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ABSTRACT | 7 -
The objeciive ofrlhis wvork is the examination of the Russian
prepbsitionless Instrumental case, in particular frcmkthe
poiﬁt of view of case grammar. In an overview of the
Instrumental .case in English, we ascertained that this case
iF;:an be primarily charffacterized by five specific features --

" namely, cause, autonomy, def initeness, .ntent, and, most

important, control. An in-depth study of . several
w i . - *

L

classificatory works on the Russian Instrumental and an
examination of the\appliégbiliéy éf the five characteristic
features of the Instrumental to these lead" us to two
conclusions. a ,

First, the number of distinct Instrumental meanings in
Russian is not as grea£ ;asF'has been §§§pﬂse§ by m£n¥
scholars, }but rathéff the majority aﬁtthege meanings, or

functions, can be understood as examples of either the

Instrumental of implement or the predicative Instrumental,

both  of which ~ have Avide=fanging | transformational

.\) o !

Second, the concepts of case grammar, while seemingly

possibilities.™

compatible with a case language like Russian, proved to be

less viable than had been anticipated. ’

RS = R O E- B R RS A TR S St

*
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I. Introduction

Tpe aim 6f this study is to clarify the functions of
one surface case in what -is(ferhed'a case,I?nguabe, and
compare.these fuhctions with some of  the proposals which
have  been présented within the ;heories"colleétively
referr;d to as case grammar.

For this durpose, we will éxamine'a suaface case from
the Russian languége. There are several factors underlying
this decision, some of which follow. First, as will become
more fvident in Chapters 11 & 111, which deal‘ with the
theories of case grammar, a large number of -the stuaies,of
Ease‘ have been concernea with the languaées éf the
indo—European linguistic famiLy. Even 'more specifically,
much of this work has dealt with case not only in the
Western brqncﬁ of the Indg:EﬁropeQn family, but specifically
wfth-English data in mind. By concentrating our efforts on a
language still within the Indo-European family,. it is
: V\reasonable for us to expect many of tﬁe general menta;‘

cdncepts of‘the’speakers of the languages within this family
on the whole to be similar. Thus, it will not be necessary
. for ‘us to relate vaiioﬁs psychological perceptions to our
th?ory, but rather we will ma*e an.initial assumption that,
among the speakers of the'many‘languages and dialects of
this family, thet; will not be a sufficient dégree of
-vatianc; with- the concepgualizationvof the world situation,

. ~.488 itfvig expressed linguistically, to have a greatly
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none of them has a richer verbal system than Bulgarian or ‘a

. m S gi‘, et s s B .

. ' i

'

=

.significant effect. on our results. .

Seeandlyi'it is_genefall} aécﬁptéé khat witﬁiﬁ the East
Slavic Eraﬁch,: morphological manifestations of case féfé
substantives are realized to a far greater degree than
vithin the Western branch! | :

Russién Qéﬁlse also holds a uniqge position within the
Slavic languages. ‘Thr@ugh a bypalogi;al'elassifiéatian of |
the Slavi: languages, it has been shown that "none of them
has as many cases as Russian‘af as, few as Bulgarian, ané
poorer one than Russian” (Isacenko 1940: 198). With the most
cases cfgany Slavic language', Russian seems to be a natural
choice if one wishes to study the meaning of case, for, it
would seem, with more cases to express various nuances, one
could expect each case to be in some sense proto-typical for

a certain function, either semantic or syntactic.
The next quéSEién that had to be decided was on which
surface case to concentrate. Again, one could choose almost

any of the eight cases in Contemporary Standard Russian

(later, also referred to by the abbreviation CSR), but we

have chosen the Instrumental (henceféorth also Inst) for

several reasons. First, without a formal discussion oh the -
tcpic; it may be accepted that the HleﬂatlvE, while

‘Harphnlgg1cally Russian can be said to have the following
eight cases: Nominative, Accusative, Genitive, Genhitive II
(Partitive Genitive), Dative, Instrumental, Prepositional,
and Prepositional II (strict Locative). For ‘the most part,

‘however, six is the number usually agreed upon; the

Genitive II and Prepostional Il are not nermally considered
to be full cases.
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nonetheless a case, can be said to represent a neutral form
of the substantive. Since its surface realizations are
limited, i.e. to nominal sentences, subject of the verb, and

object of the preposition za in the one guestion,

(1) &to éto za ... ? , o
What kind of ... is this?
we did not choose it. »»
Similarly, we will not discuss the Accusative or

4

Genitive. The Accusative is the most widely used oblique

case in Russian with verbs,, whilé the Genitive is the most
common with. nouns?, and both of these uses qén be
simplistically summarized by labelling them the (direct)
object of the verb, and an adnominal madifiEF, respectively.

We excluded the Pfeéesétianaliby virtue of the  fact
that it is invariably used with prepositions, which can add
significant independeﬁt;semantic infﬁrmétién to the case
phrase. Vinogradov (1972: 140) has explained this péftiéulaf
" aspect of Russian Jrammar in the following manner?®: .

-"S razvitiem analiticeskix otnosenij, rasSirjajuscéix

Y

funkcii predlogov f’xsuslainjajuééix znacenija
padezej, gruz grammaticeskoga vyrazenija

*Averaging the unweighted fiqures given in Nikonov (1961:
28) for case usage in works by Pushkin and Lenin, the
‘Accusative's usage with verbs accounts for 18.3% of all case
forms in these works, while the use of the Genitive with
nouns .represents 19.3%.

"Another viewpdint with respect to prepositsions is expounded
by Van Schooneveld, whose claim is that case refers to
phenomena "as directly seen by the eyes of the speaker and
addressee in the speech situation,” while "prepecsitional
modification gives merely a new substantivic setting against
which the modified [substantive] is projected" (1978: 204).

e



perekladyvaetsja s padeinoj formy na predlog.”

Finally, since the Dative is widely understood as tﬁe
indirect object of the verb, and further, since much ﬁas
alsé been written about it both from the poinf' of view of
impersonal sentences*, and of staf;be verbs*, we have

narrowed this study down to the one remaining case -- that

known -as the Instrgmental.
The Inst is not a statistically insignificant case

form, since it accounts for slightly less than 10% of all

case forms 1in Russian. Nikonov's data, mentiore ‘a
" previous footnote, indicate that in publicistic re,
those of Lenin), the Inst represents 7.0% of all subs ive

forms, ihi-lé~ in l%terary works (speéifically Pushkin) it
comprises“10.4%. These figures correlate well with tﬁe :data
of - Lékov‘, wvhose frequencies for the Instrumental are as
follows: in scientific and publicistic works, 7.7%; in
literary works, 9.6%; and in dramatic works, which are a
close approximation of tﬁe spoken language, 6.6% (1971:
| 327-28).

The Inst case itself is used primarily in constructibné
with verbs. Lekov does not break case usage déwn into its

specific manifestations, but Nikonov's data ihpicate that
, . :

the Inst 1is wused in verbal constructions about 76% of the

- e - —— - — - — -

‘See, for example, Comrie (1974), "Impersonal Subjects in
Russian.” °
*See, for example, Tixonov (1960), Kategorija sostojanija
v sovremennom russkom jazyke; and Miller (1970), "Stative
Verbs in Russian."
‘Lekov (1871), Vundna struktura na dumata v slavjanskite
ezici. .

~ ,



time, tompared with about 17% with nouns, and only about 7%

-in other consgructions. Moreover, in most instances of its

~

usage with a nominal’, the nominal is derived ffém a verb,
thereby retaining the governing properties of the latter.
Although the 1Inst in RusSian can be used withput a
preposition, or with any of the prepositions s, za, mezdu,

pered, etc., approximately half of its total otcurrences are

in its prepositionless form, while its usage with the one

preposition s seems to account for about 33% of its total
usage3. None of these scholars, however, gives statistics
for individual usages in particular environments. Because of

the additional - semahti information provided by

prepositio as mentionell above, we will thus focus our
f’n\

discussio" on the Russian prepositionless Inst -- a case

form occurring primarily in consfyuctions with verbs. The

theoretical  discussion will, ’thefe;creg concern itself

principally with a functional interpretation of this surface
case and its interplay with verbs. \ S‘

Methodology
As will be seen in the historical review of case

studies presented in the next two chapters, cases have been

studied both in isolation and within context. ,
'Bernstejn (1958: 364) has noted that the use of the Inst
vith nouns is chiefly a characteristic of specific styles of
writing, namely scientific and journalistic. Moreover, this
usage does not exist at all in the dialects.

‘While we do not have exact figqures for this statement, our
work with this case leads us to conclude that the data given
in Freeman (1973: 70) for 0Old Russian fairly reflect the
present state of affairs also.



The slavist, Iéaégnta; already ment ioned above, writes’

(1965: 94):
;;g; nel'zja priznat' pravil'nym utverzdenie, éto

pade

B

naja forma sama po sebe “nicego ne znalit".

adeznaja forma, vyrvannaja iz konteksta, lifena

oy

smysla, ibo ona vyrazaet otnosenie, a dlja
osuscestvienija kakogo-libo otno3enija neobxodimo
naliéie dvux &lenov."™
It seems prudent to agree with Isadenko that cases
express relations, and that they must, therefore, be
considered within context. Our study, as already mentioned,
will concentrate on the relatianship between verbs and their
X , .
arguments.

the historical development of case ' studies from their

ancient Western origin up to the beginning of the era of

-

3

ransformational Generative Grammar. Chapter IIT will then

i

resent an outline of the study of case within the

o

Generative ffamevark, where we will review the origin of
case grammar, and its subseguent aevglcpments_ This will
‘include the major approaches to case taken by scholars such
as Chomsky (the Standard Theory), Fillmore (Case-Grammar),
and Andergon (Localist Theory). Various criticisms and
ceuntgéfprapcsals will Ee mentiohed, as well as other
linguistic factors vhich might affect the. interpretation of

cases or case-phrases.



. In Chapter IV the various meaﬁings, functions, .and
definitions of the Inst case that have been proposed will be
examined in greater éétai;. Since thgrméjarity of these are
not drawn ’Eram Slavic ééta, ;ﬁecific manifestations of the
Russian (and Slavic) Inst will beﬁpfcviaed in the following
chapter. This section will concentrate on the specific

interpretations of both the deep case Inst and the surface

manifestations célleé Inst. Needless to say, this will
require some examination of the syntactic overlapping that
occurs at the surface level among various semantic notions.

Chapter V will present a fairly detailed overview of
the classifications and igh:tiaﬁsfbf the Inst in Russian, as
identified by various scholars. Some data from other Slavié:
languages, and from the predecessors of modern Russian, will
also be‘given, Such in{é:mﬂticn may assist us in determining
which wuses of the Insé are general to the Slévie languages,
and which may be’ specific only to modern Russian. This
chapter -villi therefore, serve as the ées;ripticn.af our
basic corpus of data.

Chapter VI will examine the interrelationships which
exist between the usages and classifications of the Inst in
Russian and the diverse theér;tical approaches which have
been Eakgn for case in language in general. It will be
impossible to examine every use of the 1Inst in modern
Russian, so the study will concentrate on gxgmining the éatg
Yith ghe hope of extracting features and conditions on the

use of the Inst which will be applicable to a wide
J



cross-section of our data. We will examine syntax,
semantics, and even pragmatics for this purpose. We will
endeavour to extfgct?juSt those features which may allow us
to provide some linguistically significant generalizations
about the case in guestion. .

Our conclusions and generalizations -. from our

discussions will be reiterated in the last chapter,

Chapter VII.



11. Pre-Transformational Theories of Casas

One of the basic problems facing the researcher in the

field of case-grammar is the fact that the category of case
L
does not have a direct parallel in the philosophical

u

o

sciences -- epistemology, logic, metaphysics -- on which to
base a disciplined theory.

The formal study of case has followed a rocky, and at
times, very muddy road. At the surface level of langquage,
where the study of case had its beginnings, it is a
morphological phenomenon. However, case is much more than
simply an aépect of morphology or mor phophonology.
Grammarians and linguists have been striving for centuries
to understand the mechanisms whereby morphological case is
assigned, or not assigned.

‘Case has been studied, prijarily, within two not
altogether distinct schools of thought -- the syntactic and
the semantic. In this chapter we vill examine representative
periods of the. evolution of these approaches from the
earliest Western stuéiés of case up to the ;ear;gf years of

Transformational-Generative Grammar.

It is the Greeks and Romans who may be duly credited
with advancing the first theories of case. Their
contribution has exerted a significant  influence on the

direction in which later scholars were to go in their
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studies. The Greeksggnstituted a bipartition of the surface
cases into the wupright (which we may also call the
Nominative) andsthe remaining cases, which they labelled as
falling or deviant on: the basis of the morphologically
differing forms which were manifested in surface structure.

his connection was

=
rt

One assumption which the Greeks made ii
that the upright case, in its widely used syntactic
applicati@ﬁ as the subje%t of the sentence, was sufficiently
understood so as to warrant no further study. The essence of
the matter for the Greeks lay in the semantics of the

remaining cases -- the deviant ones -- for which the Greeks

appeared in Latin as and in Russian, by way of Church

\fore, in the very earliest studies

Slavonic, as padeZ. The
of case, we have the Humiﬁzgire treated as a syntactic

manifestation, while a semantic explanation was attempted

for the remaining cases.

In the ensuing centuries case studies maintained the
bipartition introduced by the GreeksF;Tﬁusi the syntactical-
ly-based Nominative received virtually no detailed gnalysis;:
vhile the deviant cases were the subject of extensive
endeavours to explain their vgriaus and diverse functions. A
great number of these earlier studies conventrated on Greek
‘and ’Latini and=fram these came terms suéh as the Qative of
possession, the Genitive of possession, etc. Thus, fpr
exémple, | some later sgyantiﬁallyépéééé descriptions of

s
surface morphological forms present up to thirty -different

4
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-case-definitions for the Latin Genitive alone’.

A different approach, which also dates from .the
scholars of Antiquity, is_that vhich has been labelled as
the Jocal ist or localistic theory off case (Anderson 1971:
6). The fiist exponent of thisﬁgheary was the Byzantine
grammarian Maximus Planudes. The ba;ic premise on which this
theory is predicated is the belief that humans perceive the

world a:aun% them with respect to the physical location of
its various entities, and the movement of these from one
place to another. These entities may be of a concrete nature
-- as in the sentence,
(2) Kreml’ v Moskve
the K:emljge(is) in Moscow;
or may be of an abstract nature, e.g., .
" he helped me
Lit: he gave (displayed) to-me help,
in which the situation may be described as the transfer of
the abstract entity pomoss’ ffem its source -- the subject.
of the sentence -- to its destination, n;mel&, me (mne).
Such entities may be viewed in two vays. One may
consider abstract and Egncﬁeté instances of location to be
of equal impértaﬁce; or one may postulate that the Cﬁhéﬁété.
instances have more validity than the absfﬁaét bnes, under
vhich interpretation it is believed that concrete location

has a CEftalﬁ antalaglcal pr1q;1ty avgr abstract location.

’See, for gxample, W. A, de Graet.(1956);7‘Classifiéatian of
the Uses of a Case illustrated on the Genitive in Latin."
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Anderson, whose work 1is largely within such a general

framework, prefers to call the latter interpretation the

local ist thécry; and the former, Jocalistic (Anderson 1971:
12). d

: ' \

. From the time of the -Greek iné Latin studies until the

last century, little nevw was added to Supplement these early

*

approaches'®, It wa§ only with the inception of the
XIX century that studies returned to a more detailed

theoretical examination of case.

B. Early XIX C. Case Studies

The scholars of the eg:lf 1800's worked, for the most
part, within the localist theory. They cgntinueé to stﬁéy
case from a syntactic-semantic viewpoint, and were therefore
concerned vith the meanings of those cases having such a

spatial meaning in contradistinction to those which carried

an immediate syntactic function, such as subject and direct

object. We thus have the following description of the theory

of one of the XIX c. localist scholars:
"La théorie enseignée par [Franz) Bopp'' cansistg a
va;r dang 125 cas des expr2551ans primitives 4 crdre

"'*This is not tc say that no work was done on case; rather,
the researchers of case through the medieval ages fell
"between the two extremes, /.e. of reproducing in their own
semantic terms the ideas of their predecessors or of trying
to produce 5ameth1ng nevw.” Generally speaking, their terms
of reference were "partly functional, partly semantic
(Bursill-Hall 197t: 170).

''For the early form of this theory, see Bopp (1826)
"Vergleichende Zergliederung des Sanskrit und der mit ihm
verwandten Sprachen. Dritte Abhandlung: Ueber das
Demonstrativum und den Ursprung der Casuszeichen."

-



V. ' .
spatial, aptes & se conformer aussi aux besoins
d'une pensée plus developpée qui opeére dans la
sphéere du temps et de la causalité” (Hjelmslev 1935;
36). '

It was F. Wullner, however -- a student of Bopp -- who,
in a work publisheé the following year'?, further refined
this point of view. Wullner was perhaps the .first to search
for 'a unified semantic function of each surface case. Of the
- principles he set down towards this goal, his second was, as
quoted by Hjelmslev (1935: 37):

"La conception ou ]l'idee qu'il s'agitAde chercher

dans une forme lin%uistigug doit é&tre une idée une,
une seule signification fondamentale (Grund-
bedeutung) .d'un degré d'abstraction assez grand pcug
permettre d'en éééuﬁre~taus les emplois concrets de

}a forme."

About two decades later, in the mid-1800" s, an opposing
view to this -- one that nglmslev calls the Ant/i-Localist
theory -- was developed. Gﬁk of the early proponents—of this
theory was Theodor Rumpel, who expounded it primarily with
regard to Greek'?®, His work is mainly a study of the Quffg:e
syntax of language. Rumpel claimed that the Nominative is
- the case of the subject; the Accusative, the case of thé
direct abject' the Dative, the case of the indirect object;
"Hjelmslgv 1dent1fles this work as, Wullner (1827) Dié :

Bedeutung der sprachl ichen Casus und Modi, Miunster).
'*Rumpel (1845), Casuslehre in besonderer Beziehung auF die

griechis¢he 5pF§EﬁE
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and that the Genitive is an adnominal modifier of the
bsubject or object. Moreover, Rumpel wrote that the
Nominative and the Accusative indicated a relationship
between a noun ané:a verb; the Genitive, between two nouns;
and that the Dative indicated a relationship to the entire
phrase (op. cit.: 48). This form of afgumgnﬁatiﬁn is rather
circularlfigF syntactic functions and surface case forms are
' _defined in ztermsé of each other. In other words, it would

i

have no effect on Rumpel's theory were we to say, for

example, that the direct object is the noun found in the
. I ) ;l =
Accusative, for all we really have here is—3a proposed

A

descriptioff through labels.

Over 30 years after Rumpel's work vas publisﬁed;‘ yet
another variation appeared: the so-called EEmiiLaﬂaiist
théory. This theory is primarily a synthesis of the rather
semantically-based Localist school of thought and the more
syntactiqally*g;seé Anti-Localist view. As .e:pounded by
F. Holzweissig'*, among others, it aecepts: the syntactic
description of some cases, as deseribéd above, but also
provides a semantic, i.e, nén—syntactic, function  for.
certain otherr oblique cases such as the Ablative and the

Instrumental. Under this proposition, the point of ‘view is

L4

taken.that there exist, in fact, two types of surface case
namely, grammatical cases, wvhich are purely syntactic in

.function; and Jocal cases, which are of a semantic nature.
' ]

—— i — - —— == e e e =

'‘See especially his work, Nahrhelt und Irrtum der
local ist Ischen Casustheorie, which was published in 1877.
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These two types of cases later became known as concrete and
abstract with regard to their respective fﬁnctieﬁs (Lyons

0

1968 304$.

C. Case Grammar'in the First Half of the XX C.

| It was with this background that research into case
entered - the twentieth century. British and North American
studies of case in the English language can trace their
origin to the early European studies of,kespecially, Latin.
Despite the fact that case endings per se -- i.e.
morphological markings on nominals, etc. -- were all but
extinct in the English language, scholars such +as
Sonnenschein, aven in_ tg; 1920's, propagated the imposed
dogma of Latin grammar by supporting the study of the
"cases" in ‘the English language. This trend was not,
however, satrosanct' to the study of case. Many later

scholars refuted this viewpoint and shifted the focus of

—

”

their studies to a more semantic interpretation of surface

structure,

Jespersen

Otto Jespersen uas;one of the more notable‘schelafsnof
the early part of this century. Among his _contthutians ;a-
linguistic studies was his opposition to what he considered

to be the fallacious viewpoint of Sonnensthein,»nqméiy that



"the pupil who has maétefed the uses iaf snglish'
cases, as set forth in [Sonnenschein's] book, will
have little to learn when he comes to Latin, except
‘that Latin has an ‘extra case =~-- the ablative”
(Jespéfsen 1924: 180).

In some’ respects, Jespersen returned to the views of
the Anti-Localists, claiming, ast;;sibly; a purely syntactic
function for case (Jespersen 1924: 185). He sav no advantage
in examining the forms and functions of pronouns in English,
since he believed that they “present a great Tmany
peculiarities of their own and keep. up distinctions faundi
novhere ‘else" (1924: 183). Moreover, despite the claim of a
purely syntactic function for case, Jespefs&n still admitted
to the Demi-Localist bipartition of case functions' into a
concrete class and an abstract <lass -- admission afg which
is, ~Ipso FsEtQ, zEGﬂtfaﬂiétéfy to a purely syntactic
viewpoint. o B |

»Hanethgleés, Jespersen's work éiavea sigﬁificantfar
the ,pée:f} researcher of case by directing him out of <the
labyrinth created by an édhgfgnce to the study of c#ée on
the Latin maégl. i1t warns us ;hat case "notions, hciéver,
are 1ill-defined and pass imperceptibly‘ﬁﬁta one afiother,"
Hig final admonition is that "cases form one of the most
irrational part [sic] of language in gener%l“ lop. cit.:

186) .
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Hjelmslev
It was not until the 1930's that one of the first truly

semantically-based grammars of case appeared, namely, Louis

Hjelmslev's La Catégorie des Cas. Perhaps Hjelmslev's major

contribution to the study of case is his .inclusion of the
long-neglected Nominative within the scope of his semantic
framework: "I1 s'ensuit que la distinction principale entre
rectus et obliqui doit &tre abandonnée comme étant sans
im;gﬁtaﬁce essentielle™'* (1935: 95-96).
i‘;&mslev‘s theory was formalized by various
princiﬁiés, among which was that
"les termes possibles d'une dimension grammaticale
ne sont pas épuises par 1l'etablissement du terme »
positif et du terme negatif; 4 ces termes extrémes
s'ajoutent des termes intermediaires et complexes.”
To this he adds,
"il semble étre tout indiqué; gue chacun des cas
rentrant dans une seule et méme dimension peut étre
defini d'une fagon - mathématique ou logique en
utilisant les symbols + - 0 t (%, ‘%’ '¢ et en
désignant chacun des cas comme étant positif,
negatif, neutre, complexe, complexe-positif ' ou

complexe-negatif fespeetivgment“ (op. cit.: 98).

"¢In actual;ty, Hjelmslev used the symbol ":", where we have
used "-", However, in keeping with the more familiar
terminology of plus- and minus-marking, we have taken the
liberty of making this change with regard to Hjelmslev's

work,

X
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It follows, then, for Hjelmslev to spécify later,
"que J‘opposition qui a lieu & ]’intérieur d’une
dimension grammaticale n’est pas une opposition
entre une idée positive et une idée négative, mais
. une opposition entre une Iidée simple et une idée
complexe' " (op. clt.: 100).
The principle opposition which Hjelmslev proposes,

continuing the localist tradition founded in antiquity, is

that of direction. He specifies the positive, neutral, and

negative points of this dimension as rapprochement, repos,
and éloignement respectively, and displays these
diagramatically as three contiguous "cells." From these
'éellsi one term is chosen as a base for the system, and is
designated fintensive, while the remaining terms are
extensive. He explains this decision in the following
manner:
"La case gqui est choisie comme intensive a une
tendance a concentrer ia signification, alors gque
les cases choisies comme extensives ont une tendance
& répandre la signification sur les autres cases de
facon & envahir l‘gésemble Séu domaine semantique
occupé par la zone" (1935: 112-113),
. The second dimension which Hjelmslev proposes is thét
g; ;éﬁéﬂénce : Incohérence. The positive pole is defined in

the following manner: "Par cohérence nous comprenons le fait

general d étre lxe par une connexion relativement intime &

'’Here, again, the 1ta11cs are Hjelmslev's,



19

un autre objet" (op. cit.: 129).

As an explanation of the interaction of the above two

dimensions (direction with cohérence : incohérence), let us

survey some of Hjelmslev's examples (1935: 130) for their

various cambinatiens. For rapprochement and cohérence, we
have Gerﬁén in + acc., and Latin in + acc. For rapprochement
and incohéﬁence» there is Latin ad agd German an, both with
acc. Eloignement with fncOhérence‘accouﬁtq for Latin ab and
German von, while the neutral degree of direction,_ repos,
and no difference between cohérence and‘incohéﬁence yields

English between and the German equivalent zwischen. Finally,

cohérence without a difference in direction gives German

in + dat., and éloignemenf without a difference between
cohérence and incohérence produces English through. While
these examples do not exhaust the total nine possible
principleb combinations given by Hjelmslev, they do serve to
indicatevthe general character of his system.

‘Hjelmslev's third and final dimension is based on the
_ physical relationship of the speaker and the object spoken
: abouf{ The m&jn,terns of this dimension are the two spatial
pairs au-dessus : au-dessous 'and devant :, derriére.
Hjelmslev "vrites, "Reste a voir en quoi xK;.'ifé'nsi'ste la
différence entre le couple au-dessus - au-dessous et#/le
couple devaﬁt-derrléne.. C'est selon nous une difference
d'objectivité et de subjectivité™ (1935: 131-132). Thus, in
the $entence i eét sous I’aﬁbfe, there;ié 'uné relation

d'ordre objectif"™ (op. cit.: 132); while, "en disant
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l'oiseau est dern l’arbre ou ]’ociseau est devant 1’arbre

j'indique 4° Wire 1la situation relative de l'oiseau et
de l'arbre pai'fappcft a moi-méme comme spectateur” (op.
cit.: 133),

The essence of Hjelmslev'é theory is in the assignment
to the various cases of the terms of any of these semaﬁfic

#

features, or combinations of such terms. However,

Hjelmslev's theory is somewhat constrained by the assignment
of 'a’ strong hierarchical relationship to these three
dimensions, corresponding to the order in which they are

presented abave.'ﬁjelmslev claimg that all cases may or may

not*be specified by any or each of Phe three dimensions, but
adds that any case specified by a feature of a lower
dimension, ﬁust wlso be specified for each of the dimensions
above it. ) .

Under such a definition, all cases must therefore bé
marked for the éimenéien of giﬁ5§ti§ni John M. Anderson

lf-interested interpretation: on Hjelmslev's

imposes a s

theory, by claiming that,

accordingly it seems just to regard only Hjelmslev's
first dimension as articulating [case relations])
proper; this is certainly more in line with current
understanding of the scope of the notion [case.
relation], and thus makes comparison with
non-localist case grammars like Fillmore's possible.
‘In comparison with these, Hjelmslev's theory,
divested of the notions of 'cohérence' and
Tsubjectivité', makes a strong claim concerning the
number of [case relations) available to a language,
viz. a maximum of six., And_he provides an intrinsic.
definition of the category of caser its content "is
directionality; and the range of [case relations]
depends upon the set of oppositions which can be

: =
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associated with this dimension (1877: 113-114).
This interpregaticn is, however, at best a self-interested
one by Anderson, for Hjelmslev, in formulating his theory,
writes,

"Il a eté reconnu, plug ou moins explicitement,

depuis 1l'antiguite ... que les significations des

cas constituent un systeme de plus d'une seule

dimension” (Hjelmslev: 95).

Thus, Hjelmslev giveg@g new direction to the study of
cdse by providing a semantic feature analysis of its usage.
Equally important, however, is the inclusion of the
-long-neglected Nominative case within Hijelmslev's

theoretical framework.

Jakobson . Q;E

Although there are some other XX C. descriptive works

-

on Russian. grammar which include the uses of the various
cases'', it is Roman Jakobson who gave us the first
important theoretital discussion of the case-system of
Russian. Like Hjelmslev, whom he quotes extensively,
Jakobson attempts a semantic clas:ificatian of the cases

His principal proposal was published under the title
"Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre: Gesamtbeéeu;ungen dgf'
russischen Kasusﬁfﬁﬁ 1936F‘; however this was subsequéntly
modified in his 1958 work, THcffalégiéeskig ngbljudenijé nad

—— - —

'¢See, for example, A. M, Peskcvsklg (1938) Russki j

sintaksis v n ‘osvedten|i.
"*This article was reprinted in 1966 in Eric P. Hamp et al,

eds., Readings In Linguistics 11. It is to this version that
my page references refer. :
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slavjanskim skloneniem (sostav russkix padeznyx form)*°.

Jakobson i&cludes in" his discussion of the cases,
besides the traditional six Russian cases (Nom, Gen, Acc,
Dat, 1Inst, and Prep), the so-called secoﬁd Genitive (the
partitive genitive) and the second Prepositional, or
Locative sensu  stricto. Moreover, in the manner ‘of
Hjelmslev, he establishes a set of semantic dimensions, or
éppositions (in German, Korrelationen), which he'suggests
can be binarily marked to indicate the semantic content of
each case in Russian. ‘o

Before disdussing the nature of these oppositions, it
is essential to understand Jakobson's theoretical basis for

them. By way of explanation, let us quote Jakobson himself:

Indem der Forscher zwei einander entgegengesetzte
mprphologische Kategorien betrachtet, geht er oft
on der Voraussetzung aus, diese beiden Rategorien
Seien gleichberechtigt, und jede besitze ihre eigene
positive Bedeutung: die Kategorie I. bezeichne a,
die Kategorie II. bezeichne B, oder mindestens: 1.
bezeichne a, 11. bezeichne das Nichtvorhandensein,
die Negation von a. In Wirklichkeit verteilen sich
die allgemeinen Bedeutungen der » korrelativen
Kategorien anders: falls die Kategorie 1. das
Vorhandensein von a ankundigt, so kundigt die
{: Kategorie II. das Vorhandensein von a nicht an,
d. h. sie besagt 'nicht, ob a anwesend ist oder
nicht. Die allgemeine Bedeutung der Kategorie II. im
Vergleich zu der Kategorie 1. beschrankt sich auf
den ?angel der "a-Signalisierung™ (Jakobson 1936:
56*'). : -

Expressed simply, this means that a positive specification

-y - —— -

'*In American Contributions to the Fourth Internat ional

Congress of Slavists. . . - ,

*'This is, in actuality, a direct quote by Jakobson from one
 of his own earlier works, viz. "Zur Struktur des russischen

Verbums, " 1932, ' _



can indicate the presence of that feature with the
particular case, while a negative specification does not
mean its absence . -

In his 1936 work, Jakobson identifies four oppositions
which he considers necessary to provide an adequate
description of the above-mentioned eight cases: Bezugs-
korrelation fdirectia ality*?), Umf angskorrelat ion (scopé or
extent), Stellu@ﬁﬁelatvién (position), and Gestaltungs-
korrelation (formation). Since the meanings of these
oppositions _ are not clear from their labels alone,
- Jakobson's motivation for each- will now be briefly
presented.

With reference to the sentence,

(4) syn nakazan otcom 7
the son is punished by his father,

Jakobson writes,

ervweist sich der Nominativgehalt als ein Objekt ‘der
Handlung. Der tatsachliche Gegensatz des A-s und N-s
besteht bloss darin, dass der A ankundigt, auf den

«~ Gegenstand sei eine Handlung ge:ichtet@ vogegen
der N an sich weder das Vorhandensein noch das
Nichtvorhandenseim eines Bezugs : zu einer Handlung
angibt. Die Angabe des Vorhandenseins eines Bezugs
ist also das Merkmal des A im Gegensatz zum N; es
ist mithin angebracht, den A als das merkmalhaltige,
bzw. den N als das merkmallose Glied einer Bezugs-
korrelation zu betrachten (1936: 58).

Similarily, for the examples,

‘i1yhile the German word Bezug may be ‘translated as
reference, Bezugskorrelation was later interpreted by .
scholars as directional ity, and this is the understanding of
the term which ve, too, accept.



(5) strana upﬁavuaetsja ministraml
the country is governed by the ministers,

(6) ministry upravl jajut stranoj
the ministers govern the country, -
Jakobson.compares the uses of the Inst with those of the Nom
'and Acc, incidentally dealing with the Dat, writing,
"Wie der A so.auch der D fungleren folglich als d1e
merkmalhaltigen Kasus der Be:ugskcrfelatlan (die
_Eesugsgasus) im Gegensatz zu den merkmallosen N
und 1" (op. cit.: 68).
Thus, Jakobson's first correlation (Bezugskorrelation),
vhich he maintains in his 1958 ‘article unéér the Russian
name napraviennost’, specifies the iec and Dat as positively
marked (d/rectional) in opposition to the/Nom and Inst,

Schematically this information is presented Ih Fig. 12°.

Dit.-] IZInst.

Flg. 1: Bezxugskorrelation (napravlennost').
Jakobson's = Umfangskorrelat ion (scope), which is
| presented in the later work under the label ob"emnost’,
indicates the extent to which the case-phrase participates
in. the speech situation. Thus, Jakebsaﬁ explains the
pesitivglyfmarked Gen as follows: ‘ |

~

=‘In Fig 1 threugh Fig. 4, the positively specified cases
are presented on the Jleft 51dg of the séhematxcs¢

=

AN



"Der G an sich besagt nur, dass der Umfang der

Téilnahfe des Gegenstaﬁdes am Sacﬁverhalte der

Aussage geringer als sein gesamter Umfang ist. 1In

velchem Masse der Umfang des Gegenstandes beschrankt

wvird, das bestimmt der sprachliche oder der ausser-

sprachliche Kontext”™ (1936: 63).
Later, he inclliig*;hg. Prep {or Loc) as the other positive-
ly-marked membér of this correlation, stating that "Der L
ist also gegeniber dem N, I, A und D als Umfangskasus und
gegenuber dem N, A und G als Randkasus merkmalhaltig” (op.
Eit.é 79). Note that therLcc is opposed to the Nom and Acc
under both specifications.. However, this opposition is maée:
more precise in the 1958 article, in which Jakobson: vritgs{\
"Priznak ob"emnosti v [Gen]** protivopostavlen otsutstviju
tikavaga v [Nom] i [Acc), i tot Ze priznak v.(Prep] protivo-
postavlen ego otsutstviju v [Inst] i [Dat]; nazovem [Gen] i
[Prep] ob"emnymi padeiami v otlidie ot proé¢ix, neob"emnyx
éadeiej -- [Nom], [Acc], tInst]‘i [Dat]” (1958: 131).

Fig. 2 presents a schematic representation of the later
claim. : ‘

The third major opposition of Jakobson is that of
- Stel lungskorrelat ion (position), which he calls
EE%IFEFijﬁastf in "Morfologiceskie nabl;uégn1ja.‘ and which

he explains simply in the following mahner:

*4For thg convenience of the reader we have replaced here,
‘and throughout this paper, the Russian case abbreviations
vith the English equivalents in square brackets. :

L
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Nom. Inst.
Prep.
Acc. ) Dat.

