It will become clear in the course of this paper that these guide-lines
do not offer a great deal of help to the student of Russian, In
mentioning verba sentiendi and desiderandi as requiring the gen., for

example, the Academy Grammar avoids the real {ssue, in that these verbs

often take the gen. in the affirmative. Further, case counts like those
of Restan (1960) and Korn (1967) have shown that the inversion of subject and
predicate does not to any great extent encourage the acc. in preference to

v

the gen. after neg. tr. vb. The Academy Grammar is not alone in creating

superficial and unsatisfactory 't’ for case choice.; The great majority
of textbooks, grammars and more detailed theoretical works on case usage
after neg. tr. vb. contain error;, or at” least omissions. Pul'kina and
Zaxava Nekrasova's grémmar (n.d. p;62) states that the acc. may not be

used 1f the verd functions figurgttvely and if the noun is not a concrecte
object. These tergs, however, should be emﬁloyed with greater caution.

For instance, how should one interpret thé nature of the nouns in the

following sentences, in the light of the statements made in the grammar:

Ne terzaj moju duSu, ne vbspominaj (Fuchs: 1973, p.84); Ona ne znala ego

rs R
golosa, mogla ne otozvatsja, ispugatsja (Fuchs: 1973; p.85). Would duSu

be considered concrete and golosa abstract because the nouns appear in the
acc. and gen. cases respectively? If gol 8 considered abstract, then what

are we to make of a statement such as Daleko ty, ne slygié‘oAgglos moj (Keil:

-

1970, p.127).

Unbegaun (l%§7,rp.296) states that the acc. will be used where the
Yransitivlty of the verb is "suppressed', thus, "If the negation does not
preclude the action of the sentence the verb continues to be transitive
and takes the accusative."” Unbegaun's statement seems too vague to be of any
"

assistance to the teacher or student of Russian. "Suppression of transitivity

is a somewhat ephemeral concept requifing further explanation if it is to be
[
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Abstract .

It has been widely accepted for modern Russian that either the
genitive or accusative may be the object case for a negated verb,
taking into account certain conditions. Effective rules for the
choice of cage have not been formulated, however, though many theories
cpngérning this subject are in existence. In Polish, it is general'y
held that only the genitive object may follow a negated transitive
verb. This contrastive analysis of Russian and Polish presented with
regard tg\thia queétion is largely based on Russian theory, because of
the lack of material on Polish.

The study begins with a critical exapination of theories offered
to date on case sel¥tion in both languages; the theories are catego-
rized under 23 conditions commonly considered to motivate the choice
of either the accusative or genitive. There follo;s a chapter in which
examples of Russian and Polish sentences containing negated transitive
verbs are listed under these category headings, providing a ba;is for
contrast of the situation in both languages. Case counts for Russian
are referred to throughout. Similarities and differences between
Polish and Russian are indicated. The thesis concludes“by pointing
out that Polish may, contrary te popular opinion, admit the accusative
aftdr negated transitive ver;S\in certain situations, and areas of
further research are suggested, both for assessing the position of the
accusative governed by a negative transitive verb in modern Polish,

and for the possible forﬁulation of a rule or rules for case selection

in Russign.

iv
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I. Introduction

The problem that we propose to examine in this thesis can
briefly be stated as follows. In contemporary spoken and written
Rugsian, both the acc. and gen. cases can be selected following a
negative transitive verb (neg. tr. vb.), thouéh the choice 1is
governed by certain conditions. In the Polish literary and 'educated’
language, only the gen. is offically permitted after a neg. tr. vb.

We have, however, céllectgd a smallhamount of evidence to show that .

the acc. 1s used with‘greater frequency in Polish, in particular, the
spoken language, than 1is generally thought, and that there may even_be
occasions when it 1s allowed in 'educated' literary speech. 1In this
introduction we intend to outline the Teasons for our study and to
indicate the methodology we sh#ll be using. At this stage it would

be well to point out that material on the subject of case selection in
Polish is extremely scanty, therefore our work will lean heavily towards -
Russian research and cléssificational methods.

In older textbooks and grammars on Russian, case selection following
a neg. tr. vb. was often said to be limited to the gen. The rule of
'genitive terror' no longer exists, however (though a certain minority
still persists in hoiding to the rule in theory, I} not in practice) and
there is a clear choice between thé acc. and gen. cases following neg. tr.

vb. This choice is by no means arbitrary, being regulated by rules that

are extremely evasive and difficult to define. The Russian Academy Grammar
(1960: pp. 562-563) states that the gen. is normaily chosen following verbs
of perception, desire, expectation,thought, and that the acc. willﬂgg
preferred where the subject and predicate are i;verted ip the sentence,
where the object is known in some way, or where the neg. tr. vb. governs an

infinitive.



understood. It {s not clear, for example, why transitivity should be

suppressed in a sentence such as Rabo¥ie ne pili piva (Unbegaun: 1957,

pP.295), but not in . . . 1 voditel' ne videl daEE*jng_B§Pota (Keil: 1970,

P.132). Neither can we uphold Unbegaun's comment that discrepancies are due
to "a certain confusion" 1in case usage after neg. t:. vb. in Russian. Our

experience has shown that the Russian’native speaker has little doubt

about the correctness or incorrectness of a case choicg made by a foreigner,
even though he usually cannot explainythe reasons for his opinion.

Certain authors, such as Rozental' and Telenko6ﬁf Listvinov, Ravix,
Druien and others, list the conditions in which the gen. or acc. are
obligatory, preferred, unacceptable etc. Such an approach has its
advantgges, being of considerable value to the learner. Neveréﬂeless,
there remains disagreement as to what conditions demand which choice, /
«and there is controversy over whether certain accepted conditions
actually play any role in‘;etermin{pg case choice after neg. tr. vb.
Further, though some researchers (Keil, Timberlake, chhs, Thqmson and
others) have attempted to formulate a universal rule or rules to

\ .

determine case choice after neg. tr. vb;, no satisfactory solutions have

as yet beeﬁ reached.

We hope that the above comments and examples suffice to illustrate
the state of uhcertainty concerning the selection of the gen. or acc.'
after neg. tr. vb. in Russian. Restan's count has shown that for almost
every condition supposedly requiring an acc. or gen. choice, examples can
be found thatvcransgréss the 'rule'. It is e;ident, therefore, that though
the existence of a-choice between the acc. and gen. is accepted 1in
most modern textbooks on Russian, the majority of them are not clear

-

¢
as to the reasons for the choice. In the course of this thesis we EPall

be examining theories offered on case selection, comparing them with



data gleaned from various written sources (including case counts) and
attempting to evaluatgefheir validity ahd usefulness.

In Polish, the éharac;er of the problem and of research differs
somewhat from that in Russian. ‘Polish 1s probably the strictest of the
Slavic lénguages in holding to the rule of 'genitive terror" (Tsurikov:
1967, p.5). Most of the gfammars and textbooks examined indicate that
the gen. is the only correct tase after neg. tr. vb. (Laskowski: 1972,
p.55; Szober: 1967, p.601; Schenker: 1973, p.47). Ha;ever, it is
interesting to note that in a very recent grammar by Maria Zagdrska-Brooks,
the-acc. is permitted under one condition, where the neg. tr. vb. governs an
infinitive (1975, p.128). Doroszewski (1968) and Buttler (1973) also accept
the acc. in these circumstances. In all other instances, the gen. is
apparently firmly méintained in literary Polish. N

Our research shows thatuthe acc. after neg. tr. vb. may not be as
rare, especlally 'in spoken usage, as is generally imagined. In her

article on case choice éfter the neg. tr. vb. in Polish, Pisarkowa

4 .
(1959, p.30) remarks that sentences such as Takie buty nosi¥ nie bede! s

and Nie mam zamiaru gotowad obiad! are frequently encountered in colloquial

A~

Polish. It is quite possible that due to grammatical proscriptiif&y, many

accs. are eliminated from the written language, that might have appeared
in the spokén languége -- as was apparently the case at an earlier stage
of Russian. Since almost no sources of raw data, e.g. case counts, are
available to us fo; cdntemporary Polish, it is extremely difficult to
assegs even the approximate extent of acc. usage after neg. tr. vb. in
that language. It might indeed be extremely low, or much higher than 1is

normally thought. It is beyond the séope of this thesis to embark upon

the collection of raw data. We must therefore limit ourselves to presenting



<

]
such material on the use of the acc. in Polish as 1s at our disposal fragr -
o 7.7 .

. . e TERC
The chapter following this {ntrodugtion constitutes a,survqy~q$
;‘,’,‘I’ ' ;;J-...

My

N N,
previous work on case selection after neg. tr. vb.‘{n.&Bth'the‘ .

written sources. ‘ P ’:nxw/ﬁw\
)

being investigated. No attempt shall be made at provi&}éﬁ conclusgiig
rules for case usage in Russian, as this,would\be ;3 extre;ely coﬁplex
and time consuming task. We shall simply describe the major existing
theories on case selection in Russian and Polish; because of the lack of
material on Polish, the greater part of - the discussifon in this chapter
will be based on Russian. Since the rule demé7ding tﬁ; gen. ;fter neg.
tr. vb. is extremely consistent in 1iterary,2dlish, we shall concentrate
on research concerning the use of the acc. in our discussions of this
language. Our work on Polish will at times involve theories normally
applied to Russian. In this way, the reader will be able to compare the
situation in both languages with greater ease.

In Chapter Three we present a list of sentencessfrom both Russian

and Polish. The exampleb on the list are classified under the categories

-

.described in Chapter Two (though not necessarily in the same order). From

K

these sentences we hope to illustrate which conditions seem to #ncrease'acc.
case selection after neg. tr. vb. in Polish, and also to show any
similariﬁies between Russian and Polish in case selection. In the
concluding chapter, we shall briefly .eview our findings and propose

areas of possible further research.



-

II. Work done to date on the case foverned by the neg. .,

tr. vb. 1in Russian and Polish.

Below are listed the sectipns coﬁprising this chapter in

‘their order of appearance. In the brackets alongside the section
. .

headings {8 indicated which case 18 considered by most researchers
to be required by the condition named. (This information is bﬁaed on

Rugsian due to the lack of material in Polish. Similarities and

-

differences between the two languages will be brought to light in the

course of the chapter {itself.) ' -

1. Instrumental appositive (acc.)
¢
2.. Personal names, animate nouns, proper nouns (acc.)

3. Tndirect negation (acc.)

4. Double negation (acc. ) ) ’

L&

5. Limiting adverbs (acc.)

6. . Concrete (acb.)rvs. abstract (gen.)

7. kouns derived from neuter abstract adjectives (gen.) -

8. Definite_(déterminate) (acc.) vs. indefinite (indeterminate) (gen.)’
9. Inversion of subject and pr:dicate (acc.)
10 Imperative (acc.)
11. Interrogative (acc.)
12. Pronouns (gen. except for kotoryj -- acc.)
13. -a/-ja stem nouns (acc.)- , . .

:

14. Verbal aspect ~- perfective (acc.) vs. imperfective (gen.)

15. Fixed or frozen phraseé

16. Quantification (gen.) »

17. Intensification of negation (gen.)

18. Verbs of desire, perception, exp ctation etc. (gen.)

1 ’._ \



»

19. Gerunds and participles (gen.)
20. The verb imet' (gen.) )
21. Plurals (gen.) .

22. pe vidno, ne sly¥po/ nie widal, nie s¥ychal (gen.)

23. Formal and informal style (gen. and acc. re§pect1ve1y.)



’

s

Vo

‘ J
aktual nym, ne naxozu eti mery sovremennymi; i.f. Ona ne priznaet

1

1. Iﬁa@rumentglﬁaopositive.

4

" All the research we have examined lists the presence of the

instrumental appositive as leading almost exclusively to the

S

\

‘aelection of an acg. object after a neg.\t?\\vb.: "When the
1

sentence contains words which semantically re‘ate simultaneously ‘\\\\

. to the direct object and the predicate,. e. g i ne s&itaju vopros

\

etu ititrigantku svojej doEerju.” (Listv

Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60,;pt. I, p.127;

N "

and Telenkova: n.d., p.325; Borras and Chrisk&an: 1959, p.26; Ravil:

Y

1971, p. 261 )

v
«

/ !
inov 1965, p. 193 qee also

RoAental': 1963) p.75;Rozental’

-

The explanations givbn for this choice usually refer «o the scope

of negation, which is said to be limited by the igotrumental appositive.

\

N

Timber lake (1975, p.130), for example, expresses the following views: ~
IE
, Some transitive verbs: (sgitat nazyvat/, naznafat') take an
® instrumental complement which expresses the capacity in which
the verb affects the object. In such constructions the scope
of negation extends over the object and the instrumental
, complement; hence the scope of negation is diffused, and the
object virtually never appears in the genitive. : -
Ja ‘ne smotrju inostrgnnye fil'my. _
}ﬁ”\ 5Ja ne smotpju inostrannyx fil'mov. (acceptable, not preferred).
ﬁﬁHaTne s€itaju inostrannye fil'my interesnymi.
"*Ja ne slitaju ipostrannyx fil 'mov interesnymi.

i,
Yt

It'seemé, then, that

- 'spread thinner', hav

and thus the object 1s put in the acc.

>~
b

he feels the intensity of négation is somehow,

fog to céver bpoth the object and the -instrumental,

We would specify this point more

er%tly, in that the negation is in fact restricted solely to the

instrumental appqgitive.

One could for instance conceive of such a sentence:

Ja ne sfitaju inostrannye fil'my interesnymi, ja slitaju ix skulnymi or Ja sfitaju

, s
%



inostrannye fil'my neinteresnymi, where it i{s plain in both cases

that the ne negates only the interesnymi and thus an acc. would be

g

the likely case choice. ’ . \\
In Polish, the gredimatically correct choice of object case

ra

afte: neg. tr. vb. with instrumental appositive is the accusative, \
/

L 4 -
NeverthelEss,\ihere seems to be some conffsion amongst native speakers
{

> .
about which case to choose. Below we reproduce an extract from

Pisarkowa's article (1959 pp. 27-28) to illustrate her findings.
(The numbers adjacent to the examples refer to the number of‘informants

choosing those versions.)

Zostawie jg tak smutng . . . Gdyby zaszfa potrzeba
wyrazenia tego zdania w postaci zaprzeczonej, niejeden
Polak znalaziby si¢ w k¥opocie. Zdezorientowany stanie
przed czterema mozliwoétiami:

nie zostawig jej tak smutng. (8)

nie zostawie jej tak smutnej. (85)

nie zostawig jg tak smutng.

nie zostawie jg tak smutnej. (4)
Pierwsze zdanie jest poprawne. Przymiotne dopednienie
narzednikowe (smutng) nie podporzgdkowago sig negacji, jego

4 funkcja nieskojarzyfa sig¢ z ‘' lcjg przydawki przymiotne]

dope¥nienia blizszego (jej) . . . W drugim zdaniu zamiast
narzednika (smutng) réwnego w tym wypadku.biernikowi, uzyto
dopedniacza. Stado sig¢ to cak, jak gdyby przymiotne

dopefnienie orzekajace (smutnej) b ¥o prz 3 do ienia
blifszego (jej) stanowigcego # tyr zdandu opozycj¢ bier
ze zdania twierdzgcego. W jezyru méwio ym ta forma jest naj-

popularniejsza.

q ‘
It should be noted that the third person feminine pronoun ona has 13
for both i;s acc. and 1instr. forms, and®this can lead to additional
Iconfusion for the speaker. Pisarkowa attributes théFSOpularity of the
second version to the fact that the speaker perceives-the instr. smutng as
a modifier of the acc. object, which when the object takes the neg. gen.,
also must go into the gen. Judging by this extract then, there are times

when it is the gen. which encroaches upon the acc. in Polish, rather than
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the other way around.

2. Personal names, animate nouns, proper nouns.

Restan has chosen to put all thesg categories under one heading,
that of 'concrete, defintte nouns' and has a 56% aéc. ratio for all
of them together. He does, howevér, glve a separate 76.7% acc. ratio
for progsr nouns. Clearly then, it {s difficult to interpret personal
nouns, animate nouns, proper nouns, as leading to acg. usage after neg.
tr. vb., because these categories almost always coincSZe with other
/

criteria. Thus, in many cases we would consider of g}eater importance

that a noun is a personal name, animate or proper noun, but

not the fa

hat it falls into broader categories favouring selection of the

the
acc., such as concrete, determinate, individualized, etc. Listvinov also
does not abstract these categories from he set of concrete nouns, but
states simply that these nouns are,normally found with a concrete

meaning, and are therefore put in the acc., as in the following examples

containing proper nouns: . . . Svoju Tamaru ne brani (lermontow) . . .

On ne ostavit Petru¥u svoimi milostjami (Pubkin). (Listvinov: 1965, p.192).

Unbegaun and Timberlake consider these categories to be part of a class of
individuated nouns, and state that they are put into the acc. because of

‘ their individuation, e.g., Nikakuju zensdinu ja ne vi¥u and Nikakuju ma¥inu

ja ne vi¥u (Timberlake: 1975, p.125), where the animate nopn is at least
“acceptable in the acc. (in spite of the nikakoj), whereas maginu is not.

Dobromyslov and Rozental' (1955, pp.209-210), also consider that animate
nouns in general take fhe acc. as objects of neg. tr. vb. Though it

cannot be denied, then, that the criteria under discussion may play a part

in affecting case choice in Russian, 1t seems to be more likely that other



/

interrelated factors are of greater importance.

We have found no material at all discussing the effect of
the porsonal; animate and proper noun categories on case choice’
after neg. tr. QL. in Polish, Pisarkowa (1959, p.22) does have

examples of guch nouns in her material, however, e.g. Nie chce pani

to dziecko daé przytrzymaé mnie? or Przeciez jg nie wy£;uc152? In

these examples it is possible that word order or special emphasis

motivated the use of the acc.

i

3. Indirect negation.

If a direct object does not relate directly to a
finite negative verb but to an infinitive dependent
on that verb, it %111 generally be in the accusative
case:
e.g. ne xotel Citat'etu knigu
- ne mogu priznat’ego pravotu .

(Rozental': 1963, pp. 75-76)

The above rule is very generally accepted; in fact, the Academy Grammar

(1960, p.563)  also permits acc. usage in this context. Restan (19605 and
Korn (1967) have a high acc. ratio of 60% and 70% respectively, and the
majority of other studies (Eaxmatov: 19635 Finkel' and BaSenov: 1951;
Pegﬁovskij: 1956; ngison: 1967; Borras and Christian: 1959; Unbegaun:
1957) seem to be in agreement on this point. N

Listvinov, (1965) while seeming to accept the broad premise
described above, nevertheless believes that the question of indirect
" negation is more complex, involving the concrete/abstract dichotomy. He
"gives two groups of examples containing indirect negation (p.134):

1. Ja ne mogu peregest' eto pis'mo: ono vyrvalos', kak

ston. (Turgenev) -
2. Ja ne stanu opisivat' etot bal. (Turgenev)

3. No ty ne v sostojanii ponjat' eto prostoe, €estnoe
suS¥estvo. (L. Tolstoj)

/\,ﬂ.



4. Nekotorye u¥e ne mogut sosfitat' svoi gody. (Gorkij)
N———

1. Stixotvorenii pomeﬁzht' ja ne nameren. (Pu¥kin)

2. Ja brodil, kak ten', mesta ne mog najti. (Turgenev)

3. -- Eto ne xoroSo0 ne umet' perenosit' odinofestva, --
skazal on. (L. Tolstoj)

4. Bylo dosadno, Ero ja ne mogu pridumat dostojnoj mesti.
(Gorki})

Listvinov deduces that the first four examples contailn accs. because

the object nouns have concrete meaning and that the second group
contains\;bssract nouns, which is why they are in the gen. He gives

do definition of concrete or abstract, however (we shall discuss this in

section 6), but arbitrarily labels nouns as being one or the other.

According to him, stixotvorenie 1s abstract, as is mesto, but bal is

concrete. We cannot see what his criteria for abstract/concrete are
based on, and feel, therefore, cﬁZE his sta;ement is meaningless.
Listvinov (p.194) also mékés distinctions between the types of
finite verbs which can precede the infinitive: "Esli etot glagol
polnoznamenatel'nyj il1i blizok k polonoznamenatel 'nomu, vlijanie
otricatel’ noj casticy ne rasprostranjaetsja za ego predely i vybor formy
vinitel'nogo padeza dopolnenija stanovitsja vpolne opravdannym." This
is a point also brought up by Timberlaké, Druien and others, who consider
;hat modals and auxiliaries, i.e. verbs linked closeg to ghe inf{nitive,
will normally favour a gen. choice, whereas the so-called 'indepéndent
verbs' éoyerning the infinitive will encourége an acc. object. As with
the concrete/abstraét distinction howevér, problems of defin#tion make
tﬁis theory somgwhat hazy. In the sentences quqted, ggé' is used bo;h:
with the acc. and gen,; its 'independence' is therefore in douﬁt and
does not serve aé a good indicator for choosing one case in preference

to another.

12
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Tsurikov (1967, p.125) from the results of his work with native
speakers, does not believe that the negated finite verb + infinitive

constructiomn affects case cholce to any significant extent:

The following quotations may serve as a further indication
that the double verb construction is not the major factor
in the choice of case. The first two quotations have the
object in the accusative because, in the former, the noun
is concrete, in the latter, the noun is modified by an
adjective. TIn the last three quotations the noun, together
with the verb, constitutes an oborot reli.

"Dva Sestidesjatisil’'nyx traktora ne smogli daZe sdvinut'
truboprovod s mesta." (A%aev, Daleko ot Moskvy, p.568)

"Nel'zja skryvat' groznuju pravdu v pestryx slove&kax
krasiven 'koj 1¥y." (Gorkij, quoted from Uglitsky, p.384)

"Ja ne sobirajus' celikom otvergat' opyta zagranicnoj
texhiki." (¢ffaev, Daleko ot Moskvy, p.419)

"Ja ne mogu postignut' takogo sposoba my¥lenija." N

(Nikolaeva, Zatva, p. 446)
"Otstuplenie Krasnoj Armii konelno, ne moglo po3atnut'’
v _glazax Viktora ee presti¥a."

Note again that in. these examples the verb mol' is used both with the
acc. and the gen.
Let us now view the situation in Polish. Henryk Gaertner's Poradnik

gramatyczny (1964) requires the gen. at all times with one exceptionﬁi

"0d powyzszej zasady wolno odstqpié, jezeli chce sig podkred1ié $cisly

zw1§zek miedzy bezokolicznikiem % dopeInieniem np. Nie wystarczy

otworzyé dyskusje, trzeba jq-réwn&eé umiejetnie poprowadzié." (pp.243 ~-
g r T

244). Prowadzid dyskusie is a setsphrase and its elements are indeed
tightly ligked. An awkward effeét would be produced, just as in Russian
set phrasés, if the case were to be changed. - .

Doroszewskl (1968, p.229) considers that logical stress is the key
factor -rermitting the acc. in &éntences with 1ﬁdirect n;gation, fér

example, in the sentence Nikt nie jest obowigzany zﬁaé;gymowg wszy$§tkich

j;zykéw‘éurépejskich he prefers the acc. to the gén. on the grounds that

("‘/1
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the phrase Nikt nie jest obowigzany forms a separate logical group to

znaﬁ_nxmnng. and the forcé)of negation should not act beyond the
(

boundaries of its own logiﬁal group. From this it seems that the scope
\

of negation of the governing verb 1is important in the fact that it is

limited by the infinitive. Pisarkowa (1959, pp. 24-25) holds similar
views based on her own research, Qhere she concludes that in an example

like nie pragne widzied ojca the force of negation does not act directly

on the object,. thus the functioning of the negative particle 1s obscured,

-
i

leading to an acc. qu more on tﬂis see Buttler, Kurkowska, Satkiewicz:
(1973, p.306). The neéated infinitive construction with the acc. tr. vb.
has even found approbat#on in one of the more recent grammars, that of
Maria Zagérska—Brooks (1975, p. 128).

The evidence we have collected on Polish indicates that the acc.
following neg. tr. vb. in an infinitive construgtion has acquired
respectability, and is even on occasion preferred to the gen.

The scope of negation and the lessening of tkis scope w£ere an
infinitive is present are frequently mentioned in discussions on case
choice after neg. tr. vb., Timberlake's ideas, for example, can be
equally well applied to'ﬁoth Russian and Pol;sh (Timberlake: 1975, p.128):

¥

Infinitives, as reduced sentences, behave to some extent

as independent predicates. For this reason, the object

of an infinitive 1s primarily a complement of the infinitive
and only by extension a complement of the finite predicate.
The scope of negation is therefore primarily the finite
predicate and only secondarily the infinitive plus object.

The object of the infinitive is then less likely to be affected
by the rule of the genitive of negation than is the object of a

Ci:j simple finite verb.

. Timberlake remarks that distancing the object and governing verb in

infinitive constructions increases the chances of an acc., a factor also

14



mentioned in Korn's article (1967, p.495), e.g. Ja ne mogu Vam

pozvolit' nalat' pisat' stixi.

In Polish, too, Pisarkowa (1959, pp.25-26) has found thatthe
likelihood of an acc. is increased by increase of the distance to the

verb, e.g. Czy sie nie dziwisz, Ze nie miada ochoty odwiedzad ten dom?;

Nie mam zamiaru gotowaé obiad!

If we take an example from Russian, Ja ne 1jublju pisat' stixi,

we see that this uttefance can have a number of readings, according to
" intonation: ~
a) Ja ne 1ljublju pisat' stixi (no-ja mogu ix pisat')
b) Ja ne ljulbju pisat' stixi (no ja ljublju ix Eitata)
c) Ja ne 1jublju pisat' stixi (no 1jublju pisat' pis'ma)
In (a), the governing verb is negated, therefore Timberlake's theory
would apply. In (b), however, it is specifically the infinitive which
is negated, due to accentuation, therefore Timberlake's statement 1is no
longer viable. 1In the final example, an aéc. is to be expected (the
action itself is not negated), but if the following phrase were
removed, possibly a gen. would be appr;riake. The case choice thus may
be affected by intbnation and emphasis.

It appears that ndt only Rusdtiar but also Polish allows accusatives
fairly freely after neg. vbs. gover nr= an infinitive.

\

4, Double negation.

Having surveyed the literature on indirect negation and object

case choice after neg. tr. vb., we shal® of “2r some remarks on a related
Al

construction, so-called double negatior., e.g. Yeni&ina ne moYet ne ponjat'

muzyku. (Rozental' and Telenkova, n.d., p.325) In such sentences, the
negation does not in fact produce a negative meaning, tut serves on the

contrary to reinforce the positiveness of the statem;g;.

{

LY

15



A substantial number of authors, therefore, belleve that double\negation

leads to increased use of the acc.: Listvinov: 1965, p.325; Safarewiczowa:

1959-60, p.127: Rozental': "1963,.p.75: Uglitsky: 1956, p.385. This
op;nion, however, is not borne out by the statistical data. Reéian finds

a low 22% acc. Korn (1967, p.495) attempts to explain Restan's low acc.

figure by saying that it \W

pg
“
.

. may be due to a reinforcement factor. In other words
genitive usage (78%) is reinforced by the proximity of a

second negative particle. \ Py
\

Ne Finite Verb Ne Infinitive Noun

This interpretation invalidates the theory offered by a few

to the effect that the positive meaning of the doublé’negative
(e.g., Ne mogut ne vyzvat' equals mogut vyzvat') encourages
accusative occurence.

Our Polish examples with accs. do not contain exactly this type ofA

construction, but one which is very similar, e.g. Ja nie jestem taki

czfowiek, ktdry by nie ocenial jakad rzecz. (Pisarkowa: 1959, p.22)

As in Russian, such éonstructions seem to have an emphatic, expressive
nature. There is too little data available from Polish to be able to
m&ke any comment on this at present.

Though it might be expectea, then, that the emphasized affirmation
expressed in constructions with double negaFion would»lead to a greater}
usage of the acc. in both Polish and Ruséian, this does not appear to

be the case, and reasons for the choice of the acc. must lie in other

factors.

5. Limiting adverbs.
Judging by David Druien's (1973) case count (Restan's findings are
not available to us) the presence of a limiting adverb always leads to

an acc. after neg. tr. vb. The majority of other authors investigated

[y
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seem to be in agreement with him.- 'Limiting adverbs' means those

-
adverbs like ¥ut' ne, edva ne which limit the sense of negation in

phrases such as edva ne uronil stakan, fut' ne propustil lekcju.

. (Rozental' .and Telenkova, n.d., p. 325. See also Uglitsky: }956, p.385.)

If one looks at translations of ¥ut' ne, edva ne, into other languages, e.g.

'nearly', 'almost', 'prawie' (Pol.), it becomes clear that the use of a
negative expression may simply be a syntactic idiosyncrasy of Russian,
an idiom expressed in a negative mode, but where no negation as such is

intended -- thus the choice of the acc. for the object case in Russian.

In Polish, the equivalent expressions to Cut! ne, edva ne are

mafXo nie and prawile etc. (note that~£rawie is used without negatior).

These expressions are to be found in sentences such as MaXo nie

przewrdciXam szklanki and Prawie z¥amatam zabawkgir We have found no

evidence to indicate that the direct object after mafo nie is in
<™ - e —

anything other thap the gen., following the general rule.

