically, the
example sentence 83aetsa keskatonstrues the scene frongbobal perspectivewhere
the landmark is taken as a unitary bounded erditg, 83bkeset metsaonstrues it from a
local perspective where the landmark is taken as substance sunmgiritie house.
Clearly, this interesting proposal is worth lookimgp in greater detail, but unfortunately it

is outside the scope of the present work and mestsparate study of its own.
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There is also a slight semantic difference betwestoniankesetandkeskelin the
temporal domain: if you do somethikgset paevgin the middle of the day’), it usually
something you should not do or is uncommon at plisit of time; however, if you do it
paeva keske{in the middle of the day’), then the activity @eibed is considered less
uncommon (cf. examples 85a and 85b):

85. a)Martini vOidulootused kadusid teise paeva keskel (WWW)
MartinGEN chances-to-wimoM be-lostPST.PL3 secondsEN dayGEN in-the-middle-of
‘Martin’s chances to win were loist the middle of the second day

b) Huvitav, mida motleb Eesti TV, kai keset paeva

interesting  whaeRT think-PRSSG3 Estonian TV if it in-the-middle-of dasrT
oratooriumi  naditabaAMCE)
oratorioPRT ShowPRSSG3
‘Il wonder what does the Estonian TV think, wheshbws the oratorio the middle

of the day’

2.7 Discussion

In this chapter, the semantic description of Emghsid EstoniamEDIAL REGION
adpositions was given. The description and hypethgmsited were based on the corpus
analysis and to some extent on the experimentdings to be described in the next
chapter. First of all, a genemsEDIAL REGION category was posited for both English and
EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions. In case of this genexalDIAL REGION category it
was postulated that it formed a Langackerian ndkwimodel and tha¥EDIAL REGION is an
elaboration ofcONTAINMENT schema and an extensionIRfERIOR REGIONcategory. The
support for this postulation comes from the actisd of the English and EstonisieDIAL

REGOINadpositions, including some of the more idiosyricrases.

The MEDIAL REGION category in both English and Estonian included hiemt
elaborations, that oflEDIAL, MEDIAL-PLURAL and MIDDLE. The next step in the analysis
was to describe for both English and Estonian émeasitics of the adpositions belonging to
these sub-groups. For each sub-group a networkpesised with a central schema and
various elaborations. In the present thesis, Lakeygan network model proved especially
useful, as it enabled to account for a wide varmtyadposition uses by postulating one
central schema with its specific elaborations. ametral schema for English and Estonian
MEDIAL adpositions was a scene where the trajector wasddan the intermediate position
of two landmarks; fOMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions a scene where the trajector was located
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in the intermediate position of a plural landmédg;MIDDLE adpositions a scene where the

trajector was located at the centre region of gudar landmark.

The network model of thREDIAL REGION category with one addition is once more
presented in Figure 32. | postulate, that MBDIAL-PLURAL group is the most central or
prototypical member in th®IEDIAL REGION category (indicated by the heavy line of this
box). Although if we look at the frequency of thariusMEDIAL REGION adpositions in
both English and Estonian, theetweerandvahelare much more frequent than the other
MEDIAL REGION adposition&. However, | would here suggest that more importaan the
frequency of use, is the surround use or meaningBDfiAL -PLURAL adpositions — the
plural landmarks surround the trajector and hemggly a somewhat stronger sense of

inclusion and containment.

Figure 32. Network of theMEDIAL REGION category

CONTAINMENT
INTERIOR REGION MEDIAL REGION
V
MEDIAL MEDIAL -PLURAL MIDDLE

When comparing the English and EstonigbIAL REGION adpositions, very much
similarity appears to be in the uses of these atipos. Still, there are some interesting
cases, as, for example, the use of Estowamel with singular landmarks. Moreover,
another fascinating aspect about tEbIAL REGION adpositions in both languages is that
there are various instances of synonymity, e.g éetvamid, amidst, among, amongst
betweenseasand hulgas betweenkesetand keskel betweenin the middle ofandin the
centre of In case of the latter pair, it appears thatthe middle ofhas maybe

grammaticalized more than the centre ofDifferently fromin the middle afin the centre

" See Appendix 1 for the overview of the corpus data
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of is not used in the temporal domain and is muchdessmon also in other abstract uses.
Moreover, the sequence iof the middle obeems to be more entrenched, because Google
gave 8 070 000 results for this lexical unit andyobb4 000 for the alternativat the
middle of However, there was no such huge gap betweemeatfjadncies oih the centre of

(1 840 000 solutions) arat the centre ofl 270 000).

When we also compare the frequenciesholigas and seas,then hulgasis more
frequent tharseasaccording to thd=esti kirjakeele sagedussdnasf#002) and my own
corpus analysidHowever, | do believe that there are other fachmsides mere frequency
involved in these synonymous sets and each setsreeseparate study in order to bring
some light into this (at least for me, rather uraldunguistic situation — language does not
normally tolerate (absolute) synonymy). Thus, ightiprove useful to apply Langacker’s
notions of profiling and perspective in trying tacaunt for the semantic differences

between these synonymous pairs.

One of the predominant characteristic of both timgliEh and EstoniamEeDIAL
REGION adpositions is that they can all be used with plia@dmarks, as can be seen from
the following example sentences.

86. a)Do you see the pobketweerthe tree8 (BNC)
b) But tonight there was no omenongthe trees(BNC)
c) | can see them now, standing in the middle of thef,samidst college journals, old
diaries (BNC)
d) In Finland some of these sites are even faaritle middle offrozen lakes(BNC)
e) In the centre ofthe buildingswas a square parade ground with a forlorn flagpole

(BNC)
87. a)Esialgu kulges tee villade vahel (EKSS)
at-first runPsSTSG3  roadNOM villas:GEN between
‘At first the road rametweenthe villas’
b) Silmasin Mallet laadaliste  seas (EKSS)

noticePsT.sGlL Malle:PRT  fair-goersceEN among
‘| noticed Malleamongthe fair-qoers

¢) Muude paberite hulgas seda kirja ei olnudEKSS)
otherGEN  paperssenN among thi®RT letterPRT not bepsT.PCPL
‘This letter was noamongthe other papers

d) Maja asub puude keskel (EKSS)
houseiOM be-locatedPRSSG3 treesGEN in the middle of
‘The house is locatéd the middle of the trees

e)Poiss lamas aasal keset lilli. (EKSS)
boyNOM lie:sG3 meadowaDE in the middle of flowererT

‘The boy lay in the meadoum the middle of the flowers’
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However, which particular adpositions is used, delgeon what the speaker wishes
to convey and how he or she construes the sceneadtpostulated that a number of
attributes may influence the use of these adpositiovith plural landmarks. The
experimental findings described in the next chagiecuss whether such postulations can
also be verified experimentally.