Fig. 2: umfangskorrelation (ob"emnost').

Worin liegt denn der Unterschied des I und D vom N
und A? Zwei Termini von Pongs®® paraphrasierend
(245), bezeichne ich den I und D als Randkasus und
den N und A als Vollkasus, und fur den Gegensatz der
beiden: Gattungen verwende ich im folgenden die
Benennung Stellungskorrelation. Der Randkasus gibt
an, dass das Dbezugliche Ngmen im gesamten
Bedeutungsgehalte der = Aussage eine periphere
Stellung einnimmt, wogegen ein Vollkasus nicht
angibt, ?m welche Stellung es sich_handelt (Jakobson
1936: 68).

In the cited passaéei Jakabsan éa§5 nét explicitly
specify tﬁe marking of this feature for either Prep or Gen,
“however in the later article the implicit relationship
between these two cases was made explicit: "Po priznaku
periferiénasti #[Inst], [pat] 1 [Prep] prgti‘lFastavlgny

lisennym étogo priznaka [Nom), [Acc) i [Gen]" (Jakobson

1958: 131). Fig.AS shows this information schematically.
Inst.‘] - Nom.
Dat. - — Acc.
Prep. J - Gen.

"Fig. 332Steilﬁng:karrgiitianw(pﬂfif:fijnast')Q
?%The only referenée Jakobson gives to this is, simply,
Pongs (19%€), Das Bild In der Dichtung.



. In the 1958 article Jakobson eliminated the final
feature, Gestaltungskorrelation (formation), which is
discussed in the next paragraph. His motivation for this
decision will also be presented shoftly, and the reader is
advised to decide for himself from the following discussion
whether this decision was a prudent one.

After posing the rhetorical question, "Welche ist also -
die Gesamtbedeutung der sichtlich gleichlaufenden Gegensatze
G 1 --GIIud L1 --L II?™ Jakobson answers as follows:

Die Nomina, welche den G II bzw. den L II besitzen,

besitzen notwendigerweise auch den G I bzw. den L I,

Der G II und der L II sind im Verhaltnisse zu G 1

und zu L I merkmalhaltige Kategorien. Sie besagen im

Gegensatze zu den merkmallosen G I und L 1, das der

bezeichnete Gegenstand nicht als Gestalt, sondern®

‘als etwas Gestaltendes oder zu Gestaltendes im Sach-

verhalte der Aussage fungiert. Man kann dement-

sprechend den G II und den L II als Gestaltungskasus
und ihr verhaltnis zum G I und L I als Gestaltungs-

korrelation bezeichnen (1936: 81).

While on the one hand, in "Morfologiceskie nablju-
denija,” Jakobson claims to have eliminated the need for the
Gestal tungskorrelat ion, he has, in actual fact, only
provided a surrogate for it through a variation in his
notation. In this article, inasmuch as he admits of the fact
that there are eight cases in Russian, he considers for
purposes of his exposition that the second Gen and second
Prep are not primary cases, but rather additfional cases
within the system, an idea taken from Peskovskij (Jakabsaﬁ&
1958: 131). He thus writes the following about these two

'additiénal" cases:

.
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OtnoSenie [Gen I] k [Gen II] i [Prep 1] k [Prep II]
sleduet sopostavit' s otnoSeniem [Dat] k [Inst],
t.e. s protivopostavleniem signalizovannoj
napravlennosti dejstvija na predmet otsutstviju
podobnoj signalizacii. Sobstvenno, kazdyj iz cetyrex
padezej [Gen 1], [Prep 1}, [Acc) i [Dat], v otlicdie
ot [Gen 1I], [Prep I1], [Nom] i [Inst], nadeljaet
predmet svojstvom ili sostojaniem, vytekajuséim iz
napravlennogo na predmet dejstvija, i sootvetstvenno
mozet byt' nazvan padezom nadelitel'nym (1958:
148-49), :

the ultimate word_of which the English summary translates as
ascriptive (op.fclt.: 156) . -

From this discussion, there now seems to arise a varia-
tion. of Fig. 1. While that figure contained only two pairg
of cases in opposition to each ofher, Jakobson now ‘provides

for an opposition between two sets of four cases, as

indicated below in Fig. 4. .

ng I A - Gen II
Prep I A - Prep 11
Acc A ~ Nom
Dat 4 =

Inst

Fig. 4: Gen I and Prep I vs Gen Il and Prep II.
With the above correlations --. at least the ghree
primary ones given in “"Morfologideskie naSljudenija' --
Jakobson proposes a three-dimensional ;;presentition (Fig. -
| 5) -- his famous cube -- of the case system in Russian
{19581 149). By its very nature, this cube seems to be
intuiti?ely satisfying as an explanation of the oppositions

of the various cases. By the specification of exactly . three



correlations, Jakobson has used the minimum number of

features by which eight cases can be uniquely expressed.
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Fig. 5

Jakobson: A Summary

On\the ‘basis of the schematic representations for
Jakobson's various features and the écccmpanging discussion,
it seems that Jakobson removed some of tﬁe; specificity of
the 1936 article in the later version. Let rs re-examine
some of Jakobson's oppositions.in an effort to clarify his
system. P .

In his initial formulation of the three features -- of
tye originalA feur -- which comprise the cube, Jakobson had
not included the Gen II or the Prep II. The feature
Gestaf}ungskornelation (formation) was used in the 1936
article to describe the function of these two cases as
opposed to Gen 1 and Gen'II. By'ﬁay of analogy, hﬂgevgr,

‘they are included in the 1958  version under the feature

napraviennost’, which had been used to show the opposition
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of the Acc and Dat to the.Nom and Inst. As/mentioned on page
28, howevery, the name of this feature yas modified to
ascriptive. This "new” feature was intended to account for
the differences in the cases originally under the term
napraviennost’, and for fhose of Gen I and Prep I in
relation to Gen II and Prep I1. Therefore, since napravien-
nost’ and this latter set of oppositions seems to form two
distinct subsets ofbcases under the term ascriptive, it does
not seem correct tovrepresent'the system as a cube. It would
be more reflective of the situation if presented as a
three-dimensional I;beam shaped structure®‘, as shown in

Fig. 6, below. ‘

Jakobson's theory, like ité‘predecessor, is founded on
the belief that individual features €an be used to - account

for the different surface forms of neminals. Although his

- - . ————— -

*This approach is also, however, rather simplistic.
Logically, a fourth dimension should be present.

s -~



1936 work listed four such features (directionality, scope
position, and formation), the later variant (1958) dismisses
the latter feature as unnecessary. The oppositions involved
in that feature were shown to be similar to those under the
scope/extent 1§belg and hence Jakobson combines these under
a singlk new label, ascriptive.

While the rgduétién of the number of features to three

does bring a high degfee(gf efficiency to Jakobson's theory,
it obscures ?gmg the relations and oppositions which do
exist in the Ruésian case system. This vas shown above by a
modified version of Jakobson's cube.
i

D. ‘Post-Jakobson Studies

Many scholars have discussed Jakobson's feature system,
and we uiil now look at the work of some of these simply téi
indicate the nature of thig influence on later case studies.

In the period around w slev's and Jakobson's

wvorks were published, a number of scholars took up the
semantic-syntactic banner, and propagated the view that
cases serve either a concrete (syntactic) or an abstract

(semantic) . function. Perhaps the most notable of these are

*"There is a lesser known scholar, H. Chr. Serensen (1949,
1957), who attempted a synthesis of the frameworks of
Hjelmslev and Jakobson in a description of Russian case. He
correlates three of the oppositions of Jakobson (1936) with
Hjelmslev's feature of direction, and equates Jakobson's
Stellungskorrelation (position) with Hjelmslev's spacial
feature. Sprensen's approach, however, is not important to
the present theoretical framework.




J. Rurytowicz (1949) and A. W. de Groot (1956)*°. Ebeliﬁg";
however, while considering the warké of Jakobson (1936) and
Hjelmslev at some length, attempts to remedy what he
perceives as a shortcoming in their works by explaining case

functions as contextual}y-conditioned phenomena (1955: 212).

Ebeling

Basing much of his article on an analogy with
phonology, Ebeling claims that the ‘mggﬂing of [a
case-]suffix may differ, according to what position it takes
in the arrangement of the semantic elements out of which the

meaning of the sentence is constructed®™ (1955: 212)., Thus,

in considering the case suffix -u, which results in the Acc

ending in =-a, Ebeling claims Acc

singular form of noun
government for nedel ju in

(7) &erez nedel ju
after a week,

where "it conveys the meaning 'singular,' but no other

meaning."” However, in * .
(8) rabotat’ nedel ju
to work a week,
this suffix is now said to reveal - 'singular' plus

“Indication of time.' From this, He concludes that the

_syntactic rules of a language are not worthy of étuﬂy with

r'esﬂect to the meanings cases could represent, since
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"It is impossible to elicit information from [them],

unless we would interpret the syntactic function as

a meaniﬁg;' -

He continues, then, with the statement, ‘that "In our opinion
the N[om], functioning as the ﬁubject of a transitive verb,
has no meaning whatsoever"” (1955i 213). |
In another ‘'section of the article, rather than
‘examining the conditions under which any given case is used,
Ebeling (1955: 216), citing Hjelﬁslev for support, attempts
to show that the appropriateness of an expression will not
" be limited if a marked case, such as Gen II, e.q.,
(9) vy xotite Caju

"do you want some tea,

is replaced by an unmarked correlate, i.e. Gen I, e?g;,
'(10'(vy\<otlte taja

do you wvant some tea.- _
This approach, however, seems more applicable to the study
of case-syncretism and interchangeability ofvcises, than to
case meanings. It seems tﬂ;t it would have been more
fruitful to examine the conditioﬁs under which a case such
as Gen II is used.in order to ascertéin the semantic and/or
syntactic features which determine this usage.

_Ebeling goes on to state, however, that yith the use of’
case valences, -by wvhich he means government of a case, "the
Rus;ian Gases offer ... six meanings,” which hgflccselg
defines as mediated, concerned, circumscribed, capacity,

quantity, and contained (op. cit.: 217—{2L, With only these

1)
»
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six meanings he endeavours to describe the functions of each
case in Russian, and of each group of cases which results
from syncnetisms”, vhich he feels are independent of single
cases. His results are not particularly profound, and in
several instances he claims that a case or group of cases
has no meaning! This is later explained, in his summarizing
paragraph, with the statement, "We regard the Russian case
system as a system in decay: thé Russian cases have mostly
lost their meanings in exchaqge for syntactic functions"

(op. cit.: 222).

In the final analysis, one cannot consider Ebeling's
article to be much more than a taxonomic study of case with
respect to syncretism and complementary distributién of
cases in certain syntactic environments.

The theoretical import of Ebeling's and other similar

"ﬁrticles is not major, and their contribution may have been
over-stated by de Groot, who concludes (1955: 194):
"The consistent application of these distinctions
and methods ;of investigation enables us to givé a
description of the meanings and uses of the cases in
Latin that is satisfactory ftom a structural point

of view."

Let us now ' examine two works, with differing

objectives, but which embrace the Jakabsonian framevork

—-h——--_‘ —————————— ' —- -
'*Ebeling treats such groups as if they were individual
cases, and thereby ignores the similarities of the
syncretized cases with the original single cases.




outlined above. Both John Lotz (1967) and Michael Shapiro
(1969%a,b) have endeavoured to further the study of the

Russian cases through the use of the Jakobsonian features.

Lotz

John Lotz®® is concerned with the uses of prepositions

in Russian and the applicability of Jakobson's features to

them®'. He ignores the restricted use of za with the Nom,

perhaps justifiably, and uses only the }irst three primary
]

correlations of Jakobson, leaving out the formation
correlation; He also omits the ascriptive difference between
the primary Gen and Loc and the second Gen and Loc, at least
as regards the use of prepositions with these cases.

Lotz, with the restrictions we have pointed out above,

then writes (1967: 1207),

"In Russian there are three kinds of cases with
regard to their combinability with prepositions: (a)
the nominative (N) EXCLUDES prepositions; (b) the
A locative (L) REQUIRES a ﬁreposition; and (c) the
other cases dative (D); accusative (A), genitive

(G), and instrumental (I) PERMIT prepositions."” .

**Lotz (1967), "Jakobson's case theory and the Russian
preposition.”

*'Van Schooneveld (1978) also uses Jakobson's two articles
as the basis for a detailed discussion of Russian
prepositions, and extends Jakobson's Nabljudenija set of

. three features to five for his prepositional hierarchy, as
he refers to his theoretical structure. Van Schooneveld's
features are the three which also occur in the case system,
- per se -- extension (= directionality), restrictedness .
(= marginality), and objectiveness (= quantification) -- and
two which are only distinctive features for prepositions --
dimensional ity and duplicat ion.
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He proceeds to give a tabulatiéﬁ of the Russian
prepositions, and their case government, but this, however,
is not important to the present discussion.

Although fnot having any theoretical importance in
itself, Lotz's article does make a very strong statement on
Jakobson's features, even if not explicitly. While pointing
out the general truths of case usage -- those given above --
wvhich every student of Russian is taught éuite early, and
while including several diagrams of Jakobson's system, Lotz
fails to capture a significant generalization which is
evident from his presentation, and, in particular the single
guote above. |

An examination of the J?kabsanign features and the
cited quote of Lotz reveals that the namingtiie, wvhich
excludes the use of prepositioné, is unmarked for all these
features, while the Loc, or perhaps merg\des:fiptively. the
pnepositionalﬁ vhich always requires ar preposition, is
positively marked for all three features. Thus, the presence
or absence of a preposition with a case phrase seems to be a
function of the marking of Jakobson's features.

This fact tends to lend strong support to Jakobson's

i

feature system, through the direct correlation of a separate

set .of data, It should be noted, -however, that the im

‘ _
this generalization is severely reduced if ascriptive

[y AY

included in place of napraviennost’, since the former

feature distingdishbs - two  such  sub-groups of

prepositional case.



Shapiro
Michael Shapiro®?, on the other hand, bases his

analysis on the case system as a whole, and not solely on

the use of prepositions. 1In place ©of Jakobson's cube,
Shapiro chooses to present the same information in the form
of & tree diagram. Like Lotz, however, Shapiro disregards
the use of the term ascriptive, but unlike Lotz includes the
Gen. 1II and Loc. II as being negatively marked wvith respe:t:
to the feature Hapﬁavienn@st’, which he calls
direct ional ity. The remaining two features Shapiro calls
limitational and peripheral. He then marks all eight cases
according to ‘their plus- and minus- values, and presents
this information in a matrix, which can be reconstructed
Eramr;éhe semantic-feature tree given in Fjg. 7, below
(1969a: 15).
Shapirai justifies this semantic-feature tree, with the

given hierarchical order, by writing,

"In going from the completely unmarked case Nom to

the maximally marked case Loc,, one travels along a

line of aiminishiﬁg centrality (participation in the

message) and increasing marginality. In a progres-

sion of ithis nature, dlirectional is more central

than Jimitational; and the latter is more central

than peripheral. Hence this is the only possible

order of feature Questan!' (Shapiro 1969a: 15).

e a  m  a e ===

**Shapiro (1969a), Aspects aF Russian Morphology: A Semiotic
Investigétian, and (1969b), "Observations on the Russian
Case System.”



Fig. 7: Shapiro's feature tree.

While this may at first glance seem to provide at least
some justification for imposing hierarchical order on
Jakobson's features, .it finds little diachronic support.
With ordered features one would normally expect syncretism
to occur first among the lowest nodes of any such feature
tree. This, however, has not occurred. The most common
incidences of syncretism in modern Russian are between
Prep I and Prep 11, and also between Gen I and Gen 1II.
However, under Shapiro's interpretatiﬂﬁ;i both of these
syncretisms would occur not across the lowest nodes of the
tree, but across the uppermost node! |

Although the results of syncretism do not support
Shapiro's position, th;\ittempted explanation of morphology
‘thtough semantics may indeed be worth;E of furzhé: study.
Comrie,“ vho 1is interested 1in thé caﬁsés:and effects of

syncretism, points out, that vhile Jakobson's classification

—



is semantic,
"the various semantic classes are subsequently shown
to correlate with morphological classification, ih
that those cases that share a greater number of
semantic features tend also to share a greater
number of formal features, up to formal identity in

" some paradigms® (1978: 177). =

E. Pre-Transformational Case: A“Su-pary _

The early history of the study of case was not unified,
as one might well expect. Case grammarians have examined the
syntax, semantics, and combinations of these in their
endeavours to explain how cases are used.

After failed attempts to explain .casé solely by
- semantics or by syntax, many scholars adopted the
Demi-Localist position,” whereby case was treated as a
manifestation of both syntax‘\;nd semant Ics. Those cases
nhich‘cartied primarily a syntactic function were labelieé'
as concrete, while those displafing primarily a semantic
function were called abstract. ‘

Most of ﬁhe early case grammarians did not include the
Nominative within their stpdy of case, until Hjeimslev gave
it a more deserbiﬁg treatment. Hjelmsley also showed that
there can be multiple values assigned to any. case, but

further, that certain case features will be considered
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intensive, meaning that the feature is concentrated in the
‘given case. Hjelmslev's dimension of space, vhereby the
location of the speaker in the real world can play a role in

his choice of case and syntax, was actually an embryonic

discussed later in this work.

Jakobson presented a set of four correlations (later
reduced to three) -- directional ity, scope, pésitiaﬁ, and
format fon -- through the binary marking of which all eight
Russian cases (including Loc 1I and Gen I1) can be uniquely
specified. The later modification of his features to three
showed that optimal efficiency of a system can result in the
obfus:atlan of semantic and syntactic app951t1§

Although athgr scholars followed this outline for a
feature theory of case, none of these was able to achieve

any linguistically significant generalizations.

Thus, up to the end of the period preceding
Transformational Generative Grammar, which is the topic of
the next chapter, scholars were unable to provide either a
semantically or syntactically adequate description lfgr the
uses of the surface cases of languagg; Most scholars
therefore, resorted to a combination of both kinds .cf
inférmatian, vhile one, Hjelmslev, gveﬁ addressed the
question of  speaker-specific information in the

determination of syntactic structures.



I11. Transformational Theories of Case

Until the middle of this century, modern linguistic
theory in general had been strcnglg influenced first bj the
Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure’’, and later by the
Americaﬁ Leonard Bloomfield?®"‘. C;SE studies within that time
period were the topic of the preceding chapter, and here an
examination of the study of case -within the framework
established by contemporary linguistic theory will be
presented.

The year 1957 :mafks the birth of the new era of
linguistics -- that of “Transformational-Generative Grammar
(henceforth, TGG). Although some of the concepts of TGG éaﬁ‘
be found in gafligf works by other s:bﬁlafsE the publication
of Noam Chomsky's Syntactic Structures can be :ahsiégégé as
the break between structural and transformational
linguistics. A primary work of TGG is, of course, Chomsky's
1965 Aspects of thé Theory of Syntax.

Chomsky's theoretical appréach was a radical departure
from the "taxonomic" theories that preceded it. Let us xnaw
review what Chomsky and cherrlinguists have to say about

- case within the transformational model.

*3De” Saussure (1906-07, 1908-09, 1910-11; Tranf. 1966),
Cours de Lingulistique Générale.
**Bloomfield (1933), Language.

41
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A. Chomsky

&

early version of TGG presented in Syntactic

E

The
Structures takes no cognizance of case as we understand that
term. An oblique noun phrase is given the same structural
description as a non-obligue phrase. Chomsky's
phrase-structure rules, as presented in the earlié: vork,
provide, among others, the following (1957: 26):

Sentence -» NP + VP,

VP =» Verb + NP,
vhere, of course, NP stands for "Noun-Phrase" and VP -for
"Verb-Phrase.” Presumably case is predicatable from the
linear ordering, but this is not made explicit. .

'Aspects of the Theory of Syntax at least recognizes the
concept of case. Since Chomsky's work deals é$iﬁly with
English, oblique noun phrases (those other gthan Sgﬁ}ect Qf
and Dbje¢f:éf) vere considered to fall under the label
"Prepositional-Phrase" (PP). Chomsky then observed that

it is well known that in Verb"Prepositional-Phrase

constructions one can distinguish various degrees of

Prepostitional-Phrase" (1965: 101).

By way of explanation he introduces the fallaving-gxamﬁlez

(11) he decided on the boat on the train,

wHich he glosses as "he chose the boat while on the train."

His conclusion from this type of example is:




"Clearly, Time and Place Adverbials eaﬁ occur quite
freely with various types of Verb Phrase, on the one
hand, whereas many types of Prepositional-Phrase
appear in much closer construction to Verbs" (]oc.
cit.).

This requlfeé some mDalflﬁatlDﬁatD tbe phrase-structure
rules aﬁd constituent analys;s which he had introduced
earlier, including those rules from Syntactic Structures
mentioned above. It should be nateé;-thEFEEQre; that by the
nature of the expansion rule for Sentence im both Syﬁts:tic'
Stﬁuttuf%s and Aspects, Chomsky gives some ontological
priaritj to the concept of Subject of. Under his constituent
analysis, Subject of is defined as the NP vwhich is
immediately dominated by the EEEﬁtencejgncde (1965: 70-71).
Thus, despite the modifications in Aspects, Subject of (of
‘an active verb) is always p:;viaed by  the first
NP-introducing expansion of S, and is thereby preserved wvith
\ éhe same status as in Syntactic Structures. The first
expansion of the newv set of fules,is

S -» NP Predicate-Phrase.

The Predicate-Phrase is in turn expanded as llo

Predicate-Phrase -» Aux"VP (Place) (Time). 7
The VP can then manifest any of five possibilities, the one
of prlmary concern ts us being, |

e

VP -» V (HP) (Prep-Phrase) (P:ep Phrase) (Hannef).

The syntactic category of Prep-Phrase is replaced by

essentially semantic markers, i.e. "Dir rection, Duration,
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Place, Frequency, etc.” Finglly,‘ it is only after the
numerous expansions havezgféducgé any number of NP's and
PP's, that the Verb is feplﬁggd by the "Complex Symbol"™ (CS)
which contains its syntactic fgatu:%i;

"It will follow, then, that Verbs are subcategorized

with respect to the Prepositional-Phrases introduced

by [the VP expansion rule above] but not with

respect to those introduced by [the Predicate-Phrase

expansion rule]** -- namely, the Place and Time

Adverbials that are associated with the full

Predicate-Phrase, and 'that might, iﬁ fact, be in

part more closely associated with the Auxiliary"”

(1965: 102). |

Chomsky seems to give more importance to those noun
phr es which aré generated from the Preéicate*?ﬁéase, than
to the one generated by the expansion of S, Since -the rule
lfcf, the rewriting of the S’pfaducgs the NP which later can
be identified as the Subject of the (active)  sentence,
Chamsky seems to imply here that this NP, the Subject of the
verb does not play a role in the subcgtegufizat;en of the
verb. This is made explicit by Chomsky (ﬁSSS:_SS);

"every frame in which V appears, In’ the VP, is

Eelevant to the strict subcateggfxzaglcn af v, gné

«+s NO frame which is not part QF the VP is relevgnt

! *The 1tal;:s are mine., ..

)
!

*



to the strict subcategorization of Vv,"?*

These conditions result in various types of Verb-Phrase

structures, which have, naturally, diverse semantic
readings. Here, then, is a partial list of such structures

and some suggested semantic interpretations (Joc. cit.):
\' (elapse)
V NP * (bring the book)

V Prep-Phrase (decide on a new course
of action)

V NP Prep-Phrase (save the book for John)

As is evident from the Preceding discussion, case sensu

stricto is not introduced. Subject of and Direct Object of .

are both defined in terms of NP and V, vwith no reference to
case.

In fairness to Chomsky, however, the minor references
to case that are made must be noted. In one footnote Chomsky
writes,

"Notice, = for example, that Case is usually
determined by the pésitién of the Noun in surface
structure rather than in deep structure, although
the surface structures given by stylistic inversichs
do not affect Case™ (1965: 221-222).
The reader will, of course, realize that this statement is
made by Chomsky with reference to English, a language which
has a Etfiét surface vord-order, and cannot apply as it

stands to a language which manifests relatively free
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word-order, as is the situation in Russian.
Case is also discussed in a sub-section of Aspects

entitled Inflectional processes, but in a very limited way.

Rather -than using binary marking for inflectional
categories, Chomsky proposes that categories such as gender,

ﬁumﬂe?; case, and declensional type be marked by "integers

conventionally associated with the traditional desig-

k]

nations."” The Gen, for example, may have the feature [2

Case] associated with it. -

The question that arises from this is .where such

categories are to come from. Chomsky's claim is that gender

and declensional class a:e»inﬁEFEHf in the lexical item

(i.e. are in its CS). Number "is introduced by a

context-free rule of the base applying to Nouns," whereas

[a ]

ase "is introduced by a rule that does not belong to the
base subcomponent of the syntax at all but fEtéEf to its
tfansfa:maﬁiénal part” (1965: 170-72), Unless> Chomsky
constrains these rules to assign case to parti:ulaf

c

o

nfigurations of elements -- which would imply case tb be a
syntactic ménifestatian only -- such transformations' can
only be understood as meaning changing!

Although not directly related to case per se, Chomsky's
semantit interpretation rules should be mentioned. According
.to the Aspects thaery,'

"the semantic !intgfprgt;tian of a sentence dnp-néﬁ
only on its lexical ,jtems and the grammatical

functions and 'relations represented in the
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underlying structures in which they appear” (op.
cit.: 136).

What this means isA that all Eﬁterpretaticn of any given

Structure occurs in the base-component of the ' grammar, and

that the relations established by the phrasé-structure rules

i1

are in some way primary to the language.

What exactly, then, is the status of case in Chémsky?
First, Chomsky denies it a place in the base component,
saying that case is assigﬁed later dependent on the position
of the various lexical items in surface structure. He does
not, hqfever; provide any means of determining wvhich case
should be assigned for any given stfuct;;§1 description.
Moreover, the vague label ﬁPfepesitiensl-thase“~is.gppl’
to those phéiﬁes:vhich are understood as being more
linked to the verb than phrases such as those desibnating
Time, Place and Manner. ‘Thesé latter three adverbial
notions, while not considered to be cases by Chomsky, are
nonetheless given categorial étatﬁg. Finally, all PP's are
géplaced with semantic gtru;tufes- It is ahly then th%t tﬁé
node errb] is replaced by a _Cs which contains its
collocational restrictions, Therefore, under the TGG
proposals of Chomsky, the verb is selected in tggms of the
nominal phrases present in the same dggpi.stfueturgi
regardless of what case these may manifest later in surface

/ - _ .

Btructure, , .

]

1
4
3
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B. Fillmore ‘

Inasmuch as 1957 can be considered to be the birth of
the modern era of TGG, 1968 may be considered to mark the
beginning of a new era in the study of case. It was in that
year that Charles Fillmore's landmark work, "The Case for
Case,” was published®’. :

Fillmore's case theory 1is also a transformational
model, ?hish itself has rewrite rules. The first rulég very
similar indeed to Chomsky's, is the following expansion of

\m\

entence

in which the Modality component is the parallel of Chomsky's
Aux. The Proposition, like PﬁeﬁisateéPﬁF§Sé, is then further
expanded, It 1is in this- ércﬂgaufe that the most marked
contrast between these two scholars' theories is manifest,
for Fillmore's rewrite rule is
P~-» V+C, + ... +Cn*".

Each C of this proposition is to be understood as a\ case,
and in the interests of «clarity for the %gade:,‘we will
guote Fillmore's explanation for these cases, éﬁd his
description of this preliminary set of cases (Fillmore

196Ba: 24-25):

'"Case- grammar had been discussed before 1968, but
Fillmore's "The Case for Case" in this field can be
considered to have the same importance as Chomsky's
Syntact ic Structures had for TGG.

‘*We have corrected the mlsprint in the original article,
vhereby the arrow had inadvertently been printed as ancther

I*H



The case notions comprise a set of universal,
presumably innate, 'concepts which identify certain
types of judgments human beings are capable of
making about the events that are going on around
them, judgments about such matters as who did it,
who it happened to, and what got changed. The cases
that appear to be needed inclu8e:

Agentive (A), the case of the typically animate?®’
perceived 1nstlgator of the action identified by the
verb,

Instrumental (1), the case of the inanimate force or
object causally involved in the action or state
identified by the verb.

ie

Dat ive (D), the case of the animate belng affected
by the state or action identified by the verb,

Factitive (F), the case of the abject or being

) resulting from the action or state identified by the
verb, or understood as part of the meaning of the
verb.

Locat ive (L), the case which identifies the location
or spatial' orientation of the state or action
identified by the verb.

Objective (0), the semantically most neutral case,

the case of anything representable by a noun whose

role in the action or state identified by the verb

is identified by the semantic interpretation of the

verb itself; conceivably the concept should be

limited to things which are affected by the action

or state identified by the verb. The term is not to

be confused with the notion of direct object, nor:
with the name of the surface case synonymous with
accusative. ‘

>*Fillmore notes in his own footnote to this definition that
"typically” is included as an escape qualification to
account for inanimate words such as robot and human
institution nouns like nation. - .
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‘Fillmore does not claim that this set of° case-notions
is exhaustive, and notes éhat "additional cases will surely
be needed.",There is, moreover, one further important aspect
concerning the case notions of this theory, namely that,

"although there can be compound instances of a

single case (through noun phrase conjunction), each

case relationship occurs an;y; once in a simple

sentence” (Fillmore 1968a: 21).

From the above .rules, and case-definitions, Fillmore's
Proposition is thus representable by the members of a set of
possible expansions of P according to the rewrite rule for
P, i.e. V + Qg V+0+A, V+ D, V+0+ 1+ A, etc.
Regardless of the surface manifestations of these expansions
after the application of the transformational component of
the grammar, the case-relations identified in each will
remain constant. Consider the following examples taken from
Fillmore:

(12) John opened the door,

(13) The door was opened by John,

(14) The key opened the door,

(15) John opened the daéf with the key,

(16) John used the key to open t;e door,

(17) Chicageo is windy,

(18) It is windy in Chicago.

In (12), (13), (15) and (16) John 4% alvays the A, in the
. same manner that key is always the I in each of (14) - (16).

Likevise, despite the two surface structure manifestations



of Chicago in (17) and (18), it is, in both cases, the L
(op. cit.: 25),. ,

Tbis aspect of Fillmore's case grammar is a reflection
of a point of view taken in the Aspects theory. As noted
above, Chomsky gives some primacy to the relations generated
in the b&se component of his grammar, and Fillmore likewise
states that the case relations generated in the deepest
level of his theory do not change, even through
transformations, and thus remain the same in the surface
structure, regardless of the form they may manifest at that
lével.

From the procedures described above, Fillmate
classifies, or defines, verbs in germs of their case frames.
He writes, that "the insertion of verbs ... éepenés on the
particular array of cases, the 'case frame', provided by the
sentence” (op. cit.: 27). One A@ifficulty in this respect is
that "many verbs are capable of occurring in more than one
distinct case environment" (Joc. cfit.). By way of example,
Fillmore presents the following case frames, for the verb
open: [__ 0], [__0 +Al, [__o0+1], [__0+1+al],
which correspdnd to the next four examples respectively:

(19) -The door opened,

(26) John opened the ddor,

(21) The wind Qpehed the door,

{22) John. opened the door with a-chisel.

One notational shortcut for this set is the suggested usage

of parentheses for optional elements, whereby the set of



case frames for open given above could be represented by the

single ‘feature frame, +] 0 (1) (A)]. One difficulty

Fillmore encountered vgth this proposal is in the small set
‘of verbs 'such as kill, which always require a D, but must
have one of Bither an I or A. As a solution to this problem,
he suggested linked parentheses to indicate that at least
one of the inéicaégﬂ cases must be chosen. Thus, tﬁ; frame
feature for kil] is given as +[___ D (1fA)]*".

Not only are verbs subcategorized by their case frames,
but nouns are also categorized with respect to the Cases for
vhich they may be selected. Thus, one

"rule might associate with every noun under L the
feature [+locative], for example. Since abstract
nouns such as- idea cannot serve as heads of L
expressions, they will be marked [-locativel™ (op.
cit.: 27). "

Fillmore also provides rules for the insertion of the
appropriate prepasitiaﬁ.iith;each case whiéh is realized in

same method will work for the

N

surface structure. This
assignment of case in sucﬁ languages as Russian. Each case
(C) which is generated is later replaced by K (for Kasus)
~and NP. The K represents either the preposition, case, or
both, which 1is normally realized in surface structure for

the given case relation.

‘*While not of concern to the main topic of this thesis, it
should be noted that +[ S] is considered as a frame

feature for such words as true, and interesting, with which
a S[entence] is required.
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Fiilmore vrites that the rules for prepositions in
znglish
" "may look something like this: the A preposition is
by;: the 1 preposition is by if there is no A,
otherwise it is with; the O and P prepositions Sarg
typically zero;" etc. (196Ba: 32).
Finally Fillmore provides a general rﬁle fd;- the
selection of the subject of any given sentence. For the
'unmarked' choice of!subject (i.e. not passive), the rule is

"I1f there is an A, it becomes the - s

W
e
o
[
n
n
™

otherwise, if there js an I, it becomes the subject;
otherwise, the subject is the 0" (1968a: 33).
This rule is @ery general, indeed. It does not account for,
among many - dthers, verbs which take the frame feature
+[_D]. Nonetheless, the reader is given some idea of how
Fillmore expects- such operations as subject selection to

function.

The above repregents - the essence of Fillmore's "The
Case for Case." Unlike Chomsky, Fillmore's expansion
(re-write) rules produce all NP's at the same level. While
Chomsky reads the relations of Subject of and Direct Object
of from the deep case configuration, Filfjmore "produces”
these later. ‘His deep cases are assigned a certain

hierarchy, from which specified cases can become Sub ject of,

etc.
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Fillmore thus assigns case at the deepest level of
language, in the expaﬁsion of the Proposition. Bach
Case-node ' that is present consists of an NP and a
case-marker (Kasuys), which conggins the relevant information
for both morphological case and preposition.  Such
specifications, however, can be modified through later
transformations. Regardless of the tranéformational history
of any given nominal, though, the basic case relationship
remains unchanged. '

In a fashion simil#r to Chonsky's, verbs are inserted
into the casé frame of the sentence according to the cases
which are present therein, and their compatibility with the
cases in 4the verS's frame feature. The collocational
restrictions in Fillmore's gheory relate to both the cases
vhich are specified, and Eﬁe lexical ftems themselves.
Fillmore 1is not, moreover, concerned with function of the
deep-case configuratiog, in the specification of the surface
categories (Subject, Object, etc.) of nouns, and hence
includes all cases in the selection process of the verb.