6. Concrete/abstract.

The worst impediment to meaningful anaivsis of tﬁese two concepts
is the lack of‘a satisfactory definition for concreteness and abstractness.
It is beyond our aims ih this work to-supply such a definition, but we shall
attempt to illustrate at least the nature of the problem. |

The word orex under most conditions would be considered concrete.

In the proverb Ne razgryzja orexa, jadra ne otgadae¥', Tsurikov (1967,
p. 701) calls the noun abstract because it speaks of nuts in general, and not
of one specific nut. This 'abstractness' causes it to be put in the gen.

in this context. Such arguments become circular, however, where orex 1s

cailed abstract because it is in the gen., in order to uphold the theory.

In Rozental' and Telenkova's PraktiXeskgja Stilistika, (p. 324-325),
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it 1s stated that the gen. is used after neg. tr. vb. "when the object

is an abstract ngun, e.g. ne daet osnovanii' whereas acc. is used "when

a concrete object' precisely this thing, and not just any thing "is

indicated, e.g.: ne proveril rabotu, kotoruju emu prislali; ne vypila

moloko, kotoroe ej ostavila mat’;" For statements in a similar vein see

Rozental': 1963, p.75; Listvinov: 1965, p. 192; Ravi¥: 1971, p.264;
Gladrow: 1972, p.651). Evidently 'concrete' here means something not
far removed ftom 'determinate' -- "precisely this ching,‘aﬁd~not just

any thing', rather than simply a concrete noun (concrete in t;B sense

of tangible). Again, both rabota and moloko are determinate, whereas

it is hard to see how rabota is concrete in the same way as moloko. T
Aac. frequency for Restan's count is 55.6% a ligtle over half.

This is a substantial amount of accs., but not a significant majority.

From his summary it was not clear how Restan defined c0ncretg and

abstract. In two of the examples he givé§‘(1960,-p.96) it is difficult

to see why two different cases ar; ghosen with the same noun after negation

on the basis of concrete/abstract: " . . .. tak i ne na¥ol dom Bloka",

". . . ne otdadim doﬁa, a, komissar? (gen. sing.)" Context is probably

~
~.

the deciding factor here, but it is unlikely that context could have any

effect on the abstractness or concreteness of the noun dom.  Dom would
probably be put into the accusativ. or genitive on a basis either of
determinaté/indeterminate or on some other basis. We do not consider,
therefore, that the absgract/concrete diétinction is a useful one, due
to the vagueness of its termé.

Thomson (1911-12;, in dealing with case choice after neg. tr. vb.
also considers gbstract/concrete crucial to case selecéion. He uses two

\

¢
examples to illustrate his opinion: (a) ja ne vynul du¥i and (b) ne vynul

/
ia dugh.~ According to Thomson, (a) represents an abstract action, wherg the



motivatiops for and results of the action are not present, 'a negatively

defined state'. Example (b), however, represents the negation of the
action alone. The presence of the object of the action -- the“existence
. of the soul in the body -~ 1s not in doubt (p.252). Thomson thus gives

his own d;finitibn of abstract/concrete, from which we infer that he

'
means nothing other than what later researchers, e.g. Keil (1967) and
Timberlake (1975) call total/partial scope of negation. The;e terms
express with greater clarity what Thomson calls 'abstract/concrete', the
latter terminology.yeing too ambiguous to be useful,

Timberlake's argument (1975, p.124) that "abstract nouns refer to

concepts which inherently cannot be individuated, while concrete nouns

\ ‘
1

may be more or less individuated" is agéin too loose to be put 1into
practice. The terms 'determinate/indeterminate' (which he puts into a
separate category) are more precise Iin examples such as those in our
quotation from Thomson.
a
Keii has written an interesting work on the topic of scope of

negation, in which he takes the stand that in constructions such as

u menja ne bylo karanda¥a, the gen. is used to express the total non-

existence of the noun (in this case, karanda$). The relation between ?hi

u menja and karanda$ is destroyed and the existence of the second noun
does not take place. Both the action (here,'existence')and the object
of the action (in this case, karanda¥) do not exist. (1970, p.120) By

analogy to this, the gen. is used in negated transitive constructions to

express the negation both of action and the object acted upon, whereas the
~cw”’

acc. 1s used to-express the'negation of the action only: 'Die Aufgabe,
formal zu kennzeichnen, dass auch das Objekt mitverneint wird, ubernimmt

in diesem Fall der Genitiv." (p.122) We propose to examine this theory

19
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in the light of Dina Crockett's article on the scope of negation
(Crockett: 1977, pp.234-235). Note that the following information

can also be applied to Polish.

(a) Boris ne &itaet roman o Srednej‘Azii.

< 0
(b) Boris ¥itaet ne roman o srednej Azii.

. ’ P
Utterance (a) has two interpretations -- Boris may not be reading at
all (fotal negation or Keil's pegationOf Geschehen + Gegchehensziel)

or he is reading, but something other than a novel on Central Asia;

(a) could be followed by On sejzas Litaet stixi., or it could stand alone.

(b) however sounds incomplete as it stands, because it can be inEerpreEed

™

in only one way, that Boris 1is reading, though not the sald novel. (b)

must be followed by a phrase such aé‘On sejfas Litaet stixi. 'This is an

interesting fact because the place of the negative particle in the surface
e , e
structyre of Russlan sentences is generally assumed to be determined

e;clusively by the inténded scope of denial: the negative particle is

said to bevéiaced directly in front of the constituent to which it applies.
(Crockett: 1977, p.235) Eitaet‘in (a) is therefore'what Crockett calls
an element of "suspended truth"_i.e. we do not know whether it 1is included
in the scope of negation or not. It is possiblé, therefore, that the acc.

and gen. may be used in some way to indicate exactly which elements are

included in the scope of negation, e.g. Boris ne ¥itaet romana o Srednej Azii

might mean that he does not read at all, whereas on ne ¥itaet roman etc. night

mean that he is reading something. Such a hypothesis requires further
P

investigation of the data to establish its validity or lack of it.

Another -~ possibly crucial -- factor mentioned by Keil is the
effeqt of context on case choice after neg. tr. vb. and the problem of

“reality as perceived by rhe speaker. In an army manual, Keil (1970, p. 131)

P

has found the following sentence, quoted here with his comments: "Oni ne

(
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zametili ognevuju tofku (sie hatten es aber tun midssen)." The writer

i

of the manual is reporting on this event critically, he knew of the
h . . - h ;‘ : i

signal, 1ts existence was not in question for him, therefore to¥ka is in
~ /

the acc. (negation of 'Geschehen' only): Keil belleves that t

soldiers

who did not see the.signal would use the gen. olki, becaus y were

unaware of it, 1t wa® non-existent to tbem. If, as is “ighly likely,
the choice depends on the perspective of the speaker, it is not at all
surprising that it is so difficult to formulate systematic rules.

7. Nouns derived from abstract neuter adjectives.

The category of wou derived from abstract neuter adjectives 1is

considered by Uglitsky (1956, p.387) to require the gen.: Ne_nagisat'
] :
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lisnego. Restan's count, producing a Eéy/l32 acc. ratio, appears to support

this opinion. Tsurikov's investigations, however (1967, pp.90-92), seem
to indicate that the gen. is indeed preferfed with such nouns. In the

majority of sentences presented to informants, the gen. was selected in

preferefce to the acc. e.g. Nikto ne dumal ploxogo (p.90). Tsurikov suggests

that this is due to the indefiniteness of such words. It would be
interesting to analyze Restan's data in context, to find;gut whether this
is really so. p

-In Polish we have found no examples ofthb acc. with nouns derived

from neuter adjectives, only the gen.: ZY¥ego diabli nie wezmg (proverb).

It seems that these nouns require the gen. congistently after neg. tr. vb.

8. Definite/indefinite (determinate/indeterminate).

We have included definite/indefinite under a separate heading of
its .own, however it is extremely difficult to isolate thls category

from many others, in particular, concrete/abstract and Inversion. We
<. ‘. ) '
propose therefore to keep this section as brief as possible and to deal

-
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with the more complex aspects of definite/indefinite as t:gy arise in
' . e
the discussion of other topics (netably, inversion), rathe* than "

creating artificial divisions or risking undue repetition.
L] .

\
¢ The Academy Grammar (1960, p.563) accepts the def./indpf. categories
"as a basis for acc./gen. case selection: the acc. is chosgn ". . . esli

prjamoe dopolnenie oboznalaet predmet izvestnyj {1 govorja§¥emu, 1

sluSademu, 11i takoj, o kotorom u¥e %la re’', napr.:  Ne obi%aj Ninu;
p

javbol'Se ne vstrecal etu devudku; M

The categosies of def./indef. are closely identified with .
individualization (or lack' of it). Thus, Alan Timberlake (1975, p.101)

includes definite/indefinite in his participant individuation hierachy

\

for the following reasons:

o

: : . W
A definite participant is understood as a uniquely defined
individual within a ;set of individuals which might conceivably
be participants in a given event. , A definite participant is
therefore more indiyfduated than an indefinite participant,
and is less likely to be expressed in the genitive.

.
3

In order .for a néun to be individuated, thén,‘one must knéw—whether it

belongs to a set of individuals from_whichvit can be separated -- that

is, context is all-important, an& context ban.mean;a number of différeﬁt
things: 1linguistic, extra-linguistic, even such abstract csnsiderations

aé the perépeccive of reality of thé speaker. Uglitsky (1956, p.382. See §}so
.RaviE: 1971, pp.255-6 and Magner: 1955, p.538) names a good example‘qf wha(v

effect context can have on case choice:

In the play by Simonov, The Russian Question, the
discussion centres on a book which one of the’
principle characters is writing. Here it is
interesting to note the constant use of the
accusative for ‘the word 'book'. Mne ne xofetsja
pisat’' etu knigu', 'Esli ja ne vypuskaju vaSu knigu',
'Ja_ne mogu peredelyvat' svoju Egig?.' "




Obviously the book is known and definite, in addition it is modified

in all three sentenices here, thus individuated, and therefore occurs

in the acc. The above statements make it clear that case couﬁts, because
they do not take context into account, cannot be of use in determining
the extent of definite nouns in the acc. 1In the second part of the
following section we shall survey work done on the interaction of word
order and accentuation in determining definite/indefinite, and the
influence of all these factors on case usage after neg. tr. vb.

9. Inversion

Borras and Christian (1959, p.26) state that '"The accusative will

‘be preferred to ﬁhe genitive: (a) when the object precedes the verb:

9

On pomnit pro¥luju vojnd, no pervuju mirovuju vojnu on uZe ne pomnit."

Inversion has been widely discussed and commented on as a criterion

for acc. case éhoice after neg. tr. vb. (See Academy Grammar: 1960, p.562;
Korn: 1967, p.496; Rozental': 1963, p.75; Uglitsky: 1956, p.383;
Listvinov: 1965, p.192.) The data available from word counts does

no.  urroborate this opinion, however. Safarewiczowa has not found a
significant acc. predominance with inversion (1959*60, pt. II, p.131)
nciiaer has Restan, whose mate?ial.shows 357% acc. fqr this construction.
In Polish, inversion is also said to encourage theracc., though such

'

constructions are considered to be incorrecs. In Buttler's Kultura
b4

jezyka polskiego, we are told that such 'mistakes’' come about because

the speaker suddenly changes his original speech intentions; for instance,
<
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the sentence Chleb dzisiaj nie kupifam would originally have been constructed

.

in" the speaker's mind as Chleb dzisiaj nie zéstal kupiony. .(Buttler,

Kurkowska, Satkiewicz: 1973, p. 307) Thus it appears that in contrést

to acc. with indirect negation, the acc. in inverted constructions is
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/
unacceptable 1n Polish, in spite of {its occurence in colloquial
speech. One of thﬁﬁreasons given for the choice of the acc. with
inversion, for both Polish and Russian, 1is that the speaker 'does
not know what 1is coming': ". . . ved' pri postanovke sub&estvitel' -
nogo pered glagolom govo;Baggij mozet ne derZat' edfe v ume pri
proiznesenii 8u§Eestvite1'nogo glagola s otricaniem, i togda pade¥
neizbe¥no budet vinitel'nyj (etu bumagu. . . ja ne voz'muj." (PeSkovsk1j:

1935, p.2f8. See also Pisarkowa: 1959, p.14) This argument does not
appear reasonable to us irn view of thé fact that (a) the standard usage

of the gen. in Polish seems to cause 1itt1e"difficulty, the acc. remaining
till now the exceptional form and (b), the fact that Restan and Druien's
statistical counts show that there is not significant increase in acc.
usage with invergion. Safarewiczowa (1959 - 60, pt. II,p. B85) also makes
a comment on this: '". . 7 oczekiwany w tych warunkach (inverted object +
neg. tr. vb. ~- E.M.) byIYby nie biernik, tylko mianownik, tzw. nominatiwvus

pendens. Tego rodzaju powiedzenia niejednokrotpie obijajg sig o uszy i w

Jjezyku rosyjskim, por. eta bumaga . . . ja ee ne voz'mu." This seems to

be a more probable explanation. In any case, PeX¥kovskij's arguments are
de£§cient in that no speaker of any language would be able to utter a
coherent sentence unless he 'knew what was coming'.

In formaluterms,it apéears that the distance of the object from the
verb is m?re impgrtant than inversion per se for enc0u§aging the acc.
after neg. tr. vb. As Tsurikov (1967, p. 148) states: "It seems that the
more modifiers there are between the direct object and the verb, the weaker
the felgtion between the two . . . Very often the word or phrase placed
- toward thé beginning of a clause or in the initial posi?ion is emphasised

or becomes more concrete.'" In this case, them; inversion is significant

~



because it is an expression of emphasis or concreteness. Emphasis,
though importaﬁt, 1s’also difficult to analyze, as it 18 often
transmitted by accentuation which is not marked orthographically.
/”Tnj¥olish, too, inversion coniéibutes to the expressién of
emphasis. Pisarkowa attibutes the 'incorrect' use&gf the acc. with
an inferted predicate to an initial desire on the speaker's part to
achieve special emphasis, where, having succeeded in doing so, he is
too late to change the utterance on coming to the neg. tr. vb., e.g.

Czapke chyba nie bede wk¥adala, Takie buty nosit nie bede! (Pisarkowa:

1959, p.26)

If inversion of subject and predicate helps to emphasize or make
a noun determinate, lea@ing to an acc. after neg. tr. vb., then we must
also give a Lrief idea’of some of the work done on accentuation and word
order as such, in order to show how they function. This sgbjéﬁt ﬁas been’
investigatéd by W. Gladrow (1972). 1In brief, Gladrow works out a system .
in whiéh accentuation and word order interact Ao indicate detefminate/
indeterminate, taking account also of stylistic expressivity. (p.649)

The diagram below is his schematization of the :héory.

2

+

\ Determiniertheit Tndeterminiertheit
:Zit::;iSCh . (1) Poezd / 'prifel (3) Pridel 'poezd
p —
:§§i22513Ch (2) 'PriSel / poezd (4) 'Poezd prifel

—_

Gladrow also mentions the role of gen./acc. after neg. tr. vb, in:
indicating determinaéy/indeterminacy. He believes that case choice acts
in concord with word order and accentuation. He states that the acc. will

normally be used in a sentence cbntaining iﬁvqgted subject and predicate,
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where the sentence 1{s expressively neutral. The gen. will tend

to be used in the final accentuated position of the utterance. In

the examples On ne pisal stixov and Stixi ja ne ¢ital,the second

sentence 18 considered determinate (p.652). According to Gladrow's

theories, then, given the same word order accentuation can alter

whether the noun is to be interpreted as determinate or indeterminate.

Let us examine the following sentences: Cernov sprosil: -- Sve¥ix

svodok ne znaete? . . . Otveta on u¥e ne dosluSal (Davison: 1967, p.55).

Davison's translation is: 'Chernov asked: ."You don't know the latest
reports? . . . But-he did n&i?hear the answer out." We'tan present the
possibilities of accentuation in the following way (with indications

of determinate/indeterminate according to Gladrow's theories given at

‘the side):

(1) 'Sve¥ix §vodok ne znaete? (indet./expressive)
(2) Svezix svodok 'ne znaete? (det./neutral)

(3) 'Otveta on uZe ne dos}ugal. (indet. /expressive)
(4) Otveta on u¥e 'nq.doslugél. (det./neutral)

AWOrd order can thus oﬁly indicate det./indet. in combination with
accentuation. In (1) and (2) howevér, it seems, from Davison's

translgtion (presumably made with knowledge of the context), that the

reports are known, or expected in some way, and therefore definite. Thus

one wouid expect the accentation shown in (2) and the object to be in the
acc. case. In (3) and (4); since a question has alréady been asked, an otvet
of some kind would be expected, an é&XEE which would therefore be 'known'

and definite -- "he did not hear the answer out'. From Gladrow's theory

one would expect (4) as the variant to be chosen due to itg accentual
features (newertheless, in terms of accent (3) seems to us instinctively

§uite viablé). However, in both (3) and (4), otvet occurs in the genitive,

&



which makes (3) the only accentual pattern acceptéble. In its
present form, then, Gladrow's theory does not seem to fit in with
his remarks on acc. and gen. The pitfalls of these kinds of
theories have been commented on by Wexler L(1976, p.47): "‘It is
the inversion of word order which may lead to an.interpretagion
of determinedness/indetermindedness rather than the decision of
the speaker to d%stinguish determinedenss in noun phrases that
leads to the in&érsion." Gladrow's theory, though possibly a
good stafting pqint, does not make enough allowances for other
factors.

In Polish very little work has been done on worg order.
Szober (1967, p.320) merely states.that old information is placed
at the beginning of the utterance and new information at the end.
A. Szwedek (1974) has shown thgt word order can contribute
signific#ntly to the expression of det./indet. in Polish. For

example, the sentence: W pokoju siedzia¥l ch¥opiec can be followed

by Ch¥opiec wyszedf but not by Wyszed¥ ch¥opiec (the latter would mean

that another boy went out); Thus, in the following sentences from

Pisarkowa (1959, pp.22 and 26):

Czapke chyba nie bede wk¥adata.

Morze krwié;zﬁnie szczedzili

[ 4
czapka seems to be definite (though this is difficult to know for

certain, without tée context being given), as the speaker presumably
owns 1t and it is 'known' to her. Thus an acc. might be expected,
following the Russian pattern. On the other hand, morze seems to be

indeterminate -- 'a sea of blood', so we might expect the gen., all the

" more because the rule is strong in Polish. The fact that morze is stressed

e

27
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and in initial sentence'position appears to override the indeterminacy
-and cause it to be in the acc. As in Russi;n, word order in Polish
seems to fill a number of functions in additiSn to expressing
determinate/indeterminate: 1t denotes logical stress, expressive
emphasis etc., and it is difficult, perhaps impossible, to abstract

these functions from one another.
10. Imperative.

From the statistics (Restan gets 53.7% acc., Korn, 40% acc.) it
appears that the presence of an imperative does not particularly
encourage acc. usage after neg. tr. vb.,;and that other criteri; are
" more significant. Nevertheless, a number of researchers maintain that
thé imperative leads to acc. selection — Borras and Christian: 1959,
p. 26; Rozental' and Telenkova: n.d., p.325; Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60,

p.-130, and Listvinov, (1965, p.193) who states:

Posle glagola v povelitel'nom naklonenii, kak pravilo,
. sleduet susfestvitel'noe, oboznalaju¥¥ee konkretnyj ob"ekt,
€to 1 predopredeljaet formu vinitel'nogo-padeih:
1. Ne peresoli bor$&! ‘
2. Ne ispa¥kaj kostjum!

Liétvinov, then, considers that the real réason behipd acc. with the*
" imperative is the ;bstract/concrete d%stiﬁction. We have expressed our
objectiéns to tﬁis theory in a previous section.

Explanations based on the scope éf negation seem to produce betfer

results. The existence of borS¥ and kostjum in Listvinov's examples are

not in doubt' (not even in the 'perceived reality of the speaker') and

only the act&ons are negated, leading to an acc. In a sentence such as

-—

Ne omrafaj mne, prazdnika (Restan: 1960, p.98), there will not be a prazdmik

<
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[
for the speaker if the hearex continues to cloud it over; the scope
of negafion extends to the object, which is then placed in the gen.
In Polish we have found no literature or examples at all on the
imperative with negation in the written language. Some examples were

presented to two native speakers, and only one was accepted in the acc.,

by one of the speakers: Nie zapomnijﬁkqpié wino! The speaker remarked

that this would be very colloquial usage. Possibly the indirect negation
might have increased the chances of the acc. in this case. ,The data in

and on Polish is at present ipdBfficient to enable us to make definite

IS

comment on spoken Pblish. In Russian, case choice following neg. tr. ub.
in the presence of an imperative appears to rely more on other factors
than on the imperative itself.

11. Interrogative.

It would appear from case counts and other studies that the acc. i
favoured after the neg.vtrf vb. in interrogative sentences. (Restan oBtains
a 70.4% acc. figure). The situation seems to be the same in Polish

Timberlake (1975, p:129) states that "In an interrogative sentence
the negation of the event is in doubt. A negated qﬁeStion often
presupposes that the positive version of the event is in fact true; this

is especially cleaa when a negated question is used rhetorically." The

following examples are good illustrations of his point: A ne zabrosit’

kuda topor? A po¥emu ne sozdat' roditel'skie komitety i1i detskie komigsii?

(Uglitsky: 1956, p.385). Jan Cygan (1974,_p.302) points out that’in the
presence of negation, interrogative sentences are doubly marked, once for
negation and once for the interrogative mood. This is a possible explanation
for the frequent accusatives found, but only on the aésumption that the acc.

.is the marked case for the neg. gen. 'rule'. In our opinion, this



assumption 18 wrong for modern Russianf It appears, then, that the
crucial factor, pointed out by many researchers, is the placing in
doubt of the negation in interrogative sentences. Listvinov (1965,
p.325) conments that the acc. 1s usually used "in interrogative and
exclamatory sentences, the general meaning of which has no nEgat1§e

overtones, e.g.: Kto,budu¥i na Kavkaze, ne videl velikolepnuju cep'

etix gor? (general meaning: 'Everyone saw it.' As Uglitsky (1956,
p.384) puts it, "The use of the negated question seems thus to produce
a special stylistic emphasis, which may be reflected by the use of the
acc."

A
We have already remarked that interrogative sentences in Polish
also seem to permit a greater number of accusatives than is usual
after neg. tr. vb. Just as in Russian, the weakening of the negative

overtones appears to encourage the acc. in Polish:

Czy nie mozna by w artykudy chemiczne zaopatrzyé SAM? (Buttler,

Kurkowska,'Satkiewicz: 1973, p.306).

A certain type of interrogative, not usually mentianed in Russian
studies, is whgre the expectations of the hearer or speaker are
surprised in some way;.}articularly in these types of questions, Polish
seeﬁs tq‘encourage the acc. object case (Pisarkowa: 1959, p.22), for

instance, Przeciez i3 nie wyrzucisz? Nie wolisz takie angielskie épiewanie?

Pisarkowa, in her comments on the interrogative, mentions that the use of
the acc. in Polish lends‘emotional colouring to negated questions, a
parallel, perhaps, to Uglitsky's "special emphasis" in Russian. From
this, 1t would appear that Polish and Russian show a certain similarity

in encouraging the acc. after neg. tr. vb. in interrogative sentences.

12. Pronouns.

We have placed kotory] separately from the other pronouns on our



list, as it is usually considered to have different characteristics
as far as case choice after neg. tr. vb. is concerned -- kotoryj is
said to require the acc. case, whereas the majority of other pronouns,

e.g. gto, tot, etot etc. are normally said to take the genitive. (See

Uglitsky: 1956, Davison: 1967, Restan: 1960.) Restan's count shows
that pronouns apart from kotoryj do indeed appear to prefer the gen.
after neg. tr. vb. The 52% acc. figure for kotoryj itself does not
account for a majority of choices, but only for half the case choices
iﬁvolved. This suggests that criteria other than thevmere presence of
kotoryj have a greater effect on case choice with this progoun.
Safarewiczowa's results indicate that thg éunction of pronouns is
significant in case selection. If the pronoun operates only as an
object, then it will probab}y take the gen.; however, if it has the
additional furiction of linking two phrases -- as does kotoryj -- then

it has a high chance of appearing in the acc. (Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60,

pt. II, p. 130). Tsurikov (1967, p.72) attempts a formal explanation

7

of case selection with profouns:

Two factors can be considgg;d to explain why the
relative pronoun kotoryj, functioning in the
subordinate clause as a direct object of the
negated transitive verb, is found more often:
in the accusative case. First, the pronoun
kotoryj precedes the negated verb, and second,
the pronoun kotoryj is separated from the
negated verb by a series of modifiers. ./Z
/4

His examples are: '"Ta boljalka skoree zafivet, kotoruju nifto ne beredit"

v : o
and Cudgk pokupaet novogodnij podarok, kotoryj potom ne reEaetsja nikomu

prepodnesti.” (p.55) Tsurikov uses a type of reasoning similar to
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Safarewiczowa when speaking about the pronoun dto. He states that
the acc. case will be chosen where to introduces a subordinate

clause, e.g. "Aleksej vylo¥il emu to, &to ne refilsja skazat' Batmanovy. "

(Tsurikov: ’1967, p.74) The limitations of this thesis preclude us firom
going any further into the subject of pronouns and case selection afteta
neg. tr. vb. Tsurikov's thesis, Chapter VII, provides further
evidence that the case of pronouns following neg. tr. vb. 13
determined by the same criteria as for ordinary nouns.

We have found no material cohcerning the fole of pronouns and

case usage following neg. tr. vb. in Polish, but we have discovered two

examples of the acc., one in a proverb, Gdzie kucharek szeéd, tam nie

ma co ]eéé, and in the sentence, To nie jest rzecz, ktorg sie nie da

gzleczx( (Pisarkowa: 1959, 8.22). It is interesting to note in the
first example, that nie ma reduigzgg the gen. both in Polish and Russian
(equivalent to net) takes the acc. in this proverb. Apart from the{

-
éolloquialinature of proverbs, this is difficult to explain here. In
" thé second example, the acc. may be the result of dﬁuble negation with

strengthened affirmative meaning.

13. n—a/-ja stem nouns.

Restan obtains a 47.6% acc. frequency for -a/~ja stem nouns, which
though substantial, does no greatly outweigh the gen., particularly in
view of the following: 1in Russian and Polish, in the singular, -a/-ja
nouns distinguish a separate case form e.g. 1amBullamgg from the gen.
lampy. It is impossible, however; to distinguish between the acc. and

Q
gen. forms of masculine animate nouns, which are identical to each other.

Thus, what looks like a masc. anim. gen. -- ne znaju profesora-may

i

equAlly well be an acc. -- znaju profesora. The ratio of real accs.

in Russian may thereforé be much higher than a word count would show.

32



For this reason, Restan has omitted mas¢. anim. nouns from his

data: This is not a saéisfactory solution, however, because

it eliminates too large a body of data. (Tsurikov: ;967, pp.33-37).
VThis fact should not be forgotten when examining acc. frequency with

-a/-ja nouns. As Tsurikov (1967, p.34) states:

If one male nsme, such as Nikita, because of its ending,
shows in which ease it is beinR used, but anpther male
name, such as Pavlik, does not give this evidence it

does not mean that these two names will be in differept
cases in the same circumstances. We found several y
examples where the evidence of case is clear in spite \ -
of the identical ending of the genitive and the L ?
accusative: '
'Matka, ty Mikulu Suta ne videla?'

The form Mikulu proves that Suyta, the noun, 1s also in the
accusative case. Therefore, omitting the name Mikulu,

will still have the sentence: Matka, ty ¥uta ne videla?
and §hta will be in the accusative case and not in the
genitive . . . Ja nikogda ne videla mu¥&inu vospitatel 'ja

detskogo sada.

One explanation for the supposedly high incidence of agcs. with
-a/-ja nouns after neg. tr. vb. is the desire to avoild possible
misinterpretations due to hombnymy. Korn (1967) enters into great
detail on this, attempting to counter the most usual critieism of
this theory,‘i.e.'that if homonymy does not lead to greater acc.
occurrence with neuter nouns, there is no reason for it to do so
with -a/-~ja nouns. He shows that fem. nouns with fixed stress,

‘e.g. komnata are both phonemically and orthographically identical in

gen. sing. and acc. pl., whereas neuts., e.g. okno are only
orthographically identical in these cases (p.442). For this reason
he maintains that fem. plurals will tend to select .cc. after neg.

tr. vb. This does not explain, however, fem. nouns with shifting

3]
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stress, e.g. goré (nom.sing.), gory (gen. sing.) géry (acc.wom.pl.).

Timberlake (1975, p.131) offers a unique explanation for the

supposed frequency of acc. with ~a/-ja nouns:

The difference between the paradigms is that second
declension nouns distinguish accusative from both
nominative and genitive, whereas the other singular
declensions (animate nouns aside) syncretise accusative
with nominative. For second declension nouns,

assignment of the genitive would obliterate the morpho-~
logical distinction betWeen nominative and accusative,
whereas for other declensions, assigmnment of thergenitive
does not obliterate this distinction. For this reason,
second-declension nouns are more explicitly characterised
as a morphological system and are therefore less appropriate
than the other declensions as a context for the genitive of

negation.