One of the thorniest issues in the above analysisme, was how to adequately
describe the lative and separative members of EstoEDIAL REGION adpositions. It was
claimed that these should certainly be taken tageths the uses of these adpositions
instantiate one and the same central schema, hetladdition of direction and motion for
the lative and spearative member. But what kindetdtionships exactly hold between
these members, i.e. is any one member the protaypeare the other members then
elaborations or extensions, is yet to be determametawaits a larger scale research about
the Estonian three-member set adpositions.
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CHAPTER 3. EXPERIMENTAL FINDINGS ON ENGLISH AND
ESTONIAN MEDIAL REGION ADPOSITIONS

3.1 Introduction

In cognitive linguistics, there is a widespread aam for providing experimental
support for the studies conducted. A recurring jaess whether, for example, the various
network models proposed can be considered psydealbgreal (Sandra and Rice 1995).
Various experimental methods hold a central pladke recently published bodkethods
in Cognitive LinguisticYGonzalez-Marquez et al. 2007). Indeed a vast ntgjof the
cross-linguistic studies done on spatial language @ther linguistic phenomena within
cognitive linguistics nowadays employ such methoflee present author has been
influenced by such cognitive-functional studies @arlson and Van der Zee (2005),
Coventry and Garrod (2004), Feist and Gentner (G081 Feist (2000). These researches
have looked at how different attributes of the gcéng. geometry, animacy, and function
of trajector and landmark) affect the speakers’susk adpositions. During the corpus
analysis a number of possible attributes that caifdct the use of both English and
EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions arose. Thus, it was decided to dewisexperiment
that would test whether such attributes indeediérfte the meaning.

The experimental findings described in this chapertain to one and the same
experiment, which was carried out with three ddfdrgroups of subjects. Although the
main idea of the experiment is one and the sam&h geoup had a slightly modified
version, because of practical considerations. Tamcbdivision is according to whether
English or Estonian adpositions were tested: se@i@ describes the results for English
and section 3.3 for Estonian. Within the Englisbugr, there is a further subdivision: the
experiment was carried out both with native speaksection 3.2.1) and with those who
major in English at the University of Tartu (seati®.2.2).

2| would here like to thank Michele Feist who whe tnstructor of my group at the Empirical Methauls
Cognitive Linguistics Workshop held in Murcia in ©ber 2006 that | attended. | would not have bdsa a
to devise such an experiment were it not for tlaeteal skills acquired during the workshop andabeice
received at later stages of the present study.



112

The experiment was designed to verify some of tbgumptions made in the
semantic analysis of English and Eston@mIAL REGION adpositions described in Chapter
2. During the corpus analysis, it appeared thagettattributes of a spatial scene and its
participants (i.e. the trajector and landmarks)hmigfluence the use of these adpositions.
The three attributes werguantity — the number of landmark objectsentrality — the
relative central position of the trajector with pest to landmarks; andniformity — the
sameness or similarity of the trajector and landkhaDuring the semantic analysis it was
concluded that the English prepositidmstween, among, amid, in the middleaofl the
Estonian adpositiongahel, seas, hulgas, keslaguld all be used together with a plural
landmark. However, it was claimed that they are wbblly synonymous and that there
must be other attributes that influence the chdimntrality was proposed as the additional
attribute for the adpositions the middle ondkeskel The attribute of uniformity is not as
clear, but it pertains to the idea that such adpos like among, amid, seas, hulgase
quite often used when the trajector and landmar&sdentical or similar, e.@shes grow

among other trees.

The specific aims and hypotheses will be discussel®r each language separately.
The participants and the procedure for each grollpoe described separately. Here will
be provided the description of the stimuli and Iiasic design of the experiment, as these

are the same for both of the languages and afieogtoups.

Stimuli. A set of 18 pictures was created withicrosoft Word using three various
autoshapes: circles, triangles, and stars. Theselstlepicted one trajector located among
two, three, or six landmarks at two levels of calitly, for a total of eighteen pictures. All
of the objects were black. The object in each pecthat corresponded to the trajector was
marked with a red circle. Example stimulus is shanvRigure 33.

Figure 33. Trajector located between two landmarks
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Design In the experiment, a 3 x 3 x 2 design was used. thhee manipulations were
quantity of the landmarks (three levels), unifoymdf the trajector and the landmarks
(three levels), and centrality of the trajectordtievels). All three variables were varied
within subject. The three levels of quantity areLi® — two landmarks, 3 LM — three
landmarks, 6 LM — six landmarks; the three levélaroformity are: U1l — the trajector and
landmarks are identical, U2 — the landmarks aratidal, but the trajector is different, U3
— there are two different types of landmarks andiferent trajector; the two levels of
centrality are: C1 — the trajector is exactly a tentre of landmarks, C2 - the trajector is
not at the centre of landmark&ppendix 2 shows the different levels for theseséhr

manipulations.

Having set out the basic design of the experimiewi|]l now turn to the different
groups and describe the specific aims and hypathgsaticipants, procedure, and the

results.

3.2 EnglishMEDIAL REGION Adpositions

The English adpositions included in the experimsate between, among, amid,
andin the middle ofExperimental findings on the English language ar¢her divided into
two: the first group of participants consists otive speakers and the second of second
language users. The set of hypotheses is the sarbeth groups. As noted above, my aim
was to examine the influence of the three variablesttributes of the scene (quantity,
uniformity, centrality) on the applicability of tee adpositions. It was thus hypothesised
that all of these attributes affect the uséoefween, among, amid, in the middle ére

specifically, | postulated the following four hypetses:

Hypothesis 1: The quantity of landmarks affects the use bétween— the greater the
quantity of landmarks, the less probable it is thetweenis selected to describe the

depicted spatial scene.

Hypothesis 2:The centrality of the trajector affects the useionfthe middle of- the more
centrally the landmark is positioned, the more piié it is thain the middle ofs chosen

from among the prepositions to describe the spstiahe.
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Hypothesis 3:The use of the prepositi@mongis affected by theuantity of landmarks,
the uniformity of trajector and landmarks, and ttentrality of the trajector — the greater
the quantity of the landmarks, the greater theaumfty of the trajector and landmark, and
the less central the position of the trajector,tioge probable it is th@mongis selected to

describe the spatial scene.

Hypothesis 4:The use of the prepositicamid is affected by thejuantity of landmarks
and thecentrality of the trajector — the greater the quantity of twedmarks and the
greater the centrality of the trajector, the morebpble it is thatamid is selected to

describe the spatial scene.

3.2.1. Group 1: Native speakers

Participants 13 (5 female and 6 male) British English nativeadaes participated in the

experimen®’.

Procedure. Stimuli were presented to them via the Internetingisthe format of
eFormular”. Stimuli were presented in one randomized blogksisiing of the 18 pictures
in random order. For each picture, participantsewgiwen the four prepositions and the

following sentence:
o between o among o amid o in the middle of
The red-circled objectis .........ccooeiiiiii i, objects.