Aoe d

C. The Theoretical Cases

In this section we will examine some of the relevant

criticisms and changes that have been proposed both in the

~ng’;nd Case-Grammar models.
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Semantics and Case

James D. McCawley has discussed the standard TGG

theory and proposed some modifications. In the same year
that "The. Case for Case"™ was published, some significant

wvorks of McCawley also saw the light of éag; In these works,
e.g., ‘Lexi%al Insertion in a Transformational Grammar
without Deep Structure,"” McCawley argques against the concept
of 'deep structure’' as "a linguistically significant level
'between’ semantic representation and surface synﬁactic
representation” (1968a: 71). The stimulus for his position,
expressed appropriately enough in an article in the same
volume as "The Case for Case," is
"that it is high' time for linguists to grant to
semantics the status as an integral part of
linguiéties which has hithert$ been denied it by
most”™ (McCawley 1968b: 161). 7 !

Like Fillmore, McCawley does not accept the premises of
the st#ndard theory with respect to the value of the phrase-
structure ané. lexical - insertion rules. Without : the
accompanying details, here are two of the conclusions from
his works which, along with other literature of the period,
have exerted a significant influence on the later direction
of theoretical linguistic studies:

"1. Syntactic and semantic tgpfgsencatiangA are of -
| the saﬁe formal nature, namely 1abeléd trées-
| 2. There is a singlgl system of rules (...

"transformations') wvhich relates semantic



representation to surface structure

. ] . * , S _ -,
intermediate stages” (McCawley 1968a: 71).
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through

The concepts underlying this theory are nov generally

eferred to as Gepergtive Semantics. In some ways this

theoretical apprpach may be understood as
(syntactic) theory~with a semantic face. As

Interpretive Semantics -- as the theory

the standard
opposed to

incorporating

Chomskian projection rules is labeled =- it places semantic

information at the deépest level of a grammar.

AS a reply to Fillmore's "The Case for

ssmevhat less as a reply ‘the

‘nge:ative Semantics," reversed a
taken in his earlier work
"Thus deep structuyes are ndt mapped into
represent;tiansrin the same sense as the
theory; rather the converse is true® (1970:
The semantic representations which Chomsky

introduced as a

"new set of structures C (for "case systems”

Case,” and
rdj"

scholars promoting

stand he had

semantic
standard
59),

proposes are

) which

represent semantically significant relations among

phrases such as the relation of agent-action ... and

of instrument-action” ({S?D: 60).

Under the standard theory, both

“Chcmsky (1970) "Deep Stru:ture, Surface Structu:g aﬁﬂ

Semantic Interpretat1an.
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(12) John opened the door, -

(14) The key opened the door,
would have been considered identicad at the deep-structure
level, withrthe exception of their lexical entries,. Ehamskj

notes that the relations mentioned above are in no way
-

- differentiated by the phrase-structure rules. Therefore, to

capture this difference at the phrase-structure 1level, he
proposes constructing some "structures  C, and C, of C as
follows:
C,: (lv, aﬁEﬂ]g [Agent, John], [ébject; the door])
C,: ([v, open], [Instrument, the key), [Object,
. the doord)" : -

In a paraphrase of Fillmore 1968, Chomsky continues:
"Suppose that t‘f‘grammar contains a component that
ggneratés such structures as C, and C, and rules
that map these onto phrase-markers; for example, the
main rule might say that the item specified-as Agent
takes the position of subject (in the sense of the
standéré theory), and if there 1is no Agent, this
position 1is occupied by the Instrument, etc." (loc.

c::it,), . —

The difference between Chomsky's view and that of

more lies in what both do with such information. Unlike

et
-

Fillmore, Chomsky questions the need for such information in

the deep structure, or whether



"the rules mapping C, and C, onto the deep

structures of (12) and (14), respectivély, can be

interﬁreted as rules of semantic interpretation for

these deep structures™ (1970: 61). |
What the net result of Chomsky's discussion amounts to is
that he now claims that case relations, as opposed to
Subject of and Object of in Aspects, are "readable” from the
deep constituent structure. In the earlier formulation, the
rav categories were sufficient.for the interpretations he
required. Now, however, other semantic information must be
available in order to read "case relations” at this level.
Chomsky states that

"one rule (?robably universal) will stipulate that

for verbs of action, the animate subject may be

interpreted as the agent; etc."” (Joc. cit.). _
Thus, the syntac;ic relation of Subject of must already have
been interpreted. This means that, unlike the projection
rules of the standard theory which applied only'to the base
component, projection rules are no.longer limited to this
single component. To account for various surface phenomena
such as focus,'thomsky now permits hrojection rules to apply
at any point from the base component right up to éhe 3urfacéA
structure, ' | ;

~ Chomsky still maintains implicitly that verbs are not
central in the phrase-stfucturé. rules and the transfor-
‘uational derivation of é sentence, but rather that the verb

is selected on the b.sfi‘ of information present  in deep
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structure, which is also, of course, the basic position of

Fillmore.
[ ]

Already by the early seventies, however, scholars were
beginning to guestion whether deep case syntigﬁic struséure
was sufficient to account for both 5urfa¢§é stru¢ture and
surface’ interpretation of language. Fillmore and McCawley
both exerted some influence on the studies of case

relations, with the result that other scholars, even

€homsky, modified the- then current linguistic theaéy to

include at least sqme semantic information. It was no longer

felt that semantics had no place;in deep structure.

One of the more popular methods of expressing semantic

information at the deep level of language has been through

#

cases, as introduced by Fillmore. Almost all supporters anév

~gLitics of case-grammar have, therefore, addressed the one

qugsfian of which cases are necessary, and hov many cases
are required for a complete semantic description of
language.

What follows is by no means a complete listing of all

thevﬁrcpgsals that have been advanced in this r%gard, but it

will nonetheless provide an idea of the difficulties such a

task encompasses, and the many types of cases scholars have
envisioned in deep structure.

Two approaches have heen taken in this gnéeavcuf} Most
scholars have followed the pattern established by Fillmore,

describing their case choices in prose, and thereby have

g
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maintained Fillmore's belief that cases should represent
"types of judgments human beings are capable of making."”
Some, on the other hand, have atfempted to describe these
cases in terms which they feel would have more difezt
applicability to a tféasformational theory of grammar; that
is, they havé incorporated features as an integral aspecﬁ of
case descriptions. This latter type of case may be referred
to as a feature case. _

Let us first examine Fillmore's own modificationg. We
vill then look at other case proposals based on this model,

and finally at feature cases.

Fillmore's Cases

Fillmore claims (see above) that“he is not convinced
that his case selection is the best possible, and makes
several changes to his originél set in later works.

In "Some Problems for Case Grammar™ (1971), Fillmore
proposes the renaming of Datfive to Experiencer in order to
reflect the actual function of this case. Acéordingly,i he
ﬁas 'réanal&zéﬂ the old Dative by spreading it around among
~ the other cases™ (1971: 42). Sih.'\lariy, Factitive {is
replaced by another case wvhich ‘has an even wider
understanding, namely Goal. Moreover, two new cases, Source
and Time, are added (Joc. cit.). The positing of the special
case, Force, seems unhecessary to-RillmOte", *since this

putative Force case never occurs in contrast with either

—— e - > S - - -

“1Huddleson (1970: 505), among others, has advocated this
case. :
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Agent or Instrument™ (1971: 4#4). Furthermore, Fillmore
earlier discussed the possible necsssity of the case
Benefact ive. Due, however, to the occurrence of Benefactive
only in sentences with Agents, it appears to be redundant in
the theory (op. cit.: 52). 7

Another article, "Types of Lexical Information” (1972),
is not so much a paper on case grammar, as on the
information contained in the lexicon. This, of course,
includes cases, especially as they assist in the subclassi-
fication of verbs. .0f interest here is another nev case,
Counter-Agent, which Fillmor®e defines as "the force or

resistance against which the action is carried out," but for

‘'which he fails to give a concrete example. Moreover, the

former Factitative, which had been considered a sort of
Goal, is now manifest as Result (op. cit.: 376). '

Ip a more recent article on case, grammar, "The Case for
Case Reopened” (1977), Fillmore does not discuss the problem
of case confiqurations, but rather discusses case from the
point of view of éigcau:se* anal}gis, or, perhaps more
accurately, focus, to which we will return later.

According to this article, there are 10 deep cases,

verbs. Those eight are Agent, CQUﬁt§Q§A§EHt. Object, Result,

Instrument, Source, Goal, and ffﬁgﬁi;vxzy*: vhile the two

vhich-do not play a role in verb sﬁbéigggfkisatian are Time

and Locative, although even the {atte;/gf;‘used for a very
(

small group of verbs. * S

e
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Fillmotian Cases

THere have been several proposals made with éespect to
cases by scholars other than Fillmore, of course, and an
examination of the salient aspects of these follows, given

in an approximate chronological order.

Shroyer

One of the largest number of distinct cases has been

proposed by Thomas Shroyer*®., His sixteen‘* cases are

divided into groups, givi?g the following individual cases

and sets of cases (1969:\?Q:32):
[(Agent)]

[(Locative)]
[(Controlled Instrument) (Uncontrolled Instrument)
(Agency) ] S

[(Comitative Spatial) (Comitative Temporal)]

Ps

[(Inalienable Possessor) (Alienable Possessor).
(Inalienably Possessed) (Alienably Possessed)]

[ (Contactive Object) (Reactive Object) (Responsive
Object) (Resultative Object) (Affective Object)]

The alienable-inalienable set of cases 1is obviously a

response %o PFillmore's rather lengthy discussion of this
*?Schroyer (1969), An Investigation of the Semantics of
English ... , unpublished Ph. D. dissertation.

‘*‘Anderson (1971) has proposed the fewest cases, namely
three, but his theory is not as simple as this might 7
indicate. The details of this theory are discussed later in
this chapter. :
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topic (Fillmore 1968a: 61-81). Notice, however, that these
cases are not as simple as Fillmore's, and might have some

s§ "judgments humans can make." This

difficulty qualifying
particular approach and these case suggestiéns indicate the

difficulty of determining exactly which cases a minimal set

should contain.

Rob inson

With respect to individual cases, a different proposal

is made by Jane Robinson‘’. She proposes a special case,

characterized primarily by the feature [+Abstract], to
- account for such surface phenomena in English as it and the

fact in sentences like,
(23) it shocked me that he left,

(24) the fact that he }gft shocked me.

This choice of case seems to be iliiadvised, and indicates

4

but one of the problems of attempting to correlate every

aspect of the surface level of any language with the
concepts of case grammar. Deepiéaseé were ngiér intended to
be language—specifi:, and sehelaré must be aware of such
pitfalls. . |
Grimes ' '

Another aspect of this problem, which is common in many

= — = ﬂx
‘**Robinson (1969), "Case, Category, and Configuration."

J
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linguistic theories, 1is that of notational variants,

Grimes*‘ proposes a total of thirteen cases, but other than
‘Agent, Instrument, Force, and Benefactive =-- with the

normally understood meanings thereof -- he suggests five

cases specifically for use with verbs of movement, which he

calls Orientation Roles. Another four cases are called

Process Roles. Other than Vehiclie, however, the remaining
four Orientation cases are éiré;tly reflected in the Process
cases. The Object role of Orientation ("the thing whose
position or motion is being described") is paralleled in the
“Process Role Patient ("the thing changed by a process or the
thing whose state is being described”). Grimes does not fail
to see this relationship, and suggests, for eaéh such pair,
the possibility of a Combined meaning. Thus, for the cases
just mentioned, Ehii is Patient. The remaining three pairs,
presentéﬁ in the order Orlentation _Raié, Process Role,
Combined Role are: Source, Material -> Former:; Goal, Result
-> Létfer; and Range, Referent -> Range. The final4set of

these could also conceivably be called Path, or, under

Fillmore's proposals, locative. Other than the case Vehicle,

wvhich it would not be unreasonable to cla}sify as an

Instrument of Motion, Grimes really presents )nothing more

than a notational variant of Fillmore's 1971 cakes.

Moreover, although Grimes has supposedly iMroduced

thirteen cases, this does not appear to be actually .
Once possible redundancies of these cases are eliminated,

‘*Grimes (1972), The Thread of Discourse.
\
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the actual number of cases can be reduced to eight.

Starosta

Another type of notational variant is introduced by

Starosta‘’, What Starosta wishes to do 1is provide the
Standard Theory with-a case-grammar overlay. Unlike Chomsky,
who does not specify relational information in his deep
structure, Starosta does.

In the lexicon, a verb, for example, is specified for
each of the cases with which it can gé-accuri In the manner
P

of Chomsky, particular features which are obligatory or

blocked for each of those case arquments are also included.

,Bach noun 1is similarly marked for its possible case

relations and specific features. Thereby, the case andi

inherent features which are present in the various lexical

items of the deep structure must not disagree. Otherwise, an

anomalous sentence results.

For example, two of the features for the verb eﬁp?&de
are +[+0], and -[+0,-explosive]. Dynamite is . specified as
+0, and +explosive. Since these features are compatible, the

following sentence can be produced:

(25) The dynamite exploded.
Starosta's ostensible purpose for this approach is that
"case features will -be retained ... , and case nodes will be

dispensed with" (1976: 28). However, this approach is not

‘’Starosta (197q), "A Place for Case."



successful. Admittedly, the very basic deep structure is
represented by the V's and NP's of Chomsky's Standard
Theory, buﬁ the presence of case labels with each lexical
item automatically labels the nodes with case relations
anyvay. Thus, one can consider this approach to be nothing
more than a notational variant of Chomsky's revised theory,
with Fillmorian cases éresent, but introduced directly from
the lexicon, rathe; than through a feature and
configurational analysis. -

Moreover, Starosta's marking of case information on
nominals in the lexicon is also a 5uspect> procedure. It

seems that almost any inanimate noun can be conceived of as

filling any case role other than those which are

'specifically animate, i.e. Agent and Experiencer. Starosta,

‘however, chooses his examples carefuily so as to avoid this

kind of problem, e.q.,

(26) the villain exploded the dynamite
. with the detonator.

In this example, the detonator is,%cf course, the 'Inst. On

the other hand, is not dynamite, gﬁich is specified.only =

+[+0], the Inst in the following?

(27) The villain blew up the bridge with dynamite,
Although brief, the preceding served to show that it
would be very  difficult to constrain the possible

"relationships which any given noun could manifest.
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Other authors, of,course, include possible cases in the
lexicon with the verbal semantics, but not for the same
purpose as Starosta. Thus, Lexi-Case, as this variant is
called, cannot bersuppefteé by the basic facts of language,
nor by its own ostensible raison d’‘étre.

Stockwell et al .

The so-called UCLA grammar**, like those immediately
above, does not differ substantially from Fillmore's model.
However, there is one point which is worth noting iifh
respect to deep structure semantics. In the frame features
for verbﬁ, obligatory cases, along with those vhich are
blocked for any given verb, are eSseﬂﬁisl for the
subcategorization of the verbs. Optional cases are simply
omitted. One example of a case frame is the following, in

which Neutral is roughly the equivalent of the case earlieg /

LS

referred to as .Object ive: » o

(28) reside: [____ -NEU® -DAT +LOC -INS +AGT]
i j

Stalker

Perhaps one of the more significant variations from the

norm set by Fillmore is the causal : non-causal bipartition



of the cases by Stalker". The former, the causal set,
contains six cases: Cause, Instrument, Method, Remote Agent,
Agent, and Actor. It seems worth our while to examine these
by way of the following short definitions, and a few of

Stalker's examples (1975: 47-51):

Cause "is the case of that which effects something by its
existence or its nature, but not by its action or

voluntarily," e.q.,

(29) Nixon frightened me.

1
(30) Ambition\has brought you to this pass.

Method "is the case of that which is effective both bgyits

existence and by its action,™ e.g.,
(31) The plan provided for-that contingency.

Remote Agent is "the animate case of that which is causal by

volition, not through carrying out the action described,”

e.qg., -
(32) Governor Smith built that expressway.

Actor "is the animate case of that which effects ®he action

-

or situation described by the verb by mental or physical

action, but not voluntarily," e.g.,

- - - ——— - - - -

‘*Stalker (1975), ‘yntacticaiiy—Based Deep Case Grammar,
unpublished Ph. D dx sertation. » S
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E

(33) Horace fumbled the ball.

(34) Alice disapproved of Mary.

All of these six cases are subject to co-occurrence

" restrictions, of course. Stalker's claim, however, is that

only one animate (i.e. one of Remote Agent, Agent, or Actor)

and only one inanimate cause (i.e. one of Cause, Instrument,

or Method) may occur in the same prdposition (1975: 51).
The four non-causal cases are Dative, Objective,

Rl

Positive, and End, defined as follows:

Dative is ."the animate case of the experiencer, neither

willing nor causing the situation or action represented by

the verb, nor serving as its object,” e.g.,

(35) 1 :amnanaeﬂ'dqhnrté regcue Charles.
(36) Mary forced him to reconsider his views.

Objective has the expected definition of a "neutral case,
the case of that th;g role is idéntified by the s;émantic
interpretation of the verb itself."” Moreover, the noun
represented by this case is presupposed to already exist,

E-g;; ; - . g »

(37) 1 ate the turnips.
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(38) Karl learned that you were doing an excellent job.

¥
1]

Positive is "the case of that which the action or situation
represented by the verbs tends to affirm, deny, gquery, or

qQua

ot

ify, either absolutely or with reference to that which

occupies the role [Objectivel,” e.q.,

[ )
"

(39) Charles is a Russiam:
(40) I cannot believe that Alice will be defeated.

End is "the ucase of that which represents the actual or
projected, desired or abhorred, outcome relating to a
non-stative verb, or represents the situation or thing to

relates, or approximates,” e.g., .
(41) Harry marched them into the forest.
(42) 1 shouted at Charles.

These cases are similar to vhat has been proposed before,
but with further refinements, especially to the caiizzig the

six

causal gfaup; One question which arises is whether Tal]

¥

cases from this group are justifiable, especially gince

several of them are mutually exclusive, implying tha¥ they

may be in complementary distribution with each other.
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Bhat

Finally, there is one aspect of case theory" involving
the Inst which has received a significant amount of
attention, namely, the question of vhich deep cases are

represented in eAch of the following sentences:
(43) The garden was swarming with bees,
(44) Bees were swarming in the garden,
(45) John iégéga the wagon with hay,

(46) John loaded hay onto the wagon.
Fillmore (1968a: 48; 1977: 69), Stalker (1975: 99-109), .and
many others 'have considered this to be a very thorny
problem, but all of these scholars have concerned themselves

primarily with English data.

Fillmore, for example, explains this as a guestion of
promot ion, whereby one or . the other case is moved to the
Direct QQJEEt position and loses its preposition and case
marking.

4

Givon®® has proposed that for these sentences there is

extrasentential information specified (1975: 164). Thefgby,

in (47), he claims, all the paint was used,

(47) John sprayed the paint on the wall,
vhile in (48), the whole of the wall was involved,
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(48) John sprayed the wall with paint.
Bhat'', on the basis of English and Kannada (a Dravidian
language), has proposed yet another solution. He introduces
vhat he calls muitiple case roles; e.q., Agent-Exper iencer,
Object-Locat ion, etc. His explanation for this is that

the speaker of the languace »-nld have the ept1an of

assigning to the element any one of the constituents

of this wmultiple case rcle in a given context, not

by a transformational rule, bu* by an option in the

eep structure representation fitself, with the

restriction that he would not assign one and the

same case role to two different elements. The

characterizing semantic feature of the case role so

assigned would then get attached to the element

(1977: 367). ‘
Although this explanation is sufficient ‘for the data Bhat is
aealiné vith, it runs counter to basic case-grammar theory.
It is, moreover, not universal since many languiggg do not
have verbs with problems equivalent to those of English
verbs like swarm, load, smear, etc.':® |

The above discussion has shown that there is very

4 .

oQg scholars on the set of cases which

little . agreement aj
are necessary and

surface syntactic formg

cient for a semantic explanation of

Perhaps it is the Tormally unconstrained nature of
thesg cases that is the greaéest problem. One approach to -
"D N. 5 Ehat (1977) "Multiple Case Roles."”
“Altheugh an explan§t1gn for the prepositionless 1né1fect
object of

(49) I gave Mary the book _
seems obvious to scholars, the very similar situation af
alternate case assignments in other examples seems to

present) insurmountable problems.
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formalizing case is to specify features for each case in
place of the prose descrxpt1on We will presently examine
this proposal. There 1is, however, a parallel~g£3£lgg—!;;h,_...ﬂ_—
the approach of feature cases. As will soon become clear,
there is not a high degree of agreement among scholars as to
vhich features are necessary to describe each case, and

whether such features should be jnherent or relational.

Feature Cases
One version of feajy¥e-case grammar is that used by ;.c
McCoy, with particular reference to the classification of ;
Spanish verbs®?, In actuality, McCoy has proposea 20 cases,
spread over three relational groups: Causal Arguments,
Affected Arguments, and Circumstantial Arguments. The Causal
Arguments are represented by Apentlvb, Instrumental , Matter,
Contents, Causative, and Purpose. The Affected Arguments are
Experiencer, Dative, Objective and Factitive. The remaining %

10 cases belong to the Circumstantial group -- five cases

each for Time and for Locative relations.

These cases are defined in terms of the binary marking
of 13 features, of which B serve specifically the Causal and
Affected Groups: Cause, Instigator, Pehformer, Intent,
Effect, Actlve, Control, and Affected. Two more features -- B N
Source and Goal -- serve for these cases along with the !
Circumstantial éll;l. fhe remeining three features -- Place,

Transltlon and Extenf -~  are used only with the

- - —— - -

**McCoy(1969), A Case Grammar Classif Ication of Spanish
Verbs, unpublxchod Ph. D. dissertation.



Circumstantial group.

The reader may have already noticed that under such a

system, the exact nature of each of these features is not
really any more clear, if even as clear, as the megning; of
the cases they are intended to define. What, one may ask, is
the meaning of the two features Intent and Control, which

are marked negatively for every case except Agentive, for

wvhich case they are marked "t" and "+" 'rESPEEtively?

Moreover, it is obvious that this particular system is not

very efficient, for it employs thirteen features to specify

only twenty cases.

Comb inat ive Features

On the other extreme of this is the approach of Matthew
Marino**. While still ﬁaintaining.the basic p:épise of deep
cases, which also serve to subcategorize verbs, Marino has
limited thé number of cases to only four. These four cases,
hotever, are defined in terms of exactly two binry
features. The two features which he feels are nécessafy and
sufficient for the determination of the essential deep cases
- of a language are tanihate (inherent) and taffective

(relational). The four unique combinations of -these features

specify Agent, Iftrument, Dative, and Object. Agent and

Dative are both specified positively for animacy, while

Agent and Instrument are positively speéified for affect ive

(1972: 573).

—— - — - - - —— -

‘“Marino (1972), "A Strong Deep Case Hypothesis."
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Marino's proposal does, of course, specify co-occur-
rence restrictions, wvhich he introduces via his phrase
structure rules. The expansion of Proposition is as follows
(1972: 585): o »

A (Dio)
0

( +
Prop -» V + d +

i1)
oP
“It will strike the reader as rather _unusual that one
possible expansion of the Prep@sitian yields V + 0 + 0. This
§35§£%ta contravene the convention of only one deep cese per
pr@p@’i%ﬁ%ﬁg Marino's intention in allowing such !B, case
conf guégfigé, however, was to provide, through the deep
stgﬁ@tufg%3f§the language, a means of dealin% with the
problem of inalienable possession, Thus,iane O represents

some inalienably possessed part of the other O.

Nilsen

An intermediate set of case features 1is proposed by
D. F. L. Nilsen, who has published three major works
concerned with semantic-feature marking of deep case (Nilsen
1972, 1973; and Nilsen & Nilsen 1975),

Nilsen's major cases are Agent, Instrument, Causatlive,
Fatient; Source and Goal. He postulates a relationship
‘betﬁéEﬁ these six cases and three @aiﬁs of Sémgntiﬁ
features: Controller vs. Controlled; Cause vs. Effect; and
Source ve. Goal, to which he assigns é_ hierarchical Qfﬂif.-
Pairing the cases in the fESEEEti?EVQEQEf-gi?eﬁ, one case

(at least) from each pair is marked positively for at least
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one of the features Source or Goal. Similarly, at least one.,
case from each of the first-two pairs is marked positively
for at least one Cause or Goal. Agent alone is marked

positively for Coqyroller, while only Instrument is

v

Apositively marked for Controlled (1972: 35-37). This
approach of marking all cases for Source or Goal is not
unlike that of Hjelmslév, discussed earlier, vhereby évery
case is marked at least for the dimension of directionality.

The three pairs of features are ranked in the order
given, and "thjs hierarchy plays a major role in language™’
(1972: 48). From each pair;.thé first is éansidered to be
the Active feature; and the second, the Receptive. 1f these
cases were linearly ranked from highly active to highly

receptive, the result would be as follows:

1
’

(1) Controller (e.qg., Agent)

(2) Cause (e.g., Causative)

(3) Controlled (e.qg., Instrument)

(4) Effect (e.g., Patient)

(5) and (6) Source-Goal (e.g., Location)

The, function of this scale is to properly assign topical-
/3 operiy as

ization, that is,

the ranking of cases according to amount of activity
is crucial since it provides a clear and simple
explanation for topicalization. Primary topicali-
zation, which in some languages 1is equivalent to
subject marking, is predictable from this hierarchy
since the most active cases are the most 1likely to

. receive it, while the 1least active (and most
receptive) gcases are least likely to receive
topicalization (op. cit.: 49).

Moreover, Nilsen claims to account for the obligatoriness

and/or omissibility of certain arguments in any sentence by

A

't




Neutral topicalization ... applies to those cases
vhich are neither actors ... nor receivers ... . The
result of Neutral topicalization is that the
Argquments thus marked have freedom of movement
within the sentence and may be deleted from the
surface structure of the sentence without affecting
grammaticality (loc. cit.).

One further questécn which has been asked of deep cases
is whether they are 1linguistically justifiable. Hilsen. &
Nilsen address this question in their discussion of the case
features mentioned above. If Agent is nothing more than
Animate Cause, they ask, do we really need the case label?
Their answer is that such "gross" cases may indeed be of

value for the human mind (as opposed to computer programs).

is that deep cases represent a

relaticnship betﬁeenffiﬂherent features, like animate, and

\

One relevant fact

relational features, like cause"” (1975: 97),

Consider the }elaticnal feature pair of Cause and
Effect discussed above, and the inherent features Animate
and Inanimate. The four highest ranking cases (see above)
can be described in terms of the combinations of these two
feature dichotomies (op. cit.: 98), which is exactly the
viewpoint taken by Marino.

Nilsen & Nilsen, in discussing the roles of'these four
cases, gjve fﬁrthef support to the linguistic usefulness of

such deep cases. They write,
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Since the features animate and cause are basically
active features, while the features inanimate and
effect are basically passive features, we can now
explain that the Agent is the most eligible to
become the subject of a sentence because it consists
entirely of active features and the subject position
in English, and many other languages, is normally
the position for the most active case. This is why
the Object with 1its all-passive features is most
eligible to become a direct object while an Agent
with its all-active features is least eligible for
this position. On the other hand, Instruments and
Experiencers are equally comfortable as subjects or
direct objects because they are partly active and
partly passive in nature (Joc. cit;

The material cited ébove has shed some 'light on: the
complexities of case descriptions. Many different cases have
been proposed, but there is no firm agreement on which of
these cases should comprise the minimal set for a grammar.
Most scholars agree that Agent, Instrument, Dative (or its
equivalent, Experiencer), and Objective should be part of
this set; Lut the exact description of these cases is still
not resolved. A description of these an? other cases by
means of features has been somevhat successful in solving
this problem. Many features, both inherent and relational
have been introduced in an attempt to formally constrain any
description of case, but there is still some disagreement on
which features should be employed, and, moreover, what 5the
exact. nature of these features is. With reference to the one
éase, Inst, thig topic will be discussed in greater detail

in the next chapter.

/7
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Localist Theories of Case

In the preceding chapter we examined sbme of the
theories which can be included under the rubric Localist
Theory. Wwhile this theoretical approach had 1lost some
support early in this century, many scholars have attempted
to revive its concepts v’fit*n both the TGG and case-grammar
frameworks. Kurytowicz, for one, does not coqsider this to
be a fruitful approach:

"The so-called 'localist' theory of cases may be

justified from the diachronic point of view. Prom

the synchronic one the expression of spatial

relation generally represents one only of the

possible functions of a given case-form"™ (1964:

202).

John Anderson'*®, however, presents an attempt ‘;t the

incorporation of locat ional concepts within a

~ transformational theory. Many of his rules are extremely

—

- complex, and in the interest of space we will only present
the essence of this theory, without many specific details.
Anderson's theory 1is predicated on subcategorization
and dependency rules. He begins all derivations with vierb],
from which he generates features and cases. The first
dependency rule generates a nominative case for every verb.
This case "is the notionally most neutral case." This rule,

given as

- - - —

‘sAnderson (1971), The Grammar of Case; and (1977), On Case
Grammar . . )

A

- VO




(50) Vv =» nom//___V,
generates a‘naminal for each and every (Engligh) verb. Verbs
may be tstative, and those that are +stative must undergo
another dependency rule, ordered after tégt éivan above,

namely,

(51) +stat -» cop//____V.
This rule produces the copula (once again language-specifi-
cally for énglish and similar languéges)g
A second case, related to nom as a hQﬂ‘lQEal case, is
ergative, which is ‘typiéally rather than neceséﬁ;ily
aﬁimate," and which "introduces the N which is regarded. as
the initiator of the 'action’ associated with the V in such
clauses; (1971: 40). ﬂ
These fragments of Anderson's theory are sufficient to
show the reader that this theory 1is, 1like athe:itccncepts
rejected earlier, ‘too tied to the surface structure of
language, nor are Hisgfeatures easily interpreted.
| For example, the feature +stat does not necessarily
imply semantic "stativeness." When an erg is introduced with
a cop, the presence of the erg cvérffules the +stat. "Only
when erg is absent is a clause containing cop ;emanti:ally
"stative'™ (1971: 48). This is the situation represented by

h

the following example:

(52) The lights were dimmed (by John),.



B1

It - can thus be seen that Anderson's features and cases
are not necessarily feileztive‘af reality, although the use
of a feature such as stative would imply-that they were
meant to be so. The real semantic interpretation of the
feature stative, as used up until now, could be read as the
feature which will generate a copula in the surface
structure of an Engl ish sentence.

However, the presence of erg and nom in deep structure,
without the feature stative, can be interpreted as a

trans%tive verb, as in,
(53) John dimmed the lights,

(54) Egbert moved the couch,
Anéefsan points out that intransitives may behave like
transitives, which he uses as justification for the
introduction of the feature treflexive. This feature choice
‘is cgnéitiangd by +erg, but moreover, in the presence of
+erg and +reflexive, #he obligatory nom and the erg may
combine into a single case node, ngm/EFg_ This would be the

case of the noun in a sentences like,

(55) Egbert moved.

Thus, Aﬁde:sen proposes only two non-local cases: the
nom, which is obligatory, and the erg.
The two local cases which Aﬂdgrséﬁ iﬁtr§§uces are iéé,
which may be understood in the meaning of place or piasé to

wiiich; and ablative, which has the meaning of source or

-



place from which. These cases aré again jintroduced by
subcategorization rules followed by dependency rules. A verb
may be marked +Jocative, after which a dependency rule
inserts a Joc case to the right of the verb.

In the manner presented above, Anderson allows other

[ ]

combinations of cases besides nom/erg. To account for the

sentence,

(56) John is cold, v
Anderson proposes the case combination nom/loc, ihgfébg the
obligatory nom is now understood as the reflexive location
of the cold. Similarly, the case loc/erg can be péstulﬁteé

for the first noun in,

(57) his regiment contained the attack.
The presence of the agentive-like erg unit .is justified
since such a sentence can be found in the imperative mood,

e.g.,»

(58) Contain the attack at all casté!

The unit abl is introduced in the presence of the
feature +dynamic. However, it is also blocked by the
presence of fdynémisi The feature dynamic  does not
universally . impiy. any kind of motion, however. A verb which
is +stative éaﬁ éﬁﬁﬁally combine with a case that would seem
to be in complementary dist:ibutiaﬁ vith it, i.e. +dyn.
Anderson's claim is that this combination of features
accounts for whe verbal semantics of '

O
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(59) this road goes from London to Brighton.

The preceding material shows only the concrete
interpretation of the 1local cases of Anderson, but an
abstract interpretation is available for nom, erg, and

motion. An abstract Joc is represented in

(60) many people know part af the truth,
in which people is understood to be the location of paﬁt of

the truth.

The abstract interpretation of abl and motion (+dyn)
can be seen in the subject and verb of

\‘ -

(61) John sold the book, i
in which John is considered to be the scﬁ:ce  @£ the book,
and whereby the book 1is interpreted as moving in some
abstract manner from John to the buyer. John is more than
just the abl here, he is also erg.

Anderson then attempts to show the universality of his
theory by explaining the simple procedure which will
differentiate'the two verbs teach and Jearn. Both verbs have

the obligatory Joc, who receives the material, and an abl

o dispenses it. The only difference here is whether the

unit erg gets added to abl for teach, or to Joc for learn

¢19%1: 138). '
One may also have a reflexive locational nominal, which
is accounted for by the addition of abl to Joc. Such a case

voulkd be represented by the notiohs "across, through."”
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Due to the parallel nature of case Eenfigu:atians of
nom with erg, and Joc with abl, Anderson questions whether
the distinction between these two sets is perhaps simply

)

that of non-locative "transitivity"” and ?1Qc£tianay
"direction.” Without presenting his supportive argumentation
here, Anderson does feel that indeed this is the case. He
therefore reduces the number of basic cases to two: Joc and
abl**; while maintaining nom and erg as features (1971:
217-18) ¢ !

Nom and erg are reduced to the status of features

accounting for the ='grammaticalization' (subjec-

tivalization and objectivalization) of the basic

cases loc and abl (and perhaps of,the unmarked case

I have designated ‘'nom', if it is not identified

with loc), which underlie both the non-'local' cases,

(and, of course, 'abstract' uses of the 'local').

Anderson's claim for his theory is that there are
~basically four types of deep case, which is also the number
reached in general in non-Localist theories. These sets are
not parallel however. While erg and nom are similar to Agent
and Objective, respgétively. loc and abl are more similar to
secondary cases in the other theories, such as Locative and
Source. These cases, however, can combine with each other to
produce yet other case meanings. Moreover, by specifying

verbal features such as dynamic and stative along with the

cases,” Anderson reduces the number of cases to essentially
A . ' :

tvo.

