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ASPECT CROSS-LINGUISTICALLY

Vladimir A. PLUNGIAN
Vinogradov Institute of Russian Language RAS, Moscow

The goal of the present talk is twofold. First, a preliminary set of cross-linguis-
tically relevant parameters for analyzing aspectual systems will be introduced (and
tested against Slavic material, among other). Second, the position of Slavic aspectual
systems will be delimited within a broader typological space. For that purposes, the
main properties supposed to constitute the peculiarity of Slavic aspectual systems
(both formal and semantic) will be considered in turn.

Accordingly, the paper focuses on those aspectual properties of Slavic
languages which happen to be particularly relevant cross-linguistically. Interestingly,
a typological approach, when applied systematically, reveals a slightly different set
of parameters as compared to what can be usually found in traditional Slavic
linguistics studies. In other words, Slavic aspectual systems, when considered under
a cross-linguistic view, look in a somewhat less familiar way.

Recall that a typological approach presupposes that particular grammatical
systems all draw upon one and the same source, which is called the Universal
Grammatical Inventory. Each grammatical system chooses some universal values
for grammatical expression and assigns them to a given set of grammatical markers.
Usually, one and the same marker assumes many different universal values, thus
representing a polysemous grammatical cluster. (Actually, a large part of
grammaticalization theory is called upon to describe the existing patterns of
grammatical polysemy, with recourse to such tools as semantic maps, among other
things.) The important point is that a marker which appears polysemous on a
universal level may not necessarily be considered as polysemous in traditional
linguistic descriptions. However, splitting up grammatical markers according to the
universal inventory guarantees a typological compatibility of individual
grammatical systems, which is one of the main concerns of this approach.

The universal semantic inventory consists of several major domains; one of
them is aspectual. The aspectual domain — like the other domains within this

universal space — is defined on semantic basis. It means that, speaking about aspect
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both cross-linguistically and language-specifically, we have to distinguish between
(semantically based) “aspectuality” and grammatical aspect as a complex formal and
semantic phenomenon. Not all languages have grammatical expression of aspect
(though quite a few), but some means of expressing aspectuality (be they lexical, or
syntactical, or of any other nature) can be found universally.

The view of aspect as a cross-linguistically relevant and semantically based
category with a complex internal structure is widely held in modern linguistic
typology. The earlier attempts of this kind go back at least to 1970s, which saw such
important publications as, for example, Friedrich 1974, Comrie 1976, or Coseriu
1976. In the following, several linguistic traditions contributed to the functional
typology of aspect; despite a wide variety of opinions, there are some fundamental
points all these approaches have in common. Specifically, the most influential book
Dahl 1985 is to be mentioned in this context (with a later article Bybee & Dahl 1989
and an edited volume Dahl 2000); cf. also Bertinetto 1986, Brinton 1988, Cohen
1989, Dik 1994, Smith 1991, Bybee et al. 1994, Johanson 2000, Tournadre 2004 and
many other (needless to say, the list is very far from exhaustive). As for typologically
oriented studies in Slavic aspect, let us mention Maslov’s work (1948, 1978, 1984)
and, for a more recent synthesis, monographs Lindstedt 1985, Stunova 1993 and,
especially, Dickey 2000. This is — very roughly — a broad functional typological
framework our paper intends to fall into.

We treat aspectual domain as consisting of three major types of values: those
specifying the actional type of the predicate; those specifying the position of the
reference interval (or “topic time”, in Klein’s 1994 parlance) with regard to the
situation time; and those contributing to change or modify the actional type of the
predicate. The last two groups of values will be referred to as “primary aspect” and
“secondary aspect”, respectively. Another parameter, most important for a cross-
linguistic description of aspectual systems, is the type of aspectual clustering,
specifying the pattern of grammatical polysemy for a given aspectual marker. The
number of such patterns is limited, but they are seriously understudied so far.

Among formal properties of Slavic aspectual systems which deserves special
attention are the interplay of formal binarity and semantic complexity. Indeed, the
main grammatically expressed aspectual opposition, Perfective vs. Imperfective, is
a clear example of a very complex grammatical cluster, where Perfective includes
universal values of at least punctual, completive, inceptive and (to a lesser extent)

limitative, as well as of resultative perfect, and Imperfective includes universal
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values of durative, habitual and (especially in East Slavic) of anti-resultative (for the
latter term, cf. Plungian & van der Auwera 2006). This configuration cannot by no
means be treated as universal (contrary to some earlier approaches to aspectual
typology) and, most probably, constitutes a striking peculiarity of Slavic (rather
rarely attested elsewhere).