Participants were told to tick the preposition titagught most appropriately described

each of the pictures presented.
Results and Discussions

As predicted, participants’ choice bktween, among, amid, in the middletof
describe the scenes was influenced by quantitycantrality, but less so by uniformity. |
will first present the total number of instances @noportions of the different responses for

different prepositions (Table 23); there were 28dponses in total (13 participants x 18

3 Compared to the number of participants in otheugs, this group is the smallest due to varoustioec
and other reasons.
™ http://www.eformular.com
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pictures). Table 23 indicates thatnongwas the most frequently chosen adposition;

somewhat surprisinglpmidwas considerable less frequént

Table 23. Proportion of preposition responses

Preposition Number of responses | Proportion of responses
between 71 30.3%

among 109 46.6%

amid 13 5.6%

in the middle of 41 17.5%

TOTAL 234 100%

Figure 34 represents the proportion of response=aohh preposition for the three
levels of quantity. Within each level, the totabportion of the prepositions is 100%. The
effect of the landmarks quantity was demonstratgedaib increase iramongand amid
responses as the quantity was increased and bygraade inbetweenresponses as the
quantity was increaseth the middle opresents an interesting case, where it is relgtivel
frequently used with two landmarks, but when treeethree landmarks, the proportion of

in the middle ofesponses decreases and then surges again whemtheaix landmarks.

Figure 34. Proportion of preposition responses acecgding to quantity
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Figure 35 represents the proportion of responsesac preposition for the three

levels of uniformity. Here, however, no significaftects were found when the uniformity

> Compare Appendix 1, where the number of instamé@snidin my corpus is given; there the number of
instances for the spatial domain is relatively $raalwvell.
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of landmarks and the trajector was decreased. Toyopion of responses stays more or

less the same for each preposition.

Figure 35. Proportion of preposition responses aceding to uniformity
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Figure 36 represents the proportion of responsegdoh preposition for the two
levels of centrality. The effect of the trajectocentrality was demonstrated by an increase
in amongresponses and a decreasdninhe middle ofresponses as the centrality was
decreased. For the other two prepositidreyweenand amid no significant effects were

detected.

Figure 36. Proportion of preposition responses acecging to centrality
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I will now turn to the discussion of the specifigdotheses posited.

Hypothesis 1.During the semantic analysis was posited that the preposition
betweens used when there are two landmarks. This hyptiveas confirmed: the effect
of the landmarks’ quantity on the use of this pe#pan was demonstrated by a decrease in

betweenesponses as the quantity was increased (Figure 37)

Figure 37. Proportion of betweerresponses as a function of the quantity of landmaik
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Hypothesis 2.As predicted, the centrality of the trajector aféetthe applicability
of the prepositionn the middle af The effect of the trajector’s centrality was derstoated
by a decrease im the middle ofresponses as the centrality decreased (Figure 38; C
indicates the lower level of centrality).

Figure 38. Proportion of in the middle ofresponses as a function of the centrality of
the trajector
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Hypothesis 3.For the prepositiommonga number of things were posited. First of
all, as expected | found that the participants’ichdor amongwas influenced by the
guantity of landmarks — there was an increasamongresponses as the quantity increased
(Figure 39).

Figure 39. Proportion ofamongresponses as a function of the quantity of landmaisk
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The proportion ofamongresponses at the levels 3LM and 6LM is considerably
bigger than at the level 2LM. Nevertheless, thendr is not linear; the proportion of
responses at the 3LM level is higher than at thl 6ékvel. This partial bell-curve can be
explained by going back to Figure 34 above, whiecam be seen that the proportionirof
the middle ofresponses for pictures that contained six landmarkelatively big. Thus,
when the trajector was exactly at the centre positvith respect to these six landmarks,

the participants predominantly chdedhe middle gfotherwiseamongwas selected.

Furthermore, as expected the centrality of theettay also affected the
applicability of among— there was an increase amongresponses as the centrality

decreased (Figure 40; C2 indicates the lower lelveéntrality).
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Figure 40. Proportion of among responses as a function of the centrality of the
trajector
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The third effect hypothesised pertained to the efsamongand the attribute of
uniformity. | anticipated that there will be a dease in theamongresponses when there is
less uniformity; however, there was an oppositeaffthough very slight (Figure 41; Ul is
the level where the trajector and landmarks aretidal). As the uniformity decreased, the

proportion ofamongresponses increased.

Figure 41. Proportion ofamongresponses as a function of uniformity
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Of course, the limited number of responses anddi#sign of the experiment
prevent from drawing any far-reaching conclusiomgt the issue of uniformity, in my
opinion, deserves attention and alternative exparteicould be devised in testing how the
uniformity or sameness of objects in a scene inftes the choice between different
MEDIAL REGION adpositions. At the same time, it may very wellthat there indeed is no

special effect, as can be concluded from the ptesseall-scale study.
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Hypothesis 4.As a last hypothesis it was anticipated that the acamid is
influenced by the quantity of landmarks and thetredity of the trajector. As already noted
above, the very small total number amid responses might indicate its relatively
infrequent use for the spatial domain, and at Hmestime prevents from stating anything
certain about the use of this preposition. Furtleeenit is worth pointing out that the
prepositionamid was only used by 5 participants out of 13 (oneigpgnt had used it 6
times, while the total number admid uses was only 13); for the remaining 8 this
preposition appears not to be used in their idtolec describing such spatial scenes as
used in this experiment. However, what might béeta, with certain reservations, is that
amid is not normally used with two landmarks, as thesrenO responses afmidin this

case (Figure 42).

Figure 42. Proportion ofamid responses as a function of quantity of landmarks
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The other trend that | expected was connectedeadda ofamid being amIDDLE
preposition, i.e. expressing central location. tia@pated the number odmid uses to
decrease as the level of centrality decreasedthemé was almost no difference (Figure
43). But again, as there was such a limited nurobegsponses witamid another kind of
experiment would have to be devised in order to tlesse hypotheses about the use of

amid
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Figure 43. Proportion ofamid responses as a function of centrality of the trajeor
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To conclude, from the posited hypotheses, onlgahtan be confirmed for the
present study with some certainty: the prepositietweens predominantly used with two
landmarksjn the middle ofs influenced by the centrality of trajector, agimong and the
use ofamongis bigger when there are more than two landmarkgprsingly, | found no
effect for the uniformity of landmarks and the é&pr. Thus, further experiments would
have to be devised in determining whether thishatte influences the use of English
MEDIAL REGION prepositions or not. The other two attributes, diiyarand centrality,

showed an effect.

3.2.2. Group 2: Second language learners

Participants 20 (19 female and 1 male) Tartu University Englighilology students
participated in the experiment. All reported haviegrnt English for at least 10 years; the
mother tongue of 19 participants was Estonian areparticipant was a native speaker of

Russian.

Procedure.Stimuli were presented in one randomised block isting of the entire set of
18 pictures in random order. Each of the stimuls \weesented for 10 seconds with the data
projector on the wall with three seconds betweesh estimulus. Participants were given

answer sheets containing 18 sentences of the same f
The red-circled object is BETWEEN / AMONG / IN THEIDDLE OF objects.

Participants were told to mark the preposition thety most appropriately described each

of the 18 pictures presented.



122

Results and Discussions

The set of hypothesis posited was the same asnatiilie speakers. The aim here
was to see, whether the results of learners ofigmdiffer significantly in comparison with
that of the native speakers. As there was suclwanlamber ofamid responses from the
native speakers, this preposition was excluded ftobenset of EngliStMEDIAL REGION

prepositions used with this group. The rest ofptfepositions were the same.