-

We do not believe that syncretism is of importaqce on two counts:
(1) it does not affect the great m?jority of gen. choices made in
standard Polish, (2) context in most cases can serve, as4it does in
Polish, to eliminate possible confusion. These factors, in combination
with the masc. anim. question, suggest that the situation with -a/-ja
nouns in Russian requires more detailed investigation of the data
available, as the presence of an -a/-ja stem may not be a contributing
factor at all to the use of acc. after neg. tr, vb.

In Polish,approximately one quarter of the examples we found witﬁ

Ry

accs. ‘as objects of neg. tr. vb. had -a/-ja stems. We have found no.

/ .
< PN

mention of this as being a formal factor affecting case selection.

4. Verbal aspect. h ' %"

-

It is a widely held opihion that the perfective aspect increases
the chances for an acc. case choice after neg. tr. vb. (Rozental' and

Telenkova: Prak. Stil., p.325; Thomson: 1911 - 12, p.254; Magneriql955,

1
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;
p.SAA)‘ Restan and Korn have found {0% and 49.2% acc. usage

respectively for perfective verbs, whigh does not geem overly
N\

high, but ratheg_fyfairly even distribution of accs. and gens. ‘ .

*

Timberlake (1975, ﬁp.128—9) states that verbal aspect helps

to express the scope of negation because it ' <@

signals a view of the event as a whole, a&fbounded;

in particular it signals that the event has an end

point . . . As a consequence, the object of a perfective
verb is included in the scope of negation to a lesser
extent than the object of an imperfective verb, and it

appears 1in the genitiv? less often.
4

) : N
Gladrow (1972) includes aspect in hii;j!scussion of determinate/

indeterminate. His”findings are presented bélow in highlyabbreviated

S

form.
gen. : . ’ acc,
perfect . imperfect T
"konkret - faktisch" ¢ "allgemein - faktisch"
new information . - old informatiop” -
~indeterminate : determinatéd

Gladrow lists the following examples in support of his system N
(a) V&era Valja.polufila ot materi pis'mo.
-(b) Pis'mo ona mne u¥e pokazyvala.
(c) Pavel prines knigu.
(d) Knigu Pavel prinosil. \

From the above we see that Gladrow's theories produce results in

direct opposition tb the generally held gpinions. According to him,
- . - { o -

imperfective aspect transmits 'old' information, exprésses determinate

and therefore favours acc. chofce after neg. tr. vb. sPerfective aspect
‘ ’ i’ ‘ - ] ‘?

transmits 'new' information, indetermigrte, and -refers the gen. In
X Q.

-

On ne pisal stixov (indet.) (-- E.M.) and Stixi ja ne ¥ital (det.) the

verb i3 imperfective. 1In spite of the fact that the noun stixov in the

» Q 3 \
first of these five sentences is considéred by Gladfow to be indeterminate

&



because of word order and accentuation. This example does not,

o

therefore, corroborate his views on aspect. More siudy would be

rquired t; assess the validity of his theory, at least in terms

of case\gggiéévfdllowipg neg. tr. vb. The purely statistical R
| data suggegk, nevertheless, ''that perfective verbs do not affect

the choice of case to a decis#§e extent." (Tsurikov: 1967, p.110)

15. Fixed or frozen phrases.

The only word count which has this category is that of
‘ ‘ Q
David Druien (1973). The general opinion on case selection

foflowing neg. tr. vb. in fixed expressions falls into two groups.
Some scholars maintain that the gen. is always used (Borras and
Christian: 1959, p.27; Safarewiczowa: 1959-60, pt. II; p.89). Others

differentiate between types of expressions. Druien (1973) for example,

"'states that gen. 1is more frequent with fixed phrases or idioms, whereas

in proverbs, the accusative is chosen under the influquf of the same

kinds of factors as in non-proverb speech. Tsurikov (1967) is also of

this opinion. Concerning the use of the acc. Rozental' an® Telenkova

(n.d., p.326) state that it is often used "in set phrases, proverbs and

N

sayings, where, in most cases, the object is a concrete noun, e.g.: ne

vstavljat' palki v‘kolesa, néﬂskaiit' zuby; ﬁe roj drugomu jamuf Jajca kuricu
ne uKat"

We have already pointed out the disadvantages of using abstract/
.concrete as a means of distinction, eigr would léggg' and éilg.in the

gollowing examples b§ considered abstract or concrete: 'loktja ne

ukuéiﬁ'; gfla v mefke ne utais'" (Rozental': 1963, p.324). Proverbs

by their very nature tend to consist of figurative utterances. In this

’ .
. *sense they convey abstract or general meanings by use of more concrete

. ~ ‘ o \
examples. Thus the borderline between abstract and concrete both inﬂ,



idioms like vtirat' o¥ki and in proverbs becomes somewhat blurred.

The speaker ususally intends to convey an abstract meaning when he
uses a proverb or idiom, and this may be one of the reasons for all
the discrepancies of case usage found in such constructions, e.g. Ne

razgryzja orexa, jadra ne otgadae¥' . . . . Ottogo bog ¥abe i xvosta

ne dal, ¥tob ona im travu ne tolo¥ila (Tsurikov: 1967, p. 166).

Uglitsky (1956, p.384) sees the elements of set expressions (not
proverbs) as being so tightly associated with one another in a "tight
. semantic unit" that they keep the original case after negation, whether

it is acc. or geh.,'for example:, Da¥e-dver' ne der¥it na zapore. Da¥e

samovar ne postavila. Ravi& enlarges on this concept: (1971, p.258)

Slovosoéetanija etoj gruppy otlifajutsja sledujud&imi
osobennostjami: s tofki zrenija smysla ob¥&ee znalenie ~
slovoso¥etanija ne ravno summe znalenij sostovljajud¥ix
ego komponentov: vtirat olki = "obmanyvat'" (t.e. oni
obladajut vysokoj stepen'ju - idiomati¥nosti)

% In the case of idioms and proverbs it appears to be almost impossible

to make any deffhite statements as to which case to use. It all depends on

the 'fixedness' of thesidiom, on its concreteness/abstractness as perceived

s,
by the speaker, and on other factors no doubt, such as-scope of negation and

emphasig; Many of the caqgélmay in addition have simply crystallized as

historical usage.

There has been no reéearch done on the ;se.of the accus;tive after
neg. tr. vb. in Polish. We cannot tell, therefore on the basis of our
_extremely limited material, whether its incidence would be any higher than‘

in normal speech. We have found a tiny amount of examples in our reading,

™~
for instance, Gdzie kucharek szeéé, tam nie ma co 1§é31
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16. Quantification.

We have included quantification.;s one of the criteria most
often quoted as affecting the negated object case (see szental;f 1963,
p.74; Rozental' and Telenkova: n.d., p.323; Listvinov: 1965, p.191;
Thomson: 1911-12, p.256; Uglitsky: 1956, p.375). We shall avoid going
into detail on this subject,-for we agree with Safarewiczowa (1959-60)
when she says that though it is important in case choice after neg. tr. vb.,
it 1is quite as important (both iﬁ P&iish and Russian) in affirmative utter—//»"

ances, e.g. Russian Nalejte mne soka, or Polish dajcie mi chleba, and

thus should be examined as a separate problem.
However, we propose to mention some points which may affect the
speaker's perception of quantification. ' o

Timberlake (1975, p.125) states that '

Substance or mass nouns cannot be;éounted; they can be
quantified only by referring to the parameter of part
vs whole. Mass nouns (with or without the partitive sense)
tend to occur in the genitive more often than count nouns. . . .
$okolad ne xofes'? (Marginally acceptable)
Sokolada ne xofe¥'? (Fully acceptable)

- -
N

We would not entirely agree with this on the basis of Tsurikov's findings. -

He gives us examples such as Ja‘ne 1jublju sup(1967, p.42), where the acc.

noun was generally more acceptable than the gen. in spite of its being a

'mass" noun. The following example showed the same results, Sup nezabud'

g

svarit'. There 1s a quality here of 'non-quantitativity' in spite of sup
being what Timberlake calls a mass noun. As Tsurikov remarks, sup is a type
here, indicating soup as opposed to other foods, and thus not a mass or
quantified noun. Perhﬁps this can be clarified by translating the sentence

into French rather than English--- 'Je n'aime pas la soupe' as opposed to
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'donnez moi de la soupe'. R

It is clear that not all "mass" nouns are included in the
"quantitative" bracket. The acc. may still be used with them when they
occur without a quantitative meaning.

17. Intensification of negation.

As Rozental' (1963, p.74) states:

The genitive case is generally used in the following
instances: (a) when the negative force of the sentence
1s increased by the use of the particle ni or of an
adverb or pronoun containing it: e.g. Ne 1ljublju ni
Srezmernoj ¥ary, ni Erezmernogo xoloda. Nikogda nikomu ne
‘doverjal svoei tainy,

This statement finds support both in Restan's data (1&% acc.) and in

that of David Korn (1.8% acc., see also Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60, pt: II,
p.127; Listvinov: 1965, p.191; Rozental' and Telenkova: n.d. p.323).
Timberlake (1975, p.126) incorporates emphatic -negation into-his
hieraréhies of particip;nt individuation, stating that nikakoj and other
markers of emphatic negation sign;? the indefinite. and non-specific sense

of the noun and emphasize the impossibility of individuating the participant

-

‘with respect to_the event. Whatever the reason, gen. object case after

intensified negation seems to be one of the few firm rules for case selection

' following neg.‘ tr. vb.

L4
We have found no literature on, nor any examples, of, accs. used in the

presence of intensifiers of negation in Polish. The gen., e.g. nie zrobia ani

éniadania, ani obiadu, or nie widze zadnej Zddki seems firmly established here

4

in both languages.

18. Verbs of desife, sensation, expectation etc.

-

The Academy Grammar (1960, p.562) quotes verbs of desire etc. as

preferring the gen. after neg. tr. vb. Rozental' (1963, p.74) states that'
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the gen. is preferred "After the verbs: videt', slySat', dumat', xotet'

Yelat', signifying perception, desire expectation, etc.: e.g. ne slz§al

\\“—krika; ne ¥dal prixoda.” (See also Listvinov: 1965, p.191; Rozental' and

Telenkova: n.d., p. 323; Davison: 1967, p.48.)

Ceftain problems arise here, because many of these verbs are often
used with the gen. irrespective of negation, and this will affect the
choice, as some scholars have pointed out. For exaﬁple, Timberlake
(1975, p.130) states that "Verbs of perception or emotion govern a
genitng object historically in Slavic, suggesting that they are a

"natural context for the expreésion of quantification."” _The use ;f the
gen. here may simply be a historical phenomenon or felic. Restan has
pur;osely omittéﬁ verbs of desi;e etc. from his count, and obtains a low'
acc. frequency (19.8%) with verbs of perceptioﬁ, which tallies with the
general opinion. Isurikév seems to be the only author who attembts to
get to the bottom of the mattey, by analyzing when gen./acc. are most
frequently used in affirmativéksgptences, and applying thié to hegated

sentences. One of the more important factors affecting choice in

affirmatives, according to Tsurikov (1967, p.105) is the def./indef. dichocomy:

If the direct objeett is in the genitive case in sentences

where the transitive verb is not negated, it remains in the

same case when the verb is negated. In sentences where the

direct object 1s in the accusative case in affirmative sentences,
! the choice of the case with a negated tramsitive verb will follow

the same patterns, which we observed in other chapters (of his

thesis -- E.M.) " ' '

Unfortunately, Tsurikov presents no examples of negated verbs in su¢h
sentences, neither does he appear to have tested his hypothesis on native

informants. Thus, though his theory sounds viable, it needs to be verified

by data obtained in the field.
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We have based this section, as most of our other sections, on
data from Russian. In Polish, the gen. is also used with certain

verbs in the affirmative, e.g. szukad czegoé. We have found no

examples of the accusative in such sentences, and thouéh we must limit
ourselves to stating that more data is required before drawing any
conclusions, it is highly likely, that strengtﬁened by the gen. of
negation rule, the gen. would be even stronger with such verbs.

19. Gerunds and participles.

Gerunds and participles show a high and reliable incidence of gens.
after neg. tr. vb. According to Rozental' and Telenkova (n.d., p.324),

gens. are used "with a verbal adverb or participle, as a result of the

bookish character of these forms, e.g.: ne polufiv otveta starik idet na

stanciju (6ex.);. .+ Gibnut vdrug, ne dopisanpoem (Simon.). Restan (1960)
and Korn (1967) come up with a 12% acc._raté for gerunds, which supports
this theory. There 1is very little to add to the above explanation about -
"bookish form", other scholafs give the same reason for the high gen.
frequency here -- Uglitsky:: 1956, p.387; Korn: 1967, p.49Q; Timberlake:
1975, p.133. The student is therefore safe in making a gen. choice with the
gerund. |
We have found no examples of accs. with gerunds in Polish. The-
gerund and‘participle are, however, equally 'bookish' in nature in Polish,
therefore one would expect them to take the gen.
Imet'. - |
There seems to be some discrepancy in the views held on the verb
imet'. Without dougt, ‘case counts show that almost exclusively the gen.
is used as the neg. object of this verb (Restan (1960) gets 97% gen., see
also Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60, pt. II, p.127; Korn: 1967, p.491; Rozental'

and-Tel¢pkova: n.d., p.324). "Safarewiczowa believes (p.127) that the high



42

gen. ratio is because the fo;mﬁimet'\is in regression, being replaced by

u menja est' type constructions, dnd therefore holds to the more

traditional gen. form. Where imet' does occur in the modern language,
it does so in idioms which have crystafllized (for whatever reason)

historically as gens., e.g. ne imet' vlijanija, pruva etc.

Timberlake (1975, p.130) considers the scope of negation as

the decisive factor here:

Transitive verbs of existence or possession imply a high

\ degree of subordination to the object participant to the
event; in a sense, the object exists or does not exist only
with respect to the narrated event. The subordination of the

object to the verb means that the scope of negation includes
the verb plus the object as a whole, which makes this class of
verbs an appropriate context for the genitivé of negation.

. Tsurikov's findings are quite different. He concedes that where imet'

is part of an i&iom it will with all likelihood take the‘gen., but he
thinks that otherwise, apart from the fact that its occurrence'in a non-
figurative sense is comparitively rare (often confi;ed to scientific or
other specialized iiterature), it has no special characteristics and 1s
subject to the same tendenciles witﬁ negation as other Yerbs. Amongst the

examples ha gives to illustrate his point is: Ne imej sto rublej, a imej sto

druzej (Tsurikov: 1967, pp. 64). His statements may well be correct, but
he produces little experimental evidence to corroborate them (ﬁhe only question
he gave his native speakers contains an idiom where a gen. was normally

<

preferred in any case).’ Further study is desirable to obtain a better

perspective of his theory.

‘In Polish, the use of nie ma is extremely widespread, for it is the only
way of saying 'there is not' —- Russian net. Thus, where Russian has u menja

net knigi Polish has nie mam ksigiki, i.e., Polish always uses the transitive



verb where Russian uses u‘+ gen. We have found no literature

on the subject, but it seegs to us that this 1is one context where
an acc. after neg. tr. vb. would go very much against the grain
of a native‘Polish.spéaker. However, we have found two examples
of the acc., 0urious1y enough with the pronoun co in a proverb:

Gdzie kucharek szeéé, tam'nie ma co jesd and with the negative .

pronoun nic, where an acc. is standard usage in any case (niczego

is considered substandard) -- Przedzie dfuga nié, a na wrzeciazku ni

ma nic (Riddle: Kasjaﬁ: ‘1976, p.5). KIn the case of the roverb, tée
highly colloquial natureigf the utterance may have causec ar icc. to be
used.
21. Plurals. .
Much of what we have stated earlier concerning -a/-ja stem nouns
and the supposed avoidgnce‘of homony#w. also applies in‘thfé section.
Homonymy may be a cause of gen. uéage, but this is rather difficult to
prove. Restan does notvinclude animate plurals at all iﬁhhis count,
because the acc. and gen. forms of these nouns are identical in)the
plural, and only context (not always)‘or modifiers can.indicate whiéh
case is actually being used. 1In omittiﬁg aksignificant part of the dat;,
the figures obtained for other plurals (29.9% accc)'ﬁay not reflect the
real situation. Even if they do, the acc. figure fér plurals is Qéry
close to that for singul#r nouns (32.4%) in Restan'é count and does not

suggeét a significantly- greater usage of gen. in the plural. 1In

Tsurikov's words (1967, p.49);

. « . we must exclude the category of animate nouns of .
all genders in the plural from research, while pointing
out that the lack of evidence does not prove that these
nouns, used as direct objects in clauses with negated

- transitive verbs, will always be in the same case.
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Tsurikov's questioning of native speakers may be the most efficient
method of studying case choice with plurals. His findings indicate

that other factors -- determinacy/indeterminacy, for instance, play
14

a big role. He gives the following séntences and the results he

obtained (p.50):

\,

(a) Ne pokupajte takie dorogie vesci. \\ .

(b) Ne pokupajte takix dorogix ve¥¥ej.

Tsurikov argues (p.54):

The phrase takie dorogie veS&i refers to things
already purchased. The phrase takix dorogix vesdej
refers to a situation: 'Don't buy such expensive
things. You are already in debt." It seems, then,
that the accusative can be used with plural nouns, as
with singular nouns, to indicate "definiteness'" or a
known quantity or type.

r.

“
We have found no mention of plurals in the literature on

acc. ps\age after neg. tr. Qb. in Polish, though we have several

L

examples in the data collected, e.g. Takie buty nosiY nie bede!

&Pisarkowa: 1959, p.26). These accusatives seem to be due ‘to
emphasis and the underlining of 'known' or 'definite' which must
be strong if it produces sentences defying the firm gen. after
negation rule in Polish. .

22. ne vidno, ne sW¥no -- Pol: nie widal nie slychag.

Restan has found one acc. after neg. tr. vb. as compared with 16

[

- gens. with the verbs ne vidno, ne sly¥no: Zanaveste okna, &toby ne

yi&no bylo svet skvoz' 3¥eli staven (Restan: 1960, p.102). We have

found no evidence conecerning these particular constructions to indicate
that the acc. has a higher occurence than Restan's figures show. However,
Ravi¥ (1971, p.262), lists the acc. as the preferable case form with other

impersqnal constructions, e.g.: Ni odnu ulicu ne zamelo snegom;

-~
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Sestru ne toghilo. ‘ (33

In Polish, it seems that impersonal constructions hold firmly to the

genitive, e.g. Zasforcie okna, zeby nie widaf by¥o dwiatfa przez

strzeliny w okiennicach (ﬂative iﬁformant).

23. Formal vs. informal style.

The accusative at one time was generally held to be colloquigl,
the gen. being'the correct literary form. Magner (1955), fér instance,
bel#eves that colloquial and literary speech should be separately
examined, constituting two différent styles with different usage. We
think that enough has been written in this chapter to show that nothing
cén be furtger from”the truth, and that the acc. is now as accepted in
literary forms as in the colloquial language. However, the fact‘fhat
schools, grammars, and textbooks so long regarded gen. as the only correct
case may.cause many writegg'to keep the gen. in spite of natural
inclinaﬁions towa;ds the acc. We have already mentioned, for exampleh
that gerunds and participles, because 6f tbeir limjitation largely to
written utterances are extremely formal an& almost always take the gen.
In effect, however, the acc. seems to have become so established, that in
certain sentences the gen. is referred'%o by mative spea#efs as .'non-

grammatical', 'probably used by uneducated speakers'. This is in accord

with Timberlake's (1975, p.133) findings:

The genitive, depending on the hierararchy, is stylistically
relatively more formal (in the range from neutral to formal

‘to old-fashioned to archaic) than the accusative (in the range

from substandard to colloquial to neutral). (From our statement
above, this could apparently be applied to the accusative. —- E.M.)
- » . It 18 because of this stylistic hierarchy that the accusative
is relatively more common to colloquial speech than in literary
Russian. Further, it is because of this stylistic hierarchy that
participles and gerunds, which are stylistically inhereantly literary
) forms, consistently take the genitive of negation. :
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Style, in maﬁy cases, together with context, may be the onlyrr
explanation‘for an otherwise 'inexpl{cable' acc. or gen.

In Polish, s;yle seems to be the crucial factor in the choice of
an acc. qut‘of the contemporary examples presented by Pisarkowa (1959)
are from colloquial sources, overheard, possibly on the radio or
elgewhete.“ Because the gen. after negation rule n Polish is
definitely firmly established style and unusual emphasis must surely

.

be held responsible for many of the accs. that éccidentally slip out.
Pisarkowa (1959) did not do a fo;afl count in Polish’ prose, partly
bec;usg she feared that any accs. would be eliminated by editors. In
fact, in Polish some kind of spoken dafa -- collected perhaps on a tape
recdrder -—- would be highly desirable to assess the real status of the

acc. after neg. tr. vb. in colloquial speech where the constraints of

proscriptive grammar‘d§e much weaker.
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ITI. A contrast of the occdrrence of the accusative
and genitive cases following neg. tr. vb. in
Polish and Russian.

This chapter shall begin.with a list of all’ the sentences found
in Polish containing the accusative case following neg. tr. vb. and a
gew containing»;\gen. object. The sentences are numbered according to
their ordergon the 11st, and shall be given their original references only
on this 1is£\ Subsequently they will be referred to by number alone.

In the main body of the chapter are listed conditions for the
selection of either gen. or acc. after neg. tr. vb. in Russian. These
conditions appear in the order of their acceptance by scholars, as given
by R. Druien: _1973, p.38. We do not include the criteria 'concrete/
abst;act', as we consider the definit%gn of these concepts to be too
problematic. Adjacent to each section heading we givé Reétan's-
statistical findihg, if available to us. (Unfortunately, we did not have
access to his full thesis, only to the summary (1960).) Uader each
condit ion heading are presented examples from-Russian t§ illustrate case
-usage in the presence of the gamed condition. Where possible, examples
'contéining bOtE the acc. and the gen. shall be given, in order that the
reader may com;are them.

Foliowing the Russian examples, examples‘from Polish are presented,
'of sentences containing fhe acc. after neg. tr. vb., in the presence of '
the given condition. Generally, examples containing the gen. shall not

-
be given for Polish, as this case represents standard, accepted usage, an&
examples of the gen. following neg. tr. vbs. are abundant in any written
texC.l 1f, howeQer, no acc. has been.found by us in Polish for a éertain

condition, then an example containing the gen. will be given. Further

brief remarks shall, if necessary, be found in the body of the text. In

N
\
i
4
|



all sentences, the object is in italics (underlindd) whether this
was so Iin the original text or not.

After our presentaticn of the data, we shall summ;rize and
comment on the incidence of the acc. following neg. tr. vb. in
Polish, as compared to Russian. We shall not make any detailed
comment on Russian, as we have dealt fairly thoroughiy with the -
theories on Russian in' our previous chapter. N

Our study of thé acc. following neg. tr; vb. in Polish is C~
based almost entirely on the background of previous .studies doné‘
on Russian. Though we havg criticised certain criteria for case
choice of gen. or acc. in the previous chapter, it is beyond the
bounds of this thesis to embark on working out 4 new set of-cléssifications,
thus wé include almost all the section headings previously examined in
the present chapter, whegher or not we earlier expressed approval or
disapproval of them as such. Our purpose is simply to compare and
contrast case selection in Polish and Russian, on the basis of limited

data as far as PolishAis concerned, within the framework of categories

already evolved for Russian.

I'd
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_Polish sentences containing a neg. tr. vb. followed

by an object noun” in the accusative case.
©
(Abbreviations: (R) ~- heard over the radio

(Sp) -~ from spoken speech (overhead)

(Inf) ~- example obtained from a native informant by us.
The underlined heading indicates that all the sentences below that
heading were taken by us from the source named. Primary sources may
or may not be indicated adjacent to these héadings, according to
whether they were given in the secondary souyrce.)

S

¢ Pisarkowa: 1959, p.22. 4 § o

1. To nie jest rzecz, ktérg sie nie da wyleczyé;“ (8p)
2. Nie zawaha¥ sig poéwigciﬁ cwon ojczzzng.

. ‘ ;lv
3. Ja nie jestem taki czXowiek] ktdry by nie ocenial jak@é;rzecz. (Sp)

+

4. Morze krwidmy nie szczgdzili.*(R)

5. Dlaczego nie zamkniesz pkno? (R) ' .
~J 7 ”
6. Czybydmy wtedy raz dwa nie zlikwidowali to chuli&g“stwo’ (R) =

= 7. Nie chce pani to dziecko dad przytr;ymac mnie? (8p)
®8. Nie wolisz takie angielskie égiewanie? (Sp)

é. Nie mozesz znalézé taierz A chleg? '(Sp)

10. Nie zrobifam ci 'to Ihdﬁ?.laleczkg? o .

*

11. Przeciez jg nie wyrzucisz?

Pisarkowa:’ 1959, p.23.

/ . . ’ e
o, \

12. Nie kupowaXam jeszcze nigdy dwie paczki papierosow.

13. Nie moge ci dal wszystko, jakby§ chcia¥a. <
14. Jeszcze nie popé%wifam na dzisiaj te biedy. : p;/r\;
% . Q\Aj’
Pisarkowa:. 1959, p.25. o -
Yo .
15. Nie cheg sgiagg rozdmuchad. ,
: y . 1

16. MogTaby ciotka nie bié€£g koty. : -
17. Nie skodczyZam jeszcze czytaé ksigékg. , ‘;

-

.



18. Ja nie zabraniatam mu pié czzsts.

v

Piéarkowa: 1959, p.26.‘ _ N N

19, yCzy sis dziwisz, ze nie miaXa ochoty odwiedzal ten dom?
20. Nie mam zamiaru gotowaé obiad!

21. Czapke chyba)nie igdg wk¥adata.

22. Jak mi te lalke nie wfodysz porzgdnie!

. 23. Takie buty ﬁosit nie bede.

Pisarkowa: 1959, p.27. 3 , i
§ :
24. Bowiem te rachityczne déwi ki, ktére sqczQ sig przez g{bénik
zadn& miar% nie mozna nazwad muzykg. (R) .

Buttler, Kurkowska, Satkiewicz: 1973, p.307.

25. Nie uwazal sobie za Qjmg zamienié 2 niQ kilka s¥éw.
- 26. Handlarka nie uwaza!h za stosowne trzymaé 1gz zk za ngami

27. Nawet zaéniedzia{émuaustriackien“,biurokracie nie przyszZoby na
.my81 uniewaznié dokument .

Doroszewski: 0 kulturgys!bwa (1968), p.229.

. 9
28_ ‘Czy nie poainien poroznawiaé z niQ, wzbudzid w niej wiarg i wzmocnié

nadziejg? v <

?9. Nike. nie jest obowi,zany zna¢ !%;g!g wszystkich jg;yk&w europejakich

caertne:, Passendorfer. Kochadnki' 1964, p.244.

- -

f30.‘ Nie Hysturczy otworzyc dyskusie, trzeba ja réwniet umiejetnie A

poprovndzié
‘Kasjan; 1976, p.5.

-

o
o .

3L. - Pragdzie dfuga nié, a‘np'urzecitéﬁu nie ma nic (Riddle)

v - - ) Q

 ?:0§-tb¢,v _ : T . - ..
'32}' Gdiic_kuchatqk,lzq‘l. tam nie ma co jeéc.  , E e “

s . . . . i
. . . . K .
. - e
.. . . . { . .

- . . - . -

- ‘
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33. SZowami sig nic nie najesz.

34. ZXego diabli nie wezmg.

35. Ca napisane, tego 1 siekietg.nie wyrgbiesz. \

; ) ) ) \
36. Czego oko nie widzi, tego sercu nie zal. _ .
From native informant . R

37. Wino nie zapomnij kupié! (Native informant said that this can be
heard, but considered it substandard)
¢

38. Nie liczgc jedng bulkg, nie mamy chleba w domu. (as above)
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g% I. Generally accepted conditions.
; .

For acc. case cholce.

i. Presence of instrumental appositive. (Restan. -- 1 gen./ll accs.)

Russ. . . . literaturnyj uroven' mnogix gazet i Zurnalov nel'zja
priznat' udovletvoritel'nym. (Restan: 1960, p.100. All subsequent
quotes from Restan are from here and the year will not be indicated)
Poetomu mne ka¥etsja, nel'zja priznat' posledovatel 'nym
sledujusfego opredeleniia vinitel'nogo neopredel’ennym .
{Restan, p.100)

Pol. Bowiem te achityczne dfwi ki, ktére sgczg sig przez g¥oénik,
zadng miasg*pie mozna nazwad muzka (24)

ii. Personal names, animatec, proper nouns, (Restan -- 76% acc.)

Russ. . . . ne ponimaju ja Sonju. (Restan, p.97)
..On ne videl Soni. (Restan, p.97.)

Pol. Nie rozumiem Sonig. (Inf. told us that this 'can be heardf but is
' substandard.)

Nie rozumiem Sonii. (Inf. accepted this éompletely.)

ii1i. Object deggndent on infinitive governed by neg. vb. (Restan — 60.1% acc.)