It is true, on the other hand, that binary character of Slavic aspectual oppositions
is not absolute. There are both grammatical archaisms and innovations which go
beyond this tendency. Thus, among what can pretend to be “the third Slavic aspect”
are old Habituals (better preserved in Czech, but remaining in many other Slavic
languages, including North Russian dialects) and new Perfects, (re)emerging in
different loci of the Slavic domain; again, North Russian material is highly
significant in this respect.

Another formal property of Slavic aspect which is extremely relevant cross-
linguistically is its non-paradigmatic character — in the sense that the binary
aspectual opposition is grammatical (i.e. obligatory), though not inflectional: there
exist aspectual classes (similar to gender classes in Slavic nouns or diathetic classes
in Slavic verbs), but no aspectual paradigms. The notion of “aspectual pairs”, very
controversial in itself (for a recent discussion, cf., for example, Xrakovskij 2005,
Janda 2007 and Zaliznjak & Smelév 2010), cannot be of much help here, because
aspectual pairs, even if we recognize their utility for Slavic aspectology, are neither
general enough to cover the majority of verbal lexicon nor morphologically regular
to constitute a true inflectional paradigm.

Typologically interesting semantic properties of Slavic aspectual systems are as
follows. First, this is the “momentaneity bias” which makes the perfective cluster
privilege the punctual values at the expense of limitative ones: as is well known,
perfectivation of states and atelic processes is problematic in Slavic (again,
especially in East Slavic). Second, this is the strong correlation between
perfectivation and telicization. This property follows, to some extent, from the first
one, but is not amenable to it. Since telicization is normally made through verbal
prefixation, several interesting problems arise. We shall elaborate on Vey-
Schooneveld’s hypothesis (as a counter to traditional “empty preverbs” account) and
on the so-called classifying type of verbal perfectivation in Slavic. The latter
suggests that the choice of the most grammaticalized telicizing verbal prefix is made
according to the lexical semantic class of the verb: thus, in Slavic exist about a dozen

such classes which are to be specified in the lexicon; each class privileges its own
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telicizing morpheme which, unlike other telicizators available, replicates the
inherent semantic features of the verbs belonging to this class.

Interestingly, a somewhat similar effect is attested very far from the Slavic area
— for example, among the languages of South and South-East Asia with the
constructions exemplifying what was called “analytical perfectivation” in Majsak
2005. Here, the telicizing element is part of a periphrastic construction, but its choice
is likewise triggered by lexical membership of the main verb.

To sum up, the most important cross-linguistic properties of Slavic aspectual

systems seem to be the following:

— binary opposition with broad perfective and (especially) imperfective clusters;

— a completive-oriented perfectives privileging momentary uses: perfectives tend
to be treated as events (and not as limited processes or states);

— a well-developed system of expressing telicity, operating mainly through
derivational prefixes which combine the telicizing function with the classifying

one (the phenomenon which can be referred to as “classifying perfectivation™).

Of course, most of the above concerns primarily East and West Slavic systems; as is
well known, South Slavic languages, along with the new derivation-based system,
have, to a different extent, conserved the older and typologically more trivial ternary
inflectional opposition of Aorist, Imperfect and Perfect. The latter is sufficiently
closed to what is found, for example, in Romance, Greek or Armenian.
Derivation-based aspectual systems with a classifying perfectivation are not as
rare and idiosyncratic as one could think. They are found both inside and outside
European area. However, an important fact (pointed out as early as in Dahl 1985) is
that the systems with non-paradigmatic means of classifying perfectivation
systematically occur, inter alia, on the periphery of the Slavic domain, which can be
construed as a possible areal feature. Namely, verbal “satellites” with a largely
similar inventory of grammatical functions are found in Georgian and Ossetic,
Lithuanian and Latvian, Hungarian and Yiddish, as well as in some other cases.
Interestingly, the same tendencies could be observed also for Gothic and late Latin
(IV-VIc. C.E.), but in this case, the process of grammaticalization of verbal prefixes

into true aspectual markers was interrupted.



ASPECT CROSS-LINGUISTICALLY 19

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bertinetto, P. M. 1986. Tempo, aspetto e azione nel verbo italiano: Il sistema

dell’indicativo. Firenze: Accademia della Crusca.