*‘Nom is actually maintainad as a secondary case, resulting



From this brief presentation of Anderson's views, it
can be seen that this version of localist theory seems to
"stretch” semantic reality, and especially the basic Cﬁﬁﬁept!
that cases should represent judgments humans can ﬁake: While
interesting, especially in its reduction of the number of

cases to two, the theory does not support case-grammar, nor

is it a strong counter-proposal to it. —

i )
Kilby
David Kilby®’, wvith some minor nibdifications, maintains
the basic theory of Anderson (1971), and applies this to
Russian data. Kilby's proposals are as abstract as

And;rsen‘g, and he tentatively establishes

four elements (i.e. dyn, erg, loc & nom) which,
linking together more concrete elements, may be
capable of representing a large part of the
categorial semantic structure of Rusgsian. The
structures which are possible will not embody every
possible configuration of these elements; the
element dyn, for instance, cannot be directly
dominated by Joc, while an erg governing a Joc
predication must have an xntercalcated dyn. The
EXEmpllflcathY sentence ... ut Y on Z' can now-
be given the structure (1977a: ?

fow

_erg
1%&
’ fgégééﬂgsgﬁis*sﬁaiﬁgi

This basic structure serves for many different situations,

both concrete and abstract. If X is repliced by Ivan, and

e m e \

"Kllby (1977-) DEED and Superficial Cases in Russian.
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Y by Boris, then the Z may be replaced by kﬂ#ﬁafa'(raég) or
razdrazenie (annoyance), for example, resulting in any of
the following, where it is the combination of features and
lexical items vhich predicts the shape of the verb (f977a:
32):

(62) Ivan Borisa v komnatu
Ivan DBrought Boris into the room, —

“(63) Ivan privel Borisa v razdraenie
Ivan brought Boris into annoyance,
4.
(64) Ivan razdrazil Borisa
Ivan annoyed Boris.

It can be seen in the preceding diagram that there is

uses the relational §nfef:;tien in suchgstructures, from
vhich verbs are generated. There are, however, no hard and
fast rules to predict the phonological or exact semantic
- shape of these items. Thus, the ultimate prediction for
surface cases is given in the appendix as a caﬁEiﬂaticn of
node government and position in sur face structure'®, Kilby
vrites, for example, that "any naun=§§vsrﬂgé by an element
on its right will be in the instrumental,” and that, "any
noun governed by a loc will be in the locative® (1977a:
177-78). '

These theories, based on earlier Localist concepts,
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Second, whz;e Kilby predicts cage from aniardgred bgsg, and - 1
a Anﬂ(féon intrOGUCes surface é:ical‘ items from seﬁgnti:; R
fed}ures, both thegrxes tely on surface structure p351t1enal
1n£d&qg:10n, V1thout coq;znc1ng support Eor such a v:ew |
thli perhaps 1ntefest1ng as l1ngulst1c curio sitiewm,
:.these theg?\gs do not seeﬁ'%o Eurthe: our uﬂderstanﬂlﬁg of

case grammar

D, Influcncos on Oaae 1 »;7 (J:,_;i:_*»*

*

. ' . ) .
. \<pet us now exam1ne some'other aspg:ts cf gramﬁa; yhish
'may assisteus in answer1ng at least some Vef ‘the *myrxad

"problematxc areas of sunfacg sttgcturgg c Er;
Top;calxzatxon_f .
Although a satisfactdrx defipition of tapiés?izat!sﬂ

. ,
has not been proposed, Chomskyavriges that

"It migh; ‘be Asuggésted' that Topic-Comment is the ° 5i
basic graﬁmﬁtiéal relation of - suffacei stfuétu:g_ |
| cotrequqqing ~ (roughly) _ﬁa ' the fundamental .
§pbject-Predicaie r‘iation~of deep strdcture“~61965=
221). ' -
-.This vxevpoznt has. been -adopted by many échalafs.‘

Fillmore has proposed that the pracess of 5ub;e¢tiva?izatiaﬂ

»

B, e v T e, et S e aim s e
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The data of Nilsen (presented above) seem to confirm such an

NG | . 88

'1s the/same as pﬂimaﬁy tapiﬁalizatian (19 35'57) <$i113r5* .

o SO
agrees, ﬁrltlng,

//r'“"~’The nominative‘*, I believe (along with Fillmore),

K

is the one- case - ending which has only a
Satzfunktian.;iinég%its role isi_t@ indicate ‘which,
Jnouncin‘thg senten:e.is the topic™ (1974: 247).

There are, havever,'Schalifs vho disagree with this

9u99§st16ﬂ. Among these are achaﬁnéﬁ"i “who discusses '

Russian, a language which doesn't always. have & Nom in

— u

syrfdcq_égfuzturg. According to him, _
_'Subjgst fermatian is. a prééeés which takes. place
during— the deftvatlan of a given 5entence, but at 'a ’
stage before aﬁy k1n§ af taplca11=at1aﬁ can gpplg'“

-

(1971: 158). o L,

hypbthesié. *Those data sho¥ that the subjéct slot of an

‘abtive sentence isfusually filled by the nominal in. the

sentence having the greatest number of active features. The

implieatioh of this is that " subject-selection has nothing

vhatsoever to. do with marking any given nominal member as

special, but is rather a direct pra:ess of the language,

,/ﬁdFillmare_.téak this basic process further by rejecting

any kind of Eerm:fgr‘téﬁlcaiizsfiahg Rather he feels that

/
/

$'Miller (1974) "A Lacalxst Account of the Dative Casé/;p

-Ru551an..'

“*The Nom can be considered to be the subject of a Russian,

 sentence, especially if it is the only Nom in that sentence,

‘'Channon (1971), "On Subject Noun-Phrase Frantiﬁg,
Top1cal1zatian and Argument Pfamatlan in Russian,”

]



: (EE) 1 paid Har.fy‘ive dollars.
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the slogan, "MEANINGS ARE RgLATIVizgﬁ TO SCENES, -7 is more
feflect1ve of the true situation in natural language (1977-

59) As an exgmple of th;s, E;llmﬂrg “discu usses the vg:bs

which may éescfibe a “"commercial event," e.g., sﬁy, pay

(FQP) etc. He glves the following examples:
(65) 1 bought a dozen roses. SRR

-{67) 1 bought a dozen roses from Harry
' faf five deIIarst .

(68) 1 gﬁid Hérry‘iivg dollars for a dozen féses;’

He explains therﬁétian§]af scenes as follows:

H

Whenever a speaker uses ANY of the verbs related to
the commergial e”ent, for example, the entire scene
9 the commercial event is brought into play --.is
act;vated“ ‘=~ . but the particular word “chosen .
imposes on th1s scene a particular perspective.
Thus, anyone who hears and understands either of the
sentences [given above] has’ in mind a scene
'involving all of the necessary aspects of the
commercial event, but'in which only certain parts of
the event have been identified and included in
perspective, : ‘

It may not be necessafy to believe that eve:ythxng
that is included in our understanding of a senténce
is necessarily a part of the underlying grammgtical
structure of that sentence; it seems preferable to
say that a word ljke buy or pay activates the scene
of the ' commercial  event; that .-everybody who
understands the word knais what are the various

* components and aspects of such an event;-and that a
speaker's linguistic knowledge of the verb includes
that ‘knowledge of the grammatical ways in which the
various parts of the event can h- realised in the
form of the utterance (1977: 73.
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This pe;nt cf view is alsa suppcfteé by Schaarschmlat

wha prapases three wuniversal :gnstfa;nts on

ée:xyaﬁlens_ ‘The first, ‘and most important

gra-mgtleal

one for the

. p‘rgsgni d’iscussicn is the Semant ic Completeness Constraint,

which says thgt all  terminal

gsemantic

irgpresentat1ens are frge of limear order :felatianiz

The only relati ons that hold between sansticuents éf

” '

/tefminal semantic. representatlans are thus rela{1aﬁs

of grouping” (1978: 119);

Szhaarschm;dt cant1nue5. ﬁrit1ng that

"the only Cﬁﬂﬂitianlﬁg factor for. the Iinearizatlen T

e

of elements .in a sentence is the topic-comment.

~< - K
g;aup:ngfgfb:angtituents“'(op; cit.: 121),

Si;cn Dii" identifies what he éalls_

Felatiaﬁs at three lEVElS of the grammar- (1978-
i, Semant1c Functluns.
. " Agent, Goal, Rgcipiént;'gtc.f
 ii, Syntactic ?unétians; E L
7 7 Subject aﬁé Dbie:t |
#4i. Pragmatic Fﬁgé;iang:

e : o
' . Theme and Tdil, Topic and Focus.

funct fonal -

13):

Aezaréiﬂg to Dik's proposal, semantic functions are’

uhderstood to exist in the deep structure of the llnguage.

Like the p:apﬁ;als‘!ﬁmed:&tgly above, syritactic Eunctlans

are ass;gned ta deep stfucture ca;es, e g.,

“mk (1978) Func:tlana] G‘r-mm



- (69) John (AgSubJ) gave ‘the book (GoObJ)
.o " to 8111 (Rec)

(70) John (AgSubJ) gave Bill (RecObJ) ..
~° the book (Go), ‘ v

(71) The ok (GOS;ES) vas given to Bill (Rec)
by John (Ag) i

y.

. Thesge exalplzs. of copn;e,rshoufthis,intor-ation,asAit~ibv e 2

used in surface structure, but they nongtheless serve to

explain Dik’'s general procedure. A . \\\\\St :
T Dik 1dent1£1es two types of pragmat:c funcdtions, which

hés calls extgrnal and iqtennal. The external ‘pragmatic

functions he describes as follows (1978: 19)}
A » e Al
The .Theme specxfxes ‘the universe of discourse wzth
- respect’ to which the subseguent predication is
. presented as relevant.’ ' ‘
.The Tail presents, a%§, an ‘afterthought' to the
: predxcat1on, 1nformat‘bh meant to clarify or modify
1t .

»

' These functiohs,- thetefore),*gfé not concerned with the

isolated sentence as ve vould uhderstand that term, but with

'thg actual §Eilch situation. The oternal pragmat ic..

functlons, which relate to the 81mp1e proposition per se are’

descrxbed thus (loc cit.):

‘The Topic presents the entity ‘about' which the
-predication predicates something ' in the given

‘ setting. . . ‘ . . L

The Focus preqenti vhat is relatively the most
important or salient information in the given
gsetting. T - o )

. -



latter tvo fun:tlcns

bezng

These

su;hithat all ltgmsi'

semantic functions, -can fu

T

prsgmatic;§ﬂfcrmat1aﬂ. Thus,

'gxpregsian of ‘the deep st
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are addeé to a éeep pfepasltian,

marked ‘for syntactic .and/or

rther be specxfxed Hlth 1nterna1

(EE) abﬁve uauld be the narmal

ructure in which John was iarked"

AgSubjTQp, and Bill as Recfoc.

The mgjcr centrlbutlan

is hi cifi :atlan -of

¢ case pec

L

- . .syrface structure of langu
approach may not be great in

. ii!gr,

itf%it

it qéuld play'a great
order.

o

Tapleallzaticn focus,

re;der may w1sh to use in re

. ‘preceding pages =-- does

case-grammar as we have been

of, Dik to the present theary of
pragmat ic informat fon below the

age. Although the effect of this

a language vit& strict word

er role in languages with a less

or scenes -- whichever term the

ference to the content of the

not play & central role

discussing it. It does seem

_account, in a limited

actually occurring elements

phrases) in the surface structure of language.

Verbs or Cases .
"
The primary

Ciféssi exa;t nature of

"is held,

concern
uhfch ~at least imp

discussed

e . M

vay,

-

héwgve:;“ for the choice

:(séegific lé:isg1, itgm&a and -

/

of the preceding section vas the

deep cases Herg ve ‘will examine a vievpeint

11:1t1y, by most of the scholars:

"It was Shcwn earlier that both Filgngre.and’nikadhe:ed

to the position that the rules of deep structure

produce a .



configﬁratien of deepfegses %r nominal . phrases. With due
cohcern for the natur{j;f these cases or nominals, a v;rb is
selected ;hith .ch;a,s not vibiaﬁe . i;s ’ ca;acéﬁffencg
restrictions. That i%, the verb of a sentence was seleétgé

on the basis of the nominals present in deep séfuctu:2§

*!Fillmore, "haugﬁ ‘he does not admit éf’it is in his-

. .more recent work équating the deep case configuration §£-~gf o

verb vith the scene that verb elicits. As ‘quoted above, he

now claims that the choice of the verb activates the ' scene,

which- is tantamount to claiming that verbs are fhe central

elements of a linguistic situatign; This, ﬁhile reversing
r

the stand _taken in the earlier works, seems justlfzable,

'and, indeed,. has been adopted by ather sehalafs gs vell

Fillmore. ;s -nét tﬁe' Elrst sékalnr to propose the
cehtr;lity of the verb. This stance has also been taken by
Nilsen'&ynilsen_(ls7§=»E?) vho write that |

® "Rather tha? the noun being the important éart af_’a

sentencé, it is uéually the vérb ﬁhicﬁ is basic éné:

and semant;cally.>

Further{‘they add that the

clustering of nondeletable items around the verb
seems to be a fact not only in English but 1n :
Indo-European languages in general, as well as in
many other unrelated languages. It may even be a
". universal tendency that the verb, as the most

magnet drawing close to itself the nohdeletable
- elements (1975: 97). g

L3

e

- . sigaificant patt of the p(!ﬂiéitlﬁn,: serves en- 8 -
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_process-act ions .. {activities which change the. . state....

_ AN gvenist:angéf statement is made by xfakgfé%ij:s:
,.f "informacija, - sodersadtajasja v ﬂr‘edlézeﬁ,‘; r ravna
_ informacil, sodersasejsja v leksikograficeskom
tolkovanil glagola, kotoryj jaﬁvija,ets:ia versinoj
étéga prediozenija**" (1974: 5). |
- Although the features of i_he verb were used in Anderson

fe% ‘case predlctzan his cases vere not eas;ly interpfgtgﬁ,

nor canld they be readily equated with the ‘cases as

unﬂefstaad under Fillmorian case-grammar. We will hnow’
- . = 1 . : .

examine one work which uses verbal features in the
prediction QE,Fillmﬁfian_casés. |

Wallace Chafe‘® was one of, the earliest ‘scholars to
combine the vgrb-central hypathe;;s v1th thépzeanéepts aff
dase-grammar. He iaentified in Eng11sh the following six
types ci verbs, vxth pr::Sgntatxve example ;;ntgnces (1970-
95-104): e |

states:

- (72) the elephant is dead

pFﬂEESSES (changes of state):

(73) the glephant dxeé

act lons (ECtIVIEIEE)

(74) the tiger pounced,

-L"Xtakévskij (1974) “Pa551vﬁye kgnstrukc11,

‘*The italics are xrakavskig
‘*Chafe (1970), Meaning and the Stru:tur'e of Lanﬁug)e




‘something else):
*

(75) the tiger kxlleé the elephant

=

amb:ent states (alléencompa551ng states): - : o ;
. ’“ ’ . - ’

}(76) it's hot,

ambient act ions (allgencampgssing activities): .
. NUTEER S Lo

(77) it s ra1n1ng.

The term ambient is ﬁrapasea' to account for thsse

sentences vhich do not feally have a noun -- wh;ch seem 'ta

L4

_ F

" involve nothiug.but a predication.” The superficial ,subject

it reflecto‘loth1ng 1ﬁ the semantlc structure."” Such verbs

B

do not. have nomxnal,argumgnts in dggp structure, but ' rather

the verh represents a camplgtg preéigatiah.,
Chafe's description of verbs is generative, but jp some.

vays the features he uges ~here cauiﬂ equally. well be

. \ . o
interpreted as descriptive semantic features. Let us now

exanine these,

. His claim 1s thgt a verb can be ﬁarked apt;anally 'ag
_ stative. However, any verb vh1ch is marked -stative must
obllgatorxly be marked as process, astian, or béth. A verb
vhich is marked (positively) for bath fj:tufes is unaersteaé
_to be an act fon which in some mgnngri causes a ﬂwﬂcess to
occur _cbncomitantly. Finally, as indicated above, ambi2ﬁt
__can be marked tor. gny verb. Hh;:h is g;;hl: -a  State. or.‘an.

'actlon, but not a pnaﬁess

torhan o
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?af the various typgffgf véfbsi Chafe introduces two

rules which will genergte:tvé of the major :gsés associated

o

viéh verbs,'ﬁamely:§§3ﬁt and pat/ent:

, pat
v . - v N

{Stété‘ } f* : {state '} eﬁ.; . fg o ‘L!‘i | ;;

process)
=ambient

A
A !
- action

-
R

lprocess | e e it e L

— 1
L ' - ‘gt ’ s
- - v ) - t H: ,; ! . . lii o

C action
- —ambient .

. ! f .

Wiﬁe qualification -ambient is necessary ‘iﬁ*!b@th=fulgs.

Aﬁﬁiéﬁt,‘cf caurse,ivgula b;ggk the generaﬁién of & case Ea;
this type of verb..pn'fhe other hand, any végb vhich is a
process or a.state must logically have a noun (patient)
wvhich - Qnde:gaési the process, or is in the state named. An
astiaﬁ,'uﬁﬂer Chafe’;!sys:emg'mazt,hgve a performer of that :
action, and hence must generate an agent. 1t f@liais'that a
verb which is both an act/fon and a process must have both

cases present. The application of both rules results in the

Ealldﬁing structure: o ‘ o .

- R *;‘n-Jéa=é“f‘fééﬁ;rxﬁjba';‘

process
action




Chafé 'daes not by any means 1mp1y that. only thage tﬁaw
cases are 5uf£1c1ent fer all types of verbs. Later in- gls
work he d1scusses several of the rEmaln;ég cases anﬁ—the'i‘
tJPES-Qf;verbs v1th vhich they co-occur. The fehtures anal
¢ase-notions pfesented da however, describe the maﬁt haszei
types af verbs and the;r car:esp@ndlng case arrays.

' The . case ExpeﬂienGEF far example, occurs with verss
which are mrkea *a:ticm‘and %x;er!entia] The leatian
- for th;s latter featufe is v;a an cpt1ana1 rule th:h can-
~mark ény -act fon verb as éxpeﬁientialg .

The feature.beﬁefaﬂtive,Awh?:ﬁ in turn e€§kes the case *
ifEEﬁef3£f{vg, is also introduced by -an @ptianal"rui;. rﬁﬁ} :
,istIEWt -verb' vhich is E1ther state and/or procéss may be
‘marl;ed as E:eriéf’a:tlve Note, hawever, that - o .'_

- "in addition to [this rule], the:gfsre; which ' =
ébligatcrily adds a Qenéficiafy;nagn to a verb which ‘
is intrinsically benefactive, vé!ein also sﬁate a
,:ule vh;ch will cpt;cnally aﬂd a Benef;:iary to any

E I ) ‘

action vefh' (1970% 151), - o
In a  similar manner to -the rule above, the. case
Iﬁstnumeht’ can be optzanally added to a vetb that is both

process and action. There are other lgss clear situations in

éhigh, the case Instrument mgyraﬁpeér. A verb may specify aﬁ
s#¥ton vhich is relative in iésé applieatign,i e;g@.: the

English. verb. wideh " When “used in its unmarked sensg, ané_, Rl

"

hgre'segms ‘be only one such neaning for relatzve vgrbs,

-the unit successful ::nna; be eadded to the ve:b,:e.gi;'

.
R



(78) the men widened the réqd~ﬁith a bulldozer.

Thus, any canf:gurat;an af a -relative verb with inllnst can

be optionally. fevrltten as a SUEEESSfuI vetbivith an Inst.

Thus, the verb cut, vhich-is bath process and aﬁtian can be

further marked ' as successful. Consider, however, Chafe's

further examples:
(79) the rope cut with a knife,

7(&0) the EQQE opened vith a key. -

_While these sentences are . not representative of action- .

--

_ process vgébsi they carry a marked meaning, inasmuch as both
¢an  be. paraphrased by . adéihg the words was SUEGESSFuiiyV

’befare each verb. tht seems ta ac:ur ‘here is that a verb

~which is an gctianipreeess and ﬁhichiis fufgher spegified as
successful, may be optionally converted into a simple:

pfacess verb i.e. the unit action is deleted, and v1th it

- the can:am1tant Agent . ' ’ ,. : .

_Hgnf state verbi,.gnd'nén!pracéss action verbs éan@;;kg

‘a case sim1lar to ’?illmefe‘s Fact:tat1ve. To sing, for

example, implies a sang Verbs which can be :harazterizgd in

this manner Chafe calls --?pietable. and the cgrrespcnazng

noun ig) the'camplement

¥

nouns as fallavs.

';igi‘éamplemeﬁt:'ﬁéuﬁ é&ég naﬁ'spéziff Sametbing that

is in a state ‘or that changes its state. It

completes or speeifiés more narreviy the meaning of

g -

é-;fe’explalns the meaning af 3ueh*

e gy s



)

: ’; . * :i :—., _;: : ‘ V rf':*é
the verb”-(1970; 186). - Y. . . T .

A ! ! g T Se .l
While the verb. read has the - broadest possiblé implicit

complement rpad Ing matter, the completable variation of it .

is represented in

(81) Tom read War and Peace.

E?gﬁﬁles of state verbs takiﬁg'i?éﬁﬁbiéméﬁt inclﬁd§;

B é )

. (82) the book ﬁeighs a pound, - A : e

(83) the’ :andy gosts ten :ent;. P SR
Thus, the basic rule, wh1ch would apply optlanally, is that.
any verb whiéh is pﬁaﬁéss ‘can be. specifieé ;Empletable,_
Hevevef, a verb wh;ch is completable does . nat always take gn‘
cbligatery camplément State verbs of the type g;ven in the
last two eramples seem to requ;re the complement, while not
all action verbs do; that is, sing daes not, uhile"make
dégs, _' ) | i o . 7

fhe final felation vhich Chafe discusses iﬁe this
sectien -is that of Lgcafieﬁ. Chafe here proposes that state

verb§ may be ept;cnally spec;fled as Jocative, to account

for examples ;;kg!

(84) the kn;fe is in the box.
However, ’hﬁgr tregt:gnt of such exgmples departs frcn the
tfad;;icnally‘;acégptgét intnrp:n:it;nn, Anyf -vcrh ihieb—
beeamés locative must cbl;gatat11y be marked by s 1ex1cal

item such as fn, on, under, etc. This prav1ées
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"for -the ‘introduction of _légativ; r§efb roots,
essenbially the list of vhaﬁ'are usually thought of
as locative 7§repositi9n5‘“r(1§7d: 159), : ;
. Finally, along ‘with the egligaicry verb taﬁt,:a locat ive

noun is also generated, obligatorily.

As for the remaining verbs, Chafe writes that it "seems

possible ... that there aégina ﬁcﬂstagivg verdb roots which

are ‘intrinsically locative" (Joc. cit.). Although the verb .

sTt may be conceptualized as a locative vgfb, it “need nét;

L)

be, e.qg.,

(85) Tom is sitting (on the chair). g ' 'y

Thus, Chafe proposes a means vhereby a nonlocative verb cam

be specified as locative. The root _of any. verb which .is |

" ~locative may vptionally becpme root + locativizer vith a

‘concomitant change of the feature -locatlve to +locative.

Thereby the npnlocative yerb root craw] can become #locative

' and Ee,repia:ld by craw] + under, for example.

The ab@%e pfépéﬁ%ls of. Chafe, whereby cases are
generated by the features of the verbs, seem more

intuitively.satipfy{ng than some of the earlier prapasalé ve

examined. This apptéacﬁ will be applied later to a more ﬁ;ggf

extensive corpus of data.

f'-

e e T e ek e e B o= Pt e e e e R 1 MR s gt wc
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- K. Case and- TGG: A Summary

. This chepter has examined the phencmenon'of case vithin;

the framework established by TGG. The p051t1on of case

.within the early form of Chomsky's Standard Theory was

reviewed, showing that the notion of case was considered to
be relatively trivial in that theory. V

The - birth of case grammar was examined, along with its

"motivation. Case granhar vas shown to generate all NP's 'on

the same level, which was a departure from Chomsky's theory.
Moreover, each NP was marked with semant ic information in

the form of a 'case, which identified tne role such an NP

7

played in relation to the action of the verb In the

1dent1£ica5agn of these cases, Fillmore empheszzed that they

should represent Juggments humans .are capable of making.

" * Moreover, no case notion could appear tyice‘infthe'same

simple- proposition.

This theory “was discussed and modified by many

. 4
scholars. The importance of Ssemantic information in deep

structure wasJ/Qlaxmed by ‘many to be necessary, and as a

result even Chomsky reversed his earlier belief and included

sembntxcs at that level

The nature of the cases - has alvays beenfa problem. Many

proposals have been made for the minimal set of these, but

there is 11tt1e unxty as to whlch cases are necessary, and.
- hov they . should be. detincd. Saholazs have tried both prose.
. and feature descriptions of case. Feature cases are more

‘promjsing inasmuch as they can be more h1gh1y congtrained

—  tor.

=



through formal marking than’éfase.eaéés can, ‘e

~ Although the full minimal SE£ is far Erom agreed on,"
.there is a fair éegree of agreement on a baslc set cf vhat
’may be :alleé centrai or auclear cases: Agent, InsfFuMEﬁf—
Qhuectlve, ExpEFIEHEEF, which can, unée: a feature analysis,

be uniquely . des:flbeé in terms Qf only two Eegtu:es.

taﬂimaté and tcause,— The  latter of these can also be

éeser:bed as the opposition of Cause and Effect. —
| The three-case proposal of Localist theory was:
examined, but in generai this theory is unacceptable becauséy

s ) . , .
of its very confusing feature system. Although only two

actual cases and one neutral case were proposed, . these can
combine in several vgfs té;gééaunt féf!maré’thgn three ‘casé
relations. Thus, although these units arg referred to Jas
cases, they function _mérgé like _Easé Featuﬁes.-ana%csﬁld 
easily be unééfé%ggﬂ_is:a‘nétatianal ﬁariﬁnt of feature case
in the ggheral éQSEEQEémmar theafyi

! After hsviﬁg gxamine&_the=éariausvprﬂpésals ihizh 'verg
directly. sannected iith"the has;c uﬁderstandxng af case—
grammar, we turned our attent;gn to other related aspects of |

> jg | :

Sévgral schclafs, 1ncludlngr F1llmcre, have addressed
question of t@plc and comment in linguistics. Fillmére

claims that Eéf speggh situations. whole scenes afef

*activatea;fv vh;;h mg;n: ;h;t ;Ll :ﬁlguant,;:guignti are . - -

camprehendeé -Not nll of these, af course, are realized in

surface structure. Those which are not, however, are still
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presupposed by fthg undetstanaing of ttﬁg scene.- Dik

i

cantr;butgd to this pfagﬂsal with the introduction of an
attempted fotmalizatlanr the concept of deep structure

-

pragmat ic funct ions.

The ttndgncf of maéetn'gtudies of language geems to be

_to intluéé _such extré—seﬁteﬁtiﬁi information- in I_thg
description -« of -;urft::;-sttugtuta. iéthr?gtggigtiea and
presupposition serve in theﬂexpi;natiéﬂ of various aspects
of surface structure tealizatiﬂns.

The final major tQplE of thlS ¢chapter was'the proposal

thatfitanttatg to Fillmore's and Chgmsky's earli et theories,
~the verd of a séﬁteﬁ:e’hag pfeéi:t the atguments of the
tptapesitiaﬁ, apd not ‘vice versa:- This can be seen as an
implicit aspect of Flllmere s lgtgr 5£enés, ana‘fg actually
i-veli davelapgﬂ by some scholars. We. exanmneé in scig detail
the vctk of Chafe, vhich exemplified how this ccncept could
be 1nt1mgtely related with case éefxn:tiens as out 1 ned

. above.

Case grammar can be seen to-be a theory which is still

not -fully develaped Hany of the basic. ccncgptg have yet to

receive universal ggteement even’ by ptapaﬁEﬁts of the the-

étyi Moreover, ease gtammar has ‘been ungble to account for

many man1festat1nng éf th! gurface Bttu:tute of 1anguage,

and as a tesult, nan*:ase infaruatiﬁn such as présuﬂﬂnsfflaﬁ

Ceherg

’{:ané chEE k1nds Ef praamatié knswledge hgve been 5u§gested

as at lggst a partial solution to this problem.

I o



o IV. The Instrumental Case

Having already examined in some detail various theories

“which have been proposed’to account for deep cases and ‘the

corresponding surface phenomenon of case-marking, ‘let us

nﬁ%i in this chapter, éansider some of the éﬁeeifié semantic

1ntergretat19ns vhich have been put farth fof the ane case,

'Inst

"Most of the material ﬁhigh fallavs ié b&seé on the Inst

in the English language, although other linguistic data have :

q&::s:anilly ‘been introdiced to support some 5@5 " the

_arguments. We have éélibérétgly)gmitteé any éiégzésign of
‘the Inst in Russian, as we will tiié ~an inédgpﬁhﬁ Yook - at
" this case in  the fﬁllaﬁing chapter, and at that time will
mention some of the manxfestatians af;’thg: Inst in other
Sliiic iangu&g;r gseuelli VEEIGUS prapﬂsals far a éefinxt:an
of the Inst were mentioned under case gﬁammaﬁ, and here S we
will =xgm1ne some of the :am;f;;gtzans of these,

While linguistics attempts to specify and delimit the

meanings of the Inst in 1angua§ei-it is of critical impa;é »

tance to know how closely these linguistically established

&
divisions correspond to the average speaker's/hearer's

éqgnitivg or conceptual structures. The experiment described

A

in  the Eallﬁving 'seetién seeks to édﬂrQSS»'thege'ftia

' problems: the meaﬁxng of the surface’ 1nstfumenta1 and its

‘carrglatian w:th some deeper level af cegn;tien.
. 7 , ¢

=

106




105

gcﬁlesing.r. _
; ‘In 1978 1. &M; Schlesinger** atte-pted to ascertaxn
vhether there is any reasonably specific boundaty betneen a
the comitative and the instnumental functxcns in English,
both of which may be expreSsed by means of a wlth.phraset In
the vritten instructions, the subjects of this..experiment
"’vere”tdléJthe'fqilowing: ' » _ o
"In English, with has at least two meanin955
(a)-'together -- .as in: He'vent to the movie with
his friend, | g L |
. }b) by means’ ot,;- as in: He cut the_meat‘with}a o
anifeki . o A ‘ L
Tne sdbjects ve;e to rank ten sentences, each contaxnxng a ..
wlth~phrase} accord1ng to vhether with is closer in neanzngi
tb' (a) or to (b) -- from the sentence in. vh1ch with is most-
clearly together, as number 1, and until the sentence in )
whzch with is. most clearly by means of, as number 10."
The ‘ten sentences, and the resultant mean rank order,
given. in ;parentheses pFecedxng each sentence, are as

follows: j L ~-
‘ | . see)

.. 67) The panton:axs% gave a show

C— . with the clown.

(2.90) The engineer built the machine , L
with an a sxstant. ‘ - L
/

B NN R - .l . LR e . “ S e RPN e
"(3.67) The general faptured the hill
"with a squad of paratroopers.

- - —— - — - -

**I. M. Schlesinger (1@78) N'Cogn1t1ve structures and ‘
semantxc deep structutes* the case of the 1nstrumental "

i
i
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~

(3.87) The acrobat performed an act
' with an elephant.

- (4.67) The blind man crossed the street "
- ' ' with his dog. -~

-~

(6.17) The officér'caught the smuggler
o vith a police dog. _
o~with a highly paia lawyer.
k?.lO) The Nobel Prize vinner found the solution

. with a computer.

I

(9.00) The sportsman hunted ‘deer R

with a rifle.

v

(5.40) The hoodlum broke the window
. with a stone.

These results suggest that although there may be two.-
discrete 1linguistic categories, instrumental and
comitative, this does not mean that we view the
world in terms of such discrete categories. In .our

. cognitive structures there are apparently no such
neatly . delimited classes. Rather, there is a
continuum, and language, because of its necessarily

. limited means of = expression, imposes a .
~classification on this continuum*’ (Schlesinger
.1978: 309-310). \ .

- o - - - - - — - .

*’It should be notéd, hovever, that Schlesinger may not be
justified in drawing this conclusion. While the average ._.
difference between the mean results must equal 1.00, there.

(6.27)‘The prisoner won the appeal -'.” . ;;JﬂJ;¢;¢~;*w

are two gaps which are significantly greater than this. One, °

‘the 1.60 value between 7.40 and 9.00, demarcates.animates
and the computer (a somevhat autonomous device capable of
operating without constant Adirect control) from absolute
Inimates. The other gap, of 1.50, may be more important,
since it spans the test mean value of 5.50, and seems to
actually differentiate between /nstrumental and comitat ive,
despite Schlesinger's interpretation. '
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“The next step Sch1351nge: taai.bas to have b;llngull
speakers translate these sentences 1nta the;r | nat;ve;
hlangﬁggesi A milar set of gsdlts was obtained from this
exercise, which lgft’hiﬁ his

"contention that the instfuﬁental and comitative are
poles on a conceptual continuum. Such a :antinuﬁﬁ"
ﬁay be ;chafaeteristié of ecgnitive stfuctures in
general, As for lxngu15t1: deep structure, we have
so far no reason ta abanéeﬁ the caﬁm@n appfaach
vhich views the initru-ental :nd comitative as two
separate cases (1978: 315-16). |

A similar study,-é;5§ reported in “the same articie,
_compared manner with instrumental. This study also resulted
in a continuum of these two cases in a ecgnitive stguctﬁtg,z
with the more specific observation that "with, é:gefﬂingly,
denéﬁesAthe instrument, not the manner, of doing. Threugh'-
semantic ’gssimilgti?n{_ however, —.manner is treated
lingﬁisﬁiéally‘in‘the fashion of an instrumeﬁt“.(197§= 319),

:$ehlesingér then paintgrﬁut}thlt ‘ét_appgars .;-»thit&
in with-phrases both the nati¢n é£;instfuﬁent and that of
acconpanimeﬁt' are salient” (]aﬂ bcit,)_ Qﬁ thi's basis he.
suggests ‘that, at least for Engl;sh with-phrases are the
| surface rgpresentatien of a spgc;gl;:asgg vhich he calls

 INSTRUMENT AL-COMIT AT IVE “This proposel is not at  all

| unreasanable,"f@t bearlng ‘;n m;né the st:;cture ef case
grammar that in any slmple prapas;t;an each case. may appearv

only once, the following sentence would be blocked (although
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Schlesinger -did not utiliggJWEhis concept to support his

hypéthggis)=

(86) :Jchn;fabbed the bank with an icca-plxce
) w1th a gun :

at least fér the fEEdlﬁg that 'Jahn used a gun” and fﬁéhn

had an accomplice." An acceptable reading of that sentence

?i'cbt-ins aniy when the phrase w/th a gun is considered to be

-
s:h1251nger concludes that ‘"a distinction has to be

made Dbetween cognitive structures and semantic éiép
structures**, Cégnitive> structures consist of cantinua,
sections of which (aften averlapp;ng ones) are :gtegerazed’
;ntc deep structure cases or :elat;gnsr (1978: 320). For

example, Schlesinger proposes as the-cognitive structure for

- the above data thé’féllaviﬁg Eéﬁtiﬁuumz

efvuhi:h the left (approximately) one fifth might' represent:

'the Adeep Stric:qre notion Agent; the middle three guarters,

the notion of Instrumentai=§amltative- and the right one

" fifth, the notion Hannér. Put another way, the

agent’ Instrument “manner continuum can be conceived of as a

scale ranging from 1.0 for Agent to. 0 for Manner. Thus, the

approximate ranges that result from the previous verbal"

description could .be interpreted as follows: from 1.0 to .90

Ceda =

‘*These structures may be, of necessity, distinct. It seems
to us that cognitive structures are universal, while E
semant Ic deep structures, llke surf ace stﬁustunes, are
lgnquQEispeciflc,
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_vzll be considered Agent by alﬁest ell speakefs, from .89 to

\HL

expect any given deep case. to be realized in surface

.70 v111 be thaught of as Agent by- some speakers, igné Inst.

by others; from .69 to ebeut .21 3111 be Inst; from .20 to

.11 will be Inet to some end Manner to others; while

‘%ything less th;n‘ thet ’ill be seen as Manner by most

speakefs. Haturelly the prapart;en of speake s enee;v;ng:ef

any given. phfese as representing one or another case will

vary in relation to that phrase's position on the continuum.