Russ. . . . voobSEle ne mogu videt' gibel' ¥eloveka na ulice. (Restan, p.95.)a
Ja etogo 2137 profest' ne mogu! . . . (Restan, p.95)

Pol. Bowiem te rachityczne dfﬁigki ktére sgczi sie przez g¥oénik,
zadni miarg nie mozna nazwa muzyki (24)

To nie jest rzecz, Egégi sig nie da wyleczyl.

Nie zawaha? sig’ podwiecid twojg ojczyzng. (2) . ;>
Nie éhge pani to.dziecko daéaprzytrz}maé mnie? (7)
Nie moiesz znaleié}talerz na chleb? (9)

.Cz”:lie povinien porozmawial z, nig, wzbudzid w niej 2 i
* wzmocnid nedziejg? (28) .

Nikt nie jest obowigzany znaé gzgggg wszystkich jgzyk&w
europejskich (29)

Nie mogg ci dnp gggzltko, jakbys chciaZa. (13)
Nie chcg sprawe rozdmuchal. (15)
Nie skodc?ythn jeszcze czytac ksigégg. (17

ic .-
. : o
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Ja nie zabraniatam mu pif ggzggg. (18)

"Nie mam zaﬁiaru gotovaé obiad! (20)

Czy_sig dziwisz, ze nie wia¥a ochoty odwiedzal ten dom? (19)
Nie uwazal sobie za ujme zamienié z “12.Ei155 sTdw. (25)
Handlarka nie.uwaia!a za stosowne trzymaé jezyk za zgbami. (26)

.- Nie wystarczy otworzyé zskusji trzeba jg réwniez umiejetnie
poprowadzid. (30)

Nawet zaéniedzialému austriackiemu biurokracie nie przyszioby na
. my$1 uniewaznid dokument. (27)

For gen.case choice. -

\

i. Quantitative nuance of the object. (Restan -- only 1 acc.)

Russ. A produktov ne vezut. (Restan, p.102)

V-
4

. sledit' ¢tob onyj pekar' ne voroval muku, jajca, maslo 1
vypecennyj tovar. (Restan, p.102)

Pol. We have found no examples of objects with quantitative}meaning
appearing in the acc. However, it would appear that the use of
the gen. in the following sentences: no's. 13, 18, 20, 25, 32,
would impart a quantitative meaning to the object noun,

’ ’ i R

ii. The presence of intensifiers of negation. (Restan.-- 4% acc.)

Russ. Nikakoj dopolnitel'no] platy . . . naselenije derevni vzimat'
prava ne imeet. (Restan, p.101) , ’

~ No my ne budem zdes' privodit' ni statistiéeskij, ni meteorologi!eskij
material . . . (Restan, «p.101)

Pol. On nie widziaf ani matki, ani ojca. (Inf.)
Nie kupowalam jeszcze nigdy dwie paczki papieroqéw. (12)

' 4

111. -Verbs of perception, desire, expectation. (Restan -- 19.8% accy

\\fg;;ue:bs of perceptibn.) .

Russ. Ja popre¥nemu ne vi¥u zemii. (Restan, p.100)

Teper' eti bez¥iznennye sxemy uf¥e nikto bol'Se ne vspominaet,
(Restan, p. 101)
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Pol.

sz sie¢ dziwisz, ze nie mia¥a ochoty pdwiedzaé ten dom? (19)

Nie chce pani to dziecko daé przytrzymad mnie? (7)

LY
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II. Conditions accepted by the majority of researchers.

Pol.

(N.
cas
and

iv.

For acc. case choice.
i. . Presence of limiting adverbs, e.g. ¥ut' ne, edva ne, (maZo nie)
(Restan -- 0% acc.)
Russ. . . . &ut' ne propustil svoju ofered'. (Borras and Christian: '
1957, p.301) ‘
Pol. Ostrégnie, mafto nie zlamaleé agaratu.‘ (Inf.)
ii. Invergéon‘of subject and -predicate. (Restan -- 35.2% acc.)
Russ. Dorofu v gorod . . . ukazal mne . . . soldat. (Unbegaun: 11957, p.301)
Otveta on u¥e ne doslu¥al. @Bﬁvisoq: 1967, p.55) R
Pol. . Morze krwidmy nie szczedzili. (4)
Przeciez is nie wyrzucisz? (11)
Czagkg chyba nie bgdé wklad;Ia. (21)
Jak mi te lalke nie ufozysz poréqdnie! (22)
Takie buty nosif nie bede! (23)
Bo‘lgn te rachityczne dfwieki, ktdre sgczg sig przez gIoéqig,
2adng miarg nie mozna nazwad muzyxg. (24) .
1ii. Use of proverbs. (no statistical data found by us.)
Russ. Ka¥u maslom nie isporti¥'. (Druien: 1973, p.76)

Komar nosu ne podtoit. (Druien: 1973, p.77)
- Przedzie diuga nié, a na wrzecigiku nie ma nic. (31)
Co napisane, tego i siekierg nie w&rgbiesz. (35)
Cdzie kucharek szeéé, tam nie ma co jééé. (32)
S¥owami sig¢ nic: nie najesz. (33)
B. nic, the accusative form, is standard usage in éhe object

e after neg. tr. vb. in Qplish; The gen. niczego sounds pedantic
unnatural here.) : ~

Where noun is 'known' or definite. (R. gives 55.6% acc. frequency
for "concrete;, definite nouns".) :

s. . ..tak i ne na¥el dom Bloka. (Restan, p.96)

Rus
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i.

. ne otdadim doma, a, komissar? (gen. sing. Restan, p.96)

Pol. As'the majority of sentences in our sample appear to have known
) or definite object nouns, we shall present only two examples
below.
Przeciez 1§ nie wyrzucisz? (11) . .
Jeszcze nie poprawiftam na dzisiaj te gﬁgdx. (14)
For gen. case choice.

Use of fixed phrases and idioms apart from proverbs. (No statis-

tical data found.

Russ. Ne smykat' glaz. (Druien: 1973, p.77)
Eelovek kotoryj ne mog na¥it' sebe sostojanie (Uglitsky:
1956, p 384)
Pol. Nie zawracaj mi gXowy. (Inf.) . .
Nie zwracaj nabniego EEE&l- (Inf.)
ii. Object noun ha; conotations of indefiniteness. (R. == 44.4% gen. for

"indefinite abstract objects'".)

‘Russ. Ja ne na¥el cvetov. (Timberlake: 1975, p.125)
Pol. N.B. We base our- criteria for indefiniteness of the noun on

whether an English indefinite article or any would be used in -
translation.

Morze krw;éhy nie szczgdziii. (4)
Nie zrobifam ci to Zadng laleczke?  (10)

Nie uwa%al sobie:ga ujme zamienif z nig kilka sZdw. (25)

-
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III. Conditions accepted by a substantial minority

of researchers.

For acc. case cholce. : [\L

1. Presence of infinitive plus 'independent verb'. (No'statistical

data found.)

Russ. Mat' ne sovetovala svoej doferi &itat' priklju¥enfeskie
povesti. (Druien: 1973, p.90)

- - Eto ne xoro¥o ne umet' perenosit' odinofestva - - ‘skazal om.
(Listvinov: 1965, p.194)

Note the difficulty in such examples of assessing the 'independence'
of the governing verb. v :

Pol. Nie zawahaZ sig-pcéwiqc%é twojg ofczyzne. (2)

Nié chce pani to dziecko da& przyfrzymaé mnie? (7)

Nie chcg sprawe rozdmuchad. (15)

" Nie skodczyZam jeszcze czytaé ksigzke. (17)

Ja nie zabéaniaiam mu pié czysty. (18)

ézy si¢ dziwisz, ze nie'mina oclioty odwiedgaé ten ggg? (19) .
. Nie mam zamiaru gotowaé obiad! (20)

Nie uwaiaf sobie za ujﬁg zamieni¢ z nig EElEE:SE6V° (25)

Handlarka nie uwaZafa za stosowne trzyﬁaé Jezyk za zgbami. (26)

Nawet zadniedziaXemu austriackiemu biurokracie nie przyszIbby na
mysl uniewaznid dokument. (27)

Nie wystarczy otworzyé zskusjg, trzeba j3 réwniez umiejgtnie
poprowadzié. (30)

ii.~ Informal colloquial style.

Russ. We refrain from giving examples, as style can only really_
be ascertained in context. It seems to us that the acc. is
now freely used also in literary speech - - _see. section on
style in previous chapter. ’ <

Pol. As can be seen from the references given in the list of sentences
containing the acc. after neg. tr. vb., the great majority of our
examples are from colloquial sources, and we shall refrain from

giving individual examples here.



For gen. case choice.

i. Presence of an infinitive plus modal auxiliary. (No statistical data
found.)

Russ., Sthent ne mog najti pravil'nogo refenija zada¥i. (Druien: 1973, p.90)

On ne umel tak to¥no kak Vasilij vyra¥at' svoi mysli. (Tsurikov 1967,
p-121)

Pol. Bowlem te rachityczne dzwigki ktére sgczg sig przez grbénik
zadnq miarg nie mo2na nazwaé muzzgg (24)

To nie jest rzecz, ktdr sig nie da wyleczyé. (1)
. xtora ‘
- Nie moZesz znaleZ¢ talerz na chleb? (9)

Czy nie powinien porozmawiaé z nia, wzbudzié w niej wi are i

wzmocnid nadzieje? (28) y

Nie moge ci daé wszystko, jakbys chciaZa. (13)

ii. Formal style

Russ. For the same reasons as given under the heading Informal style,
we refrain from giving examples here.

Pel. We shall give here only those examples with the acc. that we
know bhave come originally from a written source.

Nie uwaza? sobie za ujme zamienif z nig kilka s¥dw. (25)
" Handlarka nie uwazafa za stosowne trzymaé jezyk za 2gbami; (26)

Nawet zadniedziaZemu austriackiemu biurokracie nie przysanby
na my$l uniewaénié dokument. (27) ,

Nikt nie jJest obowigzany znad wymowe wszystklch”jgzykov
europejskich (29) s

‘ Nie wystarczy otworzyé d dyskusje, trzeba jg réwnie: umiejetnie
poprowadzié (30) : .

iii. Gerunds and participles. (R.-- 122 acc.)

Russ. . . . ne raskryvaja paralute. (Restan, p.100)

. . . ne stitaja kvartiru i prodovol'stvije. (Restan, p.100)
Pol. Nie liczyc jedng bulks,,n1e~mamy'ch1eba w domu;’(38)\

o
e
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Nie otwierajgc okna, on stal 1 patrzy¥ na nich. (Inf.)

~

IV. Less generally accepted conditions.

For acc. case choice.

i. Presence of the imperative.(R.-- 53.7% acc. not including fixed

phrases such as 'ne obra%&aj vnimanija'.)

" Russ. Ne progloti igolku. (Restan, p. 98)
Cernil ne oprokin'te. (Restan, p.98)
Pol. Wino nie.zapomnij kupié! (37) ">

' Jak mi te lalke nie ulozysz porzgdnie! (23)

ii. Interrogptive sentences. (R -- 70.4% accl)”

Russ. A poEemu ne sozdat' roditcl skije mitetz 111 detskije komissii?
(Restan, p.98)

Nu kak ne snjat'_§agki i ne poklonit'sja do zemli. (Restan, p.98)
Pol. Dlaczego nie zamkniesz okno? (5) '

Czybyémy wtedy raz dwa nie zlikwidowali to chuligahstwo? (6)

Nie chce pani to dziecko daé przytrzymal mnie? :27)
Nie wolisz takie angielskie §Eiewanie? (8)

Nie mozesz znalefé talerz na chleb? (9)

Nie zrobiZam ci to ¥adng laleczke? (10)

Przeciez B nie.wyrzucisz? (11)

Czy sig dziwisz, ze nie mia{a'cchotf odwiedzal ten dom? (19)

-

‘“’”\‘—S;Z;nie powinien porozmawiaé z nig, wzbudzié w niej w | iare i
) cnié elg? 28
(28) | | ~

ii1. Pfesence of 'kotoryi'/'ktéry'. (R. -~ S2% acc.)

Russ. . . . (vnimanije) Orogo ja ne zaslu®yl . . . (Restan, p- 103)

. . . otvetil Saburov s toj spokojnoj logikpj, kotoruju v nem
_osobenno me 1jubil velno speliv¥ij Bab¥enko. (Restan, p.103)
\



Pol.
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To nie jest rzecz, ktérg sie nie da wyleczyd. (1)

iv. The object is an-a/-ja stem singular noun. (Restan: 47.6% acc.)

Russ.

Pol.

- nl odna 1z storon ne ustupila by drugoj kakuju-libo
territorju ili naselenie. (Restan, p.95)

. ne mo¥et ne vyzvat' trevogl 1 ozabolennosti u vsex tex, kto
(Restan, p.96)

Nie zawahat sig podwiecid twojg ojczyzne. (2)
Nie zrobil@m ci to ladng laleczkg?u(IO)

- Nie chcg sprawe rozdmuc . (15)°

Nie skofczyZam jeszcze czytaé ksigzke. (17)
Ja nie’zab;anialam mu pié czxstg. (18)
QEEREE chyba nie bede wk¥adaZa. (21)

Jak mi tg lalke nie uXozysz porzgdnie! (22)

Czy nie powinien porozmawiad z nig, wzbudzid w niej wiars i
wzmocnié nadzieje? (28)

Nikt nie jest dbowiQ;any znaé 212225 wszystkich jgzykéw
europejskich. (29)

Nie wystarczy otworzyé dzskus]g, trzeba jq réwniez umiejgtn?e
poprowadzid. (3Q) ‘ "

Nie liczgc jedng buikg, nie mamy chleba w domu. (38)

v. The verb occurs in the perfective aspect. (R. -- 40.1% acc.)

. . . my ne narufim etot mir. (Restan, p.98)

Russ.
Ona byla ne v silax sdgr!at'_rzganija. (Restan, p.98)

Pol. As the vast majority of our examples contain the perfeﬁtive (if a

- choice is possible on other grounds) we shall present only two

examples below for illustrative purposes.
Jeszcze nie poprawifam na dzisiaj te btggz. (14)
Nie skoficzylam jeszcze czytal ksigtke. (17)

vi. Presence of a dduble'qgggtive‘with7énraff1rmative ﬁeanigg. ; . 2z

(Restan: 22.2% acc.)
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Russ. ‘U narodov ne mogut ne vyzvat' tak¥e serjoznuju trevogu plany
ispol'zovat'.. (Restan, p.99)

- . . ne mo¥et ne vyzvat' trevogi 1 ozabo¥ennosti. (Restan, p.101)

Pol. To nie jest rzecz, kﬁérg éig nie da wyleczyé. (1)

Ja nie jestem taki czIbwiek,’ktd}y by nie oceniat jakgé rzecz. (3)

For gen. case choice.

P,
) A m
- 8 T3
i. Preséhce of the vérb. '1m-"

Russ. Nastojagcej revolj&cii‘v cergﬁ‘ilmy pokal‘sce ne imeem. (Restan, p.101):

&

R § pozici . . . ne imeet regaju§cee zna¥enie dlja - N
bezopasnosti SSA. (Restan, p.101) . ‘

Pol. Nie mam zamiaru gotowad obiad! (20)

Czy sie dziwisz, ze nie miata ochoty odwiedzaé ten dom? (19)

Gdzie kucharek czesc, tam nie ma co jedd. (32)

.
i . . .
ii.~ The object noun fs an abstraci neuter adjective used subgtantively.

(Restan - 13% acc.) , o . .

.RUSS. Poslednego nel'zja skazat' pro bol sinstuo ispolnitelej (Restan,
p.103) ’ ’

.

-

. . . protiv lic, ne ispolnjajuséix qyéeizloienno*e. (Restan, p.103) . .

Pol. ZIego diabli nie wezmg. (34)

~

iii, The object is a pronoun apart from 'kotoryj', and one which does not

3

link two clauses.

(a) .to (Restan ~15% acc.) ' ‘ ‘ ,

Russ. Ne podobaet ¥estnym revoljucioneram obxodit' molaniem togo.
' &to . ... (Restan, p.103)

. v . nenotricajut oni i to, ¥to . . . fRestan, p.103)
Pol. Co napisane, tego i siekierq nie wyrggﬂeaz. (35)

Czego oko nie widzi, ego sercu nie zal (36)

G
-
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(b) &to/co (Restan - 23% acc.)
’ ¢

Russ. Drugoj.graXdanin pisat' znajet, a prolest’, fego napisal - ne
mofet. (Restan, p.103)

. . . Samoje glavnoje, ¥to ne vyrazi¥ nikekdimi ciframi. (Restan, ./
p.103) - ) A

-

Pol. Czego oko nie widzi, tego sercu nie zal. (36)

Gdzie ,’ucharek szedé, tam nie ma co jesd. (32)

iv. The object noun is a plural. (Restan - 29,92 acc.)

\

Russ. . . . grafa Tolstogo solinenij ne sluXalos' Eityvat'? (Restan, p.97)
Ja . . . prjamo ne pojmu va¥i obidy. (Restan, p.97)
Pol. Nie kupowaZfam jeszéze nigdy dwie paczki papierosdw. (12)

Jeszcze nie pop¥awiYam na dzisiaj te bXedy. (14)
- t
}

MogXaby ciotka nie bid te }Bty. (16)
" Takie buty nosit nie bede’ (23)

Bowiem te rachityézne_déwigki, ktére sgczg sig przez glodnik,
- zadna miarg nie moina mazwad muzyks. (24)

AN

v.. The verb occurs in the imperfective aspect. (Restan - 59.9% acc.)

Russ. Xirurgi baryv razrezajut. (Uglitsky: 1956, p.385)
Do vds nikto e¥fe etogo br;slecg ne nadeval. (Rozental‘h;;d
Teleé&ova, n.d., p.323.)
221; Ja nie jestem czlpwiek, ktdry by nie oceniat jakqé rzecz, (3)
| Nie kupoéalih jeszcge nigdy dwiejgaczki papierqadw. (12)
Czy sié nie dziwisz, e nie miafa OChoty‘odwiedzaé’ten dom? (19)

(N.B. We haveunbt included verbs heré which havé€ only an imperfective
form, or where perfectivization would. also alter the meaning.)

vi, Presénce of the verbs, 'ne vidno', ';glygno'/ 'nie wida®? 'nie slj*char!'. o
(Restan - 1 acc./ 16 gens.) & : : '

L0Y

. - , N v )
Russ. . . . ne slysno Juma. (Restam, p<102)

i

»



" Pol.

-

Zanaves'te okna, &toby ne vidno bylo svet skvoz' ¥felil staven.
(Restan, p.102) '

Zas¥odcie okna, zeby nie widaé byXo dwiatka przez szczeliny
w okiennic@ch. (Inf.) . '
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Summary of results. °
I 7 : :
. . " R . .
(Note: Polish sentences containing nic as the object of a neg. tr. vb. .
shall not be 1ncluded in these results.
P 'Marg(inal)' refers to such cases where the informant admitted[
1 that the sentence could be heard, but that- . v
e hé considered it substandard.)
/‘. [ . . r 4
N . ,
Conditions considered to : . me- orf of accs.
v " favour acc. case choice ' _  Pol. -Ruaa.
s s 1
. 1 —#
‘Instrumental appositive . 1 - 1 gen./1 acc.
K Pe'rsonal‘.names; proper nouns, animates . 1 -'(nuu"g.) 762 (56% for
. . ) - o L | g-proper nouns)
"Obje.ct'depend'ent on infin. + neg. tr. vb. o 18 60.'11
Es . ) v ' Q' . . [ '
¢
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Conditions considered to
favour gen. case choice .

LY

no. or X of accs.

Pol. Russ.
Quantitative meaning of noun 0 1 acc. only
Presence of intensitlers bf negation 1 42 .
[ M :
Verbs of desire, expection etc. Figs.cﬂiven 2 19.82%
only for vbs. of perception.
: ~
Fixed phrases and idioms v%b}/ 0 no figs.
» - O Aﬁi N
3 55.6%

Indefinite (unknown) object noun

Infin. + mod. aux. vb,.

‘5 . rK figs.
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.‘,b
 ra
.

Formal (written) style e 5 no figs.
i
' ]
Gerunds and participles 1 (marg.) 12%°
M . j L .
Presence of imet' '/ mied v k] 'f?‘ . 2.6%
o f‘

-Object is abstract neuter adjectival 0 132 .
noun o '
Pronoun ‘Eg'va;," , 3 * 0 N 15% ;’f !

e, N : - L 1 232 .
B T I .- % "
_Object nwn plyral,’ . ’ Y5 11%29.,9% ,,
= L ! .‘: " B '~ ' ) - .'(. “ ‘\
* Imperfective nég: tr., b. 3 "59.9%
. ng vfdno, né slyfus~/ nie wida¢, nie ., o . 1lacc./16 gen. &
: 5352&... - C e~ R ‘ A L Y.
—— . o Y .
.. ‘;:;?‘.t’ s / . m ..
o ) - o ’
v; BN 4+ R
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both in Russian and Polish, as does quantification of the noun. The

presence of intensifiers of negation, and the ne vidno ne slydno / nie

widaé,.nic s&ychad constructions alro encourage g;n. ca;e s;lectién after
the neg . tr.‘.

 An important point to notice is that all but five of”?hc Polish
sen;encea seem to be ;olloquial 1n,éharacter, which illustrates thé

great difference between Polish and Russian with respeé; to case choice

after neg. tr. vb. In Polish, apart from sentences containing an infin. |

+ finite verb construction, acc. choice appears to be restricted mainly
' : 1 : "
Q

to colloquial usagé.

a
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From the summary "ebove, it is evident that even in our extremely
~ " mll corpus of data on Polish, wé found zero acc. occurxence for only
eix conditiono in Polieh i.e., in the presence of limiting adverbs,
vhez:e the noun has a quantitative meaning, in fixed phrases and _idioms,
. ~ ‘the’- object is a nolin &erived’ fron a ﬁeuter abstract adjective,
.' the object 1s th%ro“ung‘ nnfwith the conetrations nie

widnc.'. nie egchaér T* eoJree with ‘Zero acc. occurrence for only

t “4ope - cqn):ition 4n Rdmfzhe- %resence of limiting adverBs. Even. for

REE

;\1

l " an and Méceharily reliable body of data, these results for

- "Foliswge qu:l,t:ygk mﬁtieing, in view of the sttength of the neg. gen.

PN . y
tule in standq;d Ro*lish . 4 o ?

L]

./ '
<j(.r;b‘v,' Looking at the more striking features of the table, it appeers that

Polish like Ruaaien, admits the acc. where the negated verb governs an S,
- infinitive, in particular, if the governing verb 1is 'independent' and

not merely a modal auxiliery. It should be noted, also, that all cases

» * f)

fof the acc. occurring in formal ( i, e. written) style contein a governi

verb phrase of some ki»nd with an infinitive. ‘Ihis would beat out the
e wtatenent in«more recent books on Polish gramar, that infinitive s
| wnltructions with a neg. tr. vb. are permieeibt ‘yith the acc& Interrogative
. “ ' sentencea eleo eppear to’ inc‘ease the ghantes of n! acce. in Polish, as
' in Ruesinn Our results oh hat a/ja stem nouns favour acc. chofce" to p
- aone qxtent in Polish howev . e would b+ 1j,er, the reedet to ‘he qeetion in
Chh@tet II onw/ja stem ndtns. where ve eéoee %he difficu.ltiee involVed in

(2N

neceuing the true extent of. the acc. with a“a nouns as opposed, for example,

-"«'"‘tounc.eni- nouns. - | - - 4
G 3* ] e contni%ihg deiinite nounl end perf.ectivee heve very high ncc:.i 4
. o, T "“A Y -

.'thtiogin Pofilh. ﬁ'ighet than . tlu‘ in Ruuinn - nt leeet it appeare 86. froh -t ¢

: out li-itid ﬂure( on Polieh Liniting edVerbo produce e high gen.,connt jv’!':_

i et .
2 t e

- . - . .
. . . 4 . . ] o

ST : - LN R ; . .
Tt o . - i JERT 3 PO
B T e
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_many caees apbears to be superficlally based-on a congsiderable number

68
IV. Conclusion.

1. It is clear from our material and from other studies,chat a
choice subject to certain restrictions exists between the acc. and
gen. cases following the neg. tr. vb. in Russian. The choice 1in

of different factors, but-in fact there seem to be broader underlying

principles tnvolved, which are difficult to pinpoint. We have found ‘.

only four criteria upon which casd selection can be made with satis~ e,
‘ s . . N ;
factory consistency: the gen. will be chosen q@;‘;
. \ e
% ¢
-— where the noun has a quantitative meaning; kS

-- where intensifiers of negation are present;

— where the noun is governed by a gerund or participle;

- wiﬁh the constructions ne vidno, ne slyines. _ k’
The factors which seem to favour use nf the acc. are

-— the presence of indirect negétion{

-— the presence of a proper noun in the object case;

L, = the\Sentence is in the interrqgative mood.

Regarding 1ndirect negation, it has been suggested that in bonjunction
with an independent verb the infinitive is the only. element negated. The
govetning verb. is not negated and the object is in the acc. for this

reason. Where the governing verb is a modal auxiliary, it hag been said

that both the 1nf1nitive and the verb are negated, due to tbeir close
f

<
syntactic association, thus the noun is usually in the gen. We have

pointed out, however, the difficulty of asqspsing ;he 'independence’ ‘of a

verb, ' : 7’ . .
Proper nouns are nornally individunted or 'knovn (determinate), thus_

they would be expected to take the acc. .after neg. tr. vb.
: .

.
, . &, . . . Y ’
m. . ‘ v

-~



Negated questions are stylistically emphatic and do not
usually have a negative meaning. On the contrary, negation in
quesfions ofCen implies expectation of‘a pooiyiye“anawcf, The - °
object in such utterances therefore tends to take the acc.

In the other categories examined for Russian it is usually
I

unclear as to what extent they perform a role in case choice.
Evaluation of their significance to case selection is severely

complicated by the frequent simultanteous interaction of several
&

criteria.

4

2. It is probable that the oppositions detefminate/indeterminate,‘\
potaliportial negation and the concept of individualization are key
factors in determining case after neg. tr. vb. in Russian. Further
study of these phenomena.is roquired‘to assess their 1nf1uehc? on

case choice. Such stJﬁ& should include'investigation of the fuunction
&) v N

of accentuation, word order, emphasis and context. : .

‘3. Ip is normally thought that the genitive is the only permitted

céoe following neg. tr. vb. in Polish. Our results do not corroborate

A

this. We hgvg {ound zero acc. occurrence after_nég.'tr.ovb. for only
six of the éﬁiegsiiés examfoed' )
- {be presence of a limiting adverb-:‘. .‘ ‘
-3-fjh.noun has-a 323ntitative mean}ng,

-— theﬁrases is )rvﬁ:xed phrase ‘or 1diom; - |

. ) |
- ,ﬂn‘d ‘bbjt't noyn is thfvﬁd from %abot:&ct‘ neuter
sd ective-- L, MY
j - . VI ﬂ .

- the ohject is thelpronann £ sat

P

v"“'** ~ghe phrase contains the construction nie widaé, nie
.. v
©y

slychac. - . ' - " -

69
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. _recorder, in order to elininate cgpecioue or. uncouscioue self-correction

»by the apeeker.4

70

4. Polish ehove linilerity to Ruuian in encouraging acc. case
selection(to & certain extent)under the following conditionsz
— {n the presence b indirect negation;
- where the object is an a/ja stem noun; L
- uhere the object noun is determinate;
The only instance where Poliah accepts the acc. following neg. tr. vb.
in the literary language 18 with indirect negation, -

The influence of a/ja stem nouns 1is difficult to assess for .
both Polish and Russian, due to morphological facto{'s. A/ja stem inouns.
may not in reality have any influence on case choice in either of the tvo .
languages. For more detailed discussign of the problems involved we
refer the reader to the section on this subject in Ch. II.

5. Unlike Russian, Polish appears to favour acc.ﬁe shoice after

neg. tr. vb, of the'pe'rfective asgect. Though th 1’- s.often quoted

5.,
as a condition for chooeing the acc. in Rue‘.'sian, it does not in practice . ‘? v
,d' o e

s
R

seem to be so, on the basis of the material we have studied

6. Apart from the instanee of indirect’ negqtion, 311 the mnplea

"yu.

of* accs. folloqing neg. tr. vb. that we'e available for our perusal
originated from colloquial sources.‘ Uae of the acc. after neg. 'tr. vb is

still considered subltandard in the greet mejority of casea An Poliah

s

whatever ita actml crequency in the’ colloquial lenguage my be.

b

"7‘._" Our data on Poliah me extrenely limited To eetablish the real

position of the eec ain littt‘ary ;inéepoken mdern Polish further study

and collection of rav datn are rquirﬁ Two caae counfe would be of grut

- o value, one ot e:tmive contenpoury w!?itten texu, the other of epoken

texte. preferebly collected du:ing the courec of convetution on a tape-
A

‘.'~~

m_ ma could then be cmufud ud eminod 1n the"iq- :'




A

way as in Russian to show how much the acc. is used in Polish foil‘gi\ngl

the neg. tr. g'vb., and which conditions particularl'y encourage 1it.