As predicted, participants’ choice bétween, among, in the middletofdescribe
the scenes was influenced by quantity and centrdiiit less so, again, by uniformity.
Table 24 presents the total number of instances p@mgbortions of the different
prepositions received in response in Table 24;ethgere 360 responses in total (20
participants x 18 pictures). This table indicatest amongwas again the most frequently

chosen adposition.

Table 24. Proportion of preposition responses

Preposition Number of responses Proportion of resptses
between 101 28.1%

among 185 51.4%

in the middle of 74 20.6%

TOTAL 360 100%

Figure 44 represents the proportion of responsesdoh preposition for the three
levels of quantity. Within each level, the totaloportion of the prepositions is 100%.
Similarly to the results of native speakers, th&eaf of the landmarks quantity was
demonstrated for all the three prepositions: theas an increase iamongandin the
middle ofresponses and a decreasé@iweenresponses as the quantity was increased.
When comparing Figure 44 with the same figure fative speakers (Figure 34 above),
then there are a couple of things worth pointing &irst of all, the proportion cimong
responses for quantity 2LM was considerably smailigh native than with L2 speakers.
Another difference is that native speakers gaveenmothe middle ofesponses for quantity
2LM than L2 speakers did. It seems that for quar8lLtM, the native speakers allow the

prepositiondetweerto be used more with plural landmarks than L2 spesalo.
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Figure 44. Proportion of preposition responses acecding to quantity
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Figure 45 represents the proportion of responsesaoi preposition for the three
levels of uniformity. Similarly to the native speak, L2 speakers responses showed no
effect here. The relative proportion for all of theepositions is more or less the same for

all of the three levels of uniformity.

Figure 45. Proportion of preposition responses aceding to uniformity

4 100.0%

)

5 80.0% -

o

(%]

® 60.0% -

©

c 40.0% -

o

o] 20.0% -

o

o

a 0.0% -

Ul U2 u3

W between 25.8% 30.0% 28.3%
O among 51.7% 50.8% 51.7%
W in the middle of 22.5% 19.2% 20.0%

Figure 46 represents the proportion of responsegdoh preposition for the two
levels of centrality. Here, the responses of nasppeakers and L2 learners are almost the
same. The effect of the trajector's centrality va@snonstrated by an increaseamong
responses and a decreas@ithe middle ofesponses, as the centrality was decreased. For
betweemo significant effects were detected. But if we pamne thebetweernresponses for

these two groups, then the proportionbetweerresponses in the native speaker’'s group
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slightly increased as the level of centrality wasréased, but for L2 speakers it slightly

decreased as the level of centrality was decreased.

Figure 46. Proportion of preposition responses aceding to centrality
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I will now turn to the discussion of the specifigdotheses posited.

Hypothesis 1.As was expectedbetweenis used when there are two landmarks.

The effect of the landmarks’ quantity was demonsttaby a significant decrease in

betweerresponses as the quantity was increased (FiguteAdé7yvas already mentioned,

the native speakers seem to toletzénveeralso for quantity 3LM, while L2 learners are

less tolerant in this respect.

Figure 47. Proportion of betweerresponses as a function of the quantity of landmaik
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Hypothesis 2. | predicted that the centrality of the trajectorfeafed the

applicability of the prepositiom the middle af The hypothesis that the middle ofs used
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when the trajector is located centrally was condéidmhere as well, as the effect of the
trajector’s centrality was demonstrated by a demeain the middle ofesponses as the
centrality decreased (Figure 48; C2 indicates dlaest level of centrality).

Figure 48. Proportion of in the middle ofresponses as a function of the centrality of
the trajector
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Hypothesis 3.For the prepositiommonga number of things were posited. First of
all, as expected | found that the participants’ichdor amongwas influenced by the
quantity of landmarks — there was an increasamongresponses as the quantity increased
(Figure 49). Similarly to the responses of natiyeeakers, the proportion admong
responses is not linear here either. The reastireisame as given above, when discussing

the results of native speakers.

Figure 49. Proportion ofamongresponses as a function of the quantity of landmaisk
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Furthermore, as expected the centrality of theettay also affected the
applicability ofamong— there is an increase amongresponses as the centrality decreased
(Figure 50; C2 indicates the lower level of cerityal

Figure 50. Proportion of among responses as a function of the centrality of the
trajector
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The third effect hypothesised was related to ttbate of uniformity and the use
of among | anticipated that there will be a decrease mamongresponses when there is
less uniformity; however, as with native speak#rsre was no such effect (Figure 51). As
the uniformity decreased, there was no significaiminge in the proportion cmong
responses. These results once more seem to indietainiformity probably does not

influence the use aimongor indeed any other preposition included in thelgtu

Figure 51. Proportion ofamongresponses as a function of uniformity
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As is clear from the above discussion then theee rar significant differences
between native speakers’ and L2 speakers’ use e$ethEnglishMEDIAL REGION
adpositions. At least for the set of hypothese#g@dsimilar results were obtained. For me,
an interesting small difference was between theqmtmn of betweenresponses at the
second level of quantity, i.e. when there weredHemdmarks. Here, the native speakers
seem to usdetweenmore, than L2 speakers do. Taking into considemati@at the vast
majority of my L2 group participants were nativeeakers of Estonian, | would have
thought that their use tfetweerwould be higher for the second level of quantitgycduse
their mother tongue might influence the use of rtlaelposition. It seems to be that the
Estonianvahelcould be less demanding about the dual landmadguse it does not have
the numeratwo in its semantics, as does the Englitween But once again, the small

number of native speaker responses does not p@raiaw any far-reaching conclusions.

Although the attribute of uniformity did not shamy effect in either group, in my
opinion, the issue of uniformity deserves morerdite. Alternative experiments should be
devised to test how the uniformity or samenessbpdats in a scene influences the choice
of the preposition. Unfortunately, there is no sp&e look further into this issue in the

present thesis.

3.2 EstonianMEDIAL REGION adpositions

The Estonian adpositions included in this experimeare vahel, seas, hulgas,
keskel.As noted above, | examined the influence of thiégbates of the participants in
the scene (quantity, uniformity, centrality) on thgplicability of these EstoniameDIAL
REGION adpositions. It was hypothesised that all of thetbutes affect the use wéhel,

seas, hulgas, kesk®llore specifically, | postulated the following fohypotheses:

Hypothesis 1:The adpositiorvahelis used, when there are two landmarks. Ghantity
of landmarks affects the useathel— the greater the quantity of landmarks, the \e¢el

is selected to describe the depicted spatial scene.

Hypothesis 2: The adpositiorkeskelis used, when the trajector is located in a central

position with respect to the landmarks. Tdentrality of the trajector affects the use of
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keskel- the more centrally the landmark is positionéé, more probable it is thaeskelis

chosen to describe the spatial scene.