Brinton, L. J. 1988. The development of English aspectual system. Cambridge:
Cambridge U. Press.

Bybee, J. L. & Dahl, O. 1989. The creation of tense and aspect systems in the
languages of the world. — Studies in language, 13.1, 51-103.

Bybee, J. L.; Perkins, R. & Pagliuca, W. 1994. The evolution of grammar: Tense,
aspect and modality in the languages of the world. Chicago: The U. of Chicago
Press.

Cohen, D. 1989. L’aspect verbal. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.

Comrie, B. 1976. Aspect: An introduction to the study of verbal aspect and related
problems. Cambridge: Cambridge U. Press (rev. ed. 1981).

Coseriu, E. 1976. Das romanische Verbalsystem / Hrsg. und bearb. von H. Bertsch.
Tiibingen: Narr.

Dahl, O. 1985. Tense and aspect systems. Oxford: Blackwell.

Dahl, O. (ed.). 2000. Tense and aspect in the languages of Europe. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter.

Dickey, S. M. 2000. Parameters of Slavic aspect: A cognitive approach. Stanford:
CSLI publications.

Dik, S. C. 1994. Verbal semantics in functional grammar. In: C. Bache et al. (eds.).
Tense, aspect and action: empirical and theoretical contributions to language
typology. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 23-42.

Friedrich, P. 1974. On aspect theory and Homeric aspect. (1JAL, Mem. 28).

Janda, L. 2007. Aspectual clusters of Russian verbs. — Studies in language, 31.3,
607-648.

Johanson, L. 2000. Viewpoints operators in European languages. — In: Dahl (ed.),
27-187.

Klein, W. 1994. Time in language. London: Routledge.

Lindstedt, J. 1985. On the semantics of tense and aspect in Bulgarian. Helsinki
(Slavica Helsingiensia, 4).

Majsak, T. A. 2005. Tipologija grammatikalizacii konstrukcij s glagolami dvizenija
i glagolami pozicii [Typology of grammaticalization of constructions with
motion and position verbs]. Moscow: Jazyki slavjanskix kul’tur.

Maslov, Ju. S. 2004. Izbrannye trudy [Selected works]. Moscow: Jazyki slavjanskix



20 Vladimir A. PLUNGIAN

kul’tur.

Plungian, V. A. & van der Auwera, J. 2006. Towards a typology of discontinuous
past marking. — Sprachtypologie und Universalienforschung, 59.4, 317-349.

Smith, C. 1991. The parameter of aspect. Dordrecht: Kluwer (2nd ed. 1997).

Stunova, A. 1993. Contrastive study of Russian and Czech aspect: Invariance vs.
discourse. Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Tournadre, N. 2004. Typologie des aspects verbaux et intégration a une théorie du
TAM. — Bulletin de la Societe de linguistique de Paris, 99.1, 7-68.

Xrakovskij, V. S. 2005. Aspektual’nye trojki i vidovye pary [Aspectual trios and
aspectual pairs]. — Russkij jazyk v naucnom osvescenii, 9(1), 46-59.

Zaliznjak, Anna A.; Mikaéljan, I. L. & Smelév, A. D. 2010. Vidovaja korreljativnost’
v russkom jazyke: v za§€itu vidovoj pary [Aspectual correlates in Russian: in

defence of aspectual pairs] — Voprosy jazykoznanija, 2010 (1), 3-23.



ASPECT CROSS-LINGUISTICALLY 21

BEEMREANODT ARY |+

FF—I)L A T UFX ¥

TI—Ug )T T— RT7EA T T BN
(FERAZ D)

E:
[l

&q-

YT BT

K%%@H%i&kO%é —DNE, T AR MERZ G T 5729

HEFEIARA G R CEE & B d, —EHOERPR/NT A —X
~%ﬁﬂ¢5(%bf EVDIF AT TREEOERNIH LTT A M &2AT
9) T e, BT, KVIRWERIFRZEMOFR T, R T TRERED T A
7 MERDED HAEOHPFALZEDD Z L ThDH, [FERIZ, ZHHDHBY
D=, AT THIEDOT A7 MERO (BB L OEWR) Frikitk 4%
MR L TS EBERAOND FEARAMEEZZEL TN 2 EIT D,