The everlgﬁping sections will thus represent those
nstances of language usage ihifh'!§2f§§iﬂr speakétgr will
perceive as one deep n@tiee, =and> other speakers as the
other. First, this does not really reflect on the Vva:ieﬁs

speakers' linguistic competence, but rather is one

each person has.a unigue pereeptiaﬁ of the world around hiig

Moreover, it would seem that much of this overlap is a“

direct result of a-bigﬁiey'éfieingrfre:»the leek_af context .

This overlap should be negl;g;ﬁle if the sentences were

given a eentextual hackgreund.

~ In the aiscussian which Eéllews the reader shauld

do consider the aeep cases , (Agent, Inst, jetei) to _be,

felatively clenrly def1nea and unﬂefs:eaé we should not

structure -in ~one and only one form. Similarly, although
certain surface structures may be associated with a typical

ﬂeep;,;eeeei interpretation, we cannot expect a perfect

Kindieetien:ef the widely accepted psychological concept that -
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one-to-one correspondente. .

S;:gntit Influences B ' v
~ The continuum given by Schlesxnger is :eally no more
‘than a schematic afi some oOf the pcssxblg meanings of
. with-phrases. V.ifh,‘héigvéié is not ébe ahii Passible'ﬁgéns
- of Erpfegéiﬁé-tﬁésé'één:eﬁés;’fﬁe iéfﬂ-bi'cas“bﬂéibiﬁe' with =
naﬁns to exprgss Eaehraf these concepts, e.g., by Jﬂﬁn, by
pﬁiSﬂﬁ and by nigﬁf The actual usage of such éhrgses"ig"- ;

;acnnéxtlengd by other factors. o : .

F;llmcre“ explglﬁs the distinction beﬁwegn Hffh and sy

oy

phfases as follows:

When the Instrument 'is mentioned, the choice of

preposjtion depends on whether the notion of Agent
is conceptually present or not. If the event

“involves ~only an Instrument and a Place, the-
Instrument noun is marked with the preposition BY:

if the event involves an Agent, however, even when

the noun that would identify the Agent is not

syntactically pfesent the Instrument noun is markeé

with the preposition WITH (iSGBb- 385) =

His two examples, with and without the involvement of an

-

L I AN .
~Agent, are, respectivélly,
(87) The window was hit with a branch,

(88) The window wvas hit by a branéh» o “
Dougherty, }in_ a review of leimefe, guggg:ted some

furthar data on this, not all af which is. q;ﬁgﬁglblé L. hlﬁﬁﬁﬂéiﬁ
my 1dlele:!t of- Engl1sh Two such exanplgs. vh;eh Daughefty

-

1ntrﬂduces (197@- 514), are 5 o

- —igsgs_iﬁ—n——iﬁ

¢, *'Pillmore (1968b), "Lexical Entries for Verbs."



(89) A 200 inch telescope sees the craters on Mars.
(90) The canals on the moon were E;rs; seen
by the telescape at IBM.
The second sentence Ls,fgther unfelicitous, while the Eifit
15 perhaps anly unusua ual. If ane reaas an extended neanxng

1nta 1t then it may be a:ceptable 1§ pafaphrased as

E3 -

(91) Ey uslng a 200 inch telescope aﬁe':an see
: the craters on Mars,

This could serve as a eaunter*ex;nplg if'the*"eanals"'vére
_dete:teﬂ by a computer, in which" g:tensxcn the Cémputgr and ig?;h
: telescopg could "see” things.

Having gxplgineé this use of by, Dougherty disagrees

a
with Fillmore in claiming that ‘by must enly apt;cnally be E
'1nserted S1nce ‘the preposition Hith Ean occur Even ;f there
is no A" (op. cit.: 520). The exafiples he prav;des Eor th;s
are, . | ' L
' (92) John was killed by the poison,
' (93) John was killed with the poison.’ L
While these sentences 'may‘ indeed be éauntgffénnplés to
.Fillmore, Dougherty's later explanation becomes rather ad
hoc: | | |
‘Th: Instruigntal prepa;itign is ‘Uith;"bﬁ; under = ok
- - . Lol i x R .é':,-‘.;x.;-_;_r e 1*”—

certain- candxtiens, i.e. Lf there is no Agent, if

the verb is [+passive], and if be is pr252htrin the
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M node’*, ‘then the preposition can be éy? (1970:
521). - |

Fletcher’® introduces a different example with specific
reference to with, )
S .

(94) Jéhn Eillgé-the'tﬁb with the bucket, .

: ih=wﬁiéh“hE‘iHEEfPEEEE'E!thathﬁ’“Egéﬁéf 'gé"gﬁ'“iiif;'{iﬁié“:v
example reveals a ’uﬁiqué prabiem. If this phrase is thet
inst;=§hen vhat is tlhe case of the phrase'with”dsten,in the

xngxt example?

I (9s) John Ezlleﬂ the tub with uater.:

Fleteher suggests that the tub is not an ijéet case, but
rather a Lcﬂatlve_ lzfer thus .serves as the Object of “the
. verb to ff]], and the bucket is indeed the Inst.

| | The question which comes to mind here is whether tﬁe - b
following example would be acceptable to most speakers:

-

(96) Jahﬂ filled the tub
with water with a bucket.

This pg:tiéulaf sentence is rather gnusuﬁl,*anatit could be
thptgfgérhapg, both of the with-phrases carry some nuance of
Inst,.Pthaps EatérvisAﬁ facilitating substance (implement)

of the verb Fill, while the mention of bucket presuppeses; =

.that thls subStance associated with the verb '15 a. liquxd

Therefore, there are tva Inst phrases, eaeh of a d;fferentqﬁvﬁgﬁé;

SR o W i e i e e

. 7*It should be nated that under both Chomsky's and -
Fillmore's theories the element be is added to the nadai
only when +{passive) is specified. ,

"'Fletcher (1971), "CASE GRAMMAR: Its Viability As An
Alternative Gra:nati:al Model.*® - N ’ :
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character.

Consider now the unfelicitouéness of examples like,
(97) .John filled the tub
- with water vith_arsieve. '

This 'particular . example seems to shed some 11ght on the
"meaning of the Inst. It seems that 'é ant slot ycan be
felicitously filled by a 8ubstant1ve.yhich.is semantically _ i
| compatible.notvonly'vigh the'verb, but.vith the Vérb‘objecf - 5
phrase. Thié uouldl account for the gra-natxcalxty of the |
first two of the follov1ng examples, and the gquestionable o

nature'of the other:

-

(98) John broke the window vith.e'rock;
(99) John broke his eardrum with & Q-tip, ~ T

(100) ?John broke the window with a Q- tlp. :

7 In 011 of these cases,"ovever,~ve are egeln resorting
to explanatxons based on edcyclopedxc knowledge ofl thevf_
un1verse to account for the unfelfcltousness of the given
.sentences, not their u;arammaticallty. An attempt vill _be‘ ‘ B 4

mede in subsequent d1scusszon to maintain this dxstxnctzon,

although 1t will be found dxfficult to preserve in many
instances. |

Lo

“Incorporation L e ST
We will now examine some types of Inst phrases. There ' {
is a productive process in English vhereby verbs are. fopmed

from nouns vhich were once some form of object Wst‘:umept-)..'




Leifrink’? gxplgihé this process as that of the formation of
a sgnthefi: verb xifaj ’én sﬂéiytic verb phrase byi the
éambinatian of a ﬁrime verb with a SEﬂféﬂGE Ecﬂstituent-s
Thus, the same real feferent1gl Sltuatlon dould be dg§crlbedr

by wusing ‘a prime verb or a synfhétic one, as exemplified

respectively by the following (1973: 48):

Moreover, ,.L;efnnk c’ that many such situations ogn be

further described by means of a péﬁiﬁﬁﬁasti¢‘ sentence, in

wvhich there is a prime verb and a noun which .is derived f:aﬁ

a synthetics verbal sentence const ituent (loc. cit.), e.g.,
(193) ‘Mary was giving the baby a bottlefeed.

Thus, there is a suff;c;ent degree of cah251on betwveen the

abta;n.

~Nilsen & Nilsen also provide other examgleg-(197§=

117), mcluﬂmg gsp"xglt butter, grease, m etc., all as

vetbs, They point out that :
"although the Objects for such verbs #féf;‘nét"*
iﬁcétpﬁfated,Kthey very well could be, since each of
these words occurs vith an extremely 1imitg§. range

of ijEEtS

':Fcr the Eaur verbs cited abave, the expgéteéf:abﬁeets are,

”Lexfrxnk (1973) Semant ico-Syntax.

. ‘{i
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. respectively, road_/parking lot; bread/cracker; machine; a§d

food (e.q., cereal).

While - in the cases “mentioned the instrument is

another series of verbs which have an " opaguely incorpcrateﬂ

Instrument” - (0p. cit.: 118-119). Examples for these are

,‘phdnologicallx manifest in the shape of the verb there s

shave : razor; whittle : knife; chop : ax; and slice I '

knife. Not only are the instruments incorporated, but v;th

=

) —
many such verbs so is the direct object. Note the foll§i1ﬁ§

Verb Instrument ‘Object relations:
sweép;brqom‘floof;
(un)locl’kéy‘lock

According to Nilsen & Nilsen, . semant1c factors play an

1mportant role in the determination of 'both the Instruments

and Objects of at least some verbs. These authors have

Elassified;verbé according to eight main verbal type§ (e.g.,

one-place predicates, wverbs of motion, symmetrical

preaicates, etc.). It is interesting to note that not one of

~the ma;or verbal class1f1catlons requires an obligatory Inst

in izts -case frana. Some of the sub-groups do have an .

- optional-lnst spec1f;ed, and a sub-group of L0ca£ion 'Qe}bs

._sutface strUCture'_;,,__;QL'

oﬁligatory‘lnst.' The authors do not .mean,v~however, “th;t‘

this Inst is a separate lexzcal item which can appear in the

_(i.e. verbs of attachment) is considered to have gn_f’

B e



in all -of [these] verbs the Instrument is
incorporated into the verb, so that to button means
to attach with a button, to clamp means . to atta
with a clamp, etc. There are some verbs like this
where the Instrument is not transparent, For
example, to Sew doesn't overtly tell that it is
thread that is used, nor does to stick tell that it
is glue which is used (1975: 116-117),

"What is evident from this quote is that the authors seem to

2

- confuse thg semantics of ind

cﬁig-gfznna; notions. Cases are, of Ccourse, .intended to

indicate which  arguments co=occur with which' verbs,

ividual lexical items With .

- prepositions, etc. Nilsen & Nilsen, however, ar . using

cases to specify the internal semantics of lexical vérbs. iIn
; - |

other words, since button is used as an implement, .they

consider Inst to be in its case specification.
The above ‘has not provided us any means of dividing the

ie:ﬁntigj of verbs from thEif‘!BffSEE syntax. Felicitousness

seems to be a .function of surface syntax and internal

semantics. Thus, redundancy arises in surface structure if

- the ‘incorporated 'Ingt: with the 'types of wverbs ‘'under

discussion is given in its generic or sem#intically

predicatable form (Green$1§74; 222), e.qg.

(194) *She painted the woodwork with paint. -

: . o o ' e o
If, however, it is necessary to "describe some noteworthy

k]

.aspect of the instrument, means, manner, material, etc. ...

[it is) not felt to b§,5§ redundant , " ;;gf;; ‘

R e R e ]
i b

O+
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(105) She palﬁted the woodw Ch
fed/latgxfﬂutzh/a ¥ paint,

Feature' Spgczigﬁltlans 7 y
The preceding EEEtan revggls Ehg‘difficulty Qﬁ,n@t

only applying deep case :an:epts to gfaﬁﬂﬁf,b but  even of

fully describang these deep cases. 7 ,
Perhaps vhat is. neeée& is not such a general erpgiittan'““%%'
"of the used of the Inst with specific lexical :items, but

tathgr an examination of thé unﬂériyiﬁg features vhich .

motivate this case.
| ,Fillm@rg-{1968§); in his case description’ of  the Inst
noted that this is “the case of the inanimate force or
ebject” involved in the action. This teature, -animate, is

one aSpect' of ease gfammar that most scholars agreg en".

Thus, in its basic meaning it seems valid to 'say that  the
Inst usually is characterized by /nanimacy. »
In the same definitiaﬁ of the 1Inst, Fillmore also —.

writes that this case is "causally’* involved in the action

T

. or state 1dent1f1eé by the verb." Here, tae, there 15 a high

degree of ccneafd among ‘scholars that cause is a wsemantic
marker of the ’c;sg Inst. Indeed, the semantic item
| <X causes> has become an established marker in Katzian’®
semantics. -
"?This does nat, hasever; preclude animate, e.g.,
(106) he swept the floor with his dog.
The anfmacy of the substentive is not relevant to@e
felicitousness of the utterance; rather, an anlmaté ﬁbun
used as -animate. '

"¢The italics are mine. - : -
*'See, for example, Katz (1972), Sémaﬁflé Théary.

i - -~ e it
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The feature cauyse, however, is not applicable solely to

the cg?e Inst. It is also further a feature of the Agentive.

case, Sevgralzs:hclafs (e.g., Mellema 1974: 46) have used

‘the fgagugg cause’* in éambinatién vith tanimate for the

. differentiation (and séécjfi;gtipn) of theSe-twvo cases.

Although the 1Inst is characterized by the feature

e, it *ﬁéﬂétﬁelésé "is not 1ndependent but sameth;ng

vhzch is acted on as well as itself having.an, influence of

‘Some sort” (Kilby, undated: 79). This observation leads to

yet!;ngthgf feature which may be aicfibed-ta the case Inst:

tcontrol led. Thus an ”Inst must be sameth1ng (presumably.

concrete) thch can be ﬁanxpﬁisted e.g.,

(107) John sculpted the‘fiéure vith a chisel and hammer,

¥

(108) Seymour sliced the salami vith a knife,

(109) 1 éut my finger with a knife’’,
Thi:*ieaturg 1ﬁplzes some furthéf infarﬁgtiéﬂ,' ngﬁeiy- that
1thebe _ié a EaﬂfﬁﬁiléP 'Thls also is mad: specific by mlny
szhnlars (g g., Hilsen 1972' 33ff Dik 1978: 40). Tﬁe; con-

- &

troller controlled relationship - is, of course, . that of

'Aggﬁt‘lnsts

‘Although the Ingt carries 'thé sense of a controlled

Entity, the 1mplzcatxaﬁ is not that it: is actually
”"Thg reader is Egﬂ;ﬂﬂ%d Ehag the asmantic. :ause used hare -
is, of course, the Katzian interpretation thereof, and not
Ehe lexical item "cause”™ as used in .
i. His inattention caused the accident. _
. "'These examples are, respectively, a variation from Chomsky
(1970), and borrav1ng§ from Lakoff (1968). - ,
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controlled. E g:plg.(IQS) shows that Inst expressions, at

least for English, can manifest ambiguity. If the;ggéfe had -

actually been controlled; I may not have cut my figggr_

However, the same 'sentence can also be.interpreted as an -

intentional action in part. Thus, the term controlled may be -

bettci-'understaéd;gét as that which Is Ganfrgjled; but that
--which -is normally. understood to-be controllable.

———

Whether or not a sentence such as (109) describes an:

intentional action on the part of the subject éaéggznét
. s Lt =

really affect the instrumental import of the with a knife .

phrase. Still, iﬁfent on the part of the Eanipﬁiatar can be

reflected in the syntax of language. Nilsen (1972: 11) has

claimed that “"although both use and with exﬁfessiéns entail

[Cause], useéyp entails n additional feature [{Intent] that
"entail,’

‘with does
argumentation (1968: 8-9) whereby se#grgl-faetafS‘are listed
vhich prevent a phrase from being .interpreted as accidental.
Aﬁong these conditioning factors 4s the use of the word
_uSe. Thus,
B ‘ - _
(110} 1 used a knife to cut my finger,.

'éih,oniy be interpreted as meaﬂing¥’that the oction was:

_intengional. - Other ' factots include the substitution of
without for with, e.g.,

=, %

‘.“(|}f)“!*fﬁt“lf'fiﬂgtf*ifthﬁﬂt‘C“iﬁif?:” D

and the presence of adverbs like carefully, -Eésiiy, ‘and.

successfully, e.q.,

This - is reflective of Lakoff's

i
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(112)’;%ga:gfglly éﬁ;aiyffiHQEE_iith a'iﬁife;
There afe still other situatiéﬁs in éhich-thgzintéféretatiqn
cgﬁnat be accidental, but they are not important to the
present study. | '-

This leads to a further iénifgstatian of the inst,

chaﬁéky (1970: 65;- ftn 15) ‘points out that a questicﬁ,ggggg“,}

(1135‘Dié John use the :hisgl to sculpt éhe figure? .

. but not,

- (114) Did John sculpt the figure vith the chisel?
Tﬁe'fitstfqﬁestisn bgingg into focus the use, or ﬁan;use, of
one item, the chisel. The second question’ focusses on the.
cémélete action of the figure”haviﬁg been scuiptgég'anqagp
the form giégn shéuld require a negative ;nsvef. Hhile this
iSL not formalized by Chamsky, it seems that the Inst in its
true i!ﬂl! must be capable of being used to succeed in_ the
action specified by 5h= verb. Thus, in (107), the conjoined
§h:a:e a Eﬁisei éﬂﬂzﬁEMEEﬁ”ééfii*fﬁe siﬁgﬁlaf unit,'IﬁSt'

X Hﬁilg not intended to. explgxn this particular problem,
Nilsen has proposed another feature. which may be of use
here. That is the feature EFFect (1972: 37). Accordingly,

the total nature of the ' Inst phrase must be capable of.

effecting the action described by the verb. In some ways, .. ...

this is a parallel of Chafe's proposal that process-actions -
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can be. suc:essfui"
Notice that the next gxa-ple does not have any . lznd of

successful . or complet ive ‘interpretation, despite the ~

prESgnce of thg wvord use, vh;le the fellav1n§ example does:
(115) John used the na::ng:.

(%1&7 John nszd th& h:iitr to Bféht Eh§ iihaeﬁ
The conclusion that may be dzain fra-»thls is that the verb
use does nat_ne:esggrlly;rgqu;re vhat we have. been fefgffing
to . as an”ﬂlﬁst; and thgréféfe there are two different
| semantic relaﬁiané é:pﬁgssed‘ by - the hammer in  these

.examples. This is further supported by

(117) John used theihﬂ!ﬁ&f to try to ﬁréak the window, (ifﬂ
-in vhich it is difficﬁit to ung§uiva:§blgraccgpt thé hammer _
‘as a true inétirsineg it did ngthing we know about, -The
pPevious discussion has led us to understand Inst to be at

ieést caysat ive, but there is nathiﬁgithig is known to have
_been caused in the situation as described. |

It does not seem unreggaﬁgble, thereftre. ta at '1é§§t=

tEﬁt321VElY rg]e:t the arqument that in Englxgh a paraphras

of a with*phrasgxlntp the’ object of the verb. use is Qnéﬁ
means of identifying IﬂStFUmE@féFS.E

‘ ‘The preceding discussion leads to ane' fin§1 point
' within . the present _framewafk _-English usually a}lgﬁg;thg;;“ ;§%
>‘subjettl?3112§tlﬂn af an Inst, e.gi; Fillm@:e's sentence .

"*Lakoff (1970:13f) 1nd;cates,thgt the verb in such
situations as these must be +ACTIVITY.



from the previous chapter,

(118) The key opened the door,

L

and a very similar,

(119) The féek broke the windov.
Schlesxnger gfgues that nat all 1nstfu:ental phras;s can

unéergc ;ubjectlvalzgatlén- In *iiiintenee like (119), the

=

role of an Agent is rather fuzzy. . It is peqsible_ that
someone threw the rock thrgugh a window, or perﬁgps a rock
was flipped into the air and thrbugh the vihdav by a passing
;vehxcle. In e;ther case, the above senten is grammatically.

and semantically acceptgblg. Hhen, however, : .
’ ‘tthaactzan to. be -pgrfarged is one that requires
nuzh delibefatian, knoiihai or creat1v;ty, tﬁe

1\ sub;ect;vgllzatxon' of the instrumental is blocked"

| (1978: 318).
?hué, with reference (ta-a variatian'aﬁvchaiiky‘;‘cxgiéles
(107),.ngmely,adﬂhﬁ carved the statue with a 'chiséi,  §ne
cannot say, ' : ”
(159)-:Theféhi;gi carved the Stétuel’

l Thus, while with-phrases in English can speciff-the

' Inst of a sentence, that is not the only means of aéing so.

Iﬁ :same instin:eg a sy*phrgse Bay serve th;s tunctlan, ora

naminal in subjeﬁt pa51t19n. To unamb;guausly 1nterprat any.
naun ghtssg in English as a- trug Inst, we must know the.
vnlu&: . of . several different’ . features. "Gayseg
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-;ﬂﬁtrﬁl?gbt ii”rAané péssibly effect must all be ~sp§cifiéé

or ascer i ne

,1é_ from the surrounding context. Moreover we
nust alsn Eﬁav vhether there vgs dellhetatian, af intent on
- the - pgrtviof the subject. of an 'active verb. Pinally the
nature of the verb could itself also add some clarification,
especially ta'@ér é:pectatian of an Inst-type.

Let us now 1look at another surface manifestation of

language -- t;e'pgésive; which~aléc can express the Inst Ain
gitﬁet a uith—phr;sg a:.a-by!phrasg; iﬁch éé‘skgtehéd ;hgvé.
The agent, if expressed, is‘nﬁf-ally found in a by;éhfasé.'
Howvever, .the ment;an af the Agent causes the gasszve to be
interprgted as narkgd.: , ) )

. Haiman’’ claims that ‘tﬁ; original ralson d’étre of the
passive is to avoid mentioning an agent as the - superficial »
subject of a sentence”™ (1976: 50). Schaarschmidt*®® believes
this gﬂi be a universal linguistic feature: 7
;In all Slavic 1anguagés, perhaps in gllilanguggés,
p1551ve éenstructlans w1theut an overt ggent are far
more frequent ‘t, tﬁase in which the iﬁ.pt is
formally. expressed‘ (1978- 131).

This -ob!grvatxan is barne out in English, by at least
'lﬂne 1131tgd stuéy. Givan" -found that in the taxts he
-studied, o foli 975 éi e}l passives  were: ngﬁTIQSS‘“fTSTQ“**%“

g e

’*Haiman (1976), ‘Agentlesg Sentencesqf

**Schaarschmidt (1978), "On the Typological Var:ibnlity of
Argument Regrouping in the Slavic Languages."”
-'vaa‘(ls79) On. Uﬂdérstandlng Grammar .



124

Thus, in only 13% of the cases vas the agent .iEEEiéniér

Té0).

*

~.in the passive®’.
Many scholars have concerned themselves with pissivés,

iggg mahy different explanations have been given for the
i
( usual lack of overt agent in surface structure. Jegpersen

. Gaslt with this problem ﬁiEhinb!gﬁﬁﬁéetiﬂ'tyrt;? and his
caAclusions were that there are three main reasons for this
ph?nc:enéﬂr (1924: 167), i.e. thé aiigsiaﬁ of the agent in
passive structures: o - ' | T

1. "The active sﬁbject ii:unkﬁéiﬂ or cannot easiif be
stated:" ' | o

(121) He was killed in the Boer war. |
2. "The active subject is .self-evident ;frgi “the

context:"

(122) Mo feésaﬂ.hﬂ Eleen assigned.

3. “"There may be a special reason (tact or delicacy of
‘sentiment) for not mentioning the active subject; thus the
mention of the first 'pe:son is often avoided, in uritiﬁg-

more ffeqﬁintly than in speaking™:

(123) Enough has been sald here of a subject
: vhich will be treated more fully
in a subsequent chapter. '

T g ——— T ————— T~y -

-+ LiBaerepolating from his other data (1979: 39) concerntnyg *~ =~
usage of actives and passives in general, it can be
determined that in non-fiction the agented passive is used -
only 2.3% of the time, while in fiction this figure is only
1.2%! Prideaux & Hunter (1980), however, found an even lower
incidence of passives, in general, which would reduce each

of these values to less than 0,925
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T,

Martinet'’, however, sees the situation of passives
differently. Although he does not .comment.on Jespersen, it
is evident from his discussion that he disagrees vith the

approach of the latter: -

. Even a relatively. simple three-cornered statement
T1i%ée a man killed & bear may prove awkward in
practice because the mention of an agent may detract
~from the pungency of the message. In many instances,
it had better be left out even if it is known that
it actually was a man who killed the bear. The use
of the passive a bear was kflled or of an indefinite
pronoun (Fr. on a tué un aurs) should not be viewed
as an incomplete transform of a man kflled a bear,
~with by a man omitted, but as the only normal and
efficient ' linguistic rendering of a certain type of"
experience (1970; 449-450). ‘

There are, paﬁethelessJ situations vﬂgre a ;@ésive is
more natural than an active sentence. This }S ‘especially
‘true when the discourse is concerned with weather phenoména.’
Nieger** discusses case theory as it relates to French, ~and

points out that the behaviour of the Inst varies in relation
to its degree of éﬁtﬁhamy in the action (1973: 45)_ Thus,
 (124) ]a moisson a été détruite par 1‘orage
A . the harvest was destroyed by the storm, , ;
. is .acceptable, since the storm is very inaep;héent of any
kind of :antraii‘ﬁaﬁgvér; note the cniy pbssib;é reﬁdgfings

~in the following: . 7 R Cy

&

B ey N g e e o i S

**Martinet (1970), "Verbs as Punction Markers."™ .
*¢Niéger (1973), "La notion du cas dans la théorie de -
Fillmore." - L
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(125) le coffre-fort a été Mer-t
- avec une/a 1’ajde_d’une/au myen ﬂ"ﬂne
p I nce-monse igneur
. : the safe was opened - -
% L . wvith/with the aid of/by megns of a j:iny.

B

She cancluﬂes this discussion by ur1t1ngi: "La pf39931tiéﬂ

par ne prtEdE le cas 1n§tfument que s ;l n y a pas a' ggeﬂtufﬁ

exprime 6u saus—gntendu (loc. siti), This lends furthe: |

support to the preceding discussion of by and with.
. | | e |
~ It has been shavn above that passives can result from

‘various’ conditions, not all independent of each other. The

basic un1fy1ng Eeatufe of pessives is that. there is an

alnﬁst universal tenégncy to render them wztheut ‘the logleal .

, suhject (Agent). \;'

Both Jespersen and Martinet have considered the

éenég:tuai envircﬁg;nt of the passive, ' and the  intended
message, ‘Hiéger _ﬁgﬁ mentioned the autonomous value of the
‘Inst noun iné-the-hgmantic presence or gSsenee of an agent.
What all of these views point to is the fact that the
rendering of any statement in the passive is nct a purely
syntactic matter. ‘Semantics (both contextunl and inherent)
‘seem to play a major role. o '

This intter vas' also addreg;ed by G1vén His results,

L 1nd;cate that semantically passives are not feally agentléss
~®t eli. Of the suppomedly apentless pamsivés Ne sruies, 31%°
of the agents vere “recoverable from the immediate discourse

N -

R
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context*s,” i.e. the "agent-argument is hknown to the.

FeaderfhEENEFgf: This renders those unexpressed “agents
"somevhat' definite or presupposed” (1979: 63). .
Of the total corpus of agentless passiygs,’anéther "46%

of agents [are] :ecé@e;ablg from general pragmatic

knowledge. It is reasonable to assume that miost of thgn=arg‘

nonreféﬁEHtjgi,‘.and that they make up the ‘ﬁresupposifisﬁaT '

background to the utt‘éfancéé (loc.. t:ft )

These two nbservitiéﬁs show thgt* in :c:u;l;ty. ‘such

passive structures are not agentiess. but :ather ‘that “"close

a

_to 80% of them fnvolve a ﬂﬁesuppased agent‘ (TGE cit. ).

It is "worth nat:ng. with respect to the 13% of the
passivés:éhag do express agents, that "the fuyll, agented
passive "is ‘used mostly when the agent Is (at least part of
the) neillnfaﬁmatign* of the sentencgb(ép! cit.: 64).

A Summary of the iiittﬁ:ﬁltil

Thg d; S;an in th;s :haptgf b!l shaun seve:al of the’

possible means of understand;ng the term Ingtrumgﬂtgl as’it

-,
is used in linguistic theory.

Most use:i of the language will not always ‘agree ‘on

- whether any given with-phrase is Instrumental or Camitative,.‘

when u;gd vith an animate noun. With inarnimate neuns, the

same holds true for the non-deliljtation of Instrumental.

from 'Hgnneri 1t was shown th;t_ there :ei:: taﬁnzi;t,a

~oognitive structure (cant1nuum) alaﬂg vh;eﬁ the. three ca!e

T e o e i " ——— o=

**The italics are Givén's.

4
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concepts Agent”Instrument "Manner run. In isolated sentences,
given in &' test, subjects could not uniformly agree on which
concepts were represented by various structures. This would

indicate that surface syntax is more ambiguous in its

reference than has been sometimes thought. -

Tﬁe sﬁrfacg manifesﬁatians éf Inst:ané Agent phrases
were also e:iﬁingé. iith particular regardto the use of theg
prepositianéﬁ by or with with the Insﬁ, The éati’inéi:gtgd
that the use éftﬁy gésumes'iﬁat an Agent is neither present
nor unéé?stgad- The same conclusion was drawn in Prench for
the prepositions avec and péﬁ, the lgtterraf which 1is used
if the Inst has a fairly high degree of Sﬁtaﬂﬂmyg

It was then shown that many verbs in the language
,incérperatg;f‘githgr directly or apaguéiy. gnrlnét_ In most

instances the Inst is not expressed, unless, however;

isonéthing about its characteristics is necessary in
spée;h situation. Thus, the generic inst;umgnt is seldom
expressed, vhile a spec/fic one often is. ‘

- ‘Many of the Inst—inca;pgratian verbs also have incari 7
patateé’ objects, or a very limitedfgggahéic.:hsi:e theréafg.
VErbs with an incorporated Inst uégéily take an -object,

~since it is through the Inst that their action is fgalizgd,

i.e.'such,verbs are most often transitive. Verbs combined

vith specific cEjeets; ‘however, quite often allow only a.

Features of the 1Inst were discussed, and the scle

feature that is inherent (primitive) to Inst nouns seems to

the
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be -animate. Inst was also shown to be ‘marked - by the
relational feature cause, and many scholars point out that

it is the inherent ‘animacy of cause nouns that

differentiates Agent and Inst. Two other relational features

of the Inst are controlled, . imglyiﬁgf -éeﬁe outside

manipulation, and intent, or deliberation, which permits or

limits certain transformations, e.g., the subjectiv;lj;gti%?

of the Inst. The features effect and GampietiVEAéépend éﬁ j o

the specific relation between the verb and the object.

A

It became apparent in the .work of Givén that the

presence or absence of ‘an overt agent in passive structures

is lgrgélg a function af*éh;(avgr—all_infgfmatién that is

available from tthegntext. In'the:mgjarity of instances in

" which ~the agent is not expressed, it can be determined

through either caﬁte:;u&l information®* or spfésﬁppésiticnalz

background (pragmatics). In <the 13% af.paséives which do
contain an overt agent, ;this agent provides almost

exclusively new information ta thé speech situation.

Although -syntactic information, along with inherent and

relational features, all play a role in the éeterninatian of
- the expression of the Inst in Englysh, it has been Jclearly
shown that more than that is needed in order to account for

all of the manifestations of the-Inst case.

R

‘*‘One can only vonder hogadifferent the results of.
Schlesinger's study wou
had had some sort of cof¥xtual background.

have been if his sample sgntencgséii



v. Classifigitions of the Rusfian ln:gfnlonial '

A
Iﬁ-Chaptets I1 Snd'IIL wenexéﬂ&néa the various theories
vhich may collectively be érouped under the general label
‘Case~grammar. In Chapter IV some of the specific proposals
for a definition of the Inst were disdussed.‘fhe majority of
the more recent contributions concerns. the Inst in English,
1r;£ﬁer 'thaﬁ‘ RusSian, vhich c@n_bepfgéailf‘éibléined by‘thé
_factthat deiet scholars do not-‘iﬁ geﬁeril_ accept the
premise of case-grammar‘as a valid linguistic;theory'*.
| Let us now examine in some ‘detail the ‘multifarious
manifestations of the surface instrumental in Contemporary
Standard 'Rdssiqn. We will concentrate on the ' .various
classifications vhich have been pnd@osed for "the
Instruﬁeatal case in Russian, and, -vhere applicable, :igs
'hisférﬁcal bredgcessbrs -- 014 *Ehuréh giavdnic ;hdvold
Russiaﬁ -- as well as other Slavic data whjch may°havé some
_bearihg on such ‘a clg;sificatjon, Similarities or
differences between CSR and the other'SIavic languages m&y
serve to explain particula; usages;ofvthe former. '
First, let us set ‘some further limits on our material. .
In Russian, the Inst case—may be the result of direct
gbvérnment by — »

**The paucity of articles on caée-grahmar in genetal in the
Soviet Union, and on Fillmore specifically, is one indica-

-tion of this; however, this has also been confirmed by - - -

Soviet scholars in personal communications with the author.
Nonetheless, Fillmore's concepts have been at least given
lip service, even if not systemically dpplied to Russian
data (cf. Arutjunova (1973) and Apresjan (1974a: 25ff)).

130
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. : T~ . |
| a”prgpdsiticn:. - -
(126) Za aver‘ju . —
.behind the door,
B verhs | SR -
(127) oviadet’ texnikoj S R
" . 'to master the techniqug, . _ _
8D 8GieCLiver .. L Lllis ek i

(128’) dovolen svolml usnexam! ,
"satisfied v1th hxs success,

or a noun:

(129) otkrytie Ameriki Kolwntxm
' the dzscovery of America by Calunbus._

It ﬁay appear as a "free" or 'fleating‘ form:

(130) VéSnOJ
it was sprxng,

-
®

or its presence may be conditioned by the voice of the verb,

iweQ, tmpersonal, reflexive, or passive:

(131) dom stroitsja pioneram! 7
the house is being build by the Pioneers.
It would, of course, be a mistake to eximihe Vcnii one

of thesé¢ mqpifestatlons of the Inst to the exclus;cn of the

.others, Houevet, the focus of the following ciassifi;atignA!

»ulll be on the prepositionless Inst QQVEﬁned or Eaﬁﬂifiﬂﬂed

by the presence of a verb. This will ezcluée,-féf the mastr
.pn:t. the use of. thn inst -zth prepositions, ii}iethiir and - -~

nouns; but some commentary on these usages will indeed be

1nc1uded. Moreover, with the classification of the Russian
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of data én wvhich this dissertation is founded.