Hypothesis 3:The use of the adpositiosgasand hulgasis affected by theuantity of
landmarks, theuniformity of the trajector and landmarks, and tbentrality of the
trajector; the greater the quantity of the landreatke greater the uniformity between the
trajector and landmarks, and the less central diséipn of the trajector, the more probable
it is that seasand hulgasare selected to describe the spatial scene. | dichave any

special expectations why participants should ratheoseseasthanhulgasor vice versa.

Participants 47 Tartu University undergraduates participatadthe experiment. All

reported being native speakers of Estonian.

Procedure Stimuli were presented in one randomised blocisisting of the entire set of
eighteen pictures in random order. Each of theudtimas presented for ten seconds with
the data projector on the wall with three secoretsvben each stimulus. Participants were

given booklets containing sentences of the form:
Punase ringiga tahistatud objekt on objektdas/hulgas/vahel/keskel
(‘The red-circled object iamong/between/in the middleaddjects’.)

Participants were told to mark one of the adpas#tito make each sentence describe the

corresponding picture.
Results and Discussions

As predicted, participants’ choice w&hel, seas, hulgagndkeskelto describe the
scenes was influenced by quantity and centraliguextheless, again surprisingly no effect
was found for the third attribute, uniformity. TabP5 presents the total number of
instances and proportions of the different resperiee different adpositions; there were
846 responses in total (47 participants x 18 pasurThis table indicates thadhel, seas,
hulgaswere the most frequently chosen adpositions. Howelvere takeseasand hulgas
as synonymous, then the table is similar to theligimglata in thabmong, seas, hulgas
were much more frequently chosen in this experirtfgambetween, in the middle of, vahel,
keskel When comparingseasand hulgaswith each other, thehulgaswas more often

chosen thaseas As an interesting note, for the majority of thé pglarticipants, botlseas
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and hulgasseem to be synonymous, there is a more or lesd pgyaortion ofseasand
hulgasresponses. However, 2 participant had chdsdgas12 and 10 times respectively,
neither had choseseasfor any of the pictures. At the same time, 1 pgrtint choseseas

10 times andhulgasonly twice.

Table 25. Proportion of adposition responses

Preposition Number of responses Proportion of responses
vahel 233 27.5%

keskel 170 20.1%

seas 207 24.5%

hulgas 236 27.9%

TOTAL 846 100%

Figure 52 presents the proportion of responsesaoh greposition for the three
levels of quantity. Within each level, the totabportion of the prepositions is 100%. The
effect of the landmarks’ quantity was demonstrdigdn increase in botteasandhulgas
responses and a decreasevainel responses as the quantity was increased. As with th
English prepositionn the middle gfthere is something interesting going on vk#dskel
the proportion okeskekesponses falls at quantity 3LM, but then surgegiantity 6LM.

Figure 52. Proportion of adposition responses accding to quantity
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Figure 53 represents the proportion of responsesaoh adposition for the three
levels of uniformity. As was the case with bothgye of English language participants,

there seems to be no effect of uniformity.

Figure 53. Proportion of adposition responses accding to uniformity
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Figure 54 represents the proportion of responsegdch adposition for the two
levels of centrality, where C2 refers to the lovievel of centrality. The effect of the
trajector’s centrality was demonstrated by a slightease irseas, hulgas, vahetsponses

and a more significant decreaseék@skekesponses, as the centrality was decreased.

Figure 54. Proportion of adposition responses accding to centrality
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I will now turn to the discussion of the specifigpotheses posited. As the
hypotheses are of the same nature, | will anallgseEistonian results by comparing them

with the results for English.

Hypothesis 1. It was posited that the quantity of landmarks influencés t
applicability of the adpositiornahel. This was confirmed as the effect of the landmarks’
guantity was demonstrated by a decreasehelresponses as the quantity was increased

(Figure 55). In this respedigtweerandvahelbehave in the same way.

Figure 55. Proportion of vahelresponses as a function of the quantity of landmaik
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Hypothesis 2.As predicted, the centrality of the trajector aféetthe applicability
of the adpositiorkeskel The effect of the trajector's centrality was dewsioated by a
decrease itkeskelresponses as the centrality decreased (Figure Z@dicates the lower

level of centrality). Againin the middle oandkeskebehave the same way.

Figure 56. Proportion of keskelresponses as a function of the centrality of trajeor
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Hypothesis 3.For the adpositionseasandhulgasa number of things were posited.
Since they are considered more or less synonynidhsught it relevant to include also
figures where the responses of these two adpositave taken together. Under each
hypothesis foiseasand hulgas an additional chart is thus included side by sidl the
chart where these adpositions are characterisedatefy. In this way, it is believed that a
better comparison can be made with the Englishgsiépnamong which is given as the
translational counterpart for both of these Estoradpositions. First of all, as expected |
found that the participants’ choice feeasand hulgaswas influenced by the quantity of
landmarks — there was an increaseseasandhulgasresponses as the quantity increased
(Figure 57).

Figure 57. Proportion of seasand hulgas responses as a function of the quantity of
landmarks
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It can be seen that the proportionseisandhulgasresponses at the levels of 3LM
and 6LM are considerable higher than at the lek&.2Nevertheless, as can be seen from
the right-hand chart in Figure 57, the trend islmaar. The proportion cdeasresponses at
the 3LM level is higher than at the 6LM level; irgstingly, there is a more or less same
proportion ofhulgasresponses at these levels. Similarly to the resilt&nglishamong
this bell-curve can be explained by going back igufe 52 above, where it can be seen
that the proportion okeskelresponses for pictures that contained six landmirlgiite
high. Thus, when the trajector was exactly at thetre position with respect to these six
landmarks, the participants predominantly ch&sekel otherwiseseasor hulgas was
selected.
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Furthermore, | expected the centrality of the ttgeto affect the applicability of
seasand hulgas As predicted, there is an increasesaasand hulgasresponses as the
centrality decreased (Figure 58; C2 indicates tiveel level of centrality). This trend is
again very similar to the Engliimong

Figure 58. Proportion of seasand hulgas responses as a function of the centrality of
trajector
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The third effect hypothesised pertained to theafsseasand hulgasand the level
of uniformity. | anticipated that there will be @adease in theeasand hulgasresponses
when the level of uniformity is decreased; howeteere is the same slight opposite effect
with seasas withamong(Figure 59).

Figure 59. Proportion ofamongresponses as a function of uniformity
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3.3 Summary

The aim of this experiment was to verify somehaf hypotheses made based on the

corpus and semantic analyses of the English andnEstMEDIAL REGION adpositions.
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More specifically, the experiment tested the effeftthree attributes (quantity of
landmarks, uniformity of landmarks and the trajecémd centrality of the trajector) on the
use of the tested adpositions. For both English EBstdnian, a set of similar hypotheses

was posited, specifying the possible interrelatgos of these attributes and adpositions.

