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Abstract 

This paper focuses on one of the syntactic phrasemes with partial verb gemination – X-t’ ne 

pereX-t’. A description of its semantic and syntactic characteristics based on the materials 

from the Russian National Corpus and difficulties arising in the automatic processing of this 

structure are outlined. 
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1 Introduction 

There is an aspect of linguistic research which was not taken into account in the works of 

structuralists because it stays above the traditional segment approach to the language. This 

aspect is called construction grammar in terms of (Fillmore, 1988; Fillmore et al., 1988), 

microsyntax in (Iomdin, 2003) and phrasemes in (Mel’ uk & Iordanskaja, 2007). Phrasemes 

are characterized by interpenetration (which is different from the ordinary interaction) of its 

components (Rakhilina, 2010). Thus, they are situated between the grammatical and lexical 

aspects of the language, and this leads to some problems with the automatic analysis of the 

text. Various problems concerning phrasemes and text processing were considered in 

(Iomdin, 2003; Apresjan et al., 2010). 

This work focuses on one of the syntactic phrasemes with partial verb gemination – X-t’ ne 

pereX-t’. This phraseme has not been sufficiently investigated in phraseology studies. We are 

going to give a description of its semantic and syntactic characteristics based on the materials 

from the Russian National Corpus and outline the difficulties of processing this structure. 

2 Meaning of the Phraseme 

The Russian National Corpus gives 52 examples of this syntactic phraseme, among them 9 

examples are ambiguous, the rest of the examples made the base for our study. 
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The number of clear examples, which is rather insignificant, shows that this phraseme belongs 

to language periphery, which makes it even more interesting to investigate. 

The meaning of the phraseme 

del-a-t’ ne pere-del-a-t’ 

do-V-INF NEG COMPL-do-V-INF 

and others of this type is defined in the following way: ―There is a lot of Y that can undergo 

the action X, but some part of Y will not be affected by the action X, whatever efforts are put 

into it, because the quantity of Y is too big‖:  

(1) Vižu – mnogo raboty, rabotat’ ne pererabotat’, i sily pribyvaet… (G. Uspenskij. 

Vlast‘ zemli)  

‗I see – there is a lot of work, a person couldn‘t do it all, and the strength comes…‘ 

The meaning of the phraseme partially corresponds to the meaning of the expression mnogo Y 

‗a lot of Y‘. However, they differ in shades of meaning. The meaning of the phraseme is far 

more complex than the meaning of mnogo Y. X-t’ ne pereX-t’ means not only ‗a lot of objects 

for an action‘, but also implies either that a lot of effort is needed for performing an action, or 

that the number of objects is itself the focus of discourse.  

This phraseme has one actant Y, which is the object of an action. However, there is an 

insignificant number of examples that reveal deviations from the general definition and 

semantic governing. As this number is too insignificant to set off separate definitions, we find 

it appropriate to add two modifications: 

1. If an agent Z is introduced, the phraseme takes the meaning ―There is a lot of Y, so that 

if Z does X with Y, (s)he will not manage to do X with all Y‖: 

(2) Esli vy popali na staju okunej, vam ih taskat’ ― ne peretaskat’. (E.Vladimirova. 

Trud-7) 

‗If you come across the pack of perches, you won‘t be able to drag them all out.‘ 

2. If the verb X is intransitive, an agent Z is introduced while Y disappears.  

This case belongs to the periphery of the phraseme‘s combinatory power – there were only 3 

examples. In such cases the phraseme takes the meaning ―X is such a long action that Z will 

hardly be able to finish it‖: 

(3) Ty na graždanku smotriš’, a nam tut služit’ ne pereslužit’. (V. Kornilov. 

Demobilizacija) 

‗You are looking forward to demobilization, but we will be serving here endlessly.‘ 

There is a number of partially geminated constructions which have similar frames: 

1. vidimo-nevidimo ‗a lot of‘ 

2. tušit, tušit, ne potušit ‗trying hard to do X without any results achieved‘. 
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The first structure is a full phraseme, the second is a syntactic phraseme, as their meaning 

cannot be composed of the meanings of their constituents and they have lexical and 

morphological restrictions for the constituents (*slyšimo-neslyšimo). To prove that X-t’ ne 

pereX-t’ has the same kind of idiomaticity as these structures do, let us observe whether or not 

X-t’ ne pereX-t’ demonstrates any features of non-compositionality. 

3 Non-Compositionality of the Construction 

To prove the status of X-t’ ne pereX-t’ as an idiom, let us compare fragments (4) and (5): 

(4) Ptic perestreljat’. 