A. The 1954 Leéd::y,st;:-;r -

While it is certainly true that the fifét"

classification of the various canéénents of the grammar of

Fussﬁﬂgn Jazyka by the USSR Academy ‘of Sciences in 19542 °,

with many ether grammatical ;ategariesi Similar data cgn;Aaf

course, he found, even if not in such an organized manner,

in the works of, in. particular, A. M. Eeéﬁavskij“ -and

A. A. Saxmatov'',

‘the TRussian 1iﬁgﬂsgé“ “was’ ﬂﬂt';PfEEEﬁfEﬂ 1n‘§ﬁgnugfﬂ§;”

In Vol. 1 of - the 71954 Academy Grammar, Fﬂﬁetikg’l

MEFfQIQgiJE, the prep@51t1¢nless Inst, as used with .verbs,

L I T .

**It must be noted, of course, that linguistic studies of
the Russian language “@&id not begin only in the Soviet"
period. Rather, formal studies of Russian have a rich
history (see, for example, Vinogradov 1958), with such
luminaries as M. V., Lomonosov, F. I. Buslaev, and

A. A. Potebnja. Jheir works, however, followed a ;aurse
similar to that of the West (as discussed in Chapter II of
this dissertation), and it is to avoid unnecessary
repetition that we do not embark on the details of their
achievements, but rather begln with a fairly recent state of
case studies in the Soviet Union.

**Although this version of the USSR Academy of Sciences
Grammar (edited by V. V. Vinogradov) was first 4ssued in
1952-54, all references throughout this paper are from the
revised reprint of 1960, hereafter called, simply, the 1954

Academy Grammar, but which we will abbrev;ate as "AG 1960, "

" with sither I to inficate Volume 1, or 1T t6 Indicate

La o

Volume I1I, PEEt i (Part ii of Velume IT is not cited in this
dlS!ertatxan)i

**pedkovskij (1938), RUSSkfj sintaksls v nauéﬁam,asveééenlli

*'Saxmatov (1941), Sintaksls russkogo jazyka.

‘Inst which fallégs; ve vill also pfesent.theipfii;ty‘éa:§u3f:_;'

‘this tUQEVélume -erk does prgv1de a. fazfly campr!hensive'_'



is listed as having Seveﬁ basic functions (AG 1960 I:

124-126) :

i. The most typical funct1an of the Inst carries the

>iean1ng of “the instﬁuﬁEﬁt.(tV§ﬁ[ifEJ'nyj] orudija), in thé
normal sense of this word, as the implement; or the _means
(tyaﬂ sredstva) uxth the hglp gf ﬁhich&the act;an éescflbed

-by thg verb is perfarmed e.g..f

(132) rezat’ noZom
to cut u1th a knife,

o (133) vlijsr’ svoim avtarltetamig
— to exert influence through one’ 's authority.

- ii. Similar to the meaning in i. is the 1Inst which.
:—\;\\riun:tlnal ‘as ' the means ﬁheraby an action, expressed by Ld

verb in the fmpe#saﬁal mood, is carr1eé out, e.g.,

(134) teéeniem uneslo lodku
‘the baat vas carried avay by the cur:ent.

*

L o L . T |
iii The Inst serv25 to ind:cgte the producer of 3&'
gﬂm ‘m’z‘@ffe" dejstvija) in passive constructions,

;é-g-r“ _ :
- ' A
(135) ﬁls mo byis napisaﬂe Ivanom (ar Rgmaﬁdgéam)
the 1etter was vrltteﬂ by Ivan (or with pen:il)

v e e e R S B i an e ki 8 “""7 -

!
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.‘ /.. -‘ . , -
iv. With ' some werbs»thg Inst of Content, (viz. tvor,
soderani ja) defines more prec;sely the meaning ccnveyed by

the 'verb, by specifying the aﬂjest or sphene af infiuéﬂce

1ndxcated by that verb, e.g.,

1136) rukovodit’ zanjat i jami
to direct studies, -

Ny - ;
’ - O T T A i P

(137) on inteﬁesuetsja sportom
. he .is interested in sports,

(138) on zan!maetsja sportom T : ;!>( w; ; N
he participates in sports, SR ARk
(139) paxnet senom ' o Teo T e -
(it) smells of hay.. . o o _
E e . e .
e | o~

 adverbial meanings, inciuding:

5) time (tvor. vremeni):

(140) uexat' ranne j vesncj _
- to leave in. the early sp:;ng, v e

'ku;x)'zahfmﬂsja celymi dnjami o
to work all day long; S
b) path and space (tvor. pﬁt! i prostranstva):

(142) idti Iesom

Iz to walk vxa the fatest

. Ve ﬂith-vcrba.the Init‘egic is widely used with various - -

CEL et e e Sy e e b o S

A Al W -

(143) exat’
to drive along the shore (i.e. take -

the shore route);
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. 14

c) mode and manner (tvor. sposooa / obraza dejstvlja)'-

(144) govorit’ gromkim golosom
to Sspeak - 1n_a loud voice,

(145) povernut’sja bokom.
to turn sideways. -

vi, The,pnedlcatlverInst (tvor. predikatfvnyj) - serves

for the expression of' the nominal predicate vith copulas

" (which are link—verbsi - byt’ (to be), stat’ (to becaome),
kazat’sja (to seem), and others -- AndAin iore complex

expressions using such verbs, e.gq., -

(146) on byl komendantom kreposti ——
he vas the commandant of the fortress,'

(147) ona namerena stat’’ vratom
. she intends to become a doctor.

'vii. Similar in heaning to the predfcative Inst is the -
Inst of quallflcatlon (tvor prlznaka also known in Russzan
as tvor. funkclonal nyj), whxch indicates the designation
(Job,>,pqsxt;on,, state, or property) of"anothig-petson'o;

objeét, which usually stands in the Acc case, é.g.,
(ue) ego stitajut 1uEsim udarnfkom -~
.they consider him the best shock vorker. .

P

~~—~e—l ‘n-al—q -t
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The preceding is, therefore, vhat may be considered the
m@stJBQSieAzlassifi:atien of the function of the Inst in.

Ru

sian. Its purpcse in the first volume of the 1954 Acide-yv :
Grammar vas to serve as a general summary of the uses of
this case, and it had no pretention of serving anf;gfegter‘ﬂ

In Vol. II, however, which is sub-titled Sintaksis, the

linguistic.goals. o ' S

| various functions of the Inst are giégn a ‘garg"détailgd:‘
treatment. The larget sect;an hereiis :an:grnéa with "slovo-

—Sﬂtét!ﬂlja, soderzascie v kgcestve glavnaga slova glagaly.‘A
Thus, five ma;ct cl%ssgs of the prepos;tianless Inst are
presented, namely, objective, téﬁﬁaﬁai. Spatlai, determina-
t Ilve-clrcumstant jal, and causal, each of . vhigh. viil be
further elucidated in - the folloving pages (AG 1960 I1:

-130-138). ' A -

Objective Relations

o ,ébjgeti;e Relations are éefineé-gs those ihiéh carry
the meaning of the implement by means of which an aetian‘ is
accomplished. Naturally, 'suéh e:prgsziansA vhich haﬁe ';
cancfete,ﬁganing,éxémplify this hést;»ejg;, | K

S (149) nubft' taﬁaﬁam
* to chop with an axe,

f?Su) TEﬁff' - S i e e
to treat with pewders,_
.énév(TSZ)s rezat’ ngiami - S
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fhe<\editcrs' of tﬁe 1954 Academy Grammar also include
vithin this cohCrete-grouc verbs which ﬁaye the -eaningl'dgf
allotment, equip-ent; and suppiy accompanied by an Inst,
'which phrase denotes the object with which someone is
endoved, or which is given to ;o-eoneior eo-ethingfrso-e o

e;anples are the following:

R T T YRk I

~(151) nagradit’ ord&nom .
to avard an order,

(152) snabdlt’ den’gami
to provide vith noney,

(183) r)ad'elit' talantom
’ . to endoy with talent,

" (154) Odel It*. gost Incami
: to bestbv presents. .
vP1nally, still vithin thzs concrete group are xncluded
'expressions made up of a verb as a rule 1ntranszt1ve, which
describes movement, and a -- nor-ally 1nalienab1e -- part of.
the person or thzng producxng such movement, e.g., _ \'

(155) maxat ‘ rukaml S : e
to wvave one's hands, o

'~ (156) ‘skreletat’ zubam| ; o x
: to gnash one's teeth, o .-
. (157) kakat’ vetvjaml ~ T =
Ny o ‘have’ the branches svay (of a tree). e

In more abstract syntaqmas, the meanxng of 'xnplement'

A

of the dependent word is somewhat weakened, and is replaced

by the wider understanding of an oblique object, e.g.,
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(158) porazat ’ krasstag :
to strike v:th aﬁe s beauty. .
(159) ugnazat vo jnoj - [ S V’f7f P
to threaten with wvar, . SR
w»
(166) umﬂrit’ gnicﬂam' [ o
tﬁ !t!m E . L. - . CLos -, . =il o= o2 .h D

The éuth;rs of the 1954 Ac:dégg Grammar point out that souch
expressions often have another NP either in the Acc t%
indicate a Direct Qﬁjecti or in the Dat to indicate an
Indirect ijgét"_ |
rther, with verbs indicating FiIfing or satiation,
the noun in the Inst case indicates the abject. with which
gneﬁher is filled. Such Inst phrases can be used ;ith
eflexive or nan—retltxive verbs, and vwith either a eﬁﬁerete
or figurat1ve meaning, e.g.,

(161) nagruzit’/nagruzit’s a'knigaml e
‘*  to load/be laden with books, - oo

(162) nggi-tgt-‘/napltstfsja. mzeﬁym :
'to sate/be satiated with icecream,

\ .
(163) Ispolnit‘sja nenavist’ ju

to bi filled vith h!tted,
‘A separate group of Objective Rglgticns are those

e:pres;ians'_ vhich  include verbs wvith the meaning of

: pusi::niaﬁ, intarﬂ:l capacity, constant - sctivity, #nd@ An
*INotice here thnt vhile the authors are descriping the
function of the Inst in more or less semantic terms,
accompanying cases -- and the Inst itself at times -- are
referred to insurfece syntactic terminology such as Bifgct
iject and Indxfect Object. '
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- fvhich theflngt‘phgise.ngy turther’indicate the source of the
feeling cxpteésgd.in the verb.'Sone examples are

(164) vladet' franouzskim jazykom '
to have command of the French language,

(165) pol Zovat'’s ja 2urnalami e
T “to m -lgtﬁnes, S

(166) naslazdat sja nuzyko,l
be delighted with musxc,

and, as given above, expressxoﬁs . like .‘(13?)$ on :
f hter*eaqet's ja sportom. | '

| The Iﬁst also serves as the objecf, over nhxch the

activity.‘ n@med by‘ the verdb is spread; -é.g.,_ (136):

rukovodit’ zanjatijami, and the folZowing: - |

(167) komandovat’ batal’onom
to command a battalion,

(168) upravljat’ narodom

to govern the people. A
The final group v1th1n the set oq’Objectxve Relat:ans_-
.vxs that set of phrases vhxch serve as either the person or
- object wh}ch- is  considered _the producer of the‘actian;
_either in the passive voice or with passive participfési
:Thiilqroup co?feqponds to the first ﬁhree groups givén above
for Vol. I of the 1954 Academy Grammar, and the same
- -eﬁlptet need not bde repeated here.
" As can be seen from the pfeceding discussionz there was

no attempt at a purely semantxc class1fxcat1on £or Objective

ﬂelatxons, but rathet the various uses of the Inst which may
A
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be ec;nst;ué'dais having some sort -of Cﬁjél:'t*ﬁ the-fvgﬁb
fun:trbn are s;:ply collected under th;s label. Althaugh not -
stated explrcltly, these vgr:ous uses seen to depend on the

semant ics of tﬁe verb.

Ig:pﬁrpl !-;:tiﬂig,v | »
The group af Tenpﬂréi Relations is much smaller than
‘ethe one gbavg,,aﬁﬂ is divided into two subigrcups; based on
syntactic criteria, The first of these is almost always
characterized by an ;éjéétive' or some sort of modifying
phrase vwith thg' (singular or plurgli substantive in the
‘surface structure, while in the second, the phrigg aisgyg
appears in the plural. o |
The first sub-gfgup is exemplified by, ’smgng_ others,
(140). uexat’ rannej vesnoj, and
(159) umer velerom togo ie anja
(he) died the evening of that day.

However, iith.rggard ta ngn!maﬂified Inst nominals such as

®

(170) ;lmej. letom; wtrom; dnem
in the winter;. summer ; nafning. dur1ng the day,

" the authors claim in a nate.r vithgut any furtﬁer'
explication; that these are not really nauns in the ° Inst,

.but are rather lexicalized adverbs.

There is, though, a s1m;1ar getrﬁgﬁr Inst words  which . .. ..

serves the same function as the ptecedlng group. This set
:Qniistg of words r;lating to periods of png s life, or
" tenure in ome or another state or position, e.g.,

} ;
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171) uexal rebenkom, junaéej, ‘star Ikom
. (he) left as a ch;ld, youth, old man,

(172 vstretilis’ studentami
‘ (they) met as ;tuagntsr

‘The -second sub*graup comprises words denatingAtiiﬁ. :
a:iﬁﬁijtiﬂg in the Ingt plural. These structures refer: to inl

dction which is repeated periodically, and which centznues,,

through the course of thé time frame named by the noun,

, .
e.g., ‘

(173) oni &itajut veCeram|

they read in the evenings, » N
- and, vith a med;fiet, :a:parg (181): ;gniﬁat’sj:z,ceiymi
dnjami. |

Spatial Relations i » _

Like Temporal Relations, Spatial Reiafiaﬁ:xéa-prige a
very small group. The basic function of the Inst  serving
this purpose is to indicate, with verbs. of motion, the élaeé

or 'te:rita;y over which tife action ‘18 conducted. Por

example, consider (142): Idti 'Iesam;h and (143)& exat’

beregom. _
Hawegsr, the authefs indicgtg in a note that with verbs
_vhlch express an action athéf than one of ﬁctian. . spatial

v

Inzt ph:gse gequlr:s a nuanee of txmg, e.g.._

(174) dorogoju stal'l blt’ _— o
-on the vay (they)" ‘started to beat (him).

C i e =
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Determinative~Circumstantial Relations

In expressions with such a meaning the 1Inst phrase
signifies the mode of completing the acEienfhimgé by the
, verb, e.g.,

(175) pet’ fal’cetom o
* to sing falsetto,

»(173) gorel | gblubym- plamenem
(they) burned with a blue flame.

The mode of completion may also be expressed by means
of a cémFarisag. vith the object of the comparison appearing
in the Inst, e.g., o . .

(177) Ietet? strelo)

a to fly like an arrow,
‘but it should be noted that such expressions have a lﬂiféét‘
paraphrase vwith the conjunction kak (and Siavné; to¢no) --
which ;gﬁ be translated by ]ike -— producing, for example,
letet’, kak strela. | |
- Suég,a mode of éagpletian may also refer to the quanti-
tati%e ménner of performing the ac#icn of the verb, as in-

the following example:
N

(178) let jat stadami pticy .
- birds fly in flocks. - ~

Fingllg. it is P@i§t§é1,§ut that within the group of
ﬁetgrﬁiﬁativé—éircumstantiil Relations, a further Hrgmall-
sub-group fnng: be noted in rhich the dependent noun is é::y..
-close, by'it; semantic composition, to the governing i;fd.

In these cases the noun must always be accompanied either by




gn’iéje:tive, or a personal pﬂSSgsgivégprcneun. e.g., .
(179) ona nevol’no dumala ix mysl jaml i
cwvstvovala Ix éuvstvami

* she involuntarily thought the1r:thaughts and
felt their feelings.

Under Causal Relations, the Inst noun phrase indicates,
simply, the Phéﬂ@n;naﬁ or state, vwhich, b;,-itsglf, has
conditioned the action ﬁ;mgd by the verb, e.qg.,

(180) o&ibkoju dobro o kKom-nibud’ skazal I?

vas it by error that you said ssmethlng gcaé
about someone?

& ={

A§ can be seen from the above, the Academy Grammar has
' primarily provided labels for Inst phrases Qééurfin; with,
verbs, and added some special notes vherg necessary. The
thrusf of * the éis:ussiﬂn ‘seems to be to %rav1ée a deeper
categorization baseé on a Functiﬂnal relation with verbs,
There is, thgfgfafer only a paftiga'zéf:elﬁtién betwveen the

seven groups suggested in Vol. I of this Gé;nmar, and the

.five major groups of Vol. I

B. Worth's ‘TEIHIE;E— Analysis”

Dean Stoddard Worth's 1958 gtt;cle, ‘Transfgrn Anglysxs
of Russian Instrumental Constructions®®,” examines this case
ostensibly fsan a purely na:phalaQLEil v;cwpa;nt;a Althau§h~-
he talks abaut the Inst in its morphological manifestations,

-]

YNord, 141 247-290. -




the real g!phg;:; af the grtxcle is on the Inst from &

structural pﬂlnt Qf view,

 Por -this purpose, Worth feauces "all actually occurring
phfasgé ... to the structural essentials necessar 'y for
further analysis” (1958: 254). This>:redu:tian is of two

types. "First, all modifiers. are eliminated fraﬂ_enéacggtfiéf

_éaﬂst:uctiénsi excepting gnlyh;hésg very ggiﬁglvhi;hdﬁe,nré R
1nte:egteﬂ in c13551£y1ng (loc. cit. ):" -an ex#mple of
th;s process, Warth presents the fellev;ng sentence and its
subéequgnt reduction: |
(181) bol’saja gost innaja komnata v dome Ivanovyx uze
napolnjalas’ tolpoj zens¢in | detéj

the big living room in the Ivanovs' house
was already being filled by a crowd

of women and chxldren - L
(182) komnata napolnjalas’ tolpoj e

the room was being filled by the crowd.
The fsecand step of reduction consists of eliminating vfréﬁ
the Vdescriptiaﬁ allrthéée gramﬁati;al categories which can
bg shown to be irrelevant to ‘the transformations to be
effected” (loc.’ cif.). ‘Under this principle, for example,

thé categories of tense and number are shown to play no role

in the active-passive transfariatian. i.e., both the‘plural

present tense sentence

(133) pionery strojat dom :
the pioneers are building the house,

‘and the singular past perfective IR

#

{ B
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—(184) s*taljar' p@stﬁc:il Skaf .
the cgrpenter built a wardrobe,

can be passiviziéﬁ into (131): dom stroitsja pionerami, and

(155) Skaf byl postroen stelgaﬁam
the wardrobe was built by the carpeater .
respectively. , T ; ' _

Under  his . analysis, then, Worth deérives, "with - - ..
insignificant eieggtiaﬂs> «e.  8ix EQ:phéi@gigglly i [Sié]
distinzé types of phrésgiin which instrumental substantives

- modify verbs®™ (1958: 262). For convenience we will _51nply
present these sEix types belaw, with ezamples or pafallels -

from Worth's work (op. cit.: 262-63)**:

1) S§'an Vs $'i (reflexive vérbs with a subject in the

Mom and another noun in the Inst): this phrase type includes
example (182): komnata napolnjalas’ tolpo)]; verbs combined
with the forms of (170): =zimoj, utrom, etc., and the

_Ealiasings

(186) Iuga zalllis’ vodoj -
the meadows were flooded with iater,

(187) sdet sostav] jaetsja buxgal terom— o
the account is érawn up by the baakkgeper,

E

k 'Du-l ta the tmimm;hliﬁitinm of the ttit*fﬂtﬁtﬁﬂ!‘- Aot o
system being used, we have indicated in bold type the R
case-designations and verb-classifiers (s for -Sja-verbs,

and ¢ for impersonal forms), vhich Worth presents as .
sub-scripted chnracters.
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(183) student udarilsja naﬁam ' ' {i
- . -the student wounded (1n;ured) hli gli
vith a knife. )
(189) Ivan vernulsja starikam
Iv:n returned an ald man,’ “ E :
T (190) barzi tjanulis’ rjadami
, the barges maved alang 1n raus- , \

2) S'n V S'i (non-reflexive active verbs'with the same

ses as above): this includes a Nom subject cambiﬁed> with-
ex ; mples’ like (136): rukovodit’ zanjatijami; (142): lati -
‘esom; . (155)=j'msxati Fukamii; (156): skreletat’ zubami;

(167): knmanﬂcvaf’ batal’ onom; (175): pet’ Fai ‘cetom; (177):
letet’ streloj; and the following parallels, but without the

.‘s‘sga. of (189) and (190) above:

(191) Ivan priexal starikom | : I
Ivan arrived an old man, T

(192) onf &11 verenicej
the vent in a row,

3) s'a V AiS?i (gs above, but with an obligatory®

adjective aceompanying the noun in the Inst): this structure

includes Inste'phrases vhich' incorporate an adjective for

semantic - ,Eampleteness. e.9., (1§§)=_i_§QV§ﬁftf_l gromkim

;, §§l§sEﬁ. ‘and

.
~ ——



(193) on smotrel ostoroZnym| giazami o
: he lcakeé with cautious eyes.

[ ]
I

4) S'n V S*a S*i (an active verb vith substantives in

each of the Nom, Ac::%aﬁé Inst): this group parallels the
‘second last Qne'abgve. but ingluﬂes a third nominal phrase,

in the Acc, as exemplified by (132): (on) rezet (xleb)

noZom; the subjectless examples (148): ego s&itajut Judsim
udarnikom; (172): vstreti]is’ Stmentawi“; and the following:

(194) oni vybrali ego prezidentam
‘they elected hin president,

(195) on udivii nas otvetom
he astonished us by the ansver,'

(196) rabotle pokryl! ullcu asfal’tom
. the iorkers covered the street v:th ::ph:lt

(197) tetja naﬂellla menja nasledstvom
my aunt left me an inheritance.

k1
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S) Vv¢ Si (an iﬁﬁi;iangl verb and an Inst substaniive)s'

being similar to~ the Inst of Content, mentioned in an
earlier :1assificgtian, this group ingludes (139)§,parn§t

senom, and examples such as

o nsa) ;atekia krov' Ju._
B, Elaaé began to tlow.

= = - B oL, e

L = e i bl et e i e S
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6) S'a Vg s'i (an_impersonal verb, and substantives in
the Acc and Inst): this group congists of the impersonal
sentences of the type (134): teCeniem uneslo lodku, and

' (199) otca pereexalo avtomobilem.
father was run over by a car.

- v
5; | éaﬁ .'b§ | éeeh  by this brief surve§  of Athe
classifiéations brovided by - ﬁorth,» a purely structural
.approach tot the classification of the Russian Inst is not,
for our purposes, ehliéhtening by itself. Simplistically,
worth has identified six syntactic environments in which an
Inst can be found: vith‘reflgxive verbs having a subject in

4

the Nom; with active verbs having a Nom subject, in which

instance the 1Inst may or may not have an obligatory o

adjectival complement; with active verbs having both a Nom
subject and an Acc object; and with impersonal verbs, eithet
with or vithout,an Acc phrase. It is possible, however, that
the Anhlysis Worth applies to these structures could shed
~ some light on the study of the various meanings of the inst.
C. Aleksandr V. Isacenko »

. A. V. 1salenko; in Grammatidesklj 'stroj russkago

Jjazyka, discusses case,‘ as mentioned in the introduction,

- from the point of view that cases represent relations /n

surface structure, rather than any kind of independent
meaning. They therefore can be considered to be contextually

. -
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conditioned. Under this intgrgiét;tian of case, Isacenko
identifies two primary groups of such relations: sentential
and syntagmatic. Sentential relations are cﬁiefly “those
which we have come to accept by the tgris of sub;ect and
object of 'ihe= verb. Syntggmatlﬁ relgtzgns gx;st 'in
connection with verbs, nominals, adjectives, and in a
saparate.uSEE ;hich isaéenia( identifie%i as f£$§ Gg$  ;f

F_,«*’

relat ive cmpar-'fsﬁﬁ-hsss: 98-99) , e.g.,

7

(200) starse svcega brata
older than Kis brother.

- Inst phrases denoting time, and including an ;éjgetive;>
such as f(140)= vexat’ rannej vesnoj, a?g inéepgﬁdenﬁ af
other words, and can be considered as aﬂiiadverbial usage of
the gase»farm‘ (op. cit.: 100). Purther, Isa %gnkc ciaims,lts'
éid the 'authafs of the 1954 ‘Acgéemy Gra r“ -thgg
expressions of the_éypg'(179): zimoj, dnem, etc., have lost
’their connection with the nominal paradigm and should be
_considered as iﬁdependent adverbs (Joc. cit.). ”

' His actual classification of the Inst does not differ
substantially fraﬁ its pfeéeeesscrs and is based on the
:lalm that the pfiﬁ:ry functions éfﬁiﬁe Inst are aﬂVerblal
To this cla i ef adverbials belong therlnst of time --

formed only from words with a determinate (qu;itifi:; ional)

NElnlng -- along with the Inst af ‘manner, and ean,; is

= ceel -

whxch is 1‘ ited to a small circle of - ;dlamatxc

:anb;natlens. The Inst of xnftrumen;i_and nll pripesxtlanal

Sk W S s R =

“See page 140,
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uses of " the Inst, are a15é’§§ﬁsiéered hgfg. but thgttirst,
'g.gi, (132) rezat’ noZom, we have already mentioned above,

and the second is outside the scope of our study. Finally,

ot

sacenko lists two syntactic functions for the Inst -- the -

Inst of agency in passive constructions, and the predicative

Inst (1965: 104)

Isaéenko classifies the Inst " on the )ba

>syntactie ;né se:aﬂti: information. With
differences, his classification of the Inst ‘coincides fairly

directly with that given in the 1954 Academy Grammar.

D. Rfed, Cernov, and the Ptidigltiﬁlvlﬂitfuigﬂtgl
A8 a syntactic ngnifgitatian, the predicaﬁive Inst'hgs
not had much written about it, especialiy from a
élassifieét%rf point of view. Two articleé on this topic are
in the 1966 study of Ragnar Reed, Zpei, Studien uber den

pradikat iven Instrumantal im Russischen. o L T
' Reed points out the well-known fact that with the verb
\byt*,_‘in the past or future tense, the predicative nominal
3§pea}5 }n'eithe: the Nom or Inst in modern Russian. Thus,

either of the Eallq:ing vari;tiens is possible:

(201) on ayi/buﬂet pevec o
he was/will be a smger, - -

idem. . ,

It should be emphasized, hayever?Kth:t’thg actual appeafance>

.of either the Nom or. Inst is not by chance, naﬁ is- it a

J
‘; :
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nanifestatiénr of free éariatian; Abut- rather it {is
candiéiangd bg 'ﬂthef_ éireumstgntial factors, including

consideration of the status of the sﬁbstgntivg in sgbjeét,r
p@gitiéﬁ at the time the statement is made. If, for example,
the subject of the pfeegging'examplés is at the present time
a singer, then the predicative nominal would most Litily
appear in the fefi of the Nom. More formally it may be said

that the Inst "is uszi ... for contingent states of gqua

[

ity

or condition ... whereas the 'nominative' is used for more
:‘péfﬁaﬂéﬁ§, or necessary, states"” (Lyons 1968: BDi). The
spesifi:} conditions involved in this problem, though, are
' tQQSHUEgraus.gnﬂ ;;ip;e: to deal with here. ;
‘The predieative: forms with the verb byt’ do not
represent a true deep Inst in the semantic Qensef“ Our mainz
concern ie the function of the Inst with vefbﬁ,and hence it
ghéulé be noted that several schélgts’?-ccnsiéer byt’-tarbe
:'nathing iare.thaqE;;éapulaf théfeb? depriving it of the
stétuﬁ- of a Fuil verb. As a result, little mafe éttentiaﬁ
vill be given to it héfe.
There are, however, a class of verbs which are neither
full verbs nor copulas, but rather which Eunctian;'as> a
combination of both. The Russian term for thilg is

'‘For an analysis of the occurrences of both cases in
Russian, from the time of Fonvizin onwards, including .
relative percentages of usage, see, for example, Ragnar
Reed, "Der pradicative Instrumental beim Verbum byt’," one
of the two studies in Rped 1966: 7-71, _ 7
*’See as one example V., I, Cernov 1971, "O klassifikacii
svjazocnyx glagolov sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo
jazyka," ' ' ‘ .
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poluznamenatel ‘nye  glagoly ~ ("semi-meaning,” i.e.”.

rEtrative verbs), and this group includes, e.g., stat’,

ésjai étc., vhich hg§e already been mentioned on page *
135, :Thgsé verbs znvarlably take thei Inst for tﬁé
pfeéiéativg,substant1Vg, e.g.,

(?03)~aﬁ stal geroem ~ .

he became a hero. )

Of such examples it can be said that the Inst phrase
fgpre;ents the (completive) predicate of the verb, and that
the two substgﬂti§és are coreferential.
7 Althéggh the preceding - represents what is generally
canstruedfte berthg’gﬁéﬁicative Inst, some scholars include.
"a wider range of material under this label than that given
above. Cernav,kﬂgntianed in a previous footnote, lists two
p:edieéti#g 'verb groups, excluding the verb byt’. These are
the mlu;nalgngté?’ﬁye glagoly, as  above, and the
| vestestvennye svJjazki, oc materisl copulas, which include
the verbs stojat’ (to stand). TEiat’ (to  1lie), vernutésjg;

»(ta return), etc. (1971: 83).

Reed further sub- l,ssﬂfies thié_ latter group, the . ‘
material copulas, into the following (1966: 76): o .
i.) verbs deMoting an aﬁf!vity: sluzit’ (to serve), and
A 5 7 _

(204) ‘on rabotaet voditelem T
e T he works as A afiver ) ‘ T
ii.) verbs denating a state of FEﬁESE sidet’ (to sit),

\Hﬂt‘ (tu hang), and -




153
. (205) 2it’ det'mi .
/'__ . . to live_like (as) children,
iii.) verbs of motion: xodit’ (to go, walk), and
(206) vernut’sja starikom
to return an old man. 7

While not providing classifications of the Inst peﬁ'se,
these and. other scholars do consider the predicative
function of the Inst to be worthy of aore.attention than it

has “thus far received. What other researchers have

considered to be, for example, some instances of t} st of
mode of completion -~ (177): Jetet’ streloj -- or- the Inst /.
T~of time -- (171): uvexal rebenkom, starlkomv-- Reed and

_c&?nov interpret as examples of the predicative usage of the
Inst. Thus, the starikom of the previous example is equated

‘with that in

A

(207) on byl starikom
he wvas an old man.

These scholars have thus extended the range of material
encosipassed by the label predicative Inst to include uses
which .have elsewhere (cf. the 1954 Academy Grammar and

Isacenko) been considered adverbial or objective in nature.

. B. The 1970 Academy Grammar . . . . ... ...
Swring the* approximately one and a half decades since
the publication of the 1954 Academy Grammar, the Soviet

school of thought on case function has not really changed
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from its more or leés semantic S}iengatiaﬁ“; héféve:. more
syntactic material (e.g., tr;nsfarig;ianal possibilities)
‘has been added. In éhg 1970 Academy Grammar, ‘gditzd by
N. Ju. Sveégig; ve fina a transformational-type éppraach to:
éa;e government, based on what Soviet scholars _EEll*foﬂEﬂQ
and weak government (sil'noe | siaboe upravienie).-
Strong government is defined as government in which'
there are established eithér objective or completive -- i.e.
_syntdctically neéessary (obligatory) -- relations betvéen
the verb and the .governed form(s) (AG 1970°°: 491). Neak
government, on the a;hgf hand, is defined as that Vundgr:
which thg'gevefned form is netrégégrminéd by the categorial
Apfaperties of ° the governing i@éd; With weak QEVEFﬁMEﬁf _
objective or :ubjgeéivg :el;tiaﬂgfgfe complicated by other |
relations suéﬁ 35=thése chafactgrizing adverbs (AG 197Di';

507){ This will §eeame clearer to the reader with the
examgigs vhich are presented th;aughéuti the féllaving
discussion, | -

Althcﬁgh the primary classificétiaﬁ of 1Inst wusage is.

" based on syntacﬁie criteria -- gassibiert:gﬁsfarﬁatians -
under each #wch syntactic heading there are numerous

: suhegrauﬁings vhich, while this is not explicitly stated,

are of a semantic nature. An examination of some of thés

- flete and clessificatory informetion is found below.

 **See pages 132 to 143 for the 1954 Academy Grammar
description.

*'As ve have done with the older Academy Grammar, this 1970
version will be designated by the abbreviation "AG 1970."
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~ The major clis;ificaénry elements §f-tﬁg,i970 Academy
Grammar are: Strong vs weak gcééﬁﬁment; singular (gavgfning
ronly one oblique case) vs dual (governing two oblique cases)
vs mﬁltlple gcverﬁ;:;y;' Invariant vs variant (having a
possible alternative case phrase); and preposit ional vs
non‘preﬁb$lt1§ﬁaf' case phégses_ Onder the ~ various
combinations of these elements, examples of each of the five
oblique cases are presented, often with information of a
quasi-transformational nature (AG 1970: 191*495):
Stroag Singular Invariant Govermment
‘ Strong singular Invariant gﬂvéﬁﬂMEﬁt is used to label
three types of :@niunctiaus qfevafés:(i!ei parataxis):
~a) a conjlinction in which the governed form occupies
the syntactic position of the independent AHB! in Ehe
sentence, but vhich, because of its’ systemic relationship to
« the verb, represents the direct ébjectg
b) a cenjﬁnetian in which tée dependent word occupies
the position of the:éirceﬁ cbjget; but :annei bé tfgnsﬁcrn;é
/;nté an independené Hai,l&nd | '
c) a‘aonjﬁgctiap in which the,dégenéent vord does not
occupy the position of direct object, bgt réthg: yhiéhf

. completes an informational deficiency of the governing word.’

Verbs such as’ fﬁteﬁeséuStféjé"(éé interest) comprise

the first sub-classification of type a). Included are forms
such as (137): on Interesuetsja sportom, which can be

transformed into a sentence in vhich sport apﬁears as the
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_independent Nom, viii!- .
(208) sport ego Interesuet
sport interests him. ,
However, the Ealléﬁing exgmple, (138)i§ an zaplmaetsga

sportom, which wags classzfleé under the $bme heading as the

preceding example in the 1954 A:gdemy Grammar, cannot

undcrgg‘;uch a transformation and thus appears in the 1970 .

Az;dgiyxcrgﬁ:g: ns'type b), discussed on the next page.

_ This group seems to consist of verbs vhich describe
psychological | events, for other verbs Eéund here :;fe
v§sxi§é§tfsja (téwiémifé)g Wwlekat’'sja (to ‘be fascinated),
nés}aédat’sigf(ta take delight), and the iiie.

The second sub-classification of type a) contains verbs

‘which ’'describe some property chgrg:tgriiing another

substantive. To this group. belong verbs of the type:

otligat’sja (to be differentiated), and sijat’ (to glow),

e.g.,

(209) ee glaza svetilis’ raﬂast Ju/
. v ee glazax évetnas’ radost ’
her eyes shone -ith happiness/
happiness shone m her eyes. .