L7z o TARRRTIL, A7 THEDT A7 hOMWEOH T, BEiE1IC
‘%T FRICBIEDH 2 OICE AR Y THN TN D, BUBRENZ &, B

MR T T a—F 2 RRENCHET T 5 L BRI AT TiEE R E L
’%%i%ﬁw BOWTEFAHINZ LD L ITET RS>0 D00
NI RA=Z =P LN D, EWVHZ L AT UEEOT AT MER
X, BEFEN RGN RAGE, WS IR ELADRWNEDD L HIZH X
DIz,

B LTAE S, RGN T 7a—F LW ) H0ld, il 2 O SUERRIX
WL RFEICHEZA — Zngd HEFESEHEE B # Universal
Grammatical Inventory| &FES— ZFIHT 5 L0 9 2 L ZFHEICL TV D,
ETNENDIIEY AT JMIAERBLO T2 D2V < DO &AM universal
value ZiEBIRL THBY, IO DHEIC—ED ENFEEZ H TR - TV 5D,
2N TODOSGE 2L [F—DOIEN L < ORI 2 EEMZH 5 DT, 2EH
IRET T A2 — OB A 72 (EER, SUEEEGRORESIE, L VDT E
BRHI D K 9 7 FEHC T Lo T, SUEMZREDOBIFT 537 — v 5l
T2HEITKRDENTND), BHEARRIL, HBEA L~ HIEZEAIT A
25X RIBETH, BROZSHEFHLIRICBNTEZE %kiMTL
HERO LIRS LIVRWD &V D RS, WS K SUERIFRIE 2 5 RE
RSCEIRE BERIZIS U T 5 2 &Il iof\@%@i%VX?Aﬂﬁ
T ORI AHE S WO b OBRIESNDIDTH D, TN ENT



22 Vladimir A. PLUNGIAN

T 7 a—FDOFERELFEOOE DT,

SRR ERTE B H % universal semantic inventory [ )< DO FKH 72 K
AA VB D, o TWET, ZD I HLED—DNT AT MDD HD
o TANT RO RAAL T, ZOERZEROFITH DM KA A & FRERIZ,
BRERICERSIND, 2O LiE, TAXY MIOWCHE ENICHE
TETH, HOEHEADOLDE LTHELILGAETH, BRIZESW [7 X
N7 F 2T VT 4 aspectuality | & | M IERAY H OB R0 BIG Th 5 3L
ET AR N EXBLRTIE R benktn) Z 2 E%T 5, 73T
DEFENT AT NOIENRBIFEZFF > TV DT TR (22720
ZL DEFEIFFSTVDEN), LL, TAXI T 27 VT 4 =RELT H
SO FE (ZNDGEENTE CThHIL, MBI TELTHIL, HDHWVIEZ D1
OHED LD THI) 1F, FERICRWEZTZ LR TE D,

T ARG N B NTIREE A A T2, B E R CERIZEK DW= T
TY =LA D RFGIE, BUROEFEEARMICB W TA RS TV 5,
ZOMED RGO ORI, D2 &b, 1970 FRICH D, Z DRI
I% Friedrich (1974), Comrie (1976). & %5\ & Coseriu (1976) &\ o7,
BHEL RS 72, E 72, LTI 2 3Tl WL OO FFEFH
{GHERT A7 F OBERRERGRICER L TWD, FEFIHKRA RERRH 2
ZH b bd ., INLTRTOT 7 a—F 03 g3 25 AN 2 G500 <
Ohb D, LV DT, bR %5 272 Dahl (1985) 1, ZORIZH W
TERINDHZRELDOTHD (ZDOH%RIER I T-Fm L Bybee & Dahl 1989 <°
Dahl 23#%E L 7= Dahl 2000 & ®T), U FOXEb WO & —
Bertinetto (1986) . Brinton (1988) . Cohen (1989) . Dik (1994) . Smith (1991) .
Bybeeetal. (1994). Johanson (2000), Tournadre (2004) fth (55 £ TH 72
WA, 2OV R MIFERRHONLITRIEN), AT UHBEOT AT M
RFGZ U TR GR RO & FEOBFSEIC DWW CE, —i# 0D Maslov DOAIFSE (1948,
1978, 1984) L. X VKD EH D E LT Lindstedt (1985), Stunova (1993)
% L CTHFIZ Dickey (2000) OE /7T 7 %2 TR, T, IEFEITRHE
T E 2L JRVER TOMREERGRI 2P TH | Al b Z OME
TR H ZEEBHLTWD,