‘¢ B \

n
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It will become clear in the course of this paper that these guide-lines
do not offer a great deal of help to the student of Russian, In
mentioning verba sentiendi and desiderandi as requiring the gen., for

example, the Academy Grammar avoids the real {ssue, in that these verbs

often take the gen. in the affirmative. Further, case counts like those
of Restan (1960) and Korn (1967) have shown that the inversion of subject and
predicate does not to any great extent encourage the acc. in preference to

v

the gen. after neg. tr. vb. The Academy Grammar is not alone in creating

superficial and unsatisfactory 't’ for case choice.; The great majority
of textbooks, grammars and more detailed theoretical works on case usage
after neg. tr. vb. contain error;, or at” least omissions. Pul'kina and
Zaxava Nekrasova's grémmar (n.d. p;62) states that the acc. may not be

used 1f the verd functions figurgttvely and if the noun is not a concrecte
object. These tergs, however, should be emﬁloyed with greater caution.

For instance, how should one interpret thé nature of the nouns in the

following sentences, in the light of the statements made in the grammar:

Ne terzaj moju duSu, ne vbspominaj (Fuchs: 1973, p.84); Ona ne znala ego

rs R
golosa, mogla ne otozvatsja, ispugatsja (Fuchs: 1973; p.85). Would duSu

be considered concrete and golosa abstract because the nouns appear in the
acc. and gen. cases respectively? If gol 8 considered abstract, then what

are we to make of a statement such as Daleko ty, ne slygié‘oAgglos moj (Keil:

-

1970, p.127).

Unbegaun (l%§7,rp.296) states that the acc. will be used where the
Yransitivlty of the verb is "suppressed', thus, "If the negation does not
preclude the action of the sentence the verb continues to be transitive
and takes the accusative."” Unbegaun's statement seems too vague to be of any
"

assistance to the teacher or student of Russian. "Suppression of transitivity

is a somewhat ephemeral concept requifing further explanation if it is to be
[
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Abstract .

It has been widely accepted for modern Russian that either the
genitive or accusative may be the object case for a negated verb,
taking into account certain conditions. Effective rules for the
choice of cage have not been formulated, however, though many theories
cpngérning this subject are in existence. In Polish, it is general'y
held that only the genitive object may follow a negated transitive
verb. This contrastive analysis of Russian and Polish presented with
regard tg\thia queétion is largely based on Russian theory, because of
the lack of material on Polish.

The study begins with a critical exapination of theories offered
to date on case sel¥tion in both languages; the theories are catego-
rized under 23 conditions commonly considered to motivate the choice
of either the accusative or genitive. There follo;s a chapter in which
examples of Russian and Polish sentences containing negated transitive
verbs are listed under these category headings, providing a ba;is for
contrast of the situation in both languages. Case counts for Russian
are referred to throughout. Similarities and differences between
Polish and Russian are indicated. The thesis concludes“by ppintigg
out that Polish may, contrary to popular.opinion, admip the accusative
aftdr negated transitive ver;S\in certain situations, and areas of
further research are suggested, both for assessing the éosition of the
accusative governed by a negative transitive verb in modern Polish,

and for the possible forﬁulation of a rule or rules for case selection

in Russign.
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I. Introduction

The problem that we propose to examine in this thesis can
briefly be stated as follows. In contemporary spoken and written
Rugsian, both the acc. and gen. cases can be selected following a
negative transitive verb (neg. tr. vb.), thouéh the choice 1is
governed by certain conditions. In the Polish literary and 'educated’
language, only the gen. is offically permitted after a neg. tr. vb.

We have, however, céllectgd a smallhamount of evidence to show that .

the acc. 1s used with‘greater frequency in Polish, in particular, the
spoken language, than 1is generally thought, and that there may even_be
occasions when it 1s allowed in 'educated' literary speech. 1In this
introduction we intend to outline the Teasons for our study and to
indicate the methodology we sh#ll be using. At this stage it would

be well to point out that material on the subject of case selection in
Polish is extremely scanty, therefore our work will lean heavily towards -
Russian research and cléssificational methods.

In older textbooks and grammars on Russian, case selection following
a neg. tr. vb. was often said to be limited to the gen. The rule of
'genitive terror' no longer exists, however (though a certain minority
still persists in hoiding to the rule in theory, I} not in practice) and
there is a clear choice between thé acc. and gen. cases following neg. tr.

vb. This choice is by no means arbitrary, being regulated by rules that

are extremely evasive and difficult to define. The Russian Academy Grammar
(1960: pp. 562-563) states that the gen. is normaily chosen following verbs
of perception, desire, expectation,thought, and that the acc. willﬂgg
preferred where the subject and predicate are i;verted ip the sentence,
where the object is known in some way, or where the neg. tr. vb. governs an

infinitive.



understood. It {s not clear, for example, why transitivity should be

suppressed in a sentence such as Rabo¥ie ne pili piva (Unbegaun: 1957,

pP.295), but not in . . . 1 voditel' ne videl daEE*jng_B§Pota (Keil: 1970,

P.132). Neither can we uphold Unbegaun's comment that discrepancies are due
to "a certain confusion" 1in case usage after neg. t:. vb. in Russian. Our

experience has shown that the Russian’native speaker has little doubt

about the correctness or incorrectness of a case choice made by a foreigner,
even though he usually cannot explainythe reasons for his opinion.

Certain authors, such as Rozental' and Telenko6ﬁf Listvinov, Ravix,
Druien and others, list the conditions in which the gen. or acc. are
obligatory, preferred, unacceptable etc. Such an approach has its
advantgges, being of considerable value to the learner. Neveréﬂeless,
there remains disagreement as to what conditions demand which choice, /
«and there is controversy over whether certain accepted conditions
actually play any role in‘;etermin{pg case choice after neg. tr. vb.
Further, though some researchers (Keil, Timberlake, chhs, Thqmson and
others) have attempted to formulate a universal rule or rules to

- .

determine case choice after neg. tr. vb;, no satisfactory solutions have

as yet beeﬁ reached.

We hope that the above comments and examples suffice to illustrate
the state of uhcertainty concerning the selection of the gen. or acc.'
after neg. tr. vb. in Russian. Restan's count has shown that for almost
every condition supposedly requiring an acc. or gen. choice, examples can
be found thatvcransgréss the 'rule'. It is e;ident, therefore, that though
the existence of a-choice between the acc. and gen. is accepted 1in
most modern textbooks on Russian, the majority of them are not clear

» .
as to the reasons for the choice. In the course of this thesis we EPall

be examining theories offered on case selection, comparing them with



data gleaned from various written sources (including case counts) and
attempting to evaluatgefheir validity ahd usefulness.

In Polish, the éharac;er of the problem and of research differs
somewhat from that in Russian. ‘Polish 1s probably the strictest of the
Slavic lénguages in holding to the rule of 'genitive terror" (Tsurikov:
1967, p.5). Most of the gfammars and textbooks examined indicate that
the gen. is the only correct tase after neg. tr. vb. (Laskowski: 1972,
p.55; Szober: 1967, p.601; Schenker: 1973, p.47). Ha;ever, it is
interesting to note that in a very recent grammar by Maria Zagdrska-Brooks,
the-acc. is permitted under one condition, where the neg. tr. vb. governs an
infinitive (1975, p.128). Doroszewski (1968) and Buttler (1973) also accept
the acc. in these circumstances. In all other instances, the gen. is
apparently firmly méintained in literary Polish. N

Our research shows thatuthe acc. after neg. tr. vb. may not be as
rare, especlally 'in spoken usage, as is generally imagined. In her

article on case choice éfter the neg. tr. vb. in Polish, Pisarkowa _

4 .
(1959, p.30) remarks that sentences such as Takie buty nosi¥ nie bede! s

and Nie mam zamiaru gotowad obiad! are frequently encountered in colloquial

Polish. It is quite possible that due to grammatical proscriptiif&y, many

accs. are eliminated from the written language, that might have appeared
in the spokén languége -- as was apparently the case at an earlier stage
of Russian. Since almost no sources of raw data, e.g. case counts, are
available to us fo; cdntemporary Polish, it is extremely difficult to
assegs even the approximate extent of acc. usage after neg. tr. vb. in
that language. It might indeed be extremely low, or much higher than 1is

normally thought. It is beyond the séope of this thesis to embark upon

the collection of raw data. We must therefore limit ourselves to presenting
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such material on the use of the acc. in Polish as 1s at our disposal fragr

3“/ ‘
written sources. ‘ ’ii,« .-':”X“tﬂw‘
- ' ,’v‘ ' i ’ "‘ —. ‘.v \ \
The chapter following this introdugtion constitutes a,survqywqgf* \

et
O T
N, ol

N N,
previous work on case selection after neg. tr. vb.‘{n.&Bth'the‘ .

B -

¥4 <,
being investigated. No attempt shall be made at provid}ag conclusi%@

~ v -
rules for case usage in Russian, as this would be an extremely complex

and time consuming task. We shall simply describe the major existing
theories on case selection in Russian and Polish; because of the lack of
material on Polish, the greater part of - the discussifon in this chapter
will be based on Russian. Since the rule demé7ding tﬁ; gen. ;fter neg.
tr. vb. is extremely consistent in 1iterary,2dlish, we shall concentrate
on research concerning the use of the acc. in our discussions of this
language. Our work on Polish will at times involve theories normally
applied to Russian. In this way, the reader will be able to compare the
situation in both languages with greater ease.

In Chapter Three we present a list of sentencessfrom both Russian

and Polish. The exampleb on the list are classified under the categories

.described in Chapter Two (though not necessarily in the same order). From

K

these sentences we hope to illustrate which conditions seem to #ncrease'acc.
case selection after neg. tr. vb. in Polish, and also to show any
similariﬁies between Russian and Polish in case selection. In the
concluding chapter, we shall briefly .eview our findings and propose

areas of possible further research.

-~
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II. Work done to date on the case foverned by the neg. .,

tr. vb. 1in Russian and Polish.

Below are listed the sectipns coﬁprising this chapter in

‘their order of appearance. In the brackets alongside the section
. .

headings {8 indicated which case 18 considered by most researchers
to be required by the condition named. (This information is bﬁaed on

Rugsian due to the lack of material in Polish. Similarities and

-

differences between the two languages will be brought to light in the

course of the chapter {itself.) ' -

1. Instrumental appositive (acc.)
. ¢
2.. Personal names, animate nouns, proper nouns (acc.)

3. Tndirect negation (acc.)

4. Double negation (acc. ) ) ’

L&

5. Limiting adverbs (acc.)

6. . Concrete (acb.)rvs. abstract (gen.)

7. kouns derived from neuter abstract adjectives (gen.) -

8. Definite_(déterminate) (acc.) vs. indefinite (indeterminate) (gen.)’
9. Inversion of subject and pr:dicate (acc.)
10 Imperative (acc.)
11. Interrogative (acc.)
12. Pronouns (gen. except for kotoryj -- acc.)
13. -a/-ja stem nouns (acc.)- , . .

:

14. Verbal aspect —- perfective (acc.) vs. imperfective,(éen.)

15. Fixed or frozen phraseé

16. Quantification (gen.) »

17. Intensification of negation (gen.)

18. Verbs of desire, perception, exp ctation etc. (gen.)

' ) \,
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19. Gerunds and participles (gen.)
20. The verb imet' (gen.) )
21. Plurals (gen.) .

22. pe vidno, ne sly¥po/ nie widal, nie s¥ychal (gen.)

23. Formal and informal style (gen. and acc. re§pect1ve1y.)



1

1. Iﬁa@rumentglﬁaopositive.

4

" All the research we ha
instrumental appositive as

‘aelection of an acq. object

S

sentence contains words whi

. to the direct object and th

Vo

aktual nym, ne naxozu eti m

ve examined lists the presence of the

leading almost exclusively to the

after a neg.\E?\\vb.: "When the
?

\

ch semantically re‘ate simultaneously
e predicate,. e. g i ne s&itaju vopros

\

ery sovremennymi,; i f. Ona ne priznaet

/
rju." (Listvinovf 1965, p. 193 Qee also

" etu ititrigantku svoiej doce

Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60,

N "

Y

and Telenkova: n.d., p.325;

1971, p. 261)

4 B _ The explanations given

of negation, which is said

.\

Timber lake (1975, p.130), f

'Q%ﬁ
Some trangitive v
® instrumental comp
the verb affects

~‘[;tt:. I, p.127; RoAental': 1963) p.75;Rozental’

Borras and Chrisk&an: 1959, p.26; Ravil:

-

for this choice usually refer &o the scope

to be limited by the i&;trumental appositive.

N

or example, expresses the following views:

erbs. (séitat', nazyvat’, naznafat') take an
lement which expresses the capacity in which
the object. In such constructions the scope

of negation extends over the object and the instrumental

. . complement; hence
b ; object virtually
. Ja ne smotrj

the scope of negation is diffused, and the
never appears in the genitive. - -
u inostrgnnye fil'my.

& %Ja ne smotpj

u inostrannyx fil'mov. (acceptable, not preferred).

#Ja.ne s&ita}

u inostrannye fil'my interesnymi.

“*Ja ne seitay

u ipostrannyx fil 'mov interesnymi.

i,
Yt

>~
b

It'seemg, then, that he feels the intensity of negation is somehow.

e

'spread thinner’, hAVEog to

and thus the object 1s put

céver both the object and the -instrumental,

in the acc. We would specify this point more

er%tly, in that the negation is in fact restricted solely to the

instrumental appqgitive. One could for instance conceive of such a sentence:

Ja ne sfitaju inostrannye f

i1'my interesnymi, ja sfitaju ix sku&nymi or Ja sfitaju

, s
%
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inostrannye fil'my neinteresnymi, where it i{s plain in both cases

that the ne negates only the interesnymi and thus an acc. would be

g

the likely case choice. ’ . \\
In Polish, the gredimatically correct choice of object case

ra

afte: neg. tr. vb. with instrumental appositive is the accusative, \
/

~

> {
. ,
about which case to choose. Below we reproduce an extract from

L 4 -
NeverthelEss,\ihere seems to be some conffsion amongst native speakers

Pisarkowa's article (1959 pp. 27-28) to illustrate her findings.
(The numbers adjacent to the examples refer to the number of‘informants

choosing those versions.)

Zostawie jg tak smutng . . . Gdyby zaszfa potrzeba
wyrazenia tego zdania w postaci zaprzeczonej, niejeden
Polak znalaziby si¢ w k¥opocie. Zdezorientowany stanie
przed czterema mozliwoétiami:

nie zostawig jej tak smutng. (8)

nie zostawie jej tak smutnej. (85)

nie zostawig jg tak smutng.

nie zostawie jg tak smutnej. (4)
Pierwsze zdanie jest poprawne. Przymiotne dopednienie
narzednikowe (smutng) nie podporzgdkowago sig negacji, jego

4 funkcja nieskojarzyfa sig¢ z ‘' lcjg przydawki przymiotne]

dope¥nienia blizszego (jej) . . . W drugim zdaniu zamiast
narzednika (smutng) réwnego w tym wypadku.biernikowi, uzyto
dopedniacza. Stado sig¢ to cak, jak gdyby przymiotne

dopefnienie orzekajace (smutnej) b ¥o prz 3 do ienia
blifszego (jej) stanowigcego # tyr zdandu opozycj¢ bier
ze zdania twierdzgcego. W jezyru méwio ym ta forma jest naj-

popularniejsza.

1 t
It should be noted that the third person feminine pronoun ona has hEY

for both its acc. and instr. forms, and'this can lead to additional

confusion for the speaker., Pisarkowa attributes thévﬁbpularity of the

second version to the fact that the speaker perceives the instr. smutng as
a modifier of the acc. object, which when the object takes the neg. gen.,
also must go into the gen. Judging by this extract then, there are times

when it is the gen. which encroaches upon the acc. in Polish, rather than
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the other way around.

2. Personal names, animate nouns, proper nouns.

Restan has chosen to put all thesg categories under one heading,
that of 'concrete, defintte nouns' and has a 56% aéc. ratio for all
of them together. He does, howevér, glve a separate 76.7% acc. ratio
for progsr nouns. Clearly then, it {s difficult to interpret personal
nouns, animate nouns, proper nouns, as leading to acg. usage after neg.
tr. vb., because these categories almost always coincSZe with other
/

criteria. Thus, in many cases we would consider of g}eater importance

not the fa that a noun is a personal name, animate or proper noun, but

hat it falls into broader categories favouring selection of the

the
acc., such as concrete, determinate, individualized, etc. Listvinov also
does not abstract these categories from he set of concrete nouns, but
states simply that these nouns are,normally found with a concrete

meaning, and are therefore put in the acc., as in the following examples

containing proper nouns: . . . Svoju Tamaru ne brani (lermontow) . . .

On ne ostavit Petrufu svoimi milostjami (Pubkin). (Listvinov: 1965, p.192).

Unbegaun and Timberlake consider these categories to be part of a class of
individuated nouns, and state that they are put into the acc. because of

‘ their individuation, e.g., Nikakuju zensdinu ja ne vi¥u and Nikakuju ma¥inu

ja ne vi¥u (Timberlake: 1975, p.125), where the animate nopn is at least
“acceptable in the acc. (in spite of the nikakoj), whereas maginu is not.

Dobromyslov and Rozental' (1955, pp.209-210), also consider that animate
nouns in general take fhe acc. as objects of neg. tr. vb. Though it

cannot be denied, then, that the criteria under discussion may play a part

in affecting case choice in Russian, 1t seems to be more likely that other



/

interrelated factors are of greater importance.

We have found no material at all discussing the effect of
the porsonal; animate and proper noun categories on case choice’
after neg. tr. QL. in Polish, Pisarkowa (1959, p.22) does have

examples of guch nouns in her material, however, e.g. Nie chce pani

to dziecko daé przytrzymaé mnie? or Przeciez jg nie wy£;uc152? In

these examples it is possible that word order or special emphasis

motivated the use of the acc.

i

3. Indirect negation.

If a direct object does not relate directly to a
finite negative verb but to an infinitive dependent
on that verb, it %111 generally be in the accusative
case:
e.g. ne xotel Citat'etu knigu
. ne mogu p;iznat'égp;pravvﬁy‘

(Rozental': 1963, pp. 75-76)

The above rule is very generally accepted; in fact, the Academy Grammar

(1960, p.563)  also permits acc. usage in this context. Restan (19605 and

Korn (1967) have a high acc. ratio of 60% and 70% respectively, and the

majority of other studies (Eaxmatov: 19635 Finkel' and BaSenov: 1951;

Pegﬁovskij: 1956; ngison: 1967; Borras and Christian: 1959; Unbegaun:

1957) seem to be in agreement on this point. N
Listvinov, (1965) while seeming to accept the broad premise

described above, nevertheless believes that the question of indirect

" negation is more complex, involving the concrete/abstract dichotomy. He

"gives two groups of examples containing indirect negation (p.134):

1. Ja ne mogu peregest' eto pis'mo: ono vyrvalos', kak

ston. (Turgenev) -
2. Ja ne stanu opisivat' etot bal. (Turgenev)

3. No ty ne v sostojanii ponjat' eto prostoe, €estnoe
suS¥estvo. (L. Tolstoj)

/\,ﬂ.
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4. Nekotorye u¥e ne mogut sosfitat' svoi gody. (Gorkij)
v \d“
1. Stixotvorenii pomeEcat' ja ne nameren. (Pu¥kin)
2. Ja brodil, kak ten', mesta ne mog najti. (Turgenev)
3. -- Eto ne xoroSo ne umet' perenosit' odinogestva, -
skazal on. (L. Tolstoj)
4. Bylo dosadno, &to ja ne mogu pridumat’' dostojnoj mesti.
(Gorkij) N ~
Listvinov deduces that the first four examples contailn accs. because
the object nouns have concrete meaning and that the second group
contains abstract nouns, which is why they are in the gen. He gives
' .
no definition of concrete or abstract, however (we shall discuss this in =

section 6), but arbitrarily labels nouns as being one or the other.

Acco;ding to him, stixotvo;enie is abstract,~as is mesto, but bal is
concrete. We cannot see what his criteria for abstract/concrete are
based on, and feel, therefore, cﬁZE his sta;ement is meaningless.
Listvinov (p.194) also mékés distinctions between the types of
finite verbs which can precede the infinitive: "Esli etot glagol
polnoznamenatel'nyj 111 blizok k polonoznamenatel 'nomu, vlijanie
otricatel'noj Zésticy né rasprostranjaetsja za ego prede&y i vybor formy
vigitel'nog; pade¥a doﬁolnenija stanovitsja vpolﬁe opravdannym." This
is a point also brought up by Timberlaké, Druien and others, who consider
;hat modals and auxiliaries, i.e. verbs linked closeg to ghe inf{nitive,
will normally favour a gen. choice, whereas the so-called 'indepéndent
verbs' éoyerning the infinitive will encourége an acc. object. As with
the concrete/abstraét distinction howevér, problems of definition make
tﬁis theory somgwhat hazy. In the sentences quqted, ggé' is used bo;h:
with the acc. and gen,; its 'independence' is therefore in douﬁt and
does not serve aé a good indicator for choosing one case in preference

to another.
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Tsurikov (1967, p.125) from the results of his work with native
speakers, does not believe that the negated finite verb + infinitive

constructiomn affects case cholce to any significant extent:

The following quotations may serve as a further indication
that the double verb construction is not the major factor
in the choice of case. The first two quotations have the
object in the accusative because, in the former, the noun
is concrete, in the latter, the noun is modified by an
adjective. TIn the last three quotations the noun, together
with the verb, constitutes an oborot reli.

"Dva Sestidesjatisil’'nyx traktora ne smogli daZe sdvinut'
truboprovod s mesta." (A%aev, Daleko ot Moskvy, p.568)

"Nel'zja skryvat' groznuju pravdu v pestryx slove&kax
krasiven 'koj 1¥y." (Gorkij, quoted from Uglitsky, p.384)

"Ja ne sobirajus' celikom otvergat' opyta zagranicnoj
texhiki." (¢ffaev, Daleko ot Moskvy, p.419)

"Ja ne mogu postignut' takogo sposoba my¥lenija." N

(Nikolaeva, Zatva, p. 446)
"Otstuplenie Krasnoj Armii konelno, ne moglo po3atnut'’
v _glazax Viktora ee presti¥a."

Note again that in. these examples the verb mol' is used both with the
acc. and the gen.
Let us now view the situation in Polish. Henryk Gaertner's Poradnik

gramatyczny (1964) requires the gen. at all times with one exceptionﬁi

"0d powyzszej zasady wolno odstqpié, jezeli chce sig podkred1ié $cisly

zw1§zek miedzy bezokolicznikiem % dopeInieniem np. Nie wystarczy

otworzyé dyskusje, trzeba jq-réwn&eé umiejetnie poprowadzié." (pp.243 ~-
g r T

244). Prowadzid dyskusie is a setfphrase and its elements are indeed

tightly ligked. An awkward effect would be produced, jJust as in Russian
set phrases, 1f the case were to be changed. -
Doroszewskl (1968, p.229) considers that logical stress is the key

factor -ermitting the acc. in séntences with indirect negation, for

example, in the sentence Nikt nie jest obowigzany zﬁaé;gymowg wszy$§tkich

j;zykéw‘éurépejskich he prefers the acc. to the gén. on the grounds that

("‘/1

13
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the phrase Nikt nie jest obowigzany forms a separate logical group to

znaﬁ_nxmnng. and the forcé)of negation should not act beyond the
(

boundaries of its own logiﬁal group. From this it seems that the scope
\.

of negation of the governing verb {s important in the fact that it is

limited by the infinitive. Pisarkowa (1959, pp. 24-25) holds similar

views based on her own research, where she concludes that in an example

like nie pragne widzied ojca the force of negation does not act directly

on the object,. thus the functioning of the negative particle 1s obscured,

-
i

leading to an acc. For more on this see Buttler, Kurkowska, Satkiewicz:
(1973, p.306). The negated infinitive construction with the acc. tr. vb.
has even found approbat#on in one of the more recent grammars, that of
Maria Zagérska—Brooks (1975, p. 128).

The evidence we have collected on Polish indicates that the acc.
following neg. tr. vb. in an infinitive comstruction has acquired
respectability, and is even on occasion preferred to the gen.

The scope of negation and the lessening of this scope where an
infinitive is present are frequently mentioned in discussions on case ?
choice after neg. tr. vb., Timberlake's ideas, for example, can be
equally well applied to“both Russian and Polish (Timberlake: 1975, p.128):

Infinitives, as reduced sentences, behave to some extent

. as independent predicates. For this reason, the object
of an infinitive 1s primarily a complement of the infinitive
and only by extension a complement of the finite predicate.
The scope of negation is therefore primarily the finite
predicate and only secondarily the infinitive plus object.

The object of the infinitive is then less likely to be affected
by the rule of the genitive of negation than is the object of a

Ci:j simple finite verb.

. Timberlake remarks that distancing the object and governing verb in

infinitive constructions increases the chances of an acc., a factor also



mentioned in Korn's article (1967, p.495), e.g. Ja ne mogu Vam

pozvolit' nalat' pisat' stixi.

In Polish, too, Pisarkowa (1959, pp.25-26) has found thatthe
likelihood of an acc. is increased by increase of the distance to the

verb, e.g. Czy sie nie dziwisz, Ze nie miada ochoty odwiedzad ten dom?;

Nie mam zamiaru gotowaé obiad!

If we take an example from Russian, Ja ne 1jublju pisat' stixi,

we see that this uttefance can have a number of readings, according to
" intonation: ~
a) Ja ne 1ljublju pisat' stixi (no-ja mogu ix pisat')
b) Ja ne ljulbju pisat' stixi (no ja ljublju ix Eitata)
c) Ja ne 1jublju pisat' stixi (no 1jublju pisat' pis'ma)
In (a), the governing verb is negated, therefore Timberlake's theory
would apply. In (b), however, it is specifically the infinitive which
is negated, due to accentuation, therefore Timberlake's statement 1is no
longer viable. 1In the final example, an aéc. is to be expected (the
action itself is not negated), but if the following phrase were
removed, possibly a gen. would be appr;riake. The case choice thus may
be affected by intbnation and emphasis.

It appears that ndt only Rusdtiar but also Polish allows accusatives
fairly freely after neg. vbs. gover nr= an infinitive.

\

4, Double negation.

Having surveyed the literature on indirect negation and object

case choice after neg. tr. vb., we shal® of “2r some remarks on a related
Al

construction, so-called double negatior., e.g. Yeni&ina ne moYet ne ponjat'

muzyku. (Rozental' and Telenkova, n.d., p.325) In such sentences, the
negation does not in fact produce a negative meaning, tut serves on the

contrary to reinforce the positiveness of the statem;g;.

I
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A substantial number of authors, therefore, belleve that double\negation

leads to increased use of the acc.: Listvinov: 1965, p.325; Safarewiczowa:

1959-60, p.127: Rozental': "1963,.p.75: Uglitsky: 1956, p.385. This
op;nion, however, is not borne out by the statistical data. Reéian finds

a low 22% acc. Korn (1967, p.495) attempts to explain Restan's low acc.

figure by saying that it \W

pg
“
.

. may be due to a reinforcement factor. In other words
genitive usage (78%) is reinforced by the proximity of a

second negative particle. \ Py
\

Ne Finite Verb Ne Infinitive Noun

This interpretation invalidates the theory offered by a few

to the effect that the positive meaning of the doublé’negative
(e.g., Ne mogut ne vyzvat' equals mogut vyzvat') encourages
accusative occurence.

Our Polish examples with accs. do not contain exactly this type ofA

construction, but one which is very similar, e.g. Ja nie jestem taki

cz{owiék) ktdry by nie ocenial jakad rzecz. (Pisarkowa: 1959, p.22)
As in Russian, such éonstructions seem to have an emphatic, expressive
nature. There is too little data available from Polish to be able to
m&ke any comment on this at present.

Though it might be expectea, then, that the emphasized affirmation
expressed in constructions with double negaFion would»lead to a greater}
usage of the acc. in both Polish and Ruséian, this does not appear to

be the case, and reasons for the choice of the acc. must lie in other

factors.

5. Limiting adverbs.
Judging by David Druien's (1973) case count (Restan's findings are
not available to us) the presence of a limiting adverb always leads to

an acc. after neg. tr. vb. The majority of other authors investigated

l¢
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seem to be in agreement with him.- 'Limiting adverbs' means those

-
adverbs like ¥ut' ne, edva ne which limit the sense of negation in

phrases such as edva ne uronil stakan, fut' ne propustil lekcju.
propu

. (Rozental' .and Telenkova, n.d., p. 325. See also Uglitsky: }956, p.385.)

If one looks at translations of ¥ut' ne, edva ne, into other languages, e.g.
'nearly', 'almost', 'prawie' (Pol.), it becomes clear that the use of a
negative expression may simplf.be a syntactic 1diosyncrasy of Russian,

an idiom expressed in a negative mode, but where no negation as such is

intended -- thus the choice of the acc. for the object case in Russian.

In Polish, the equivalent expressions to Cut! ne, edva ne are

mafXo nie and prawile etc. (note that~£rawie is used without negatior).

These expressions are to be found in sentences such as MaXo nie

przewrdciXam szklanki and Prawie z¥amatam zabawkgir We have found no

evidence to indicate that the direct object after mafo nie is in

<™ - -~

anything other thap the gen., following the general rule.

6. Concrete/abstract.

The worst impediment to meaningful anaivsis of tﬁese two concepts
is the lack of‘a satisfactory definition for concreteness and abstractness.
It is beyond our aims ih this work to-supply such a definition, but we shall
attempt to illustrate at least the nature of the problem. |

The word orex under most conditions would be considered concrete.