‗To shoot all the birds.‘ 

(5) Ptic streljat’ – ne perestreljat’.  

‗There are so many birds that one cannot shoot all of them.‘ 

The fragments (4) and (5) differ in two elements of the signifier: streljat’ ‗shoot‘ and ne ‗not‘ 

(bold in the left part of the scheme below). However, the signified of the phrase (5) contains 

extra elements: the element ‗so many‘ and the meaning of inability, which cannot be regularly 

derived from the meanings of streljat’ and ne. More formally, this can be represented in the 

next scheme: 

‘shoot’ + ‘not’ + ‗shoot all‘ → ‗so many‘
dominant 

+ ‗not‘ + ‗possible‘ + ‗shoot all‘. 

The non-compositional units of the meaning are underlined in the right part of the scheme. 

Another evidence of the idiomatic status of the phraseme is the combinatory power of the 

construction. For example, the verbs cannot take adverbs: *Knigi vnimatel’no čitat’ – ne 

perečitat’ ‗To read the books attentively and not be able to read them all‘ 

A classification of phrasemes is given in (Mel‘čuk & Iordanskaja, 2007). According to this 

classification and our previous proof, X-t’ ne pereX-t’ falls into the category of 

quasiphrasemes because it meets the following conditions: 

1. The meaning of the construction contains the meanings of all its constituents and besides 

some unpredictable extra element. 

2. The meanings of all the constituents are not semantically dominant. 

The scheme presented above shows that the concerned phraseme conforms with the definition 

given here. 

4 Restrictions on the Verbs 

Not every verb of the Russian language can be used in this phraseme. Here are some 

restrictions: 

1. If the verb with the prefix pere- obtains a meaning that is different from the intentional 

meaning, it cannot be used in the phraseme. For instance, perevarit’ (from varit’ ‗to 

boil‘) is not ‗to boil everything‘, but ‗to digest‘ in its first meaning (which makes it 

impossible to use), ‗to boil for too long‘ in the second (which is also not a completive 
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meaning, needed for the phraseme): *Ovosči varit’ ne perevarit’ ‗to boil the vegetables 

and not be able to boil them all‘. 

2. The meaning implies that a great number of objects Y already exists. Thus, the meaning 

of the construction is not compatible with the verbs of creating. If the object of the verb 

is a Patient (exists and undergoes changes), this verb can be used in the construction. If 

the object is the result of an action (does not exist and is being created), this verb cannot 

be used in the construction: 

OK
Knig/knigi čitat’ ne perečitat’.  

‗a person cannot read all the books‘ 

*Pisem/pis’ma pisat’ ne perepisat’.  

‗a person cannot write all the letters‘ 

3. Some verbs with prefixes are less likely to be used in the phraseme (here we consider 

the verbs in imperfective form like vozdelyvat’ ‗to cultivate‘ and not sdelat’ ‗to do‘). For 

example, the phraseme allows the verb sobirat’ ‗to gather‘, but rejects the verb vybirat’ 

‗to select‘:  

OK
Sobirat’ ne peresobirat’,  

*Vybirat’ ne perevybirat’ 

The possible reasons for these limitations are:  

1. The prefix has the meaning that contradicts the meaning of the phraseme *Vybirat’ ne 

perevybirat’ (here the prefix vy- has the meaning of isolating some part of the objects 

from the others, whereas the meaning of the phraseme implies that the objects represent 

a whole unity); 

2. The prefix is two syllables long or the verb already contains two prefixes, so after 

adding the prefix pere- the word becomes ―overwhelmed‖ with prefixes: 

*Vozobnovlyat’ ne perevozobnovit’ ‗to resume‘;  

3. The prefix forms a verb of a formal register, which contradicts the register of the whole 

phraseme: *Vbirat’ ne perevobrat’ ‗to absorb‘. 

Thus the phraseme tends to be selective in respect of prefixes of the verb. 

5 Lexical and Morphological Identification of the Constituents 

The phraseme always contains three elements: the first one is a verb in the active voice, 

usually transitive and in the imperfective aspect, the second one is a negative particle ne and 

the last one is a transitive verb with the prefix pere-, in perfective aspect and active voice. 

The first and the third elements, which form the variable part of the phraseme, are cognate 

verbs, usually infinitives. However, there are some examples where the first element is in the 

imperative mood 2SG and the third element is in the indicative mood, non-past tense 2SG: 

(6) …rybi, diči stol’ko, čto beri ― ne perebereš. (V. Astaf‘ev. Tsar‘-Ryba)  

‗…there is a lot of fish and fowl – you couldn‘t take it all.‘ 
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We suppose that the situation where both verbs of the phraseme are in 2SG, non-past tense is 

also possible: 

(7) Stol’ko marok: kleiš’ ne perekleiš’.  