-

The thxfﬂ lub-classxfxcatxcn is canposea of verbs of Filllng

or satiation, =.g,. otjagotit’sja (to be ve;ghted écuﬁ‘

vith),°pitat’sja (eat, be fed on), éndi

(210) guﬂltﬂrija napolnilas’ studentami/ -
studenty napoinili sditoriju ‘ C
the auditorium was filled with students/
students filled the audltgziun.

Next fgllav verbs denoting -movement, activity, ‘ar the

e e
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2 M —
product{on of some sort of souﬁ&, all of which require fso-e
nominal - -- usually an 1na11enab1e part of the body -- for

the fultxllment of this action. This includes the examples

- (155); maxat’ rukami, (156): skreZetat’ zubami, and

(211) ovigat’ usami/usi dvigajut’sja
to vlggle one's ears/the ears wiggle,

K
,TWe 1ast of these sub-classxt:catzons consxsts of verbs of

the control or government type. With this type of verb, .the
Ins£ nominal can be transformed into a Nom only if the new
structure incorporates a passive participle. The verbs of
this group are exemplified by (136): rukovodit’.zanjatijami,
and

(212) uprav) jat’ tankom/tank. upravljaem

“to control the tank/the tank is controllable.

The strong singular lnvarlaht'gdver-nnvent's second type,
b), consistéiof those verbs whichugovern an Inst, but from

ihich an independent Nom cannot be created. There are ten

further . sub-classxf:catxon!‘ based on megn1ngs, which are

represented, in part, by the following verbs (AG 1970: 492):
pravit’ (to manage), viadet’ (cf. (164): viadet’ francuzskim

jazykom), zanimat’sja (to take part in), gordit’sja (to be

proud - of), Zertonat’ (to s;E?ifice),' gnusat‘sja (to
distain, déspise), obrasti . (to become overgroin),
ogranitit’sja (to be restricted), ~torgovat’ (to deal in,

——

trade), ahd":

m—it e pet s e



158

(213) r‘azr*azlt’sjé, Smexom
to break out in laughter.

The third and final type of strong s’i‘nguiaﬁ invariant
governmént verbs, type c), is also further broken down into
five sub-classifications. The unifying feature of the whole

e

group is the function of the Inst as a unit which completes
§n 'ihfbfﬁatf&hali'dnd'fhéréfbre'seﬁanti:, defici;;zy of the
verb.-The first sub-classification contains the verb byt’
(see example\\Tzoz)), along with Javljat sja (to seem, be),
nazvat’sja (to name, call), and the ‘use nf xﬁd!t’ in such
examplgs as -

(214) on xodit geroem (¢

: he goes (as) a hero.

The second sub-cl#séification consists of verbs of the
hature of vejat’ (to smell of) (cf (139): paxnet Senaﬁ) and
‘nest| (to carry, in the same sense of (139)). The ihifé
eRcompassges a small group of flxed lexical phrases, s;m1lar
to (213). razrazft sja snbxom, including

(215) z'akatit'sja pzabe'm
_— to break out in tears. —

‘The final two ,sub-classifications are répreie&teé by
~ the following ex&mples, respectively:

(216) stradat’ golovnymi boljami
N 'to suffer from headaches, ‘ —

~

e ey S A
(217) vzuat'
-~ to succeed by one's w1ts
' 1L1t.. to take by one's mind.
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Strong Singular Variant Government
Variant government means ﬁhat the verb éan! govern 1Ev§ '
,— or more different case forms with one and the same meaning. -
"éuch forms are therefore considered by the authors to be
synonymously interchangeable. ' |

| Under }his‘heﬁding there age three majar}sub-éivisigﬂs.

of which'on}y tvo_are of concern to us. The three divisions
are variati;ns based on ptepoéitiqnless and/or pfep@si:i;ﬁai
phrases hiving sﬁch an interchangeable status with each
other, vﬁhle still supposedly conveying the Game semantic
1nformatxon"' Unfortunately - the authﬁrse of the 1975,-
-Academy Grammar ﬁaQe 'cénfuseé‘ the criteria on which they
have classxf;ed the1r mater1a1 to such a degree that some
verbs are listed qnder tvo.d1ffef¢nt heggiﬁgs.; 1ich, by
their“ nature, should ﬁg mutually exclusive, as shévﬁ in the.

following paragr#phs.

The first type of variant Qiﬁgﬁ\ is that whereby a

A
prepositionless phrase in one case may be interchanged with

’ 2 prepositionless phrase in another case (AG 1970: 496),
. g., the verb prefSpoinit’sja (tb bé filled/fraught vith).
which, accord1ng to thls Grammar may take a  Gen or [Inst
.phrase. Also listed here, as a varlant‘type verb -- with the
.same phrase alternation -- is gnusat’sja, wh;:h iaé given
*above as an fnvariant-type

—— s A - - — - - - .

'**We do not agree that such variations are as free as the
authors of the 1970 Academy Grammar imply, but rather feel
that’ there is a concomitant semantic shift with most :
alternations. More will be said on this later.
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The second  alternation  is ~that  between _a

prepositionless phrase and a pﬁEﬂﬂsitlahai"phrgse ~of the

>As an e:ample of the Prgp casge varyxng ‘with the Inst

e

same or a different case (AG 39703'495*97). Hefe again we

have a verb, gaﬁditfsja,. listed above as fnvariant, but

vhichﬁ can take, along with the prepositionless Inst, the

prepositional phrase, za + Acc. Other prepositional Acc

-~ phrases which can vary with the prepositionless Inst are

exemplified by /zumit’sja (to be astonished by), which can

take na + Acc; and pﬁg&it’r(tc intend (for)), which can

manifest the prepositional phrase v + Acc, but only in the
plural, e.q.,
(218) ego procill v svjasceniki
- he was intended for the church
Lit.: (they) intended (for) him
(to be) in(to) the priests. -
Variations with a Gen prepositional phrase ' include

ns;ﬁgéstfsjs (to 'designg;g) vhich also combines with

,:vikaéesfve + Gen (iﬁ.the capacity of); and nacinat’ (to

begin as), which can take s + Gen, but, as in the Preceéiﬁg

example, only in the plural, e.g.,

(219) on natinal ué:enlkan/s Lﬁénikﬂv :
he began as a student/from the students.

pfepg%itianlgss, ve have .the following:

. (220) razojtis’ mnenlijami/v mnen| jax T
to differ in ep;nian,
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(221) ego &isljat natal’nikom/v natal’nikax - |
he is considered a leader/amang the leaders.

Note, again, that the prepﬂsxtlanal phrase is in the plural
Finally, also 1ﬂc1uéeé within this variable group are

prgpésitianless Inst phrases alternating with prepositional

Inst pé}ésési In these instan:es, the preposition is nad

(eégrj. Oﬁcé‘again vé'meet‘a variant farmf wvhich was givgnu -

above (e.g., (167)) as fnvariant, namely komandovat’.

»§u1£€plg variations also are possible. Thus, according’ »fsj
to the 1970 Academy Grammar, examples of the type (214): on 7
xodit gerocem and (221)! ego Cisljat natal ‘nikom can take a
prepesitionless Inst phrase (as indicated abave) Za + Acc,

or v + Prep plufal.

This large group is furthér brakeﬁ down into
sub-groups, éach sub—diviéed'intc various sémggtigztypei (AG
1970: 498-501). Under dual government there are two possible
‘ felatiggg,beﬁveen two case phrases and the verb:

1) ébjective for both forms, e.q., |
(222) pavedaju tajnu drugu
I feveal a secret to a frlend
2) ﬁbjectivg (for the first form) and :émgletiée (for 4

thé ;ggand),'egg., ; *a%’ o

L

(223) nadel ! detej gost incami L TT—
treated the children to 5vgets.

With ‘transitive verbs, as exemplified above, one case is
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vhile the other can be either Dat or

usually the Acc/Gen,
Inst -- the latter normally appearing with prefixed verbs.
the 1970 Academy Grammar consider the .
;bgsguge,

The authors of

phrase in the Inst to represent the direct object
it can be transformed into an inéepend;nt Nom.
ve

e

they explain, i
For example, uxth the pfeflxed trans;tlve verb napifat’

have )
(224) naplitalio paévu vlégﬂj ’ '
the soil was saturated w;th na1sture,

vhich can be transfprmed ;q;;

(225) viaga napitala paévu
the. malstufe gsaturated the 5911.
his classifica-

ther types of prefixed verbs falling into this
include those in the following examples:

(226) dbnngu zaneslo sne
the road is snow-bound
Lit.: the road (4Acc)
(something) bound with snow,

tidp

(227) akﬁuilli les vojskami
(they) ‘surrounded the forest with iﬁlﬂ;ér!,
Y

(228) penésypaf’ Feé’réufkgql

'tafsérén a speech with jokes,

and (134): tedenliem uneslo lodhku.
second group of transitive verSs wrth which the Inst

A

can undergo the
of, according to the authors,

into an

transformation
verbs from specific-

o consists
"'Thig verb is given in the masculine sxngulaf by the

;uthars.

independent Nom =
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semantic groups.” Of these seven sub-groups there are:
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ve;bé of supply (cf. (151) - (153): nagradit’ ordenom,

snabdit’ den’gami, and nadelit’ talaﬁfm): _
verbs of deservedness, e.g.,
(229) zasluzil nagradu userdiem
 (he) earned the award through diligence;

verbs of blame or burden, e.qg.,

(230) obremenil druga poruceniem

(he) burdened his friend with the assignment;

verbs of psychological events (for example (158): porazat’

_ krasotoj);

verbsg of gupﬁentatloh} such as utverdit’ (to 5trgn§th§n).

~ and

(231) otkryl! sezon prem’eroj

(they) opened the season with a premiere;

verbs of depletion, e.q.,

~- - (232) morit’ 1judej golodom '
. '+ to exhaust people with hunger;

end finally, verbs as semantically diverse as the following:

, together in the last of ;heée sﬁbigreups:

(233) voobrazl] ego sp:::r-fsmnm )
imagined him an athlete,

~ to organize the studies towards a goal,

~examples indicate, but which, nonetheless, are claésifigd
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k |

(235) zakonti]l p’esu tragismom | _ :
‘ (he) finished the play with tragedy,

. and naznalit’ (cf. (146), above). - .

N\

W (238) Jertvuet drubu. sostojaniem/

threat or menace, e.g.,

—

Tﬁ& third and final group here consists of intransitive
verbs, governing both ‘the Inst and bgt,‘ but which are
hongthelgss‘A¢ha£actg;i?g§, ds above, by the possibility of
the transformation of the Inst into aﬁ indebendent Nom, with
kothér concomitant morphological changes tO'the'Qetb in some
.instances. The first of the four sub-groups here seems to
consist of verbs describing the elicitation of some respéﬁse
‘from—a person or animal, e.g., ostolertet’ (to. be fed up"
with), nadoest’ (to tire of, become bored with), and
(236) naskuC!) sosedu -boltovnej/
- boltovnja naskucila sosedu ‘ )
(he) bored (his) neighbour with (his) chatter/ .
(his) chatter bored (his) neighbour.

' The second sub-set is characterized by Vverbs denating

(237) wugrozajut miru voxoj/
' vojna ug miru '
‘ (they) threaten the world with war/
var threatens the world.

The third set, for which we canhot~ detect a general
unifying characteristic, includes the verbs ugod/t’ (to

oblige),‘op7atlt’ﬁ(tb recompense, pay’Back), and

sostojanie Zzertvuetsja drugu

7™ .. -~ (he) is sacrificing a fortune to his friend/

+ ‘a fortune is being sacrificed to his friend.>
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The last set of strong dual invariant verbs, also vith

no obvious unifying feature, is exemplified by zapomnit’sja

~ (to remain %n one's memory), and predstavit’sja (to feign,

. . pretend). » : L

Strong Dual Variant Government

The 1970 Academy Grammar explains that with verbs

manifesting this so-called dual government (direétly

governing two caée phrases), it is possible either for only

one form or for both forms to be selected from altEfnntxvg

case farms. It id #ﬁpeftant to point out, havevgr, that the

Gr;mﬁar_éaes ﬂa; list any verb taking a prepas;t;anlgsg Inst
in which both cases can vary. Moreover, in none of the

e;ampies of dual ‘vafig;ian given above, nor in_ those

discussed below, does the case accaﬁpanfing the Inst vary!

.The two possible variations which are of interest to us are

those in whi ch a prepositionless Inst form alternates either
with anaghgr “prepositionless  case, or vith = a
prepos It lon-governed case. -

The only type of prepositionless variation - is

N

pxemplified by the verb udostoft’ (to confer on, favour

with), which alvays takes an Acc animate substantive as  the

- other case form. With this verb the prepositionless Inst

form can supposedly be replaced by a prepositionless Gen,

e-gi}-g

-
®
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(239) wdostol! studentku ulyshej
' favouréd the student with a smile (Inst),

(240) wdostoili Bre3neva leninskoj premii
avarded Brezhnev the Lenin Prize (Gen),
but- here,  as mentioned earlier, the choice of case is not
. free. Note the. ;naglens example:
(241) *udastafl studentku pravitel sfvennaj ﬁagﬂadqj
: favoured the student with )
a State avard (Inst). ‘ _
There are three manifestations of a 'prepa;iticnléii'

Inst alternating with a pr3§Q51ticn=gnv3fned phrase, and

these are exgnpliiieé by: (to ealeulate,

est1mate) wvhich can alsa take v + Acc; s&ltat‘ (to cansiéer,

reckon) vhich also takes za + Accy gnd otlicat’sja (to
= S L

differ) which may tgkgwﬁﬂ* Prep.

inally, the authors of the 1970 Academy Grammar

mention that there is such a.thing as triple variation,

vhereby a prepositionless Inst may alternate with either of
two other case phraéeé. Verbs ﬁanifesting:this phenomenon
are, among others, /zbrat’ (to elect), stavit’ (to appoint),
‘and nanjat’ (to engage, hire), For this type of verb, the
phrase representing the post, job, or, ﬁusitian féfr which a
person is chosen may be the pfep@;;tlanless Inst, v
. kalestve + Gen,.or v .+ L:: a8 cxsnpl;fx:d by :~a1-;~:w~~-

(242) nanjalikggg dVarnikam/v dVarnikl/
tve dvornika

(they) hired him as a yard-keeper, T h:v
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As was pointed out earlier, it ‘should again be noted that

vith v + Ace, the substantive appears in'the plural form.

The above discussion gives the essgnge— of thg'
classification of the uses of the prepositionless Inst with
=’-v;,ébi a8 p:gg;ﬁteﬂ “in  the 1970 Academy Grammar. The main
':ritefig. used are the syntactic (morphological)
manifestations of case phrases with verbs. S:ch case phrases .
result from either strong government, in which case they are
obligatorily expressed in sugface structure, or weak
government, in which case they are @pf?anél. 7 Variéﬁf
government means that a case phrase, Ghethgr stfangly or
veakly governed, may appear in one of twod or more " forms.
Dual and muitiple Q§VEangﬁt means that a verb governs,
respectively, two or more case phrages.

) Under the various combinations of these government
types, verbs are divided into sﬁb!grgups; not on tfurtth‘
syntactic criteria, but rather on the semantic nature af:thirh
verbs. |

F. Veyrenc: Syntactic Analysis

~In his short article, "Sintaksiceskij analiz tvoritel'-

s

nogo pg&éia“’.‘ J. Veyrenc ostensibly gpprai:hes the study

of the Inst -in Russian from s syntactic point of viéw. Like"

"*’This article was translated from:the Prench, although my
references will be to the Russisn translation, published im
19771, T o '
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. Worth, discussgd above'*?,’ Veyéenc postulates-structural

types of sentences which include the Inst. There are nine

_major types, and a total of thirty sub-types.

Before embarking on the details of Veyrenc's article,

'hovever,.xt should be noted that the factors involved in the

' attretentiation'of'tbese'seﬁtenceétypes ‘are somevhat more

semantic than the title of the article implies, although
Veyrenc does. try to show that there is an underlying
syntactic hisis.- _ *-
Veyrenc's type I strﬁctytes are those "osnovannye na

inversii. diatezj' (1971: 130). Diathesis is, however, a

-

.podrly defined and understood term in linguistics. Pei 'and

' Gaynor's Dictlonary of Linguistics defines it thus:

“The relationship of the subject to the verb,
accordidg as the subject is the ageni or the‘ﬁarget
of the action. (In old grammars, diathesis vas’ used.
in the meaning of voice.)" ' d
This still leaves some Quéstion as tp its exaét,"
applicational meaning. The parenthetiéal comment, hovever,.
is correct -- "in fact, the term zalog 'voice' is .itself a
loan franélation from Greek ‘diatheslis /('dispositioni)'
(Schaarschmidt 1968: 7). Finally, perhaps somevhat more .

practigal than the dﬁctionary definition above, is the

‘@wcision of ZXrakovskij “nazyvat' diatezof sootvetstvie

Clenov predlozeni ja participantam situééii' (Xrakovskij
i .
1974: 13), which for him means the relatxoﬁshxp between the

- e dae G = - . ~----“--

'*2See .pages 143 - 148.

-
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Subject : Agent and thg (gri-iitié;il Bﬁjectr'g Objective
Case. Diathesis, in the sense ég.’VeyEgnc. seems to
cat:espﬁn&fta that of Xrakovskij, i.e. that the agent of a e
. sentence uéuglly appears as the subject, and the aﬁdectiye’
as a direct object. "Inverse of diathesis”. thus means o
more than passxvg,; "pseudo-passive,” or "reflexive." |

The first sub-group of this type is thus introdwced by
the :a—ent, "konstrukcii, zakljuéajudcie tjk'%iﬁ;ﬁgj
VGT]BGF] agensa'**, preéit;vljijgt soboj pi::ivnujui
transformaciju aktivnogo aberet;‘ (1971: 130);vThg other
' structures of type I- are, respectively, ? impersonal
Eﬁﬂstfuéﬁiénsi and impersonal co structions :;geifienlly
with prefixed verbs (of the type (225); dorogu zaneslo
i§5ﬂE§Eﬁf{ N . | o | A

Type II includes those uses of the Inst which may be
classified as Instrumental, or as the sﬁjgc:tafac:@mx
verb. The syntactic basis for this grouping is the fact that
these phfase: are, according to the author, the result of
the avarlapp:ng of simpler expressions, or of embedding.
Thus, examples of the fafi : . ’ N I

(243) oni zasejalil pole p&eniae , -

' they sowed the field ﬁxth vheat, . , . -

-]

result from the overlapping of mare si:plt‘scntggccij%i;ii

I - ' e
(244) zasejall gele + zase jal | gssnicu .
_ soved the field + sowved wheat, . ; -

in “both of vhlch the objects are in the Aée_ A similar -,

3
"‘The 1talics are mine.
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procedure derives examples._like
(245) stvol obros moxom 7
the trunk is over-grqwn with moss, -
vhich is formed from embedding, e.g., E : o

(246) stvol ob-(...) + mox ros
' “the trunk is over-(...) + moss grew,

The surface Ingt .fs found initially, h@ﬂ&é%ﬁ} as gan'
underlying Nom, and not an Acc as in the preceding example.

| Typé III, "socetanija, osnovannye na kondensacii dvuxh
bazisnyx vyska;_yvgnij_,‘ vhile similar to tyﬁﬂ'l. .has, at
“least for the t%:st suhigraﬁﬁ, partial identity between the
| two ozgéétk; The sentential derivation has two fﬁiffe:ent 
-, functions: first tﬁe deletion of identical words, and tﬁen
the change of ei?hg: a Nom or Acc into am)Inst. Thus,

(247)¢w{’!:;kmwn15 vsej sem’ej
the whole family is happy, .

is derived from onl/ radovalls’ + vsja sem’ ja radovalas’, by

vhzch procedure the Enllnw1ng e:nnple can also be e:pla;ned.

(248) onf oublll Tjudej millfonami
they ‘murdered people by the millions. ]
The second sub-qfcupg the Inst with adjectives, is not af?
concern to us heteE and the third, similar in function to
,o;&br type 111 expﬁissians; produces from on rubit and topor
“rubit ayconjugited form of (149),'nn-elg;. -

-

(249) on rubit (iasnu) to
he chiops (thi pine) wvith an :xe.
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*!:::plgg such as (145): p§VEPﬂut’sj$;ﬂaBﬂm,‘ar

(250) an‘éldlt spinsj k stene
he's SLttxng Hlth his back to the vall

are classed as the first sub‘graup of type IV -- ':a:etanxja'
tva:;tel nogo, osnovannye na skreplenii dvux “bazisnyx
vyskazyvgnij_' They are égfifea, for g;a;ple,r from
structures such as on sidit + spina k stene. The ‘:éééﬂd
sub-group, also an adnominal usage of the Inst, is formed in
a 1iké manner, and is exemplified by
(251) u menja kniga stofmost’ ju v sto ruble] —
I havg a book worth a hundred rubles.

Type V _are "socCetanija, dapustajuscie%;aktgiéenie pri
sektaral'nyx transformacijax." The Inst of means, place and -
time are- treated .together, meaning that examples (143):
exat’ beregom and (140): uexat’ rannej vesnoj, are
considered tcgether with |

(252) exat’ pﬁezﬂam

to go by train,
For these examples Veyrenc claims that th§ gérb exat’ fefms
a closed semantic fialé; and that these Inst phrases are
deeper structures within this field.. In (252) the Inst
paezﬁsﬁ is considered as a ]/ imitational sememe rgprgsgntinéa
the supplemental meéﬁs of Cﬂﬁwgyanﬁe.!;néider}v;s from the
deeper expression poezd fdet (the train gcesi Beregom of
(143): exat’ ﬂeriﬂﬂm 1: Itkewise considered to be pre:ent in

the semantic Eigld of exat’ as the "space covered."
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Rannej vesnoj, however, 'is natréart of the semantic
field of exat’, but rather represents a g§ﬁ§,gl sememe
characteristic  of any Véﬁﬁai functlon which oy be

considered tg be a process. Under this sehgne, Veyrenc

ccnéi&ers beregom and poezdom to be ]imitational, ihilek

—_— o e

rsnne; VESﬁDj is non-limitational. _
| Adnominal expressions of Eumnaﬁisén are Termed‘frﬁm the
combination of a quantifiéatxaﬁal and a quglitative sememe,
rgsulting,in Inst phrases such as |
(253) etazom vyse | s
ot a storey taller.
» ﬁ“Sa&etan1jaL staviie fia put' zaétyvanija‘ comprigse the
contents of type VI. Thus, (144): govorit’ éﬁamkim golosom,
is derived from two expressions. The latter of thgsg, the
Inst phrase, is taken from the same sgﬁqgtiéafield as the
verb. Since one must use one's voice to speak, (144)
represents the combination of the verb with the expression
golos gromk i f (hls voice is loud). | v R
Sentgnces v;th thg}reflgz;ve pgrt:cle SEbja! e.q.,
(254) ona xorosa sal:k::j : ,
she, herself, is beautiful, : r
are formed from the écﬁbingtien of two identical deep
structu:es == in this’ g:;ﬂp;e; “each »heing ona XEEoéa.
Veyfenc does not, haveve:, explaxn the necessity of having

the tié ‘Léentxcal deep gtructur;: in the f;rst plgce.

Another sub-group iﬂcludgs% those Inst . ixptelsians wvhich™

imply an increase or decrease of/the internal characteristic
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of the accompanylng substantive. Thzs is a use of the Inst —
with a substantxve, vh1§h expressions are not of cancgrn~ to
the present study. They are, however, represented by the

folloving two examples:

(255) pjat’ju vosem’
five times eight,

(256) durak durakom
a2 real fool 7
Lit.: a fool by a fool.
The final sub-group of type VI represents eiprgssiené which

have become completely and :ategafisally égtq e.g., 'g

‘ (257) begom bezat’
. to run
Lit.: to run at a run.
Types VII {Pa VIII are expressions "s fiksirovannym

" upravleniem." The' _fEirst group consists of non-reflexive

verbs, vwhile the second set comprises reflexive verbs.
Inclifded are verbs of control, e.g., (167): komandovat’
batal’onom; and verbs of supply, e.g., (151): ﬁaaﬁadftf
’ ordbnom Some verbs(’;hich govelrn two cases -- the Acc and
Inst -~ are oppeggd by dlgthesls. "External’ dlatpesis,‘
v whereby the noun’ hav1ng the objective relation to the v=rb

appears in the expected case, here the Acc, is- exemp;;fleé

by o } ke

\ A S L
(258) on brosaet kamn! =,;f;%ﬁ$,:tﬂﬁﬁgﬁﬂjiﬁﬁww$ﬁ,#g,*p

he is throwing stones,



(259) on dvigaet stakan , |
he moves the glass. —

"Internal diathesis," whereby the objective. substantive
seems more intimately associated with the subject,

‘supposedly accounts for examplés similar to these, namely,

(260) on brosast kamnjam!

he is throwing stones, | g
(261) on dvigaet pal’cem _
he moves his finger. -
The example, (155): maxat’ fukaml,"fhiéh also mﬁﬁifesﬁg
"internal diathesis,” is included in the subsequent
sub?group. ' /f . : — |
Verbs which ’;{low either the presence of an in;t
object, or the absence of one, comprise,ﬁhe next Esubhgfapgz
The verbs here, e.q., (216): stradat’ golovnymi bol jami, as
a rule seléct their- Ynst objects from the semantic field of
the verb itself. ’ : ,Jk
.Overlapping, according to Veyrenc, also ac:euntg for
structures like . |

(262) Jes gude] golasamf
‘the forest rang with voices,

which derives from qu oudel combined with golosa gudel|.
Type VIII, the reflexive counterpart of VII, has four
spbfg:Qupé.VThe fir#t consists of verbs vhich charaétéfize a
property which is. man1£est in the sub]ect af the sentence,
and is condxtxoned by the substant1ve appearing in the Inst

vxth the verb, c.g.,» (166): nasiakdat’sja muzykoj. The



second, a varignt "of the type exgmplifigéiby (245): stvol

obros- moxom, consists of prefixed verbs, giving, e.gq.,

(263) .on ob“elsja pirozkami ‘ -
he over-ate tarts,. .

or, as the prefixed reflexive correlate of (260), above,

)

(264) oni. pumukldyvalis’ snexkam| . : 4 R

they were pelting each other u1th snawballs.
The third sub-group consists of those vgrbslﬂ discussed on
page 156, from which the Inst cﬁlique object may become the
.subject of the non-reflexive form of the verb, ’e;gg,
vosxiééat’sja. »The _final sub-graﬁp is-fepresgﬁtgé by verbs
vhich 'take an Inst object with the reflex;vei form, but an

. Acc v:th the actxve correlates, e;g.,

they are changzng,places.

/£g§§) men jajutsja mestami/menjajut mesta

Veyrenc's final ma}n type represents forms of the

predicative Inst yhichﬁiave already been mentioned at sémef‘

length earlier. "
Veyrenc's classification - is  both syntactic and
semantic. Syntactically, 1like. Worth, he identifies Inst

environments, e.g., with passives, with nouns, as strongly

governed forms with both reflexive and non-reflexive verbs,

and in the predicative function. He also discusses Inst

forms tiat appear in another case (either Nom or Act) in a
- iilpler' statement, but vh1ch Pecome Inst through embedding

or contraction in/with anbther simple sentence. -

Ve
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Qﬁ the éther hand, his fifth group is detétiiﬂed by the
semantic - field of thg _governing verb, or the natufe of such
a ve:b . Thus, a conveyance or Spsge Inst mgy accompany a
verb of motion such as éxaf‘;‘ vhile 'a time Inst may
accompany any praﬂess verb. o
- G. Deserieva: Structure of Sgigntie Fields

| f. I.f'Deéerieva“‘ makes an attempt at a légical
analysis of cases and their semantics. Her principal aim is,
as the title of her book suggests, a comparative analysis of
the Russian and Chechen'®* cases. For this purpose she
éfépasgs the désignation of each case by the first letter of
; ﬁhe.RussianAngme for the case (thus 7 (tvor:) for Ihst),_ a
super-scripted ¢& - (for éheehen) or r for Ruggign,fanﬂ a
sub-scripted numeral for .each semantic Eunctfég of that
case., This is followed by the functional structure "(x)". -
>ﬁaugvefg since  the language%dgsignéting letter f is
unnecessary, as we are only inéerestea in the Russian data, .
ve will present DeSerieva's cases by the case letter and.
numerical indices, ,
- In vtatil, Deserieva defines twenty-three logical-
pﬁédicaté for the semantic field of the Inst in Russian,

vhere "semanticeskim polem paée;a fﬂnzyvgetsja scvakupnast'

"predikatov, opredeljajuséix ego znaéeﬂie {1974 3) The = -

= e e e A =

I ﬁussklx Qsdeiej
'*¢)A medber of the-Eastern branch of the North Caucasian

family of languages, Chechen includes the Ingush and T'ush
(Eats dialects.



177

first ten of thegg are af primary interest ta us, as they
represent the usage of the Inst with verbs (19?4: 174-75).
Although  some "of the following material may seem
repetitious, we include it for i&tef reference, éinee, for
the purposes of the classéficatian Qfé the 1Inst in
Contemporary Russian, this is the final vork which ve will
Adiscués in any detail, and 1t is aISQ vgry typical of the

modern Soviet studies of case.

- T, (x): "x forma priglagol'nogo kosvennogo dopolneni ja,

oboznadajuséego orudie i1i sredstvo, pri pomos&! kotorogo

'pﬁgfzvaditsjagudejstvié‘",“ Along with such _ concrete

examples as (149): rubit’ toporom, Des

structures with a more abstract means, such as

(266) unizat’ oskorblenl jami
to humiliate with insults

“She goes on here tc indicate that ™étot predikat peredaet

... OBNovnoe zna:en1e tvor. padeza v sovremennom russkom

literaturnom jazyke" and then adds that specialists in the

field of Slavic linguistics "utverzdajut, é¢to &to =znacenie

tvor. padez imel uZe v praslavjanskom jazykei‘ .

'*,(x): "x forma priglagol'nogo kcsvennaga dopolnenija,

uto&njajuitego predmet 111 oblast’, na kotoruju

Fasmﬁstﬁaﬁjaetsja ae jsfv ie

includes .g:gmplgs (135)* Fukavadlt zahjatijaml (137): on

“’The 1t511c5s1n thxi and the following def1n1ticni are
mine.

rieva includes

This meaning



_Intransltive verbs.

interes_etsja sportom, (138): zéﬁfnat’sja sportom, (167):
Kkomandovat * batal ‘onom, and

(267) gordit‘sja det’'mi ,
to be proud of one's children:

' The' Inst case vith this meaning is used primarily with

T.(x): . "x  forma  Joglteskogo sub”jecta dejstvija

T v s;raégtelfny: oborotax," e.g., (135): pis‘mo bylo ﬁapisaﬂé
Ivanom (or karandasom). Dederieva adds that ‘in the

contemporary language this is the singﬁla: - means of
expressing the logical subject of passive constructions, but

that this is not historically so, In manuscripte of the

FXVIII C., for example, the parallel form, expresszng the

loglical susject, vas derez + Acc.

T.(x): "x fcrmaipﬁedikativncgé ¢lena imennogo skazuemogo, "

or, simply, the predicative Inst, e.g.,

(268) on stal kommunistom : B C—
he became a communist. T .

&

"T«(x): "x forma priglagol'nogo obsto jatel 'stva pri&iny, "

4
eogo,

(269) on smelost’ ju svoej geroem stal
he® became a hero because of his brmrery,»

P N

"in  which we have the cause, represented by the Inst phrase

smelost’ju svoej, combined with a "sentence” which already

contains an Inst, namely (203): on stal gerocem. This

' *
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 juxtaposition of tvdpfgpcsiti@nless Inst phrases within the
‘same prépaéiﬁian is very unusual in the 1literar ry language.
Moreover, the 1Inst of cause, Deser;eva writes, is rarely
used in the cente:poéa’ry Slavic 1§nguages_ In place of this

meaning of the Inst in RuSEigp, the following constructions

are often found: jz-2a + Gen; S +° Gen; ot + Gen; and .

il
po + Dat.

T.(x): "x forma priglagol'nogo abstojatel’stva mesta,

atveéajuiéeéésja. ‘vapmsy: PO hkakomu puti, derezx kakoe

gpf’éstﬁaﬁstQ pﬁ:isxcdif dviZzenie?" (143): exat’ beregom and
thg like are e;amplgs. Along with the Inst in this mganxng,

cerez + Acc is also faund, e.g., —_

(270) krov’ xlynula ggr'lmft’.‘:er'ez ?ar‘
blood gushed through (h;s hroat.

- T,(x): "x forma pri(r!'g’al'nagé obstojatel 'stva vre%meni;'
[ ' .

which we gaée already\seen as (140): wvexat’ rannej vesnoj

and as the'advefbial forms of (170), e.q., Iétamfrdnem, etég

T.(x): "x forma priglagol'nogo e&st@jstel’st\{g mery,

kokiCestva," as in (178): Jletjat stadami! pticy, and

(271) pif" vino stakananm| .
to drink wine by t\é g%

The Inst with this meaning is normally used with verbs of

motion (cf. also (190): bari tjanulis’ rjadami), but it is
: t
not excluded with verbs with different semantics, as in the
) . o N, . '
example above and the further example Deserieva gives,
o
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namely,

(272) pet’ guetom ” | -
to sing (as) a duet. ‘

T, (x)s 'x forma priglagol’'nogo aﬁstajatéi’stva obraza 11
.Sposoba dejstvija so znadeniem predmeta SPaVHEﬁijéxif!f_j;
pwevra§éentja, e.g;, (15?): letet’ streloj, and R
_ (273) obernut’sja dobrym molodoem
to turn into a finerysung man.
This ‘particular function -  e§pe:ia11y as in (177) -- is
found primarily in’ folktd&és (byliny, . skazki, and
lamenta;ioné), and is very rare in contemporary 11te:ary or
scientific works. It is usually used with _those verbs
siénifying the _sounds or movements’ of animals and the

éinging of birds.

T,o(x): "x formq.ﬁriglagoi'nogo abétejatei’stva abraza 11i
sposoba dejstvija, xarakterizujuséego dejstvie glagol'nogo
skazuemogo bez sravnenija ego s dem-1ibo (1] s kem1ibo."
This group iﬁcludgs (175): pet’ fal’cetom; (252): exat’

&

poezdom; and .
7374) idt i Sagom .
to walk (go on foot) .
B ‘ ~ '

wlth the sole exceptxon of T.(x) == the predicative Inst --

these teﬁ groups also have dxrect cafrelates with deverbal;
‘no-inals, carrying the exact ueanxngs as given abevg. This

sct of nine tunctzons comprises Deserieva's T..(x) tu T.-(x)
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fespectivélgf ‘;

| The prepositionless Inst is also used with adjectives .v .
-- in éxﬁressigns like (256): durak durakom -- as the form
of the adverb of measure with' the canpéfgtivé degree of
adjectives or adverbs, and as “féfma' nesoglasovannogo
opredelenija . pri iuiééstvi;el‘nén; . sootnosimom
s prilsggtel'nyn,‘Ag_g_. o

(275) bogatyr’ teloslozeniem
a Hercules by body-build.