In the proverb Ne razgryzja orexa, jadra ne otgadae¥', Tsurikov (1967,
p. 701) calls the noun abstract because it speaks of nuts in general, and not
of one specific nut. This 'abstractness' causes it to be put in the gen.

in this context. Such arguments become circular, however, where orex 1s

cailed abstract because it is in the gen., in order to uphold the theory.

In Rozental' and Telenkova's PraktiXeskgja Stilistika, (p. 324-325),
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it 1s stated that the gen. is used after neg. tr. vb. "when the object

is an abstract ngun, e.g. ne daet osnovanii' whereas acc. is used "when

a concrete object' precisely this thing, and not just any thing "is

indicated, e.g.: ne proveril rabotu, kotoruju emu prislali; ne vypila

moloko, kotoroe ej ostavila mat’;" For statements in a similar vein see

Rozental': 1963, p.75; Listvinov: 1965, p. 192; Ravi¥: 1971, p.264;

Gladrow: 1972, p.651). Evidently 'concrete' here means something not

R N

far removed ftom 'determinate' -- "precisely this thing, and.not just
any thing', rather than simply a concrete noun (concrete in t;B sense

of tangible). Again, both rabota and moloko are determinate, whereas

it is hard to see how rabota is concrete in the same way as moloko. T
Aac. frequency for Restan's count is 55.6% a ligtle over half.

This is a substantial amount of accs., but not a significant majority.

From his summary it was not clear how Restan defined c0ncretg and

abstract. In two of the examples he givé§‘(1960,-p.96) it is difficult

to see why two different cases ar; ghosen with the same noun after negation

on the basis of concrete/abstract: " . . .. tak i ne na¥ol dom Bloka",

". . . ne otdadim doﬁa, a, komissar? (gen. sing.)" Context is probably

~

~.

the deciding factor here, But_it is unlikely that coﬁ}ext could have any
effect on the abstractness or concreteness of the noun dom.  Dom would
probably be put into the accusativ. or genitive on a basis either of
determinaté/indeterminate or on some other basis. We do not consider,
therefore, that the absgract/concrete diétinction is a useful one, due
to the vagueness of its termé.

Thomson (1911-12;, in dealing with case choice after neg. tr. vb.
also considers abstract/concrete crucial to case selecéion. He uses two

\

¢
examples to illustrate his opinion: (a) ja ne vynul du¥i and (b) ne vynul

/
ia dugh.~ According to Thomson, (a) represents an abstract action, wherg the
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motivatiops for and results of the action are not present, 'a negatively
defined state'. Example (b), however, represents the negation of the
action alone. The presence of the object of the action -- the“existence
. of the soul in the body -~ 1s not in doubt (p.252). Thomson thus gives
his own d;finitibn of abstract/concrete, from which we infer that he

1]

means nothing other than what later researchers, e.g. Keil (1967) and
Timberlake (1975) call total/partial scope of negation. The;e terms
express with greater clarity what Thomson calls 'abstract/concrete', the
latter terminology.yeing too ambiguous to be useful,

Timberlake's argument (1975, p.124) that "abstract nouns refer to

concepts which inherently cannot be individuated, while concrete nouns

\ ‘
1

may be more or less individuated" is agéin too loose to be put 1into
practice. The terms 'determinate/indeterminate' (which he puts into a
separate category) are more precise Iin examples such as those in our
quotation from Thomson.
a
Keii has written an interesting work on the topic of scope of

negation, in which he takes the stand that in constructions such as

u menja ne bylo karanda¥a, the gen. is used to express the total non-

o~

.

existence of the noun (in this case: karandag). The relation be;ween —?li
u menja and karanda$ is destroyed and the existence of the second noun
does nét take pl#ce. Both the action (here,'existence')and the object

of the action (in this case, karanda¥) do not exist. (1970, p.120) By
analogy to this, the gen. is used in negated Fransitive constructions to
express the negation both of action and the object acte& upon, whereas thiw
acc. 1s used to-express the'negation of the action only: 'Die Aufgabe,

formal zu kennzeichnen, dass auch das Objekt mitverneint wird, ubernimmt

in diesem Fall der Genitiv." (p.122) We propose to examine this theory
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in the light of Dina Crockett's article on the scope of negation
(Crockett: 1977, pp.234-235). Note that the following information

can also be applied to Polish.

(a) Boris ne &itaet roman o Srednej‘Azii.

< 0
(b) Boris ¥itaet ne roman o srednej Azii.

. P
Utterance (a) has two interpretations -- Boris may not be reading at
all (fotal negation or Keil's pegationOf Geschehen + Gegchehensziel)

or he is reading, but something other than a novel on Central Asia;

(a) could be followed by On sejzas Litaet stixi., or it could stand alone.

(b) however sounds incomplete as it stands, because it can be inEerpreEed

~

in only one way, that Boris 1is reading, though not the sald novel. (b)

i

must be followed by a phrase»sgch}aé‘On sejfas Litaet stixi. 'This is an
interesting fact because the place of the negativk particle in the surface
structyre of Russian sentenééé'{éJé;nerally assumed to be determineay
e;clusively by the inténded scope of denial: the negative particle is

-~

said to be placed directly in front of the constituent to which it applies.”
(Crockett: 1977, p.235) Eitaet‘in (a) is therefore'what Crockett calls

an element of "suspended truth"_i.e. we do not know whether it 1is included
in the scope of negation or not. It is possiblé, therefore, that the acc.

and gen. may be used in some way to indicate exactly which elements are

included in the scope of negation, e.g. Boris ne ¥itaet romana o Srednej Azii

might mean that he does not read at all, whereas on ne ¥itaet roman etc. night

mean that he is reading something. Such a hypothesis requires further
P

investigation of the data to establish its validity or lack of it.

Another -~ possibly crucial -- factor mentioned by Keil is the
effeqt of context on case choice after neg. tr. vb. and the problem of

“reality as perceived by rhe speaker. In an army manual, Keil (1970, p. 131)

P

has found the following sentence, quoted here with his comments: "Oni ne

(
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zametili ognevuju tofku (sie hatten es aber tun midssen)." The writer

i

of the manual is reporting on this event critically, he knew of the
h . . - h ;‘ : i

signal, 1ts existence was not in question for him, therefore to¥ka is in

the acc. (negation of 'Geschehen' only): Keil belleves that t soldiers

who did not see the.signal would use the gen. olki, becaus y were

unaware of it, 1t wa® non-existent to tbem. If, as is “ighly likely,
the choice depends on the perspective of the speaker, it is not at all
¥ surprising that it is so difficult to formulate systematic rules.

7. Nouns derived from abstract neuter adjectives.

The category ofiﬂouif derived from abstract neuter adjectives 1is
considered by Uglitsky (1956, p.387) to require the gen.: Ne napisat’
N S /
lisnego. Restan's count, producing a Eéy/l32 acc. ratio, appears to support
this opinion. Tsurikov's investigations, however (1967, pp.90-92), seem
to indicate that the gen. is indeed preferfed with such nouns. In the

majority of sentences presented to informants, the gen. was selected in

preference to the acc. e.g. Nikto ne dumal ploxogo (p.90). Tsurikov suggests
that this is due to the indefiniteness of such words. It would be |
interesting to analyze Restan's data in context, to find;gut whether this
is really so. p

-In Polish we have found no examples ofthb acc. with nouns derived

from neuter adjectives, only the gen.: ZY¥ego diabli nie wezmg (proverb).

It seems that these nouns require the gen. congistently after neg. tr. vb.

8. Definite/indefinite (determinate/indeterminate).

We have included definite/indefinite under a separate heading of
its .own, however it is extremely difficult to isolate thls category

from many others, in particular, concrete/abstract and Inversion. We
<. ‘. ) '
propose therefore to keep this section as brief as possible and to deal

-
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with the more complex aspects of definite/indefinite as t:gy arise in
' . e
the discussion of other topics (netably, inversion), rathe* than "

creating artificial divisions or risking undue repetition.
L] .

\
¢ The Academy Grammar (1960, p.563) accepts the def./indpf. categories
"as a basis for acc./gen. case selection: the acc. is chosgn ". . . esli

prjamoe dopolnenie oboznalaet predmet izvestnyj {1 govorja§¥emu, 1

sluSademu, 11i takoj, o kotorom u¥e %la re’', napr.:  Ne obi%aj Ninu;
p

javbol'Se ne vstrecal etu devudku; M

The categosies of def./indef. are closely identified with .
individualization (or lack' of it). Thus, Alan Timberlake (1975, p.101)

includes definite/indefinite in his participant individuation hierachy

\

for the following reasons:

t)’ .
’ : . . Y
A definite participant is understood as a uniquely defined
individual within a ;set of individuals which might conceivably
be participants in a given event. , A definite participant is
therefore more indiyfduated than an indefinite participant,
and is less likely to be expressed in the genitive.

.
3

In order .for a néun to be individuated, thén,‘one must knéw—whether it

belongs to a set of individuals from_whichvit can be separated -- that

is, context is all-important, an& context ban.mean;a number of différeﬁt
things: 1linguistic, extra-linguistic, even such abstract csnsiderations

aé the perépeccive of reality of thé speaker. Uglitsky (1956, p.382. See §}so
.RaviE: 1971, pp.255-6 and Magner: 1955, p.538) names a good example‘qf wha(v

effect context can have on case choice:

In the play by Simonov, The Russian Question, the
discussion centres on a book which one of the’
principle characters is writing. Here it is
interesting to note the constant use of the
accusative for ‘the word 'book'. Mne ne xofetsja
pisat’' etu knigu', 'Esli ja ne vypuskaju vaSu knigu',
'Ja_ne mogu peredelyvat' svoju Egig?.' "




Obviously the book is known and definite, in addition it is modified

in all three sentenices here, thus individuated, and therefore occurs

in the acc. The above statements make it clear that case couﬁts, because
they do not take context into account, cannot be of use in determining
the extent of definite nouns in the acc. 1In the second part of the
following section we shall survey work done on the interaction of word
order and accentuation in determining definite/indefinite, and the
influence of all these factors on case usage after neg. tr. vb.

9. Inversion

Borras and Christian (1959, p.26) state that '"The accusative will

‘be preferred to ﬁhe genitive: (a) when the object precedes the verb:

9

On pomnit pro¥luju vojnd, no pervuju mirovuju vojnu on uZe ne pomnit."

Inversion has been widely discussed and commented on as a criterion

for acc. case éhoice after neg. tr. vb. (See Academy Grammar: 1960, p.562;

Korn: 1967, p.496; Rozental': 1963, p.75; Uglitsky: 1956, p.383;
Listvinov: 1965, p.192.) The data available from word counts does

no.  urroborate this opinion, however. Safarewiczowa has not found a
significant acc. predominance with inversion (1959*60, pt. II, p.131)
nciiaer has Restan, whose mate?ial.shows 357% acc. fqr this construction.
In Polish, inversion is also said to encourage theracc., though such

constructions are considered to be incorrecs. In Buttler's Kultura
b4

jezyka polskiego, we are told that such 'mistakes’' come about because

the speaker suddenly changes his original speech intentions; for instance,
<
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the sentence Chleb dzisiaj nie kupifam would originally have been constructed

.

in" the speaker's mind as Chleb dzisiaj nie zéstal kupiony. .(Buttler,

Kurkowska, Satkiewicz: 1973, p. 307) Thus it appears that in contrést

to acc. with indirect negation, the acc. in inverted constructions is
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unacceptable 1n Polish, in spite of {its occurence in colloquial
speech. One of thﬁﬁreasons given for the choice of the acc. with
inversion, for both Polish and Russian, 1is that the speaker 'does

not know what 1is coming': ". . . ved' pri postanovke sub&estvitel' -
nogo pered glagolom govo;Baggij mozet ne derZat' edfe v ume pri

proiznesenii 8u§Eestvite1'nogo glagola s otricaniem, i togda pade¥

neizbe¥no budet vinitel'nyj (etu bumagu. . . ja ne voz'mu)." (Pelkovskij:

1935, p.2f8. See also Pisarkowa: 1959, p.14) This argument does not
appear reasonable to us irn view of thé fact that (a) the standard usage

of the gen. in Polish seems to cause 1itt1e"difficulty, the acc. remaining
till now the exceptional form and (b), the fact that Restan and Druien's
statistical counts show that there is not significant increase in acc.
usage with invergion. Safarewiczowa (1959 - 60, pt. II,p. B85) also makes
a comment on this: '". . 7 oczekiwany w tych warunkach (inverted object +
neg. tr. vb. ~- E.M.) byIYby nie biernik, tylko mianownik, tzw. nominatiwvus
pendens. Tego rodzaju powiedzenia niejednokrotpie obijajg sig o uszy i w

Jjezyku rosyjskim, por. eta bumaga . . . ja ee ne voz'mu." This seems to

be a more probable explanation. In any case, PeX¥kovskij's arguments are
de£§cient in that no speaker of any language would be able to utter a
coherent sentence unless he 'knew what was coming'.

In formaluterms,it apéears that the distance of the object from the
verb is m?re impgrtant than inversion per se for enc0u§aging the acc.
after neg. tr. vb. As Tsurikov (1967, p. 148) states: "It seems that the
more modifiers there are between the direct object and the verb, the weaker
the felgtion between the two . . . Very often the word or phrase placed
- toward thé beginning of a clause or in the initial posi?ion is emphasised

or becomes more concrete.'" In this case, them; inversion is significant

~



because it is an expression of emphasis or concreteness. Emphasis,
though importaﬁt, 1s’also difficult to analyze, as it 18 often
transmitted by accentuation which is not marked orthographically.
/”Tnj¥olish, too, inversion coniéibutes to the expressién of
emphasis. Pisarkowa attibutes the 'incorrect' use&gf the acc. with
an inferted predicate to an initial desire on the speaker's part to
achieve special emphasis, where, having succeeded in doing so, he is
too late to change the utterance on coming to the neg. tr. vb., e.g.

Czapke chyba nie bede wk¥adala, Takie buty nosit nie bede! (Pisarkowa:

1959, p.26)

If inversion of subject and predicate helps to emphasize or make
a noun determinate, lea@ing to an acc. after neg. tr. vb., then we must
also give a Lrief idea’of some of the work done on accentuation and word
order as such, in order to show how they function. This sgbjéﬁt ﬁas been’
investigatéd by W. Gladrow (1972). 1In brief, Gladrow works out a system .
in whiéh accentuation and word order interact Ao indicate detefminate/
indeterminate, taking account also of stylistic expressivity. (p.649)

The diagram below is his schematization of the :héory.

2

+

\ Determiniertheit Tndeterminiertheit
:Zit::;iSCh . (1) Poezd / 'prifel (3) Pridel 'poezd
p —
:§§i22513Ch (2) 'PriSel / poezd (4) 'Poezd prifel

—_

Gladrow also mentions the role of gen./acc. after neg. tr. vb, in:
indicating determinaéy/indeterminacy. He believes that case choice acts
in concord with word order and accentuation. He states that the acc. will

normally be used in a sentence cbntaining iﬁvqgted subject and predicate,
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where the sentence 1{s expressively neutral. The gen. will tend
to be used in the final accentuated position of the utterance. In

the examples On ne pisal stixov and Stixi ja ne ¢ital,the second

sentence 18 considered determinate (p.652). According to Gladrow's

theories, then, given the same word order accentuation can alter

whether the noun is to be interpreted as determinate or indeterminate.

Let us examine the following sentences: Cernov sprosil: -- Sve¥ix

svodok ne znaete? . . . Otveta on u¥e ne dosluSal (Davison: 1967, p.55).

Davison's translation is: 'Chernov asked: ."You don't know the latest

reports? . . . But-he did n&i?hear the answer out." We'tan present the

possibilities of accentuation in the following way (with indications

of determinate/indeterminate according to Gladrow's theories given at

‘the side):

(1) 'Sve¥ix §vodok ne znaete? (indet./expressive)
(2) Svezix svodok 'ne znaete? (det./neutral)

(3) 'Otveta on uZe ne dos}ugal. (indet. /expressive)
(4) Otveta on u¥e 'nq.doslugél. (det./neutral)

Word order can thus only indicate det./indet. in combination with
accentuation. In (1) and (2) however, it seems, from Davison's
translation (presumably made with knowledge of the context), that the

reports are known, or expected in some way, and therefore definite. Thus

one wouid expect the accentation shown in (2) and the object to be in the

26

acc. case. In (3) and (4), since a question has alréady been asked, an otvet

of some kind would be expected, an otvet which would therefore be 'known'
and definite -- "he did not hear the answer out'. From Gladrow's theory
one would expect (4) as the variant to be chosen due to its accentual

features (newertheless, in terms of accent (3) seems to us instinctively

§uite viablé). However, in both (3) and (4), otvet occurs in the genitive,

&



which makes (3) the only accentual pattern acceptéble. In its
present form, then, Gladrow's theory does not seem to fit in with
his remarks on acc. and gen. The pitfalls of these kinds of
theories have been commented on by Wexler L(1976, p.47): "‘It is
the inversion of word order which may lead to an.interpretafion
of determinedness/indetermindedness rather than the decision of
the speaker to d%stinguish determinedenss in noun phrases that
leads to the in&érsion." Gladrow's theory, though possibly a
good stafting pqint, does not make enough allowances for other
factors.

In Polish very little work has been done on worg order.
Szober (1967, p.320) merely states.that old information is placed
at the beginning of the utterance and new information at the end.
A. Szwedek (1974) has shown thgt word order can contribute
signific#ntly to the expression of det./indet. in Polish. For

example, the sentence: W pokoju siedzia¥l ch¥opiec can be followed

by Ch¥opiec wyszedf but not by Wyszed¥ ch¥opiec (the latter would mean

that another boy went out);, Thus, in the following sentences.from
Pisarkowa (1959, pp.22 and 26):

Czapke chyba nie bede wk¥adata.

Morze krwié;zﬁnie szczedzili

[ 4
czapka seems to be definite (though this is difficult to know for

certain, without tée context being given), as the speaker presumably
owns it and it is ri(noyn' to her. Thus an acc. might be expected;
following the Russian pattern. On the other hand, ggigg seems to be
indeterminate —- 'é_sea of blood', so we might expect the gen., all the

" more because the rule is strong in Polish. The fact that morze is stressed

e

27
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and in initial sentence'position appears to override the indeterminacy
-and cause it to be in the acc. As in Russi;n, word order in Polish
seems to fill a number of functions in additiSn to expressing
determinate/indeterminate: 1t denotes logical stress, expressive
emphasis etc., and it is difficult, perhaps impossible, to abstract

these functions from one another.
10. Imperative.

From the statistics (Restan gets 53.7% acc., Korn, 40% acc.) it
appears that the presence of an imperative does not particularly
encourage acc. usage after neg. tr. vb.,;and that other criteri; are
" more significant. Nevertheless, a number of researchers maintain that
thé imperative leads to acc. selection — Borras and Christian: 1959,
p. 26; Rozental' and Telenkova: n.d., p.325; Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60,

p.-130, and Listvinov, (1965, p.193) who states:

Posle glagola v povelitel'nom naklonenii, kak pravilo,
. sleduet susfestvitel'noe, oboznalaju¥¥ee konkretnyj ob"ekt,
€to 1 predopredeljaet formu vinitel'nogo-padeih:
1. Ne peresoli bor$&! ‘
2. Ne ispa¥kaj kostjum!

Liétvinov, then, considers that the real réason behipd acc. with the*
" imperative is the ;bstract/concrete d%stiﬁction. We have expressed our
objectiéns to tﬁis theory in a previous section.

Explanations based on the scope éf negation seem to produce better

results. The existence of borS¥ and kostjum in Listvinov's examples are

not in doubt' (not even in the 'perceived reality of the speaker') and

only the act&ons are negated, leading to an acc. In a sentence such as

Ne omrafaj mne, prazdnika (Restan: 1960, p.98), there will not be a prazdmik

<
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[
for the speaker if the hearex continues to cloud it over; the scope
of negafion extends to the object, which is then placed in the gen.
In Polish we have found no literature or examples at all on the
imperative with negation in the written language. Some examples were

presented to two native speakers, and only one was accepted in the acc.,

by one of the speakers: Nie zapomnijﬁkqpié wino! The speaker remarked

that this would be very colloquial usage. Possibly the indirect negation
might have increased the chances of the acc. in this case. ,The data in

and on Polish is at present ipdBfficient to enable us to make definite

IS

comment on spoken Pblish. In Russian, case choice following neg. tr. ub.
in the presence of an imperative appears to rely more on other factors
than on the imperative itself.

11. Interrogative.

It would appear from case counts and other studies that the acc. i
favoured after the neg.vtrf vb. in interrogative sentences. (Restan oBtains
a 70.4% acc. figure). The situation seems to be the same in Polish

Timberlake (1975, p:129) states that "In an interrogative sentence
the negation of the event is in doubt. A negated qﬁeStion often
presupposes that the positive version of the event is in fact true; this

is especially cleaa when a negated question is used rhetorically." The

following examples are good illustrations of his point: A ne zabrosit’

kuda topor? A po¥emu ne sozdat' roditel'skie komitety i1i detskie komigsii?

(Uglitsky: 1956, p.385). Jan Cygan (1974,_p.302) points out that’in the
presence of negation, interrogative sentences are doubly marked, once for
negation and once for the interrogative mood. This is a possible explanation
for the frequent accusatives found, but only on the aésumption that the acc.

.is the marked case for the neg. gen. 'rule'. In our opinion, this
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assumption 18 wrong for modern Russianf It appears, then, that the
crucial factor, pointed out by many researchers, is the placing in
doubt of the negation in interrogative sentences. Listvinov (1965,
p.325) conments that the acc. 1s usually used "in interrogative and
exclamatory sentences, the general meaning of which has no nEgat1§e

overtones, e.g.: Kto,budu¥i na Kavkaze, ne videl velikolepnuju cep'

etix gor? (general meaning: 'Everyone saw it.' As Uglitsky (1956,
p.384) puts it, "The use of the negated question seems thus to produce
a special stylistic emphasis, which may be reflected by the use of the
acc."

A
We have already remarked that interrogative sentences in Polish
also seem to permit a greater number of accusatives than is usual
after neg. tr. vb. Just as in Russian, the weakening of the negative

overtones appears to encourage the acc. in Polish:

Czy nie mozna by w artykudy chemiczne zaopatrzyé SAM? (Buttler,

Kurkowska,'Satkiewicz: 1973, p.306).

A certain type of interrogative, not usually mentianed in Russian
studies, is whgre the expectations of the hearer or speaker are
surprised in some way;.}articularly in these types of questions, Polish
seeﬁs tq‘encourage the acc. object case (Pisarkowa: 1959, p.22), for

instance, Przeciez i3 nie wyrzucisz? Nie wolisz takie angielskie épiewanie?

Pisarkowa, in her comments on the interrogative, mentions that the use of
the acc. in Polish lends‘emotional colouring to negated questions, a
parallel, perhaps, to Uglitsky's "special emphasis" in Russian. From
this, 1t would appear that Polish and Russian show a certain similarity

in encouraging the acc. after neg. tr. vb. in interrogative sentences.

12. Pronouns.

We have placed kotory] separately from the other pronouns on our
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list, as it is usually considered to have different characteristics
as far as case choice after neg. tr. vb. is concerned -- kotoryj is
said to require the acc. case, whereas the majority of other pronouns,

e.g. gto, tot, etot etc. are normally said to take the genitive. (See

Uglitsky: 1956, Davison: 1967, Restan: 1960.) Restan's count shows
that pronouns apart from kotoryj do indeed appear to prefer the gen.
after neg. tr. vb. The 52% acc. figure for kotoryj itself does not
account for a majority of choices, but only for half the case choices
iﬁvolved. This suggests that criteria other than thevmere presence of
kotoryj have a greater effect on case choice with this progoun.
Safarewiczowa's results indicate that thg éunction of pronouns is
significant in case selection. If the pronoun operates only as an
object, then it will probab}y take the gen.; however, if it has the
additional furiction of linking two phrases -- as does kotoryj -- then

it has a high chance of appearing in the acc. (Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60,

pt. II, p. 130). Tsurikov (1967, p.72) attempts a formal explanation

7

of case selection with profouns:

Two factors can be considgg;d to explain why the
relative pronoun kotoryj, functioning in the
subordinate clause as a direct object of the
negated transitive verb, is found more often:
in the accusative case. First, the pronoun
kotoryj precedes the negated verb, and second,
the pronoun kotoryj is separated from the
negated verb by a series of modifiers. ./Z
/4

His examples are: '"Ta boljalka skoree zafivet, kotoruju nifto ne beredit"

V ’ o
and Cudgk pokupaet novogodnij podarok, kotoryj potom ne reEaetsja nikomu

prepodnesti.” (p.55) Tsurikov uses a type of reasoning similar to
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Safarewiczowa when speaking about the pronoun dto. He states that
the acc. case will be chosen where to introduces a subordinate

clause, e.g. "Aleksej vylo¥il emu to, &to ne refilsja skazat' Batmanovy. "

(Tsurikov: ’1967, p.74) The limitations of this thesis preclude us firom
going any further into the subject of pronouns and case selection afteta
neg. tr. vb. Tsurikov's thesis, Chapter VII, provides further
evidence that the case of pronouns following neg. tr. vb. 13
determined by the same criteria as for ordinary nouns.

We have found no material cohcerning the fole of pronouns and

case usage following neg. tr. vb. in Polish, but we have discovered two

examples of the acc., one in a proverb, Gdzie kucharek szeéd, tam nie

ma co ]eéé, and in the sentence, To nie jest rzecz, ktorg sie nie da

gzleczx( (Pisarkowa: 1959, 8.22). It is interesting to note in the
first example, that nie ma reduigzgg the gen. both in Polish and Russian
(equivalent to net) takes the acc. in this proverb. Apart from the{

-
éolloquialinature of proverbs, this is difficult to explain here. In
" thé second example, the acc. may be the result of dﬁuble negation with
strengthened affirmative meaning.

13. n—a/-ja stem nouns.

Restan obtains a 47.6% acc. frequency for -a/~ja stem nouns, which
though substantial, does no greatly outweigh the gen., particularly in
view of the following: 1in Russian and Polish, in the singular, -a/-ja
nouns distinguish a separate case form e.g. 1amBullamgg from the gen.
lampy. It is impossible, however; to distinguish between the acc. and

Q
gen. forms of masculine animate nouns, which are identical to each other.

Thus, what looks like a masc. anim. gen. -- ne znaju profesora-may

equAlly well be an acc. -- znaju profesora. The ratio of real accs.

in Russian may thereforé be much higher than a word count would show.
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For this reason, Restan has omitted mas¢. anim. nouns from his

data: This is not a saéisfactory solution, however, because

it eliminates too large a body of data. (Tsurikov: ;967, pp.33-37).
VThis fact should not be forgotten when examining acc. frequency with

-a/-ja nouns. As Tsurikov (1967, p.34) states:

If one male nsme, such as Nikita, because of its ending,
shows in which ease it is beinR used, but anpther male
name, such as Pavlik, does not give this evidence it

does not mean that these two names will be in differept
cases in the same circumstances. We found several y
examples where the evidence of case is clear in spite \ -
of the identical ending of the genitive and the L ?
accusative: '
'Matka, ty Mikulu Suta ne videla?'

The form Mikulu proves that Suyta, the noun, 1s also in the
accusative case. Therefore, omitting the name Mikulu,

will still have the sentence: Matka, ty ¥uta ne videla?
and %uta will be in the accusative case and not in the
genitive . . . Ja nikogda ne videla mu¥&inu vospitatel'ja

detskogo sada.

One explanation for the supposedly high incidence of agcs. with
-a/-ja nouns after neg. tr. vb. is the desire to avoild possible
misinterpretations due to hombnymy. Korn (1967) enters into great
detail on this, attempting to counter the most usual critieism of
this theory,‘i.e.'that if homonymy does not lead to greater acc.
occurrence with neuter nouns, there is no reason for it to do so
with -a/-~ja nouns. He shows that fem. nouns with fixed stress,

‘e.g. komnata are both phonemically and orthographically identical in

gen. sing. and acc. pl., whereas neuts., e.g. okno are only
orthographically identical in these cases (p.442). For this reason
he maintains that fem. plurals will tend to select .cc. after neg.

tr. vb. This does not explain, however, fem. nouns with shifting

3]
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stress, e.g. goré (nom.sing.), gory (gen. sing.) géry (acc.wom.pl.).

Timberlake (1975, p.131) offers a unique explanation for the

supposed frequency of acc. with ~a/-ja nouns:

The difference between the paradigms is that second
declension nouns distinguish accusative from both
nominative and genitive, whereas the other singular
declensions (animate nouns aside) syncretise accusative
with nominative. For second declension nouns,

assignment of the genitive would obliterate the morpho-~
logical distinction betWeen nominative and accusative,
whereas for other declensions, assigmnment of thergenitive
does not obliterate this distinction. For this reason,
second-declension nouns are more explicitly characterised
as a morphological system and are therefore less appropriate
than the other declensions as a context for the genitive of

negation.