Both quantity and centrality were found to influertbe use of adpositions in both
English and Estonian; for uniformity, no such effewere found. However, it still seems to
me that uniformity may also play a role, althougtvas not confirmed in my experiment. |
decided to include this attribute, because my commalysis gave a lot of occurrences of
among, seas, hulgas such phrases asnong other things, among them, nende seas, nende
hulgas In addition to the uniformity attribute, the #tiite of animacy, not tested in this

experiment also merits future research and sepexgkriments.
The hypotheses that were confirmed in this expertrmelude the following:

1. The language user’s choice dfetween, vahel, among, seas, hulgasnfluenced
by the quantity of landmarks. The proportion ofbetweenand vahel responses
decreased and the proportion asthong, seas, hulgagsponses increased as the

quantity of landmarks was increased.

2. The language user’s choice ah the middle of, keskehnd among, seas, hulgais
influenced by the centrality of the trajector. The proportion ofn the middle of
andkeskefresponses decreased and the proporti@mafng, seas, hulgassponses

increased as the centrality of the trajector wasesesed.

The “funny” partial bell-curve that the proportiookamong, seas, hulgassponses
showed for the attribute quantity (Figures 39 ang &n be explained by one of the
possible weaknesses of this experiment, i.e. thawvas a forced-choice task. The
participants had to choose among the given prapositand they had no such option as
“none of these adpositions accurately describepitesented scene”. Such problematic
pictures could possible have been those that pedatio the 3LM quantity, i.e. where the
trajector was placed in the intermediate positidnttwee landmarks. Such a scene is
somewhat contradictory also to the central hypashefsthe thesis — thatEDIAL REGION is
an elaboration oCONTAINMENT. However, in pictures of quantity 3LM there wadyon

partial containment, the landmarks surrounded tagdtor only partly. Thus, it may be
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that for the participants the choicearhong, seas, hulgder quanity 3LM was the lesser
of the two evils. A possible future research topeld be an acceptability task with these
MEDIAL REGION adpositions when they are used to describe suclmescavhere
CONTAINMENT is only partial.

Another major weakness includes the small numberatize speakers for English
and the character of stimuli. It included only theoshape figures of circles, triangles and
stars, but it would be interesting to compare thresalts with a different set of stimuli, i.e.
real-life objects.

All in all, the results for the English and Estani®eDIAL REGION adpositions
studied were very similar and the translationalnterparts in these two languages can be
said to behave more or less the same way, at\watistespect to the conditions specified
in this experiment. For my personal surprise, tmgliEh betweenand Estonianvahel
showed a similar level of restrictedness as todhentity of landmarks in the present
experiment. It seems as though that the grammiaitiain of the Englislbetweerdoes not

make the Englishbetweermore restricted than the Estoniaahel.
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CONCLUSION

In the present thesis | have analysed the semaatitse following English and
Estonian MEDIAL REGION adpositions from the perspective of Cognitive Granm
(Langacker 1987, 1990/2002, 1999, 200&tween, among, amongst, amid, amidst, in the
middle of, in the centre of, vahel, vahele, vatsdgs, sekka, seast, hulgas, hulka, hulgast,
keskel, keskele, keskelt, ke3¢ie termMEDIAL REGION refers to a spatial scene where one
object is located in a middle or intermediate positin relation to another object or
objects. Although numerous cross-linguistic studiasadpositions have been carried out
within the framework of Cognitive Grammar, not muws been done in relation to these
MEDIAL REGION adpositions. Such an endeavour was both challerguigengaging — it
gave an opportunity to test whether the theoretaaistructs are applicable for the

practical analysis of real linguistic data.

Chapter 1 describes the various theoretical coscdmt are employed in the
analysis of English and EstoniaEDIAL REGION adpositions. First of all, it discussed the
notion of word classes in modern linguistics. Itswshown that there are numerous
problems with defining the categories of adposiiiofoth English and Estonian. In both
languages, adpositions, adverbs, and particlese sha& same form and the borderlines
between these word classes are not always clearadtposited that in such cases, the
Cognitive Grammar approach to word classes is mestul than the traditional account,
because it allows the adpositions as well as tisgras adverbs and particles to be taken as
one unitary category. Langacker (2008) has proposieel term non-processual
relationships as this type of global category, which compriseshbadpositions and

adverbs.

Chapter 1 also summarises the cognitive semamnicnébn 1987, Lakoff 1987,
Langacker 1987, 2008, Talmy 2000) approach to tilndysof adpositions. Differently from
autonomous approaches, cognitive linguists plaaiap emphasis on meaning. It is
claimed that linguistic meaning is embodied andetdasn conventionalised conceptual
structures, such as metaphor and image schemasfir§hehapter also described the
various construal operations relevant in studyirgatial language, e.g. profiling,
categorization, figure/ground alignment, perspegtiasnd image schemas; these are all
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related to our general cognitive processes. Themmaif image schemas (Johnson 1987)
was especially useful for the semantic descriptibEnglish and EstoniamEDIAL REGION
adpositions. In examining the specific descriptmedels put forward within cognitive
semantic analyses, the chapter proposes that Laeigm¢1987, 1990/2002, 1999, 2008)
network model is most convincing when compareddoexample, Lakoff's (1987) radial
networks and Evans and Tyler's (2003) Principledy$®amy approach. Langacker’s
network model is taken as the basis for the amalg§iEnglish and EstoniameDIAL

REGIONadpositions.

Chapter 2 provides a semantic description of Ehghind EstoniamEDIAL REGION
adpositions. The analysis is based on the restilt®rmpus analysis and the experimental
findings. As a result of the semantic analysis, ¢cbmplex category ofiEDIAL REGION is
posited for both English and Estonian. Furthermbesed on the semantic findings it was
claimed thatEDIAL REGION is an elaboration afONTAINMENT schema and an extension of
INTERIOR REGIONcategory. Three further elaborations were posibedbdth the English and
EstonianMEDIAL REGION category:MEDIAL , MEDIAL -PLURAL andMIDDLE. It was postulated
that the MEDIAL-PLURAL elaboration is the prototype within theebiAL category. The
specific English and EstoniareDIAL REGION adpositions were analysed under these three

sub-groups.

For each sub-group a network was proposed withnéraleschema and various
elaborations. In the present thesis, Langackereawark model proved especially useful,
as it enabled to account for a wide variety of athpmn uses by postulating one central
schema with its specific elaborations. The cergchlema for English and EstonigabDIAL
adpositions was a scene where the trajector wasddadn the intermediate position of two
landmarks; fomMEDIAL -PLURAL adpositions a scene where the trajector was locatéike
intermediate position of a plural landmark; famDLE adpositions a scene where the

trajector was located at the centre region of gudar landmark.

The cross-linguistic comparison showed that theliEmgand EstoniarmMEDIAL
REGION adpositions are used in a remarkably similar wdye €entral schemas posited for
the three sub-groups pertained to all of the adiposi discussed under these groups. Still,
there are some interesting differences, e.g. the afs Estonianvahel with singular
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landmarks. One of the predominant characteristicdath the English and Estonian
MEDIAL REGION adpositions is that they can all be used with plitaadmarks — in this
sense, they seem to be synonymous. However, itpsatilated that which particular
adpositions is used depends on how the speaketreesshe scene. It was found that a

number of attributes may influence the use of tlaekmsitions with plural landmarks.