‗So many stamps – you couldn‘t paste them all.‘ 

Other forms in the verbal paradigm seem unsuitable for this phraseme. Perhaps, such 

restrictions come from the ability of the imperative 2SG and the infinitive forms to imply a 

generic subject, whereas other tenses and mood forms imply a specific subject or situation. 

6 Pragmatics 

The phraseme can be used in informal communication to emphasize the amount of some 

objects or time needed for some action. Besides that, the phraseme usually conveys the 

speaker‘s attitude to the described situation, either very negative (8), or highly positive (9). 

(8) Zaxoronenij segodnya malo – vsego pyat’, zato musora posle prazdnika opyat’ na 

jego učastke vozit’ ne perevozit’. (S. Kaledin) 

‗Today there have not been many burials – just five, but after the holiday there is 

again so much garbage at his plot – you couldn‘t transport it all‘. 

(9) Vitalij dobyču vzjal: taskat’ ne peretaskat’ ― bylo čem gordit’sja! (P. Aleshkovskij) 

‗Vitalij took the prey; there was so much of it, you couldn‘t drag it all – there was 

enough to be proud of‘.  

The phraseme has two variants of a Patient depending on the case of the noun: accusative or 

genitive. The use of case is connected with the intention (the focus of interest) of the speaker. 

Let us observe the difference in the meaning of the same verb taskat’ ‗carry‘ when it is used 

in the phraseme with a Patient in genitive and in accusative: 

1. Gen.Pl + phraseme is used to highlight the amount of objects, to which the action is 

applied: 

(10) Krome togo, podobnyh scenariev (GEN) «taskat’ ne peretaskat’», i vo mnogih pri 

želanii možno obnaružit’ «ruku Berezovskogo». 

‗Apart from that, you could pull similar scenarios endlessly, and in many of them 

you could find the trace of Berezovsky.‘ 

In the example (10) the main idea is that the number of such scenarios is overwhelming, while 

the action itself (taskat’) is not so important. Note that the object is only possible in the plural 

form. In such cases the phraseme as a whole acts as an adverbial clause. In this variant of the 

phraseme the word order is fixed: *Čitat’ knig – ne perečitat’. However, the elements of the 

phraseme can sometimes alternate with pronouns: 

(11) Knig stol’ko – čitat’ ih – ne perečitat’! (authors).  

‗So many books – you cannot read them all‘. 

2. Acc + phraseme is used to highlight the duration of the action being performed and the 

amount of effort which is put into the action: 



Syntactic Phraseme of the Type X-t' ne pereX-t' 

 
77 

(12) Konečno, špaly byli ešhe ne vse položeny, ix (ACC) predstojalo taskat’ ― ne 

peretaskat’ 

‗Of course, the cross ties were not all laid yet, we were in for dragging them 

endlessly.‘ 

In the example (12) the complexity of the action and its duration in the future are emphasized, 

while the amount of objects somehow stays in the background. In this variant of the phraseme 

the word order is not fixed, thus it is possible to say 
OK

Čitat’ knigi – ne perečitat’. In contrast 

to the genitive case, the object in accusative can be used both in singular and plural forms. 

The phraseme is commonly used to describe a situation that is of high importance to the 

speaker or just a situation that worries the speaker though (s)he does not take part in it. 

Corpus examples give the ground for an observation about register and style in which this 

phraseme is used. 82% of the examples are from press and publicistic prose, and that 

underlines the informality of this syntactic structure, so that the usage of the phraseme 

belongs to the area of persuasiveness and expressiveness. The rest of the examples come from 

conversations and dialect speech. 

7 Translation 

One of the major problems arising from the use of this phraseme is the problem of translation. 

As the reader may have noticed, throughout our paper we tried hard to come up with a decent 

translation for the phraseme while translating Russian examples into English, though the 

result was not very good from all points of view. The desired translation has to meet the 

following requirements: 

¶ fully reflect the meaning of the phraseme; 

¶ be comparable in length with the Russian equivalent; 

¶ be idiomatic in order to convey stylistic and discursive features of the text. 

The best option would be to find a similar phraseme in the language to which the presented 

phraseme is translated, however, this is almost impossible. 

Existing translations of the phraseme are based on the meaning. This structure is translated 

literally, we can observe direct mapping of the components of meaning into other language‘s 

units: 

1. Pavel na tretij den‘ povez kartošku. Pjatnadcat‘ meškov nagrebli, vo vsju imejuščujusja taru, 

a navalennaja v ogorode kuča edva podžalas‘ liš s odnogo kraja. Da ešče skol‘ko kopat‘! 