-

We do not believe that syncretism is of importaqce on two counts:
(1) it does not affect the great m?jority of gen. choices made in
standard Polish, (2) context in most cases can serve, as4it does in
Polish, to eliminate possible confusion. These factors, in combination
with the masc. anim. question, suggest that the situation with -a/-ja
nouns in Russian requires more detailed investigation of the data

available, as the presence of an -a/-ja stem may not be a contributing

factor at all to the use of acc. after neg. tr. vb.

In Polish,approximately one quarter of the examples we found witﬁ

Ry

accs. ‘as objects of neg. tr. vb. had -a/-ja stems. We have found no\\

/

mention of this as being a formal factor affecting case selection.

¥4, Verbal aspect.

-

It is a widely held opihion that the perfective aspect increases
the chances for an acc. case choice after neg. tr. vb. (Rozental' and

Telenkova: Prak. Stil., p.325; Thomson: 1911 - 12, p.254; Magneriql955,

1

34



;
p.SAA)‘ Restan and Korn have found {0% and 49.2% acc. usage

respectively for perfective verbs, whigh does not geem overly
N\

high, but ratheg_fyfairly even distribution of accs. and gens. . .
Timberlake (1975, ﬁp.128—9) states that verbal aspect helps

to express the scope of negation because it ' <@

signals a view of the event as a whole, a&fbounded;

in particular it signals that the event has an end

point . . . As a consequence, the object of a perfective
verb is included in the scope of negation to a lesser
extent than the object of an imperfective verb, and it

appears 1in the genitiv? less often.
4

) : N
Gladrow (1972) includes aspect in hii;j!scussion of determinate/

indeterminate. His”findings are presented bélow in highlyabbreviated

S

form.
gen. : . ’ acc,
perfect . imperfect T
"konkret - faktisch" "allgeémein - faktisch" ’
new information . - old informatiop” -
~indeterminate : determinatéd

Gladrow lists the following examples in support of his system N
(a) V&era Valja.polufila ot materi pis'mo.
-(b) Pis'mo ona mne u¥e pokazyvala.
(c) Pavel prines knigu.
(d) Knigu Pavel prinosil. \

From the above we see that Gladrow's theories produce results in

direct opposition tb the generally held gpinions. According to him,
- . - { o -

imperfective aspect transmits 'old' information, exprésses determinate

and therefore favours acc. chofce after neg. tr. vb. -Perfective aspect
b

transmits 'new' information, indetermigrte, and 3refers the gen. In

-

On ne pisal stixov (indet ) (== E.M.) and Stixi ja ne Eital (det ) the

verb is imperfective. In spite of the fact that the noun stixov in the

» Q 3 \
first of these five sentences is considéred by Gladfow to be indeterminate

&



because of word order and accentuation. This example does not,

o

therefore, corroborate his views on aspect. More siudy would be

rquired t; assess the validity of his theory, at least in terms

of case\gggiéévfdllowipg neg. tr. vb. The purely statistical R
| data suggegk, nevertheless, ''that perfective verbs do not affect

the choice of case to a decis#§e extent." (Tsurikov: 1967, p.110)

15. Fixed or frozen phrases.

The only word count which has this category is that of
David Druien (1973). The general opinion on case selection ¥
foflowing neg. tr. vb. in fixed expressions falls into two groups.

Some scholars maintain that the gen. is alwéys used (Borras and

Christian: 1959, p.27; Safarewiczowa: 1959-60, pt. II; p.89). Others

differentiate between types of expressions. Druien (1973) for example,

-~ "'states that gen. 1is more frequent with fixed phrases or idioms, whereas
g// - -in proverbs, the accusative is chosen under the influquf of the same

kinds of factors as in non-proverb speech. Tsurikov (1967) is also of

. - this opinion. Concerning the use of the acc. Rozental' an® Telenkova

-

\\ (n.d., p.326) state that it is often used "in set phrases, proverbs and

N

sayings, where, in most cases, the object is a concrete noun, e.g.: ne

vstavljat' palki v‘kolesa, né’skaiit' zuby; ne roj drugomu jamuf Jajca kuricu

-
5

ne ufat"

We have already pointed out the disadvantages of using abstract/
.concrete as a means of distinction, e.g. would lokot' and ¥ilo in the

gollowing examples b§ considered abstract or concrete: 'loktja ne

ukuéiﬁ'; gfla v mefke ne utais'" (Rozental': 1963, p.324). Proverbs

by their very nature tend to consist of figurative utterances. In this

’ .
. *sense they convey abstract or general meanings by use of more concrete

. ~ ‘ o \
) examples. Thus the borderline between abstract and concrete both inﬂ,



idioms like vtirat' o¥ki and in proverbs becomes somewhat blurred.

The speaker ususally intends to convey an abstract meaning when he
uses a proverb or idiom, and this may be one of the reasons for all
the discrepancies of case usage found in such constructions, e.g. Ne

razgryzja orexa, jadra ne otgadae¥' . . . . Ottogo bog ¥abe i xvosta

ne dal, ¥tob ona im travu ne tolo¥ila (Tsurikov: 1967, p. 166).

Uglitsky (1956, p.384) sees the elements of set expressions (not
proverbs) as being so tightly associated with one another in a "tight
. semantic unit" that they keep the original case after negation, whether

it is acc. or geh.,'for example:, Da¥e-dver' ne der¥it na zapore. Da¥e

samovar ne postavila. Ravi& enlarges on this concept: (1971, p.258)

Slovosoéetanija etoj gruppy otlifajutsja sledujud&imi
osobennostjami: s tofki zrenija smysla ob¥&ee znalenie ~
slovoso¥etanija ne ravno summe znalenij sostovljajud¥ix °
ego komponentov: vtirat olki = "obmanyvat'" (t.e. oni
obladajut vysokoj stepen'ju - idiomati¥nosti)

% In the case of idioms and proverbs it appears to be almost impossible
to make any deffhite statements as to which case to use. It all depends on

the 'fixedness' of thesidiom, on its concreteness/abstractness as perceived

s,
by the speaker, and on other factors no doubt, such as-scope of negation and

emphasig; Many of the caqgélmay in addition have simply crystallized as

historical usage.

There has been no reéearch done on the ;se.of the accus;tive after
neg. tr. vb. in Polish. We cannot tell, therefore on the basis of our
_extremely limited material, whether its incidence would be any higher than‘

in normal speech. We have found a tiny amount of examples in our reading,

™~
for instance, Gdzie kucharek szeéé, tam nie ma co 1§é31
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16. Quantification.

We have included quantification.;s one of the criteria most
often quoted as affecting the negated object case (see szental;f 1963,
p.74; Rozental' and Telenkova: n.d., p.323; Listvinov: 1965, p.191;
Thomson: 1911-12, p.256; Uglitsky: 1956, p.375). We shall avoid going
into detail on this subject,-for we agree with Safarewiczowa (1959-60)
when she says that though it is important in case choice after neg. tr. vb.,
it 1is quite as important (both iﬁ P&iish and Russian) in affirmative utter—//»"

ances, e.g. Russian Nalejte mne soka, or Polish dajcie mi chleba, and

thus should be examined as a separate problem.
However, we propose to mention some points which may affect the
speaker's perception of quantification. ' o

Timberlake (1975, p.125) states that '

Substance or mass nouns cannot be, counted; they can be
quantified only by referring to the parameter of part
vs whole. Mass nouns (with or without the partitive sense)
tend to occur in the genitive more often than count nouns. . . .
$okolad ne xofes'? (Marginally acceptable)
Sokolada ne xofe¥'? (Fully acceptable)

-

We would not entirely agree with this on the basis of Tsurikov's findings. -

He gives us examples such as Ja‘ne 1jublju sup(1967, p.42), where the acc.

noun was generally more acceptable than the gen. in spite of its being a

noun. The following example showed the same results, Sup nezabud'

g

svarit'. There 1s a quality here of 'non-quantitativity' in spite of sup

being what Timberlake calls a mass noun. As Tsurikov remarks, sup is a type
here, indicating soup as opposed to other foods, and thus not a mass or
quantified noun. Perhaps this can be clarified by translating the sentence

into French rather than English--- 'Je n'aime pas la soupe' as opposed to
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'donnez moi de la soupe'. R

It is clear that not all "mass" nouns are included in the
"quantitative" bracket. The acc. may still be used with them when they
occur without a quantitative meaning.

17. Intensification of negation.

As Rozental' (1963, p.74) states:

The genitive case is generally used in the following
instances: (a) when the negative force of the sentence
1s increased by the use of the particle ni or of an
adverb or pronoun containing it: e.g. Ne 1ljublju ni
Srezmernoj ¥ary, ni Erezmernogo xoloda. Nikogda nikomu ne
‘doverjal svoei tainy,

This statement finds support both in Restan's data (1&% acc.) and in

that of David Korn (1.8% acc., see also Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60, pt: II,
p.127; Listvinov: 1965, p.191; Rozental' and Telenkova: n.d. p.323).
Timberlake (1975, p.126) incorporates emphatic -negation into-his

hieraréhies of particip;nt individuation, stating that nikakoj and other
markers of emphatic negation sign;? the indefinite. and non-specific sense
of the noun and emphasize the impossibility of individuating'the participant

‘with respect to_the event. Whatever the reason, gen. object case after

intensified negation seems to be one of the few firm rules for case selection
' following neg.‘ tr. vb.
L4

We have found no literature on, nor any examples, of, accs. used in the

presence of intensifiers of negation in Polish. The gen., e.g. nie zrobia ani

éniadania, ani obiadu, or nie widze zadnej Zddki seems firmly established here

4

in both languages.

18. Verbs of desife, sensation, expectation etc.
. -

verbs of desire etc. as

The Academy Grammar (1960, p.562) quotes

preferring the gen. after neg. tr. vb. Rozental' (1963, p.74) states that'
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the gen. is preferred "After the verbs: videt', slySat', dumat', xotet'
Yelat', signifying perception, desire expectation, etc.: e.g. ne slz§al

\\“—krika; ne ¥dal prixoda.” (See also Listvinov: 1965, p.191; Rozental' and

Telenkova: n.d., p. 323; Davison: 1967, p.48.)

Ceftain problems arise here, because many of these verbs are often
used with the gen. irrespective of negation, and this will affect the
choice, as some scholars have pointed out. For exaﬁple, Timberlake
(1975, p.130) states that "Verbs of perception or emotion govern a
genitng object historically in Slavic, suggesting that they are a

"natural context for the expreésion of quantification."” _The use ;f the
gen. here may simply be a historical phenomenon or felic. Restan has
pur;osely omittéﬁ verbs of desi;e etc. from his count, and obtains a low'
acc. frequency (19.8%) with verbs of perceptioﬁ, which tallies with the
general opinion. Isurikév seems to be the only author who attembts to
get to the bottom of the mattey, by analyzing when gen./acc. are most
frequently used in affirmativéksgptences, and applying thié to hegated

sentences. One of the more important factors affecting choice in

affirmatives, according to Tsurikov (1967, p.105) is the def./indef. dichocomy:

If the direct objeett is in the genitive case in sentences

where the transitive verb is not negated, it remains in the

same case when the verb is negated. In sentences where the

direct object 1s in the accusative case in affirmative sentences,
! the choice of the case with a negated tramsitive verb will follow

the same patterns, which we observed in other chapters (of his

thesis -- E.M.) " ' '

Unfortunately, Tsurikov presents no examples of negated verbs in su¢h
sentences, neither does he appear to have tested his hypothesis on native

informants. Thus, though his theory sounds viable, it needs to be verified

by data obtained in the field.
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We have based this section, as most of our other sections, on
data from Russian. In Polish, the gen. is also used with certain

verbs in the affirmative, e.g. szukad czegoé. We have found no

examples of the accusative in such sentences, and thouéh we must limit
ourselves to stating that more data is required before drawing any
conclusions, it is highly likely, that strengtﬁened by the gen. of
negation rule, the gen. would be even stronger with such verbs.

19. Gerunds and participles.

Gerunds and participles show a high and reliable incidence of gens.
after neg. tr. vb. According to Rozental' and Telenkova (n.d., p.324),
gens. are used "with a verbal adverb or participle, as a result of the

bookish character of these forms, e.g.: ne polufiv otveta starik idet na

stanciju (6ex.);. . . Gibnut vdrug, ne dopisav poem (Simon.). Restan (1960)

and Korn (1967) come up with a 12% acc. rate for gerunds, which supports

this theory. There 1is very little to add to the above explanation about -

"bookish form", other scholafs give the same reason for the high gen.

frequency here -- Uglitsky:: 1956, p.387; Korn: 1967, p.49Q; Timberlake:

1975, p.133. The student is therefore safe in making a gen. choice with the

gerund. |
We have found no examples of accs. with gerunds in Polish. The-

gerund and‘participle are, however, equally 'bookish' in nature in Polish,

therefore one would expect them to take the gen.

Imet'. - |

There seems to be some discrepancy in the views held on the verb

-

imet'. Without doubt, case counts show that almost exclusively the gen.
is used as the neg. object of this verb (Restan (1960) gets 97% gen., see
also Safarewiczowa: 1959 - 60, pt. II, p.127; Korn: 1967, p.491; Rozental'

and-Tel¢pkova: n.d., p.324). "Safarewiczowa believes (p.127) that the high
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gen. ratio is because the fo;mﬁimet'\is in regression, being replaced by

u menja est' type constructions, dnd therefore holds to the more

traditional gen. form. Where imet' does occur in the modern language,
it does so in idioms which have crystafllized (for whatever reason)

historically as gens., e.g. ne imet' vlijanija, pruva etc.

Timberlake (1975, p.130) considers the scope of negation as

the decisive factor here:

Transitive verbs of existence or possession imply a high

\ degree of subordination to the object participant to the
event; in a sense, the object exists or does not exist only
with respect to the narrated event. The subordination of the
object to the verb means that the scope of negation includes
the verb plus the object as a whole, which makes this class of
verbs an appropriate context for the genitivé of negation.

. Tsurikov's findings are quite different. He concedes that where imet'

is part of an i&iom it will with all likelihood take the‘gen., but he
thinks that otherwise, apart from the fact that its occurrence'in a non-
figurative sense is comparitively rare (often confi;ed to scientific or
other specialized iiterature), it has no special characteristics and 1s
subject to the same tendenciles witﬁ negation as other Yerbs. Amongst the

examples ha gives to illustrate his point is: Ne imej sto rublej, a imej sto

druzej (Tsurikov: 1967, pp. 64). His statements may well be correct, but
he produces little experimental evidence to corroborate them (ﬁhe only question
he gave his native speakers contains an idiom where a gen. was normally

<

preferred in any case).’ Further study is desirable to obtain a better

perspective of his theory.

‘In Polish, the use of nie ma is extremely widespread, for it is the only
way of saying 'there is not' —- Russian net. Thus, where Russian has u menja

net knigi Polish has nie mam ksigiki, i.e., Polish always uses the transitive



verb where Russian uses u‘+ gen. We have found no literature

on the subject, but it seegs to us that this 1is one context where
an acc. after neg. tr. vb. would go very much against the grain
of a native‘Polish.spéaker. However, we have found two examples
of the acc., 0urious1y enough with the pronoun co in a proverb:

Gdzie kucharek szeéé, tam'nie ma co jesd and with the negative .

pronoun nic, where an acc. is standard usage in any case (niczego

is considered substandard) -- Przedzie dfuga nié, a na wrzeciazku ni

ma nic (Riddle: Kasjaﬁ: ‘1976, p.5). KIn the case of the roverb, tée
highly colloquial natureigf the utterance may have causec ar icc. to be
used.
21. Plurals. .
Much of what we have stated earlier concerning -a/-ja stem nouns
and the supposed avoidgnce‘of homony#w. also applies in‘thfé section.
Homonymy may be a cause of gen. uéage, but this is rather difficult to
prove. Restan does notvinclude animate plurals at all iﬁhhis count,
because the acc. and gen. forms of these nouns are identical in)the
plural, and only context (not always)‘or modifiers can.indicate whiéh
case is actually being used. 1In omittiﬁg aksignificant part of the dat;,
the figures obtained for other plurals (29.9% accc)'ﬁay not reflect the
real situation. Even if they do, the acc. figure fér plurals is Qéry
close to that for singul#r nouns (32.4%) in Restan'é count and does not

suggeét a significantly- greater usage of gen. in the plural. 1In

Tsurikov's words (1967, p.49);

. « . we must exclude the category of animate nouns of .
all genders in the plural from research, while pointing
out that the lack of evidence does not prove that these
nouns, used as direct objects in clauses with negated

- transitive verbs, will always be in the same case.
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Tsurikov's questioning of native speakers may be the most efficient
method of studying case choice with plurals. His findings indicate

that other factors -- determinacy/indeterminacy, for instance, play
14

a big role. He gives the following séntences and the results he

obtained (p.50):

\,

(a) Ne pokupajte takie dorogie vesci. \\ .

(b) Ne pokupajte takix dorogix ve¥¥ej.

Tsurikov argues (p.54):

The phrase takie dorogie veS&i refers to things
already purchased. The phrase takix dorogix vesdej
refers to a situation: 'Don't buy such expensive
things. You are already in debt." It seems, then,
that the accusative can be used with plural nouns, as
with singular nouns, to indicate "definiteness'" or a
known quantity or type.

r.

“
We have found no mention of plurals in the literature on

acc. ps\age after neg. tr. vb. in Polish, though we have several

examples in the data collected, e.g. Takie buty nosiY nie bede!

(Pisarkowa: 1959, p.26). These accusatives seem to be due ‘to
emphasis and the underlining of 'known' or 'definite' which must
be strong if it produces sentences defying the firm gen. after

negation rule in Polish.

22. ne vidno, ne sW¥no -- Pol: nie widal nie slychag.

Restan has found one acc. after neg. tr. vb. as compared with 16

[

- gens. with the verbs ne vidno, ne sly¥no: Zanaveste okna, &toby ne

yi&no bylo svet skvoz' 3¥eli staven (Restan: 1960, p.102). We have
found no evidence conecerning these particular constructions to indicate
that the acc. has a higher occurence than Resfan's figures show. However,
Bavigv(i§7l; p.262), lists the acc. as the prefer;ble caseﬁfOtm with other

impersqnal constructions, e.g.: Ni odnu ulicu ne zamelo snegom;

e
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Sestru ne toghilo. ‘ (33

In Polish, it seems that impersonal constructions hold firmly to the

genitive, e.g. Zasforcie okna, zeby nie widaf by¥o dwiatfa przez

strzeliny w okiennicach (ﬂative iﬁformant).

23. Formal vs. informal style.

The accusative at one time was generally held to be colloquigl,
the gen. being'the correct literary form. Magner (1955), fér instance,
bel#eves that colloquial and literary speech should be separately
examined, constituting two différent styles with different usage. We
think that enough has been written in this chapter to show that nothing
cén be furtger from”the truth, and that the acc. is now as accepted in
literary forms as in the colloquial language. However, the fact‘fhat
schools, grammars, and textbooks so long regarded gen. as the only correct
case may.cause many writegg'to keep the gen. in spite of natural
inclinaﬁions towa;ds the acc. We have already mentioned, for exampleh
that gerunds and participles, because 6f tbeir limjitation largely to
written utterances are extremely formal an& almost always take the gen.
In effect, however, the acc. seems to have become so established, that in
certain sentences the gen. is referred'%o by mative spea#efs as 'non-

grammatical', 'probably used by uneducated speakers'. This is in accord

with Timberlake's (1975, p.133) findings:

The genitive, depending on the hierararchy, is stylistically
relatively more formal (in the range from neutral to formal

‘to old-fashioned to archaic) than the accusative (in the range

from substandard to colloquial to neutral). (From our statement
above, this could apparently be applied to the accusative. —- E.M.)
- » . It 18 because of this stylistic hierarchy that the accusative
is relatively more common to colloquial speech than in literary
Russian. Further, it is because of this stylistic hierarchy that
participles and gerunds, which are stylistically inhereantly literary
) forms, consistently take the genitive of negation. :
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Style, in maﬁy cases, together with context, may be the onlyrr
explanation‘for an otherwise 'inexpl{cable' acc. or gen.

In Polish, s;yle seems to be the crucial factor in the choice of
an acc. qut‘of the contemporary examples presented by Pisarkowa (1959)
are from colloquial sources, overheard, possibly on the radio or
elgewhete.“ Because the gen. after negation rule n Polish is
definitely firmly established style and unusual emphasis must surely

.

be held responsible for many of the accs. that éccidentally slip out.
Pisarkowa (1959) did not do a fo;afl count in Polish’ prose, partly |
bec;usg she feared that any accs. would be eliminated by editors. In
fact, in Polish some kind of spoken dafa -- collected perhaps on a tape
recdrder -—- would be highly desirable to assess the real status of the

acc. after neg. tr. vb. in colloquial speech where the constraints of

proscriptive grammar‘d§e much weaker.
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ITI. A contrast of the occdrrence of the accusative
and genitive cases following neg. tr. vb. in
Polish and Russian.

This chapter shall begin.with a list of all’ the sentences found
in Polish containing the accusative case following neg. tr. vb. and a
gew containing»;\gen. object. The sentences are numbered according to
their ordergon the 11st, and shall be given their original references only
on this 1is£\ Subsequently they will be referred to by number alone.

In the main body of the chapter are listed conditions for the
selection of either gen. or acc. after neg. tr. vb. in Russian. These
conditions appear in the order of their acceptance by scholars, as given
by R. Druien: _1973, p.38. We do not include the criteria 'concrete/
abst;act', as we consider the definit%gn of these concepts to be too
problematic. Adjacent to each section heading we givé Reétan's-
statistical findihg, if available to us. (Unfortunately, we did not have
access to his full thesis, only to the summary (1960).) Uader each
condit ion heading are presented examples from-Russian t§ illustrate case
-usage in the presence of the gamed condition. Where possible, examples
'contéining bOtE the acc. and the gen. shall be given, in order that the
reader may com;are them.

Foliowing the Russian examples, examples‘from Polish are presented,
'of sentences containing fhe acc. after neg. tr. vb., in the presence of '
the given condition. Generally, examples containing the gen. shall not

-
be given for Polish, as this case represents standard, accepted usage, an&
examples of the gen. following neg. tr. vbs. are abundant in any written
texC.l 1f, howeQer, no acc. has been.found by us in Polish for a éertain

condition, then an example containing the gen. will be given. Further

brief remarks shall, if necessary, be found in the body of the text. In

N
v
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all sentences, the object is in italics (underlindd) whether this
was so Iin the original text or not.

After our presentaticn of the data, we shall summ;rize and
comment on the incidence of the acc. following neg. tr. vb. in
Polish, as compared to Russian. We shall not make any detailed
comment on Russian, as we have dealt fairly thoroughiy with the -
theories on Russian in' our previous chapter. N

Our study of thé acc. following neg. tr; vb. in Polish is C~
based almost entirely on the background of previous .studies doné‘
on Russian. Though we havg criticised certain criteria for case
choice of gen. or acc. in the previous chapter, it is beyond the
bounds of this thesis to embark on working out a new set of-cléssifications,
thus wé include almost all the section headings previously examined in -
the present chapter, whegher or not we earlier expressed approval or
disapproval of them as such. Our purpose is simply to compare and
contrast case selection in Polish and Russian, on the basis of limited

data as far as PolishAis concerned, within the framework of categories

already evolved for Russian.

I'd



Polish sentences containing a neg. tr. vb. followed

by an object noun” in the accusative case.
©
(Abbreviations: (R) ~- heard over the radio

(Sp) -~ from spoken speech (overhead)

(Inf) ~- example obtained from a native informant by us.
The underlined heading indicates that all the sentences below that
heading were taken by us from the source named. Primary sources may
or may not be indicated adjacent to these héadings, according to
whether they were given in the secondary souyrce.)

¢« Pisarkowa: 1959, p.22. . § o

1. To nie jest rzecz, ktérg sie nie da wyleczyé;“ (8p)
2. Nie zawaha¥ sig poéwigciﬁ cwon ojczzzng.

. ‘ ;lv
3. Ja nie jestem taki czXowiek] ktdry by nie ocenial jak@é;rzecz. (Sp)

+

4. Morze krwidmy nie szczedzili. (R)

5. Dlaczego nie zamkniesz’gkno? (R) ' .

M
~

6. Czybydmy wtedy raz dwa nie zlikwidowali to chuli&gﬂstwd? (R) =
= 7. Nie chce pani to dziecké dad przétrzymaé mnie? (8p)
®8. Nie wolisz takie angielskie sgiewanie7 (Sp)
9. Nie mozesz znaleic talerz A chleb? (Sp)
10. Nie zrobifam ci 'to Ihdﬁg.laleczk ? .
" . - —T__E ’ |
11. Przeciez jg nie wyrzucisz? 9
-3
Pisarkowa:’ 1959, p.23. )
. -

/ .
o, \

12. Nie kupowaXam jeszcze nigdy dwie paczki papierosow.

13. Nie moge ci dal wszystko, jakby§ chcia¥a. <
14. Jeszcze nie popé%wifam na dzisiaj te biedy. : p;/r\;
U . Nt
Pisarkowa:. 1959, p.25. o -
Yo .
15. Nie cheg sgiagg rozdmuchad. ,
: i . 1

16. MogTaby ciotka nie bié€£g koty. : -
17. Nie skodczyZam jeszcze czytaé ksigékg. , ‘;

-

.
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18. Ja nie zabraniatam mu pié czzsts.

v

Piéarkowa: 1959, p.26.‘ _ N N

19, yCzy sis dziwisz, ze nie miaXa ochoty odwiedzal ten dom?
20. Nie mam zamiaru gotowaé obiad!

21. Czapke chyba)nie igdg wk¥adata.

22. Jak mi te lalke nie wfodysz porzgdnie!

. 23. Takie buty ﬁosit nie bede.

Pisarkowa: 1959, p.27. 3 , i ” .
L : : s
24, Bowiem te rachityczne déwi ki, ktére sqczQ sig przez g{bénik " '
Zadng miar% nie mozna nazwad muzykg. (R) . ‘ %g;?
_ o

Buttler, Kurkowska, Satkiewicz: 1973, p.307.

25. Nie uwazal sobie za Qjmg zamienié 2 niQ kilka s¥éw.

- 26. Handlarka nie uwaza!h za stosowne trzymaé 1gz zk za ngami

27. Nawet zaéniedzia{émuaustriackien“,biurokracie nie przyszZoby na
.my81 uniewaznié dokument .
Doroszewski: 0 kulturgys!bwa (1968), p.229.
. 9
28_ ‘Czy nie poainien poroznawiaé z niQ, wzbudzid w niej wiarg i wzmocnié
nadziejg? v N )
?9. Nike. nie jest obowi,zany zna¢ !%;g!g wszystkich jg;yk&w europejakich ‘
caertne:, Passendorfer. Kochadnki' 1964, p.244.
f30.‘ Nie Hysturczy otworzyc dyskus jg; trzeba ja réwniet umiejetnie A
a poptundzié . t , ’ 8 : '
Xasjea: 1976, p.S. :
3L. - Pragdzie dfuga nié, a‘np'urzecitéﬁu nie ma nic (Riddle)
. . . " C y i . ) ‘ ) . '
'32. Gdzfe kucharek dzefé. tam nie ma co jeéc. | ) P

- Lo i - . . . K i ) . - . . A !
.{" B o '.." ( . .ﬁ ' ‘:_; /’:ﬂ;\‘i
R -- J‘d ’ o . L - . o, ’ e .. ._]:’
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33. SZowami sig nic nie najesz.

34. ZXego diabli nie wezmg.

35. Ca napisane, tego 1 siekietg.nie wyrgbiesz. \

; ) ) ) \
36. Czego oko nie widzi, tego sercu nie zal. _ .
From native informant . R

37. Wino nie zapomnij kupié! (Native informant said that this can be
heard, but considered it substandard)
¢

38. Nie liczgc jedng bulkg, nie mamy chleba w domu. (as above)



g% I. Generally accepted conditions.
; .

+ &,
-~
S

For acc. case cholce.

i. Presence of instrumental appositive. (Restan. -- 1 gen./ll accs.)
Russ. . . . literatdrnyj uroven' mnogix gazet i Furnalov nel'zja

priznat' udovletvoritel'nym. (Restan: 1960, p.100. All subsequent
quotes from Restan are from here and the year will not be indicated)
Poetomu mne ka¥etsja, nel'zja priznat' posledovatel 'nym

sledujusfego opredeleniia vinitel'nogo neopredel’ennym .

{Restan, p.100)

Pol. Bowiem te achityczne dfwi ki, ktére sgczg sig przez g¥oénik,
zadng miasg*pie mozna nazwad muzka (24)

ii. Personal names, animatec, proper nouns, (Restan -- 76% acc.)

Russ. . . . ne ponimaju ja Sonju. (Restan, p.97)
..On ne videl Soni. (Restan, p.97.)

Pol. Nie rozumiem Sonig. (Inf. told us that this 'can be heardf but is
' substandard.)

Nie rozumiem Sonii. (Inf. accepted this éompletely.)

11i. Object dependent on infinitive governed by neg. vb. (Restan — 60.1% acc.)

Russ. . . . voobife ne mogu videt' gibel' ¥eloveka na ulice. (Restan, p.95.)
& . .
Ja etogo pis' profest' ne mogu! . . . (Restan, p.95)

Pol. Bowlem te rachityczne dfwi ki, ktére sgczi sie przez g¥oénik,
zadni miarg nie mozna nazwal muzyki (24)

To nie jest rzecz, Egégi sig nie da wyleczyl.