FIZHIET AT DO RAAL &, WRIZETDH=ODFERZ A TDE
B2 Y S TWD b D E LT D, T HIE, bEROENES A 7 % Ky
ET D H D, IRPLEF situation time (2% L CHAEH[H] reference interval (& %
UM Klein 1994 OFfTEE TIE [RERERS topic time ) ONLEEZFFET HH D, £
L COREDOENES A T2 - EET DI EICEMT 20D, ThHhD, Ik



ASPECT CROSS-LINGUISTICALLY 23

D _OOEBRMEIZZENEIN [—RHFJT A7 | primary aspect] & [ —IRHY
7 A~XJ | secondary aspect] EFESZ EIZRD, T AN MEROESE
BRERIZE S TIRBETER D ) —DDNRT A= —|IT AT hDT T A
B —DEA T ToHD, L, DT AT MEDFRIEEICK L, Z O 3ER
RO —V HRET D, THHDONRNE— ORGSO,
INETIELAEMIES TR,

AT TEEDT AT MERPIAT 2IERHEE O T, FrERICE
T 5OIE, AR 201k L BRI R EMES OB/ TH 5, EEE, GE
FINCRBLES N D EH T AT ML —— 58 TR Perfective & A5 TR
Imperfective %, IEF B SOEN Y AR —DR W, 207
AL —=TSETIRIZ, D7 Eb, fRAA—7 =7 FOMIZAIRFE punctual,
SERHH completive, ELENFH inceptive, & LT (FREEHIIC iJ: DR R
TEAH limitative & W\ o 72 8@ 2 & T, = L CASE TIRIZERGAH durative, &
TE#H habitual, £ L T (& D OITHRAT VHEEICBWT) KAEFRHMH anti-
resultative & Vo 728kl 2 3T (B OIFEEIZ OV Tl Plungian & van der
Auwera 2006 Z), Z 5 LIS OEITR L CHENZR DL LTHD
%LZDJ\“% HEOTIERLS (T AT MEAGRIZH T HWROT 7'rn —FITK
LO). &b, ZNUIRA T UREEDOENL > TR E T b 072 (oS58
THER éﬂé EMIFITEN),

ENRED—FT, AT THEOT ALY MR b5 ZIHINLOM:
FEITHERTHI 22 B DO TRV E NI DIXIELV, 29 LI ZBZ D L 5 72,
SERT IV IA R A ) R_R—= g VOWMBERH LN, —/., [HE=0D
AT UET AT M OLHZRZ D bDITHNVEERRDHY (F = 23
TR LS BREENRTWE R, a7t g2 et DR Z ‘7
FETHIE-STWVD), £ L TAT UHkO 2 22531 (5O Bliiz,
L= bR3bH5H, ZORTH, e TIEAF S OSEERHIE D
O THEET,

AT TET AT FDOH HOESORRXIME T, BEEEMNICKRD TK
LT DL DX, TOHENRTHE A LR TH D, iR, T AT b
O ZIERINLITSUER (T2 b ERBHY) “C“&)éz’)‘i PRI TIZ 72V E v D
WChd, 7TAXZ DT TR (AT TGk T5%7®I$ﬁ®77x%
B3 D RE @777u_m1?5)ifﬁ*iéw T ARG NDINTHE A NIF
FELZV, AT ] LW O BEERIE. ZNBEEDPEROZ VS DIEN (Rl
DI OV T, B 2 1%, Xrakovskij 2005, Janda 2007, Zaliznjak & Smelév
2010 72 ES) . T2 TIEZIEEITITER B2, LWV D D BIRAT X




24 Vladimir A. PLUNGIAN

T2 2D LIbRN AT JEOT AT Mg &o‘(ﬁﬂ%f&béc‘: Sk L
TWbHELThH, @il i®k§ﬁ%ﬁﬂ~f%éi& EX O ND)
TH72<, BIZBEITHR NI XA AE#RT 21T LI Z%mm ZHIAIR 72
HDOTHRWINBTE,