Chapter 3 describes the experimental findings edléd the hypotheses posited for
the following English and EstonianeDIAL REGION adpositionshetween, among, amid, in
the middle of, vahel, seas, hulgas, keslké#ie experiment tested the effect of three
attributes (quantity of landmarks, uniformity ohthmarks and the trajector, and centrality
of the trajector) on the use of the tested admwsti For both English and Estonian, a set of
similar hypotheses was posited, specifying theiptessiterrelationships of these attributes
and adpositions. Both quantity and centrality wietend to influence the use of adpositions
in both English and Estonian; for uniformity, nocBueffects were found. In total, four

hypotheses were posited for both languages; thaxfisig two were confirmed:

1. The language user’s choicelm#tween, vahel, among, seas, hulgasfluenced by the
quantity of landmarks. The use bétweenandvahelwas significantly high with two

landmarksamong, seas, hulgagere used when there were more than two landmarks.

2. The language user’s choice iof the middle of, keskelnd among, seas, hulgas
influenced by the centrality of the trajector. There centrally the trajector was located
with respect to landmarks, the higher was the ptepoof in the middle oindkeskel
responses. The less centrally the trajector westddg the lower was the proportion of

among, seas, hulgassponses.

The expectation thdietweernis less frequently used with more than two landmark
than vahel did not find support in the experiment. Neither wasy special difference

detected in the use of Estonian adpositeemsandhulgas

The semantic analysis presented in chapter 2 aedeiperimental findings
discussed in chapter 3 indicate a number of proslienssues, which cannot be resolved in
a dissertation on the MA level. One of the challeggesearch topics is the lative and
separative form of Esotnian adpositions; the gaestf how these three members —

locative, lative and separative — could be presenti¢hin a Langackerian network model
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awaits answering. It would be interesting to seleetiver the categorizing relationships that
hold between them are that of elaboration or exdeng®\nother set of questions that merit
future research pertains to the apparent synonymsei®f thevEDIAL REGION adpositions.

It is hoped that larger scale corpus analysis antthér experiments might shed some light

on this issue.
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Appendix 1. English and EstonianvEDIAL REGION Adpositions in the

Corpus Sample

Table 1. Total number of instances in the corpus saple according to the three uses

Adposition Meaning Domain Total number of
instances
Spatial Abstract Temporal
between 485 503 214 1202
among 54 357 0 411
amongst 19 80 0 99
amid 46 159 0 205
amidst 23 27 0 50
in the middle of 93 43 64 200
in the centre of 134 7 0 141
vahel 213 687 47 947
vahele 21 27 4 52
vahelt 45 4 0 49
seas 45 159 0 204
sekka 24 32 0 56
seast 27 33 0 60
hulgas 26 197 0 223
hulka 7 49 0 56
hulgast 21 39 0 60
keskel 38 5 58 101
keskele 44 5 1 50
keskelt 48 3 10 61
keset 139 35 27 201
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Table 2. Total number of instances in the corpus saple according to

the quantity of landmark

Adposition Singular Plural Dual Not Total number
applicable of instances
between 3 279 908 12 1202
among 19 372 0 21 412
amongst 5 88 0 6 99
amid 103 102 0 0 205
amidst 29 21 0 0 50
in the middle of 194 6 0 0 200
in the centre of 135 6 0 0 141
vahel 22 249 408 268 947
vahele 3 7 18 23 51
vahelt 13 31 2 3 49
seas 17 185 0 2 204
sekka 12 37 0 7 56
seast 10 50 0 0 60
hulgas 15 179 0 29 223
hulka 16 40 0 0 56
hulgast 12 48 0 0 60
keskel 79 21 0 1 101
keskele 25 11 0 14 50
keskelt 24 21 0 16 61
keset 182 19 0 0 201
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Table 3. Total number of instances in the corpus saple according to
the animacy of landmark

Adposition Animate | Non-animate Not Total number of
applicable instances
between 273 882 47 1202
among 290 101 21 412
amongst 61 32 6 99
amid 7 198 0 205
amidst 3 47 0 50
in the middle of 1 199 0 200
in the centre of 0 141 0 141
vahel 295 380 272 947
vahele 5 24 23 52
vahelt 11 35 3 49
seas 169 30 5 204
sekka 35 14 7 56
seast 52 8 0 60
hulgas 149 45 29 223
hulka 28 28 0 56
hulgast 44 16 0 60
keskel 8 92 1 101
keskele 6 30 14 50
keskelt 11 34 16 61
keset 3 198 0 201
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Appendix 2. Experiment: Levels of Variables

1. Three levels of quantity:

Level 1: two landmarks

Level 2: three landmarks:

Level 3: six landmarks:

® o
o©.
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2. Three levels of unifromity:

Level 1: U1 — the trajector and the landmarks deatical

Level 2: U2 — the landmarks are identical, buttthgctor is differnt

Level 3: U3 — two different types of landmarks andifferent trajector

®
A
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3. Two levels of unifromity:

Level 1: C1 — the trajector is exactly at the cewmtrlandmarks

Level 2: C2 — the trajector is not exactly at teatce of landmarks

0o %o
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Resumee

Tartu Ulikool

Inglise filoloogia 6ppetool

Jane Klavan

Mediaalpiirkonda valjendavad adpositsioonid ingliseja eesti keeles kognitiivse
grammatika vaatepunktist.

Magistrit6o
2008
lk. 155

K&aesolevas magistritodés uurin jargmiste inglise gesti keele mediaalpiirkonna
adpositsioonide tdhendusietween, among, amongst, amid, amidst, in the mialglin the
centre of; vahel, vahele, vahelt, seas, sekkatskakas, hulka, hulgast, keskel, keskele,
keskelt, keseT 66 teoreetiliseks raamistikuks on kognitiivne graatika (Langacker 1987,
1990/2000, 1999, 2008). Termimediaalpiirkondviitab sellisele ruumilisele suhtele, kus
Uks objekt asub teis(t)e objekti(de) keskel voielalhntud kaassdnad valisin semantilistel
kaalutlustel — tingimuseks oli, et keelelksus vipb mediaalset ruumisuhet. Kuigi
adpositsioone eri keeltes on uuritud palju, k.agritivse grammatika vaatepunktist, siis
enamikel juhtudel on peardhk olnud sellistel kanag@l, mis véljendavad vaid kahe
objekti omavahelist ruumilist suhet. Antud t6dsustasin uurida aga selliste kaassonade
semantikat, mis véljendavad rohkem kui kahe objektavahelist suhet. Seega oli minu
valim mh hea kognitiivse grammatika tookindluset.tégapaeva elus puutume me tihti
kokku selliste olukordadega, kus kirjeldatavat &bjeuleb identifitseerida mitme teise
objekti suhtes. Inimene on ,sotsiaalne loom* ja jusid kaassdnu kasutatakse nii inimeste
omavabheliste suhete kui neid imbritseva maailnjaldamiseks.

Magistritéds on sissejuhatus, kolm sisulist peatijkkokkuvote.

Sissejuhatuses tutvustan to0 uldist teoreetiligstta — kognitiivset lingvistikat ja selle
pdhiteese.