Nie zawaha? sig’ podwiecid twojg ojczyzng. (2) . ;>
Nie éhge pani to.dziecko daéaprzytrz}maé mnie? (7)
Nie moiesz znaleiéigglggg na chleb? (9)

.Cz”:lie povinien porozmawial z, nig, wzbudzid w niej 2 i
* wzmocnid nedziejg? (28) .

Nikt nie jest obowigzany znaé gzgggg wszystkich jgzyk&w
europejskich (29)

Nie mogg ci aaé gggzltko, jakbys chciaZa. (13)

Nie chcg sprawe rozdmuchal. (15)
Nie skodc?ythn Jeszcze czytac Egigégi. 17

Mo, &
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Ja nie zabraniatam mu pif ggzggg. (18)

"Nie mam zaﬁiaru gotovaé obiad! (20)

Czy_sig dziwisz, ze nie wia¥a ochoty odwiedzal ten dom? (19)
Nie uwazal sobie za ujme zamienié z “12.Ei155 sTdw. (25)
Handlarka nie.uwaia!a za stosowne trzymaé jezyk za zgbami. (26)

.- Nie wystarczy otworzyé zskusji trzeba jg réwniez umiejetnie
poprowadzid. (30)

Nawet zaéniedzialému austriackiemu biurokracie nie przyszioby na
. my$1 uniewaznid dokument. (27)

For gen.case choice. -

\

i. Quantitative nuance of the object. (Restan -- only 1 acc.)

Russ. A produktov ne vezut. (Restan, p.102)

. sledit' ¢tob onyj pekar' ne voroval muku, jajca, maslo 1
vypeéennyj tovar. (Restan, p.102)

Pol. We have found no examples of objects with quantitative}meaning
appearing in the acc. However, it would appear that the use of
the gen. in the following sentences: no's. 13, 18, 20, 25, 32,
would impart a quantitative meaning to the object noun, &

’ ’ ] .

ii. The presence of intensifiers of negation. (Restan.-- 4% acc.)

Russ. Nikakoj dopolnitel'no] platy . . . naselenije derevni vzimat'
prava ne imeet. (Restan, p.101) , ’

~ No my ne budem zdes' privodit' ni statistiéeskij, ni meteorologi!eskij
material . . . (Restan, «p.101)

Pol. On nie widziaf ani matki, ani ojca. (Inf.)
Nie kupowalam jeszcze nigdy dwie paczki papieroqéw. (12)

' 4

111. -Verbs of perception, desire, expectation. (Restan -- 19.8% accy

\\fg;;ue:bs of perceptibn.) N ' 3

Russ. Ja popre¥nemu ne vi¥u zemii. (Restan, p.100)

Teper' eti bez¥iznennye sxemy uf¥e nikto bol'Se ne vspominaet,
(Restan, p. 101)



Pol.

sz sie¢ dziwisz, ze nie mia¥a ochoty pdwiedzaé ten dom? (19)

Nie chce pani to dziecko daé przytrzymad mnie? (7)

LY
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II. Conditions accepted by the majority of researchers.

For acc. case choice.

i. . Presence of limiting adverbs, e.g. ¥ut' ne, edva ne, (maZo nie)
(Restan -- 0% acc.)

Russ. . . . &ut' ne propustil svoju ofered'. (Borras and Christian:
1957, p.301)

Pol. Ostré@nie, mato nie zlamaleé agaratu.‘ (Inf.)

ii. Invergéon‘of subject and -predicate. (Restan -- 35.2% acc.)

Russ. Doroeu v gorod . . . ukazal mne . . . soldat. (Unbegaun: 1957, p.301)

Otveta on u¥e ne doslu¥al. @Bﬁvison: 1967, p.55) .

Pol. . Morze krwidmy nie szczedzili. (4)

Przeciez is nie wyrzucisz? (11)

Czapke chyba nie bede wkfadaZa. (21)

Jak mi te lalke nie ufozysz poréqdnie! (22)
Takie buty nosif nie bede! (23)

Bofem te rachityczne dfwieki, ktdre sgczg sie przez groénik,
2adng miarg nie mozna nazwad muzykg. (24) . '

1ii. Use of proverbs. (no statistical data found by us.)

Russ. Ka¥u maslom nie isporti¥’. (Druien: 1973, p.76)

Komar nosu ne podto¥it. (Druien: 1973, p.77)

Pol. - Przedzie dfuga nié, a na wrzecigzku nie ma nic. (31)
Co napisane, tego i siekierg nie wyrgbiesz. (35)

Gdzie kucharek szedé, tam nie ma co jedé. (32)

S¥owami sig¢ nic: nie najesz. (33)

(N.B. nic, the accusative form, is standard usage in the object
case after neg. tr. vb. in Rplish. The gen. niczego sounds pedantic
and unnatural here.) : ~

iv. Where noun is 'known' or definite. (R. gives 55.6% acc. frequency
for "concrete;, definite nouns".) :

Russ. . . . tak 1 ne nafel dom Bloka. (Restan, p.96)

e



. ne otdadim doma, a, komissar? (gen. sing. Restan, p.96)

Pol. As'the majority of sentences in our sample appear to have known
) or definite object nouns, we shall present only two examples
below.
Przeciez 1§ nie wyrzucisz? (11) . .
Jeszcze nie poprawiftam na dzisiaj te gﬁgdx. (14)
For gen. case choice.
1. Use of fixed phrases and idioms apart from proverbs. (No statis-
tical data found.
Russ. Ne smykat' glaz. (Druien: 1973, p.77)
Eelovek kotoryj ne mog na¥it' sebe sostojanie (Uglitsky:
1956, p.384)
4 .
Pol. Nie zawracgj mi g¥owy. (Inf.) .
Nie zwracaj nabniego uwagi. (Inf.)
A
ii. Object noun has conotations of indefiniteness. (R. == 44.4% gen. for
"indefinite abstract objects'".)
‘Russ. Ja ne na¥el cvetov. (Timberlake: 1975, p.125)
Pol. N.B. We base our criteria for indefiniteness of the noun on

whether an English indefinite article or any would be used in -
translation.

Morze krw;éhy nie szczgdziii. (4)
Nie zrobifam ci to Zadng laleczke?  (10)

Nie uwa%al sobie:ga ujme zamienif z nig kilka sZdw. (25)

-
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III. Conditions accepted by a substantial minority

of researchers.

For acc. case cholce. ‘ [\L
1. Presence of infinitive plus 'independent verb'. (No'statistical
data found.)

Russ. Mat' ne sovetovala svoej doferi &itat' priklju¥enfeskie
povesti. (Druien: 1973, p.90)
- - Eto ne xoro¥o ne umet' perenosit' odinofestva - - ‘skazal om.
(Listvinov: 1965, p.194)
Note the difficulty in such examples of assessing the 'independence'
of the governing verb. v :

Pol. Nie zawaha? sig-pcéwiqcié twojg ofczyzne. (2)
Nie chce pani to dziecko dad przytrzymaé mnie? (7)
Nie chcg sprawe rozdmuchaé. (15)

" Nie skodczyZam jeszcze czytaé ksigzke. (17)
Ja nie zabraniaZam mu pié czysty. (18)
Czy sig¢ dziwisz, ze nie'mina ocloty odwiedzaé ten dom? (19) .
< Nie mam zamiaru gotowa obiad! (20)

Nie uwa%af sobile za ujﬁg zamienid z nig kilké'sfbw. (25)
Handlarka nie uwazala za stosowne trzyﬁaé jgzzk za zgbami. (26)
Nawet zadniedziaXemu austriackiemu biurokracie nie przyszIbby na
mysl uniewaznid dokument. (27)
Nie wystarczy otworzyé zskusjg, trzeba j3 réwniez umiejgtnie
poprowadzié. (30)

ii. Informal colloquial style.

Russ. We refrain from giving examples, as style can only really_
be ascertained in context. It seems to us that the acc. is
now freely used also in literary speech - - _see. section on
style in previous chapter. ’ <

‘ Pol. As can be seen from the references given in the list of sentences

containing the acc. after neg. tr. vb., the great majority of our
examples are from colloquial sources, and we shall refrain from
giving individual examples here.

57



For gen. case choice.

i. Presence of an infinitive plus modal auxiliary. (No statistical data

found.)
Russ., Sthent ne mog najti pravil'nogo refenija zada¥i. (Druien: 1973, p.90)

On ne umel tak to¥no kak Vasilij vyra¥at' svoi mysli. (Tsurikov: 1967,
p.121) :

Pol. Bowlem te rachityczne déwigki, ktére sgczg éig przez gloénik,
iadnq miarg nie mo2na nazwaé muzzgi. (24) ;

To nie jest rzecz, ktérg sig nie da wyleczyé. (1)
. ¢ ‘
- Nie moZesz znaleZ¢ talerz na chleb? (9)

Czy nie powinien porozmawiaé z nia, wzbudzié w niej wiarg i

wzmocnid nadzleje? (28) ,

Nie moge ci daé wszystko, jakbys chciaZa. (13)

ii. Formal style

Russ. For the same reasons as given under the heading Informal style,
we refrain from giving examples here.

Pel. We shall give here only those examples with the acc. that w
know have come originally from a written source. '

Nie uwaza? sobie za ujme zamienif z nig kilka s¥dw. (25)
Handlarka nie uwaza¥a za stosowne trzymaé jgzyk za zgbami. (26)

Nawet zadniedziaZemu austriackiemu biurokracie nie przyszfoby
na my$1 uniewazni€ dokument. (27)  ,

Nikt nie jest obowigzany znad wymowe wszystklch”jgzykov
europejskich. (29) s

. Nie wystarczy otworzyé dzskusjg, trzeba ] réwnies umiejetnie
poprowadzié. (30) : .

iii. Gerunds and participles. (R.-- 122 acc.)

Russ. . . . ne raskryvaja paralute. (Restan, p.100)

. . . ne stitaja kvartiru i prodovol'stvije. (Restan, p.100)

Pol. Nie liczyc jedng bulks,,n1e~mamy'ch1eba w domu;’(38)\

(30,4
It
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Nie otwierajgc okna, on stal 1 patrzy¥ na nich. (Inf.)

~

IV. Less generally accepted conditions.

For acc. case choice.

i. Presence of the imperative.(R.-- 53.7% acc. not including fixed

phrases such as 'ne obra%&aj vnimanija'.)

" Russ. Ne progloti igolku. (Restan, p. 98)
Sernil ne oprokin'te. (Restan, p.98)

Pol. Wino nie.zapomnij kupié! (37) ">

' Jak mi te lalke nie ulozysz porzgdnie! (23)

ii. Interrogptive sentences. (R. -~ 70.4% accl)”

Russ. A poEemu ne sozdat' roditcl skije mitetz 111 detskije komissii?
(Restan, p.98)

Nu kak ne snjat'_§agki i ne poklonit'sja do zemli. (Restan, p.98)
Pol. Dlaczego nie zamkniesz okno? (5) '

Czybyémy wtedy raz dwa nie zlikwidowali to chuligahstwo? (6)

Nie chce pani to dziecko daé przytrzymal mnie? :27)
Nie wolisz takie angielskie §Eiewanie? (8)

Nie mozesz znalefé talerz na chleb? (9)

Nie zrobiZam ci to ¥adng laleczke? (10)

Przeciez B nie.wyrzucisz? (11)

Czy si¢ dziwisz, Ze nie mia{a'cchotf odwiedzad ten dom? (19)

Czy nie powinien porozmawiaé z nig, wzbudzié w niej | iare i
V\‘wgcnié addzieje? (28)

114, Pfesence of 'kotoryi'/' ktéry'. (R. -

Rugss. . . . (vnimaﬁije), kotorggo'ja ne zaslu®y{l . . . (Restan, p- 103)

. . . otvetil Saburov s toj spokojnoj logikpj, kotoruju v nem
_osobenno me 1jubil velno speliv¥ij Bab¥enko. (Restan, p.103)
\ L



Pol. To nie jest rzecz, ktérg sie nie da wyleczyd. (1)

iv. The object is an-a/-ja stem singular noun. (Restan: 47.6% acc.)

Russ. . . . ni odna {z storon ne ustupila by drugoj kakuju-libo
territorju ili naselenie. (Restan, p.95)

. ne mo¥et ne vyzvat' trevogl 1 ozabolennosti u vsex tex, kto
(Restan, p.96)

Pol. Nie zawaha? sig podwiecid twojg ojczyzne. (2)
Nie zrobil@m ci to ladn% laleczkg?u(IO)

- Nie chcg sprawe rozdmuc d. (15)
Nie skofczyZam jeszcze czytaé ksigzke. (17)
Ja nie’zab;anialém mu pié czystg. €18)
QEEREE chyba nie bede wk¥adaZa. (21)
Jak mi tg lalke nie uXozysz porzgdnie! (22)

Czy nie powinien porozmawiad z nig, wzbudzid w niej wiars i
wzmocnié nadzieje? (28)

Nikt nie jest dbowiQ;any znaé 212225 wszystkich jgzykéw
europejskich. (29) .

Nie wystarczy otworzyé dzskus]g, trzeba jg réwnies umiejetnie
poprowadzid. (3Q) ‘ "

Nie liczgc jedng bufke, nie mamy chleba w domu. (38)
s ng Duike _

v. The verb occurs in the perfective aspect. (R. -- 40.1% acc.)
Russ. . . . my ne narufim etot mir. (Restan, p.98)
Ona byla ne v silax sdgr!at'_rzganija. (Restan, p.98)

Pol. As the vast majority of our examples contain the perfeﬁtive (if a
- choice is possible on other grounds) we shall present only two
examples below for illustrative purposes.

] *

Jeszcze nie poprawifam na dzisiaj te btggz. (14)

Nie skqﬂtzy!an jeszcze czytal ksigtke. (17)

vi. Presence of a dduble'qgggtive'withiﬁnVaffirmative ﬁeanigg. ;
(Restan: 22.2% acc.) ’ -
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o

Russ. ‘U narodov ne mogut ne vyzvat' tak¥e serjoznuju trevogu plany
ispol'zovat'.. (Restan, p.99)

. . . ne mo¥et ne vyzvat' trevogi 1 ozabo¥ennosti. (Restan, p.101)
Pol. To nie jest rzecz, kﬁérg éig nie da wyleczyé. (1)

Ja nie jestem taki czIbwiek,’ktd}y by nie oceniat jakgé rzecz. (3)

For gen. case choice.

GL ..
i. Preséhce of the vérh ﬂiﬁ-'

Russ. Nastojagcej revolj&cii‘v cer;ﬁ‘ilmy pokal‘sce ne imeem. (Restan, p.101):

R § pozici . . . ne imeet regaju§cee zna¥enie dlja
bezopasnosti SSA (Restan, p.101) .

Pol. Nie mam zamiaru gotowad obiad! (20)

Czy sie dziwisz, ze nie miata ochoty odwiedzaé ten dom? (19)

Gdzie kucharek czesc, tam nie ma co jedd. (32)

.
i . . .
ii.~ The object noun fs an abstraci neuter adjective used subgtantively.

(Restan - 13% acc.) , o . .

.RUSS. Poslednego nel'zja skazat' pro bol sinstuo ispolnitelej (Restan,
p.103) ’ ’

.

-

. . . protiv lic, ne ispolnjajuséix qyéeizloienno*e. (Restan, p.103) . .

Pol. ZIego diabli nie wezmg. (34)

~

iii, The object is a pronoun apart from 'kotoryj', and one which does not

3

link two clauses.

(a) .to (Restan ~15% acc.) ' ‘ ‘ ,

Russ. Ne podobaet ¥estnym revoljucioneram obxodit' molaniem togo.
' &to . ... (Restan, p.103)

. .. nenotricajut oni i to, ¥to . . . fRestan, p.103) , ,
Pol. Co napisane, tego i siekierq nie wyrggﬂeaz. (35)

Czego oko nie widzi, ego sercu nie zal (36)

G
-
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(b) &to/co (Restan - 23% acc.)
’ ¢

Russ. Drugoj.graXdanin pisat' znajet, a prolest’, fego napisal - ne
mofet. (Restan, p.103)

. . . Samoje glavnoje, ¥to ne vyrazi¥ nikekdimi ciframi. (Restan, ./
p.103) - ) A

-

Pol. Czego oko nie widzi, tego sercu nie zal. (36)

Gdzie ,’ucharek szedé, tam nie ma co jesd. (32)

iv. The object noun is a plural. (Restan - 29,92 acc.)

\

Russ. . . . grafa Tolstogo solinenij ne sluXalos' Eityvat'? (Restan, p.97)
Ja . . . prjamo ne pojmu va¥i obidy. (Restan, p.97)
Pol. Nie kupowaZfam jeszéze nigdy dwie paczki papierosdw. (12)

Jeszcze nie pop¥awiYam na dzisiaj te bXedy. (14)
- t
}

MogXaby ciotka nie bid te }Bty. (16)
" Takie buty nosit nie bede’ (23)

Bowiem te rachityézne_déwigki, ktére sgczg sig przez glodnik,
- zadna miarg nie moina mazwad muzyks. (24)

AN

v.. The verb occurs in the imperfective aspect. (Restan - 59.9% acc.)

Russ. Xirurgi baryv razrezajut. (Uglitsky: 1956, p.385)
Do vds nikto e¥fe etogo br;slecg ne nadeval. (Rozental‘h;;d
Teleé&ova, n.d., p.323.)
221; Ja nie jestem czlpwiek, ktdry by nie oceniat jakqé rzecz, (3)
| Nie kupoéalih jeszcge nigdy dwiejgaczki papierqadw. (12)
Czy sié nie dziwisz, e nie miafa OChoty‘odwiedzaé’ten dom? (19)

(N.B. We haveunbt included verbs heré which havé€ only an imperfective
form, or where perfectivization would. also alter the meaning.)

vi, Presence of the verbs, 'ne vidno', '}glyho' /'nie widaé? 'nie sljvchao!'.
(Regtan - 1 acc./ 16 gens.) & : } ‘

L0Y

. - , N " )
Russ. . . . ne slysno Juma. (Restam, p<102)

»

-



" Pol.

-

Zanaves'te okna, &toby ne vidno bylo svet skvoz' ¥felil staven.
(Restan, p.102) '

Zas¥odcie okna, zeby nie widaé byXo dwiatka przez szczeliny
w okiennic@ch. (Inf.) . '
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I’(', . S - -
, Summary of results. °
‘ . ) o v R ° N
(Note: Polish sentences containing nic as the object of a neg. tr. vb.
shall not be 1ncluded in these results.
P 'Marg(inal)' refers to such cases where the informant admitted[
1 that the sentence could be heard, but that- . B
. o he considered {t substandard.)
‘ ’ . o
Conditions considered to : . M- orf of aces.
4' | " favour acc. case choice ' _  Pol. -Ruaa.
; ' , s . Bl
r ‘ —,‘:
‘Instrumental appositive . 1 - 1 gen./1 acc.
K Pe'rsonal‘.names; proper nouns, animates . 1 -'(nuu"g.) 762 (56% for
. ) _ ) o e L | g-proper nouns)
"Obje.ct'depend'ent on infin. + neg. tr. vb. o 18 60.'11.
x Limiting adv ‘ S ST o - 0
L - - -
) 6 - 35' .2%
1 * no figs. )
26 55.6%
b
. v ’ . Y )
. 11 | = 'no figs.
12 ya
o2 53.72 ¢

- - . ® | .
i b S
1 52% R
. 11 %7.6%
v 2 §

-
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. A
, , -~
Conditions considered to .4+ TMo. or X of accs.
favour ‘gen. case choice . -
Pol. Russ.
Quantitative meaning of noun 0 1l acc. only .,
. - . Y
Presence of intensitlers bf negation 1 42 .
] M "
Verbs of desire, expection etc. Figs.ogiven 2 19.82%
only for vbs. of perception.
; ~
Fixed phrases and idioms \/\/ 0 no figs.
bl “ O Aﬁi‘
Indefinite (unknown) object noun 3 55.6%
Infin. + mod. aux. vb. 5 rK figs.
Formal (written) style e 5 no figs.
i
Gerunds and participles 1 (marg.) 12%°
g : . L5 .
Presence of imet' '/ mied v 3 iy 2.62
- - N —.l . . " .
-Object is abstract neuter adjectival o 132
noun .
.“ . ‘ 4
Pronoin to,, L 0 152 ;’f
: ’ - 1 237 :
A R N ‘_.I'}_ i ) \/‘ﬁﬁg
T T IS ” o
L/Ob’j'gcg ?mn‘ plyrlalP . ’ ' 5 ; %2_9.?2
* Imperfective nég: tr.-vb. 3 "59.9%
. ne vid&o, né six uS”/ nie widad, nié ~¢:, o  .1acc./16 gen.
; “E - . /\ . _;4 A . W o . . .
SR oo : ' 1 -
T —— — - ———
‘;:‘:?"f’ N / » !"'{ A\ -
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W

both in Russian and Polish, as does quantification of the noun. The

presence of intensifiers of negation, and the ne vidno ne slydno / nie

widaé,.nic s&ychad constructions alro encourage g;n. ca;e s;lectién after
the neg . tr.‘.

An important point to notice is that all but five of”?hc Polish
sen;encea seem to be ;olloquial 1n,éharacter, which illustrates thé

great difference between Polish and Russian with respeé; to case choice

after neg. tr. vb. In Polish, apart from sentences containing an infin. |

+ finite verb construction, acc. choice appears to be restricted mainly
' : 1 : "
Q

to colloquial usagé.

K
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From the summary "ebove, it is evident that even in our extremely

! mll corpus of data on Polish, wé found zero acc. occurrence for only

Y
v ! eix conditiono in Polish, i.e. -» in the presence of 1imiting adverbs,

’ vhez:e the noun has a quantitative meening, in fixed phrases and _idioms,

L4 —’;x'r‘—-~ . M: 2 - - = L ~ »
_the object is a noun. &erived’ fron a ﬁeuter abstract adjective,
»"‘& - ' the object 1s th%ro“ung‘ nnfwith the conetrations nie
‘D
is:‘ widec!, nie lgchaé( 'n# quree with zero acc. occurrence for only

3 “4ope - cqn):ition 4n Rdmfzhe- %resence of limiting adverBs. Even. for

v Nite e
/o smll and Méceharily reliable body of data, these results for

- "Foliswge qu:l,t:ygk mﬁtieing, in view of the sttength of the neg. gen.

1!‘x o

tule in standq;d Ro*lish . ’ ;
./ . '

‘,4':.’;"'7 Looking at the more striking features of the table, it appeers that
Polish like Ruaaien, admits the acc. where the negated verb governs an w

’

- infinitive, in particular, if the governing verb 1is 'independent' and

not merely a modal auxiliery. It should be noted, also, that all cases

y » £
fof the acc. occurring in formal ( i, e. written) style contein a governi
' o
verb phrase of some ki»nd with an infinitive. This would beat out the ’*

wtatenent in«more recent books on Polish gramar, that infinitive N
wnltructions with a neg. tr. vb. are permieeibt ‘yith the acc& Interrogative
' sentencee eleo appear to inc‘ease the gham.es of n! acc. in Polish, as
“in’ Ruesinn . Our results oh hat a/ja stem nouns favour acc. chofce" to p
jaone qxtent in Polish howev . e would I ﬁj,er, the reader to ‘he qection in

.Chﬁptﬁt II onw/ja stem ndtns. where ve eéoee %he difficu.ltiee involVed in

) neceuing the true extent of. the acc. with _ALE nouns as opposed, for example,
"«'"‘tou-c..eni- nouns. : | © a

tenre contei%ihg deiini:e nounl end perf.ectivee heve very high ncc._

o, w oET

[t R 'e‘i- ' o
: thtiogin Pofilh. ﬁ'ighet than . tlus in Ruuinu - nt leeet it appeare 86. froh L Tew

out li-itid ﬂure( on Polieh Liniting edVerbo produce e high gen. connt jv’!':_

- : o . . . : . - B . - e L
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IV. Conclusion.

1. It is clear from our material and from other studies,chat a
choice subject to certain restrictions exists between the acc. and
gen. cases following the neg. tr. vb. in Russian. The choice 1in
_many caees apbears to be superficlally based-on a considerablevnumber
of different.factors, but-in fact there seem to be bn:sdet undenlyins

principles tnvolved, which are difficult to pinpoint. We have found L

only four' criteria upon éhich'éas!'ielection can be made with satis~

~s

‘factory consistency: the gen. will be chosen | q@}‘{
- wherd.the noun has ;\quancitative meaning;
-- where intensifiers of negation are present; ( g
— where the noun is governed by a gerund or participle;
- wiﬁh the constructions ne vidno, ne slyines. _ k’

The factors which seem to favour use of the acc. are
-— the presence of indirect negétion;
-— the presence of a proper noun in the object case;

L, = the\Sentence is in the interrqgative mood.

Regarding 1ndirect negation, it has been suggested that in bonjunction
with an independent verb the infinitive is the only. element negated. The
govetning verb. is not negated and the object is in the acc. for this

reason. Where the governing verb is a modal auxiliary, it hag been said
v

that both the 1nf1nitive and the verb are negated, due to tbeir close
f

<
syntactic association, thus the noun is usually in the gen. We have

pointed out, however, the difficulty of asqspsing ;he 'independence’ ‘of a

verb, ' : 7’ . .
Proper nouns are nornally individunted or 'knovn (determinate), thus_

they would be expected to take the acc. .after neg. tr. vb.
: .

-~



Negated questions are stylistically emphatic and do not
usually have a negative meaning. On the contrary, negation in
quesfions ofCen implies expectation of‘ a pooi“,ﬁiyeﬁ.anwer,. The
object in such utterances therefore tends to take the acc.

In the other categories examined for Russian it is usually
I

unclear as to what extent they perform a role in case choice.
Evaluation of their significance to case selection is severely

complicated by the frequent simultanteous interaction of several
&

criteria.

4

2. It is probable that the oppositions detefminate/inde_terminate,‘ )

potaliportial negation and the concept of individualization are key

factors in determining case after neg. tr. vb. in Russian. Further

study of these phenomena .is r-equired‘ to assess their 1nf1uehce on

carse choice. Such st:n.@y should include 'rinvestigation of i:he function
0 v .

of accentuat;ion, word orc{er, emphasis and context. : .

‘3. Igf is normally thought that the genitive is the only permitted

\.
\

ceee following' neg. tr. vb. in Polish. Our results do not corroborate

A

this. We have -found zero acc. occurrence after_neg. tr. vb. for only
six of the ca%egories examined' )
T e {be presence of a limiting adverb-: ‘. .‘ ‘
-.t-. 3:’% noun has-a ?}_::ntitative meang.ng,

-— thequrases is )rvﬁ:xed phrase ‘or 1diom; - |

. : |
w j'ft i 1VN bstract neute
!‘N‘d‘bb. noyn s ~. w f}'om aq;}';a ‘ %c uter
sdjective; o, S
j - ‘. "7 ﬂ .

1A v‘
‘x

- the olr}ec't :l.s the yronm '

v "'I*’ ~ghe phrase contains the construction nie widaé nie
s . |
B slzchac. - . - -
- | - |
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4. Polish eho‘n emlerity to Ruuian in encouraging acc. case
selection(to & certain extent)under the following conditionsz
— {n the presence ¥f indirect negation'
- where the object 1e an a/ja stem noun; {
- where the object noun is determinate;

The only instance where Polieh accepts the acc. following neg. tr. vb.
in the literary language 18 with indirect negation, -

The influence of a/ja stem nouns 1is difficult to assess for .
both Polish and Russian, due to morpholoéical factdie. A/ja stem houns.
may not in reality have any influence on case choice in either of the'twei
languages. For more detailed discussign of the problems involved we
refer the_reader to the section on this subject in Ch. II.
5. Unlike Russian, Polish appears to favour acc. se choice after
neg. tr. vh, of the'perfective ‘as;ect. Though th%snoften quoted
as a condition for chooeing the acc. 1n Rudbian, it does not in practice 1
seem to be so, on the bas:ls of the material we have studied 'd' '} "' B
6. Apert from the 1nstanee of indirect’ negqtion, 311 the mnplea
of* accs. follaqing neg.'“t'r. vb. that we'e availeble for our perusal
originated from colloquial sources.‘ Uee of the acc. after neg. 'tr. vb is
still considered subltandard in the greet mnjority of ceeea An Pol:lah '

s

whatever 1te actml crequency :ln the colloquial leeguage my be.

b

"7‘._" Our data on Poliah me exttenely limited To establish the real

position of the ecc ain littt‘ety ;inéapoken mdern Polieh further study

and collection of rav datn are rqurﬁ Two caae counfe would be of greet

o value, one ot e:tmive contenpoury w!?itten texte, the othet of epoken

e

. _recorder, 1n ord‘r to elininate c{uciou or. mconecioue self-correct:lon

»by the apeeker.

ta

texts. prefeubly collected du:ing the courae of convetutien on a tape-
A

‘.'~~

m dete could then be clueiﬂed end eminod in the"hg-

.0



A

way as in Russian to show how much the acc. is used in Polish foil‘gi\ngl

the neg. tr. g'vb., and which conditions particularl'y encourage 1it.

‘¢ B \
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