AT TEEOT A7 MERBF-D, BRI B ZR N E R XL
TOXH>7bDOTHD, FIlo, T TBEE~OREME Tho, Zh
W DT OIZTETIRD 7 Z A5 —(XREFH O BEHAN 2 B2 LT, FURAH
DERMAZELE ST D, K<L TWVD L DI, IREBCIERARIERE D5
THALIZA T T5EeE (VIR LIZZR D0, LV DT RAT UikeE) I8\ T
Lo MW, 8 U2, 58 TIRE & FRFUL telicization D12 58V VFHESES
%ﬁ%é:kto_@ﬁfi\%éﬁg\ OMWEIZHKT LD TIEH
D, FIUTHED DO TIEZRW, BBAREIL, @F ., BhEE~OBFRE I L -
THEETLZ0T, BEREOCMENIN O0ET D, 22T, Uk 124
DOEEFAFE] L9 Bk 5 &G & L) Vey-Schooneveld DG &, v
DD AT TEFRIZBIT D2EEF DT TIRILD & A T HBIZ OV TEE LR
RE S, BEDRET DO, &b b S L2 R LB E R sRRA L, B

DFEERERZ 7 AR L GEBREND EWND 2L ThDH, AT UREIZIX, £
DEIBRTTANIORVFAELTEY, ZRbiELdyaryTHESINRD
«%%@t KBEEWR Y 7 AITNHEORFULIREEEF L TBY ., %

RN 2 B 2 D, = D X 5 e fBRESR &k, RIS ATRE 22 D RR S
%%ﬁ&iiﬁw\:@&?xmﬁféﬂﬁm$%ﬁbofwé%%%@
EEMTHLOTH D,

BLERRNZ L2, T E WS SABERIT 21ERN. A7 UsEEN AT 5
A~ B 130 < BN 72357 TRERR SV TV B, il 21X, Majsak (2005) 2345
LTS, Whwd, [5HE THIb) EMEEND b DEEMNIT L XD
IR OSEN. BB XM T VT REEICRWEENS, £ ZTOR
SYLEFRITT S MEE O —EH, FO@IUL, k&[RRI, FBE N
BHICEDZN—FIZBLTNANI > TRl ER-Eh5,

FLHDHE, AT URREOT AT MEAR T b EEARESEOMEE T
DLFOXEH>7bDTHA D,

—  HFHDIENWTETHZ 722 —& (LW DITIEW) RETHZ 7 A% —
6 J:é:lﬁiﬂ“ﬁ;



ASPECT CROSS-LINGUISTICALLY 25

—  BREATEICRRER AL 2 5 2 5 e RS OB TH, bbb, 58
THRRTHERIT, HkFL LT (ZELTRESNEEOREL L
TTIERL) #ohDMEEICH D ;

—  RAMEZERFT2ODOIEFITHE LR, Ziud, BICIRAEEREC X
S THEBEL TRV | IREREFEIZIRFYUL OBKAE & B L O RE & fFE
STWD (ZoHGT DEMIRE THE] EFFATH LW,

HEH A, IR _T=Z EDIiFE A EIL, FIZRB XU A T UiEEOK
RICEDLDL LD, I<HMoNTWD X 9T, BAT Uik, IREZ %
LB LWER E R T, BEIZAEWCERZ b0, X0 v, B
BICIZHONED, THV AR A /8=T7x27 FBLOSR—=T7 =7 kb
2D & D SRS AR L Q0 D, BEIE, BlziE, o~ RFEESR
FUUYBHOWIT N A=TEEICBOTRLND & O EIEFITUTV,

FERIRSE THEOMRE A Ffo 7o, IRAEICHE S T AT MERIT, B2 5
NTWDIFE A THEZRLOTIIARW, 20X ) REKRITI—1 v M
BWOMNAITHIMUTE BT Z &N TE 5, 7278, EEZ2H 5T (Dahl 1985
TREICHRf ST\ ad Z &720) . HRIRZE THILDIE R T XA A FE %
FEOMRIT, FRIZA T TREREO A M O &0 12 B W CTRRBIIZA T T
HEWH T L, TSRS E LTIIRL S 272595, T74bb, K
AT IZ IS\ TTHELE » 7o SUERIBSRE 2 FE o 7, BhEICET 5 2 o Xk H 7
DL, FNAYTiEEA Y NEL VU N T =TFEET NT 4 TEE. N
—FEEAT 4 vV aFBEIIBWT, 2OMOr— R L[EERIC, BlEEEIND,
BRIRWZ Lz, R A A T — FEEEHI T 7 58 (fdoo4~6 fibhd) 1T%
BlEREND, LIRS ZDr —ATld, BiEEFRENEDOT AT K -
~v—H—~EEE L T BN ES N T LE ST,

R BTH)I & 3%)