Eto značit, vozit‘ ne perevozit‘. (V. Rasputin. Proščanije s Matjoroj) 

‗Pavel took the potatoes away on the third day. They filled up fifteen sacks, all the bags 

they had, but the pile in the garden had barely got any smaller. There were so many more! 

That meant they would not be able to take it all.‘ (Translated by Antonina Bouis) 

The impossibility to do X with all Y is implied in the translation. 

2. Vitalij upustil dobyču, a on – vzyal, i kakuju: taskat‘ ne peretaskat‘, bylo čem gordit‘sya! 

Xorek dostal nož, no lajka ne unimalas‘... (P. Aleškovskij. Žizneopisanije Xor’ka) 
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‗Vitaly had missed his big chance and Skunk had taken it. And what a trophy this was. You 

could never have hauled something this size any distance. Skunk took out his knife, but the 

dog would give him no peace.‘ (Translated by Arch Tait) 

The amount of Y is implied in the translation. 

It seems that such a meaning-componential translation is not very suitable as it causes some loss 

of language brevity and expressiveness. 

In the process of writing this paper we had to invent an intuitive translation for the phraseme and 

came up with the expression ―to do X with Y endlessly‖. This option seems to sound non-

professional, and it has a number of disadvantages. However, this one word endlessly reflects 

many components of the phraseme‘s meaning very briefly: 

¶ the amount of Y; 

¶ the amount of time needed to process all the Y – endlessness, in particular; 

¶ the sequence of the previous statement – the impossibility to do X with all Y. 

Moreover, in examples (3), (10), (12) the translation which takes into account the idea of 

endlessness seems to be even more appropriate than any other suggestions. This is probably 

caused by the fact that the main focus of discourse in these examples is not the objects, but the 

action. 

Therefore, it can be noticed that this intuitive option appeals at least to two out of three traits of 

good translation mentioned in the beginning of this chapter. 

8 Other Idiosyncrasies of the Phraseme 

In sentences, the phraseme usually serves as a predicate of the impersonal clause, therefore, it 

forms the head of the clause. This syntactical structure recruits an actant Y from the definition of 

meaning, which serves as a Patient, in genitive or accusative case. As for the Agent Z from the 

modifications of the meaning, it is in dative case (dative subject syntactic relationship). 

The punctuational design of the phraseme can be of different kinds: 

1. The phraseme can be separated from the rest of the sentence by a dash. 

(13) Tri centnera ryby ne podnimut ― ee lovit‘ ne perelovit‘! (V. Astaf‘ev. Tsar‘-ryba) 

2. The phraseme can contain a dash inside – example (2). 

3. The phraseme is not separated from the rest of the sentence – example (8). 

4. The phraseme can contain a comma inside. 

(14) Nazyvajutsja konfety kratko i dohodčivo ―GNP: Gryzi, Ne Peregryzeš‘! 

5. The phraseme can be separated from the rest of the sentence by a colon – example (9). 

The differences in punctuational design of the phraseme in the sentences outline the syntactical 

unity of the phraseme, though the bonds inside it are not so homogeneous. The phraseme serves 
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as an integral structure in the sentence, but inside itself it demonstrates that the bonds between the 

first constituent and the rest of the structure are weaker than those between the second and the 

third constituents. 

The phraseme has a number of features in its intonational design. Before the phraseme, an 

intonational pause is usually required – it is used in order to emphasize the amount of objects or 

the efforts needed for an action, depending on the type of the phraseme. The phraseme as a whole 

is pronounced slightly faster than the rest of the utterance. The first constituent of the phraseme is 

pronounced with rising intonation, the second and half of the third constituents are pronounced at 

the same tone level, and at the end the intonation falls. Such changes of intonation are typical of 

the intonational frame No. 5 in the classification described in (Bryzgunova, 1980). This type of 

intonational frames is used to express and enhance the speaker‘s opinion on the subject. 

9 Conclusion 

Having analyzed the syntactic phraseme X-t’ ne pereX-t’ we can assume that, indeed, this 

phraseme constitutes a major problem for the automatic analysis because of its non-

compositionality, difficulty in defining interior syntactic relations and idiosyncrasies in the 

exterior syntactic relations. 

The problems, however, are not limited to the machine analysis of this phraseme. This structure 

also raises a set of translation difficulties. The laconic form of the phraseme contains the notions 

of conativity, plurality and action. Such complexity in its meaning has no analogy among 

signifiers in other languages, so it should be translated descriptively. The future research may 

examine the ways of overcoming these difficulties in more detail. 
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