Esimeses peattikis tutvustan olulisi moéisted, midjarh kasutan uurimuse analliisiosas.
Tahelepanu all on muuhulgas sonaklasside kasitsutan inglise ja eesti keele
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adpositsioonide defineerimise probleemidele. Nstiekui ka inglise keeles moodustavad
adpositsioonid, adverbid ja afiksaaladverbid samandise kujuga sbnade kogumi, kus
tleminekualad Uhest sdnaklassist teise pole péiged. Anallusi tulemusel selgus, et
kognitivse grammatika sonaklassikasitlus on dgellisjuhtumitel otstarbekam kui
traditsiooniline lahenemine, kuna vBimaldab Uhtagegooriana késitleda nii adpositsioone
kui ka nende kasutust iseseisva adverbi ja afikgl@akbina. Langacker (2008) on vélja
pakkunud termini ’'mitteprotsessuaalsed suhtedon{processual relationships mis
hdlmab nii adpositsioone kui ka adverbe. Esimesasitis annan tlevaate ka kognitiivse
semantika kaassOnauurimustest. Erinevalt formamsetldhenemistest pannakse
kognitiivses keeleteaduses eriline rohk kaassOnantiusele. Esimeses peatikis tutvustan
ka ruumisuhete valjendamisega tihedalt seotud tkaogerimissuhte operatsioone
(construal operations nt. eendamine, kategoriseerimine, figuuri-foautus, perspektiiv,
kujundskeemid. Mediaalpiirkonna adpositsioonide aetilika kirjeldamisel osutus kdige
kasulikumaks kujundskeemi madiste (Johnson 1987).grniovse semantika eri
kirjeldusmudelite vordlemisel selgus, et Langack&b87, 1990/2000, 1999, 2008)
vorgustiku mudel on kaassdnade kirjeldamiseks swbikui naiteks Lakoffi (1987)
radiaalse vorgustiku mudel voi Evansi ja Tyleri 3D Principled Polysemykasitlus.
Niisiis kasutasin kaassonade semantika kirjelddreegackeri mudelit.

Teises peatikis esitan mediaalpiirkonda valjendawvaglise ja eesti keele adpositsioonide
semantilise analttsi. Analltsi osas on arvesseudOsti korpusanallitsi kui katsete
tulemusi. Nende tulemuste pohjal esit&fEDIAALPIIRKONNA kompleksse kategooria
mudeli. Semantilise analtitsi tulemuseks onyEDIAALPIIRKOND 0ON SISALDUMIS-skeemi
viimistlus jaSISERUUMIPIIRKONNA laiendus. Lisaks h6lmab see kategooria nii ingtisieka
eesti keeles kolme viimistlusEDIAAL , MEDIAAL -PLURAAL ja KESK. Inglise ja eesti keele
mediaalpiirkonna adpositsioonide semantika kirjethi lahtusin sellest kolmikjaotusest.
Iga grupi puhul esitasin koiki selle grupi adpasibside kasutusi kirjeldava keskse skeemi
ning selle viimistlusedveDIAAL -adpositisioonide keskseks skeemiks oli sellingektaori

ja orientiiri suhe, kus trajektoor asus kahe orngntvahel; MEDIAAL-PLURAAL
adpositsioonide puhul asus trajektoor mitme onentahelisel alal;kesk-adpositsioonide
puhul asus trajektoor orientiiri keskkohas.

Kahe keele vordlus naitas, et inglise ja eesti &kemlediaalpiirkonna adpositsioonide
tdhendused on méarkimisvaarselt sarnased. Kéigimdé®rupis oli voimalik valja tuua tks
skeem, mis kirjeldas nii inglise kui ka eesti kestdlesse gruppi kuuluvate kaassGnade
kasutust. Esines siiski ka erinevusi — nt. on destle Uheks idiosunkraatiliseks omaduseks
see, et kaassdmaahel kasutatakse grammatiliselt ainsusliku orientiirigaheks kdige
silmapaistvamaks omaduseks mdlema keele medidalpna kaassdnade puhul oli see, et
neid koiki sai kasutada mitmusliku orientiiriga eesosutab ilmselt vastavate kaassdnade
sunonuumiale. Materjali analtiisi pdhjal selguskadsona valik oleneb sellest, kuidas
keelekasutaja kirjeldatavat olukorda tajub ja wvestasellele keeleliselt konstrueerib.
Lisaks selgus, et nende kaassdnade kasutust méjuliaategurid

Kolmandas peatikis kirjeldatakse kaassOnade tak&mduurimiseks koostatud katse
tulemusi. Katse testis kolme tunnuse moju inglésegsti mediaalpiirkonna adpositsioonide
between, among, amid, in the middle of, vahel,,daagas, keskdtasutusele. Testitavad
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tunnused olid orientiiride arv, orientiiride ja jektoori Uhetaolisus ning trajektoori
tsentraalsus. Testi tulemusel selgus, et nii arrete arv kui ka trajektoori tsentraalsus
mojutavad kaassOna valikut ja kasutust; kolmanodause — Gihetaolisuse — mdju katses ei
avaldunud. Mdlema keele kohta pustitasin neli hégsit millest kinnitust leidsid kaks:

1. Adpositsioonidebetween, vahel, among, seas, hulgakkut mojutab orientiiride
arv. Betweenja vahel kasutus oli markimisvaarselt kdrge kahe orientduhul;
among, seas, hulg&ssutati siis, kui oli tegemist ronkem kui kaheeatiiriga.

2. Adpositsioonidein the middle of, keskel, among, seas, hulgakut mdjutab
trajektoori tsentraalsus. Mida rohkem keskel trgek orientiiri suhtes asub, seda
rohkem kasutataksien the middle of, keskeimida vahem keskel trajektoor asub,
seda rohkem kasutatakaeong, seas, hulgas

Eeldus, mille alusel adpositsioobétweenkasutatakse mitmusliku orientiiriga vahem kui
adpositsioonivahel ei leidnud labiviidud katses kinnitust. Samuti iehnenud katse
tulemusel erilisi tdhenduserinevusi kaassoresdeja hulgaskasutustes.

Inglise ja eesti mediaalpiirkonna adpositsiooniderpkspbhine tahendusanaliiis ja
korraldatud katse tulemused jatavad Ohku mitu et uurimisteemat, mida

magistritasme vaitekirja maht ei véimalda lahenddalaeks véljakutsuvaks teemaks on
eesti keele adpositsioonide latiivne ja separatiivarm; vastust ootab ka kisimus, kuidas
vOiksid need kolm liiget — lokatiivne, latiivne jeseparativne - olla esitatud
langackeriaanlikus vorgustiku mudelis. Oleks huwvitaurida, kas nende vormide
omavaheline suhe on pigem viimistlus- v0i laiendiies Teise tulevikus lahendust
ootavate kusimuste grupi moodustab nii inglise kai eesti keele mediaalpiirkonna
kaassdnade esmapilgul stiinonidmsena tunduv kastdysusanaltts ja selle tulemuste
pohjal koostatud katsed annavad edaspidi looddiavasellele tundmusele

uurimustulemusliku vaartusega vastuse.