Deserieva identifies both syntactic environments and

semantic meanings in her analysis. As regards , the
prepositionless 'Insﬁ vith verbs, her analysis has ten
logical predicates. Two of thése afg: yntactic -- the Instl B
kith passives, and the éreéigaéivéi Inst. Tvc: more ‘aré |
strongly —related to the semantics of the verb, specifying
the implement used in theiaetion, or the field (sphere) of
the acﬁian_ The remainin§ six predicates are all adverbial,
indicating cause, place, time, measure, mode (by comparison .

with something else), and mode (without comparison). -

H. The Contemporary Instrumental: A Summary

‘ 1f we set aside for the moment the transformational
classifiégéiéns.'gfé thé‘fausgian‘ inség ve find that the
méjarié}iéf.Ehel%}assificataiy‘1i£g£a£ure Qﬁ-vthiéf éuhjeét 
shovs a low degree of correlation. Haiﬁ such wvorks listf

. with guaii:é:intic or dyntactic labels, general functions of

4



the Inst. Thgga gives only a limited in:iggt into the
specific factors that may condition the usage of the}jnét.iﬁ
any given phrase or sentence.

0f the purported semantic cl;ssificatians, for example,
Deserieva, discussed immediately above, with’ "'her
aiﬁhi*nﬁiéiie rather than verbal labels, is typical. The
.implication of her system is th;ﬁ the 23 Inst typess‘giégn
are :sufficigﬁt to identify every ﬁs: of that case ,jin

Russién. Ten such predicates are considered sufficient for

verbs. The Academy Grammar of 1954, on the other
;’”tffigg only seven of the latter 1Inst types in
* Volume I, and even fewer, five, iﬁ Volume II. &

The reader might well ask for an explanation of this.
low carfelgtian; vithin such a limited field of data. This
explanation is fai}ly straightforward. Certain functions,
.such as that of the pﬁaduséﬁ' of - the actfon in passive
the other "labels" given for the functions of the Inst are
rather imprecise, _howvever; which leads to the lack of
?g:gemeﬁt manifest on the éafi of most séhélﬁrs as to the |
exact placement cf‘:gffain examples of inst usagé_ Thus,
example (269): on smelost'ju svoej gercem stal, does not
seem to have an exact pléeg in . the classification of .
Véiuié 1 of ihg'Aéademy'Gfgnmar;'Siﬁilariy.»that volume's
Inst of qualiffc?ficﬂ; as characterized by (148): . égaf"
sCitajut 1uEEim udarnikom, does not seem to have any direct

correlation with Deserieva's classification. -



(A}

. really represents a

He;ring in mind that scholars do not fully agree. on the
ig:ﬁing: and functions of the Inst, let us nanathél:;s
review the classifications which hawe hjenrgrepﬁ:idfén a
structural or transformational basi 7 )

The; tvo main structural varahere are those of Harth
and Veyrenc, but the ttnn;fa:;ntlangl material prejiﬁfiaiiﬁi
the 1970 Academy Era!gnr should also be :tntxaned Worth, as
discussed earlier (pages 143% - 148), a:tu;lly éeéar not
categorize the Inst case per SE-;: much as its syntgcéic

environments. Thus, one separate grouping, ostensibly for

the Inst, is its usages in sentences with refie:ive’verbg

7§ﬂd a second substantive in the Nom. Tva grﬁﬁpings are

h_f

Inst, and’the other with an Inst and an Acc. Active verbs.

&8 opposed to eflexi ves and i-pirsannli, manifest three

canbinatiaqs vith the Inst. In each such combination thef;

is a rioun in the Nom -- serving as the active subject of the

verb -- iné an Inst phrase. In the first type thg Inst is

-

: rnlevgnt‘ta verbs in the impersonal form -~ one with juit an

unmadlfledgA in the second, it has an abliga;afg ldji2€i¥i§>

and in théthiréi there is an additional gubstantive-in. the,

Acc. The question which arises from this is whether this

ifichtion of thg..lﬁif__éfgréf

-]

s iqeluﬂcé some

- Svedova, in the 1970 Academy :
semantic ‘iﬁfﬁri:tian with her trgnifnr-itiannlly—h:lcd
, ) ;

¥
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classxfxcat:on of the Inst The ualn thrust of thxs approach

g ﬂ1s the determxnatzon of the p0551b11e tnansformatzbns of the.

L)

Anom:nal \Irom the Inst phrase 1nto an 1ndependent Nom. thle
. this COUld have son bear1ng on the 1nterpretatton\ of the
: /"f‘jseman£;cs of such a phrase, the 1nformatxen is not fully'
fusefuI\ sante }n some 1nstances this Nom 'qan_ become the
‘f?squect .‘

can be. consﬁbered‘gather poverful semant;cally. e.g., from

(132)- ':Qq ;Zzet xleb . nozom, it p0551ble,_ with

qu€1111cat1ons, to‘ﬁive 8. s1m1lar structure, .e.;'

L
. . - e e - . . e . __.__. .
A A N '
.- o7 Nnngy ‘
.

N—TFr6) nox. rezet xjep 1 G o ia-.'- -
the knlfe cutstbread _-“;'ﬁ' '
Qi'”.e.whilé\'fﬁ\ others it can’ only 3ecome a Nom with a passive

participle, as.in (212)' tank upravlaem In such an event

t
.

one could argue that the Nom, while indeed 1ndependent, is

not of the sameustatus as a Nom which is the subject of an

- .

] .
active verb. - .
A second form of  supposed ttansfotmhfional variance

4. 4

vﬁich Svedove, lists "is that between various types of case
phrases. This approach however, is flawed in two . ways.

R, Flrst, Svedova.occasxonaLlyzassngns one verb to two mytually

R

eic}usiye %yﬂﬁgctie types, e.g,, variant and invariant. -
. Second, she has indirectly shown that sementics must play.a
- role in such case aés1gnments., (241): _tudostbil .studentku'
pnavltel’stvennqj' na;w%xkx] is. but one example uet a
semantxcal}y anomalous output from Svedove's theoreticai

discussion. Nonetheless valuable information on the meaning

aneactzve verb in vhxch event the transfor-atxon o
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= \ = : = | »h‘:;

. =

ef the Inst can bg gleaned from some of the varinble sufface_f

nanifest&tlens. : T SRR o A -

- 3
e - - i

- Veyrenc hasrused A more balanceé gppfcach to the Inst,

tl!BSlleng the data g:card1ng to semantics, the syﬁta: of

the env;:aﬂment and sentence emhedding and reduction. This

latter aspect of his thea:y.x1ll prove to be . appllcablg ;}b

“the dlseussign which Eollaus. ' L L . .
PR - ) . o

As can  be ~seen, even vwvorks - astensibly gpplyiﬁg!!'

syntactic criteria for the classification of the Inst in

Russian do npt_;shai any  high éegrea of correlBtion,

although, af”c?ufse\ there are similarities.

LY

. While we dq not claim. to have presented an exhaustive

¥ .

" study - of ‘the " various classifications -- semanti¢' and

. : b
syntactic ~- of the Inst case in contemporary Russian, wve

have "attempted to present the reader vith an overview of

some of thé“: multifarious . functions anﬁ typical -

, e w
classifieatiéns»‘vhieh have been given by several. s:halars,

including the .éimilgriti and differences amang’ the;e.
During the discussion of the Inst which follows latgrE more

data vill of :eu:ge,' be given, and thg:\prgsent data

expanded. : »
) . . . . ; 5
Y
R
&
, _ . N :
o e, bt e . 4y - St .%‘*:".’}'ﬂi'ﬁ*‘h'{ = femiass
\ con s
ff., < - <
- A ,
Eal .
. ! - =
4

s

e



I._An Historical Digression

-
]

- In-the preceding sections of this chepter ve ,examined

. ’ v

1
186

N -

the ~various functxcns of the 1Inst _in Russian within a

| 'synchronic framevork The works vere presented more or less

in. the chronolog1ca1 order in whxch they vere publlshed.

Studies whose primary focus~vas the Inst frqm a diachronic

\d

\_vpoipt . of view, or which dealt vi;h'thil»ﬁépic‘in the Slavic

languages in general, were not included. Let ys fow exagine .

some. t’ matetial mcluded in these mvestlgatmns into
the historical manifestations of the Inst, ) and some
developments in 6ther languages of thie family which differ

‘from thoée in Russian, we\will ;~\féve11 on 'those' ﬁses‘ of

- )the Inst which are st111 extant in. contemporary Russ1an, but

g

will 1nclude specxtxc devefbpments which may have some
explanatoDY‘ xnpnqt on the.guost:on of the conte-porary use
of the prepos1txonIess Inst. '

First, let us preface this discussion with a general

| remark.on cases in OY¥ Church Slavonic. As our interest lies

vith * the prepositioniess Inst, it is woyth noting that '

'Be;predloinye,padeii~§ podavljajuscem éihséve sluéeev

oboznaéajut c1sto sintaksic¢eskie razlic¢ija, tak kak eti

_ padezx, buQuc1 formam1 ob'ektov, zaﬁTmajut razpye pozzc11 po

otnosenxgu k glagolu eve i [oni] svja

Yy otnoseniem ..Q

kotoroe predstavljaet sobocj ne oppoz'cxju, a kontrast"

(lodova 1911: 80) . Concadernng ehio,'it is
surpr1sxng that Xaburgaev, 1n a standar text on OCS, should

‘point - out that the preposxt;onless Inst'vas used almost

“in the least



”
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" exclusively with - verbs, although its use with nominals and

£

adjectives derived from \fr"bs vi’s glsa mss;ble (Xaburgaev
1974: 378). ) |

' The ge.ngral mgéning for all uses eﬂ.the p’fgpasitienlgss

- ‘Inst in OCS va£ abstajatel’stvennse gﬁaéen}e sredstva
~ soversen| ja dEJvaija,x' including direction and time

ygxptgssiops_-vh;gh serse as a means of Fealizing a gjvén ;

. ‘action (Xaburgaev: 378). However, the means .of completing

éhe action~c$nabe interpreted in a Qery broad sense, and-can
include 'Spec1al1=1rgvannoe orudie, sredstva peredvizenija, -
'odequ, ljuboj - naedusevlen;}j prgdmeti _ ;ast' tela;'
abstraktnoe ééngat;g, zivotnoe, i daze lico i(vse

v kantétnom“ {sic] i perenosnom" znaéenii)" (Baugrova 1963

291): I G

Ip‘t_eres;inglyE Bernstejn has :ens}de:ed, the Inst cf
instrument in ea?lier ‘varieties of Slavic to be trlpgrtxtgf*
in nature, hnving specifically the nuances éf implement of
means, and of assistlng material ok ccﬂtent (1958: 77). The’

' behavzour of each of these three aspacts 1is not fully

parallel, however. ‘ -
- The 1Inst of implement can function with several types

of_nverbs,-'includiﬁg absolute tfahsitiveé, e.g., (138); -~

Ablsat’ (pis’mo) kgﬁandasam?ivEEbs vhich take the same. case

configuration whether used as transitive or 1ntran51t1ve

 (v1th cg,ia1n objects, guch as. ‘body parts), e.9.,.

<



example, two-thirdsvof the preépo

(277) ff“jasff m QJiQ! _ _ _
¢t to shak one's hend , -

either transitive or intransitive, e.g., _
4 - . . ’

(278) &elknut’ bldom

~ "s@ crack the whip, .
(279) &elkn ég@ po nosu - *
to gi " him a flick on the nose;

and, finally, verbs which .are always 1ntrah51t1ve, ané fnr

vhxch the In;t aerves as Ehe ebje,'
or é&ate of the ve:b is reallzgd, e.y., }l§§) maxat’ rukam

(Bernste{? '1958: P2-93)- o e

There is, however, an - exception to the use of the
¥ i

. prepositionless Inst with ‘the meaning of imglement ‘and that

is the Eallcving (Hra:ek 1964: 30):

-

(280) Iavrt’ rybu s brednem
to ¢ teh flsh vlth a drag net

thraugh Wwhich the aeiﬂgn'

" verbs which, with 8 change‘ln the case configuration, can be o

r;

-/

”

‘The use of the pfgp@:1t1an S he:e, vhether by accident or

not'*’, is nnneEﬁeIess not surprising, for that p-rtzculnr

\.

preposition is by far thezmajt common preposition with t@e .

Inst .in historical (and m

Inst, and a full one-third,of all Inst occurences in-the

Lavrent’ évskaja letopis’ (Fréeman 1973: 70).. Morecver, it

"'The examples here are glven in Ecntempgrary Russxan for +

. ready comparison with other examples a)ready given. They
refer, however, to reconstructed forms.
'*°*We could assume that its use here represents a comitative
function. :

rn) »té:gs; comprising, for -

tional occurrences of the



'has also been shovn for OCS that s bespredloznym tver.

cere@uets;a~ poct1 tol'ko tver. s predlogom Sl; eBauérova

1963: 288) The influence of the preposition s in other

Slavic 1anguages is more pervasive than in Russlan. In both

Czech and Slovak fpr exanple, the Inst of Implement is

,/7being realized more and more through tﬁe use -of thic

. preposition (Isacenko: 97) - ) - o, T

The Inst of means can be replaced by a vhole senes”

pPrepositional phrases, quite unlike the Inst of implemert
Even in OCS, when the meaning was mode of transporfatlnr
prepositional phreses in v and na +- Prep were alresdy
replacing the prepositionless- ‘Inst in ;his function
(Xaburgaev 1974 378)5 and in all the SLfv1c languages this
process is still active, most comnonly vith the preposition

na; and less so with v (Bernste)n=~97)\ Moreover, in Russian

)

this 'proéeSS is complete vhen the means of transport is’

an;mal or non-mechanized device, such as telega (cart),

.. 189

"Fun;§1on111y, 1t may be said that the_ Iné% of means is

lodka (boat), and holjaska (carrxage) (op. cit 98), e.g.,

(281) exat’ na koljaske/‘kolj&dtoj vros
to qo by carriage.

gradually being replaced by the Inst of mode of action,

which is not classified by Bern#tejn as-a form of the Inst '

of instrument.

’L

“ow e Inst of ass!stma mter'iar or wntent is nomn!

used only vxth transxtxve or retlex1ve verbs, and hot’vith

1ntrensxt1xes (Bernstejn: 35}). However, there is a series

M
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of Verb Inst éans;fu:tians which te closely connected with
this function, but which Contain intransitive verbs. This

includes the verbs dy3at’ (to breath), kipet’ (to. boil),
. ) . . ¢

o :

sijatf (to, shine), ete., with which the Inst ‘serves to-. !

-indicatg the Substance with which the action is teglzzeé In

this functign, the Inst may be cans;dereﬂ ts be some sort of

. =
=

also.

Instrumental canst:uctiaﬂé'used vith impersosal ‘Vverbs
, are very rare in the bld Slavic texts (Freeman 1973:
'

L)

137- 38), and thus the carpus of data is too small to gain

ﬁ\—.

any teal insights. As a ,sultg,:-e will ignore the few .

examples that are extant, but it is worth noting that in
Contemporary East Slavic languages, the use. of the
pPrepositionless Inst w~ith impersonal constructions is a

productive process. The prepositionless Inst is found in

‘West Slav1c,‘but this is no longer a productive phenomonon.
' Another “important aspéét of this>diécussi3ﬁ, however,
_18 the function cf the Inst to 1ndicate the Jogical d!uﬁjecf

t
(agent) of the action in the pgisive mood. Unlike ialt other

functions af.theAInst, the agent has reallzedlmgny d;fferent
nanifzstatiens both diachronically and synchronicall y

A8 véi“*ﬁeﬁtianeé in' the Aiscussion ®of i fieva.
derez + Acc uas used 1n R9551gn documents bf thelXVIII C. to

enpress thiz ‘concept, but thet ia: &-later Qevelopment, for

in OCS the form that appeared almost exciu:ively vas that of

OTS + Gen., but this applied only to animate logical

'-.;ab)co:’ the verb u-uumra 19&3- '293),. as i:: may be in f:sr



“Subjects, e.g., - e L
L ) '7 o ;; _ f{
(282) KRISTAAXQ SE ... OTS NEGD 7 “+ .
(he was) baptized ... by Mim, o
(253) FﬁSiLAN‘ 0TS BOGA ' o
seént by God. s -

Thus, there was a true dichotomy in the passive, whereby

theére eaulﬂ be litgge quastian as to- ih;ﬂﬁ form :ePresented f

the lagienl Subjeet of the verb, or Ehe fac;l;tat;ng

H
]

instfu:ent, e!g_i

(zan EUDMITI mzsm o ‘.

to cut vzth a kn1fe, T .
l 4

havever, an\Inst of per5ﬂn might seem to be pcss:blé, e.qg.,
(;35) DA VIDIMI - Eaxh't cmvgm -
: that they will be seen by men. !
- This ezaiple. havever is not a ccunter example, siﬂ:é

'eiperiencgg verbs af the type sée hear, etc., do not tgke
 agents. . )
o This state fafrsffaifs is still represented in many of
the Slavié langu;ges; While literary épssian only allows the

prepositionless Inst as the. logical subject af passives, the

B ’f LIS
North Russian d;alects use Uy + Gen to e;preas the anxn:te,-

4
agent of a passive verb"" Slovene, historically, followed

%

this patternir but now both people and things are expressed
in this funé;ign by ot + Gen. Ot is also. used in several . .

" langiages © fo¥ the 'éﬂin;te” subject {n Ukrainian and

- e e =

''ePor & full discussion of this phenemenen SEE—TiEEEElEKE,
1975

s
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sr . ‘x -
Belorussian; iﬁ::Upﬁef and Lover = Sordian as wot; and i

Bulgarian fith_gn undeclined NP, but many use gxpressaans
with the Acc alse, similar to the XVIiII C usage af éerez in
Russian. Polish and Czech -use. przez and sknze, + Acc

respectively in this function. Along with : the: use of

wot + Gen in both Sorbians, Uppet Sarblan has (archaically,

at least) phez + Acc for trﬁe’iﬁsfFEMEﬁt!!E?“f; The " géneral

CLe A g .
significance of the above data is that while most of the
Slavic languages ng_prgpaéitiaﬂél phrases to express an
animate logical sﬁﬁgéét of a pass;gg e:p:g55;cn. Russian

uses the.prepc;xt;anless Inst alone.

iThe Ingt of placé in. Slavic has three 'ipessiible
é"meaﬁzngs,§ i.e. traversed Spase path and opening fh'il' / of
which enly the, first two are productive 1n Russggni All

‘these forms have alternatives with preg@s; ional phrases.

Traversed space in CSR can Me expressed by &erez + Acc, as

it can giith .Equivglent para{léls in the other Slavic
1anguages.i With the meaning of path, Russ;an may also use

fgsﬁ% + Dat, while in Serbo- Craatxan, Ukrainian, ‘Belerussi:n,

and all the West Slaviellanguages use po + Loc. The meaning

of opening.is only found in modern Russian in such rare
~examples as (270): krov’ xlyﬁulé gorlom, which has the

péraphfage Cerez gorlo (Bernitejn: 246ff). This function of
r’ ¥ * k) : E

’ Qpenihg vaé represented 1in ocCs. It vas restriéted ev%ﬂ,#E.,yg

that t;mg, hovever, occurring only with preflxed verbs. The

S e i -

**'Schaarschmidt (1978) is the source of sene of the data in

this pf&cedlﬁg paragraph

¥
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pg:iphrasergf this ’stfuctufé in 0OCS \é:§ a phrase vith
SKVOZE, but this was more rare than the prepositionless Inst
(Xaburgaev 1974: 381), |

The Iﬁst of time histﬁrlcally d1spl§yed tvc mganxngsi
the time span during which the actian occurred, and the tine
.at the moment GF the action. Thz first of these, hﬂievgrg is
‘1,5 ing gfaund being replaced in general by the Acc, :éithér

u;th or without a prepasltian (Berndtejn: 244).;

It was mentioned earller that some sshclars écnsiéergé
‘g;¥hea*£ari! dnem, . utrom, etc. to be lexical adverbs, rather
) , - - - . ,
than morphological Inst forms''?. Such an hypothesis ‘is not

unreasonable, since in the Slavic languages in gené:alf=the"

exact  function of such Inst forms is verygeaﬂfgsedi For

gxgiplé, in the ﬁeanzng of moment -of fimeg' Serbo-Croatian

and éggchv can use thgvfarm subbotoj (on Saturéay), wvhile -
‘Russian c?hnatfrﬁussian: however, has the above forms, g,g.,v
dneﬁ, which are nct used .in C;esh‘i;th this meaning, while
V%Sefbagéraaﬁiah uses the old form of the Inst [-stems (op.
elt.: 229j134)i~ We can ghgérséye lighﬁ on th§:1attg: usage
. in 5325?*Cf9§tihﬂg and on the hyp@th?sis’af such fséjs-being'
'iﬁﬂeggﬂdent iexical entries, by_exgﬁining'thg OCS treatment
of this nater:gl | |

In OCS there was a éistiﬁéiien between the advefbial

forms of some: ef thggg wafds, ang the Inst fatm per se. In - ;

- - —

ocCs, fa:‘ g;ampleE the paraﬂ;gmatje ‘Inst form of DUNb is

“‘Th:l vas flf!t mentioned here- v:th feference to the 1954
L::d:!y Grammar on page 140. 5 :
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‘DONOMS., - ﬁovevet, the adverbial form of this word,

corresponding to an ansver; to 'the question,- “ghen?" . is

3

DINSJQ. 1In  fact, there was no. confu51on between these tvo

- forms. The parad1gnat1c Inst "form "v- st.-sl. tekstax

s dannym ottenkomv vremennogo :

znalenija ne VStreéaetsji'
| . : ~ N
(Bauérova 1963: 290).

*“The final aspect of the Inst which ve will mention here

. is the so-called Inst,cf_Cause. Betnétejn' points out that

..' . , . - . . . .
" this form of the Inst was used most of' with intransitive

¢

verbs,»zndxcé‘kng the state or‘hctxon evokzng or. block1n9

the action of the ‘verb, e.g., (160) UMIPat’ golodom In
Do
nost Slavic languages, hovever, this structure has been

replaced by so-e foru of prepos1txonal phrase, e.g., i .

.

(286). naéall umirat’ ot goloda .
(they) started to starve (die from hunger)

Remnants of the historical Inst of cause are rarely found in

the literary- languages now, but do exist in several dxalectsﬁf(“

(op. .cft.: 159). The re-xnterpretatxon of this case may ‘be

»one teasqn' for this change, for 1n.exauple (160) the Inst

phrase is now considered to Be an ebstract Implement. 1n

’

- ocs, a nparallel construction vould have been construed a8

the Inst of cause, cf.
(287) AZY ZE GLADOMS GYBLdU

I am dying fr hunger/starvzng

(Xaburgaev 1974: 380). R

-
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This ehaptef has . g;vgn the readgr a broad p;eture of .

the se-ant1¢ gné syntactiz zamplex1t1es af the Ru551an Inst,

'a ‘case vhlch,ias pgznteéaeut in the 1nt:aéucticn, comprises-

less :than (0% of the case forms in " the 11t ry lingugge;_

~Hanethglessié'dé5piﬁe its limited ugage. in statistical

terms, it is capable of expresslng humerous semantle

relatlans and nuan:es, alang w;th serv1ng spez1f1c syntactlc

funztians in beth active and with pag51vg :Qnstructians. It

cgnf -bg seen that thefe are few immediately cbviausg
‘:affespenaeﬂ:es between these. funct;aﬂs and Ehe é:s;
categories prcpgsed unﬂerl £heﬁ various ~theories of zéﬁe,
. gfammarf and that there are several areas of signiiicaht

d1vergence between thg functions of the Russian Inst and

thase of English, which vere discussed in the preceding

chapter.
J I

[

4 e i
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VI. ?h:aritiéii ?iSEﬁiliéﬁiaf the Russian Instrumental -
" We -have, &o far, - examined early ‘case theory, TGG
theories of ;gsgigrgmma:;: the | vgriaus theoretical
. ' ' LT , _-
explanations that have been proposed for batbithe deep and

- surface Inst .in (pfiiarily) gngllsh " and ‘the nunerausr

classifications that scholars HEVE given for the ‘Russian =

~prepositionless Inst.
- Our’ task, for the, remainder t:f this wofk, '111 bg to

synthe51=e the cand;txans and Eactcrs undérly:ng thg actual

usage of, this prep@s;t1cnlegs case in Rgss;an withlthe,

\
“theories which-have been prcpﬂseé Ear case in lgnguage “in

- ,
ggne:al. In this way we shall"gttempt to prav1ée an
indication of some of the features vhich must be included in

an ~gttempt to provide an explanatcrily satisfactary theory

-

It has been mentlaned in several pla:es earlier that
Ethe basic meaning of the sufface case Inst in Rugsian, asg in
Bnglish, is that ag.the instrument or the [mplement used for
tée Feslizatienref the action described in the lexical verb.
‘Such vgrﬁs ‘usually !havg aniaffesfive relationship towards
the objective substantive. ‘One eangiég summary {af this’
meaning, which has beenréuégested, is the following: i
‘Kéﬁirgtnae real’'noe znacenie 'ériaija éejgtviji,
imeet torma t%ﬁfitel‘ﬁggé** p&éeié‘"d:'fﬁiiéaﬁfj”” e
konkretnyx predmetov pri glagéia;, ‘abagngéajuiéii

mexan iCeskoe vozdejstvie, sozidanle, razruenfe,

196
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.
Fiziééskae prea@razﬁvgﬁie"" (Espcva 1979 4).
It is -with this vcrking definition that J?villAbegint
our in=éepﬁh examination of the vafléus surface

manifestations' of the €nst, rand of the factors caﬁdltzcnlng

such uses. We will beg;n v th this narrow meaning ef the .

Inst, and include other relgvant material as we proceed.

. t -‘ ' ) - oo# ‘,
A. The Instrumental of Implement e

«  First, we should like to stress that we pEefer to ' use

. the -EEFH . Implement rather - than instrumenf to  avoid

confusion between the general case, or case cgncept: Inst,

and one of that case's pfimafy meanings, namély the

implement as the- "instr-ment" which is used td carry out thé

- =
2 i

actfcn af the verb.

In . the ehaﬁtgr on Instrumentals in English, jﬁq,

intfeﬂueéé a typical example for this meaning of the gﬁﬁt,

ice. ’

(288) Seymeu::cut'the salami with the knife.

" There 15, as cited in the previous :haptgr, ‘an appréximatk
Ruisian parallel ta ‘this with :espect to the basic mean;ngs

afithg arguments, i.e.

(289) on reZet xleb nofom e L e
he cuts bread with a knxfs. . '

'g@ﬁe transformational test, vhich is 1ntenﬂga ta shgw

* the implemental meaning more clearly, is suggestea by Lakaff

Tt ’The 1talu:s grt\ mine.

.. MJJ; m
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U
3

for the English example.'it'resultgﬁih,

o

This sentence, unfort nately; does not 'have=¥anv'equfvaient

in Russian. ! P A Qirect parallel
R / N i . . : . l
tganslation‘might{be o S f

" . . ‘ . .
H . o . *

K 291) oniospor 'zdvalsja noéom c‘:toby por'ezat’ xleb
, he used a knzfe jxn order) tglcut the bread,

but this example q?ﬁs not have the sadﬁ semant1c read1ng as

";he s1mp1e infinitive strudture ‘of the English version.

Rather, fhe Rusplan equxvaleﬁbs of Engl1sh "use" in this

-sen‘e ate reflexxve,ltake an Inst, and translate roughly as

"to assist - onegelf (with).".Moreover, the. Russian sentence

uses a-dbndi;iokfr subordinate clause,ffnd:not an infinitive

-

‘phrase. Thus, a- parallel -structure, beafing a similar

‘surface syntactxc form. to Lakoff's, must “ be consxdered

semant1¢a1}y different in  Russian. Thiy ‘shows that

transformatxonal tests £ronvohe21eﬁqhtge, ﬁesigned to reveal - -

functional inform&tibn_’ about certain aspectd of that
: a . o - :

language, canhot always be. usea iﬁﬁenrlinguietically.

. Nonetheless, ~we will examine other such'matefialf’but will

o . LY
maintain a degree of.caution.

’

~ Another transfbrmation of ~ Inst phrases *n Engl1sh is-

that whereby the Inst o& an active sentence can betome the

Hsg_b_;ec\t ‘of the verb '_o_f 1:hab’g sentence._ A fpreviouslzy,
’ ject of = o L OUS.

~

introduced eiample,

i

[
l()"‘
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(14) the key opened the éear, !x-; |
is ﬁsqplly considered to bir;a partial transform of a
- sentepce like, ) '

-

(15) John opened the door with a key.

The Russian equivalents, in reverse Qrééf, are
(292) Ivan otkry! dver’ Kkl judom,

(293) *klju® otkryl dver’.
‘Notice that only the first of these is acceptable, while the.
second is not. Grammatically, (293) represents, a correct

' sentence, .buf ,sem&ntica11y~a{F Viggpnfglicitaug“‘ (unless

.some sort of self-motivatiaﬁ!islimplied);
v It is interesting, however, that while the present
tense equivalent is acceptable in English, it is somewhat

less s0.in Russian:
(295) The kiy(opcn; the door,

(296) ?KIju& otkryvaet dver’. -

The most acceptable variant of (zéé) seems to be

(297) eétim ki juctom otkryvaetsja dver’
g with this key the door opens,
~2

''*Note the felicitousness of

(294) kiu¢ otkryval dver’, . o - , L
but not, however, as a paraphrase 6f the perfective sentence
vith Ivan as subject. ‘We will not ‘deal with aspect at any
length, but as is evident from this example, aspect. may,
indeed, be a contributing factor to the felicitousness of
such sentences.

Ed
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prev1aus example, representing the subjectivallzitlan of the “
Inst. daes not prevldg a su;table pgraphfase for the .agtlve
sentencei>!

Let us examine some furéﬁér data. Similar to ;h; t;a*
basic examples gbéve/afe the following: f:is ’ o ;

(298) noz rezet xleb, L N S0 SRR P I

the knife cuts breaé e L
(299) ﬁai rezal xlsﬁ
. the knife cut thg bread.

Although here too there is subjgﬂtlvallgatian of the Inst,
bcth Ehe present tense and the past tense versions are
ac:epﬁgble, unlike >(29§) and ' (296). 'What explains this
phenomenon, whereby parallel Russian sentences are'éivén o
different readings for fellcxtausnesst ‘

Let us first mention a 1imitatian Sn the Eﬁglish
sentences (14) and,(295). which seem grammatically correct,
We can modify (15) hy adding a. tzﬁe adverbial: ' !~i . :

(300) John apened the door with a key
~ (every morning) lt 8 o'clock,

A

The parallel variant of (14) is, however, very ﬁﬁhsugl,'efen K
though comprehensible, i.e. |

(301) The key apgned ahe ﬂaar
every morning at 8 o clack

This —1;ttér ‘exadple can be read as narﬁal vith;n : av

'l

-tﬁjéétﬁétiéal cantext iﬁ vh;ch the:e‘ may be some sort of

ﬁimed, automatic lock which _chgnges the pattern of its

II‘ " !

13
m“”‘
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tumblers at set intervals, such that we may now speak of the-'

particular key identified by (301). The felicitousness of
this example seems to‘ depend on the fact that the
sﬁbjectivalige&,lnst is speclflc;;end not generic.

The definiteness ofvthe Inst .inv’subject, position is
also reflected in French. bugas (1975: 53) points out that
the Prench equ&itlent of this Qi

. po‘:isif vith the definite artlcle, e.g.,

= e
’

(3027 Ia clé a owert la porte
the key opened the door, -

V‘(303) *une clé a ouvert la porte -
- . & key opened the door. i
Russxan, hoveget, doeé not use .its Vover( marker for
def1n1teness as freely as English, and fhis may be one
reason that such sentences are blocked fn“;hat language.

A different explanation fof this ;;enomenon is given by
Apresjan'’'® (1974b: 26-27). The type of sentence exemplified
by"' (296): ?kijué otkryvaet dver’ and (298): noZ rezet xleb
'is considered to be both nuclear and noncausatlve"‘.

Noncausetive nuclear sentences can be transformed

(productively) ' into 'sentences carrying a causative meaning

"on cgndition that the 'subject' of the former is conwerted
into the 'means' or the ‘'instrument' of the latter."

—— - - e - -

. '"*Apresjan (1974b); "Regular. Polysemy."

fvéppresdan 11967-'119ttg

for a transitive verb with an implemental Inst in his
types of such nuclear structures. Thus, Apresjan has
implicitly maintained his position that such Imp?emental
Inst phrpses are transformationally derived.

kimd of senterice i¥- dénly -

does ‘not- have a nuclear’ eqﬂigglgngx'

* Hye v



Aphqgjan, therefore, takes the positiqn that implemental
nominals are normal as subjects of such sentenegs.'at_fleast
in their- nuclear form. In this meaning, hovevef they are

not understood to cause anythxng to happen, a8 much as ts

' perform uoreover, his claim can be understood to imply th;t

such sentences are not only notnal but basié in the
lcngunge' - Still,. “this vievpoxnt does not aecaﬂnt fat the |
dnacceptabxlxty of (293): *k]juC otkryl dver’, at the same.
time that (299); n02 rezal xleb is acceptable. ‘

There is a preéent tense paraph:dse vhich might cast

some light on the apparent ambiguity of this situation. It

may be that such sentences do not express asf?gnsf but

'rather represent expressions of the type X can (fsréagégie

of ) do(ing) something to Y. Thus, siong vith the variation
of (293)--9iven above, there is yet another, perhaps more

acéurate,-tendefihg of the 1n£ormatlon’ conveyed by ‘the

present tenhse sentence, i.e.

(304) éto -- ki jud ot dveri
th;s is the key to the door.,

Notlce, however, that (299) does not have such a paraphrasgi

‘on. this.ﬂbgsxs one can aqSume that these sentences are

_representive of different types of deep gtructur;

intorﬁation.'~ There are, /ﬁn fact, at lgast two haiar

l

_Qdifferences. - I : .

rirst, there -is an /intimate relationship between Koy = -

and door in these sententeﬁ. Any given kex/ in general, will

open only one door, or set of dcors as would be the case of

/
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a master key. For a pariicular given key, one cannot say

.
: (305).Thi§}key opens doors (in general),
just in the case in which it opens one door. Tberevis,
though,'the'encyclqpedlé Informat ion about keys, vheréby one

can say,

(306) a key opens a door, ~ -

" but in this case~the indefinite phrase is only a substitute

for a definite expression, e.g. '// : .

(307) a key is the implement which opens-a door''’.

14

Exemple (298): no: rezet xleb rcannot be said“to be

- ekpressing such encyclopedic information due to the presence-

of a specific objecf,\The basic information about a knife

mighi be represented by
: c v

(308) noz rezet ,

" a‘knifes cuts, -

L}

. in . which no object needs‘uxol‘bé speciftgd._ ﬂdteoveéi

émphasiting the quality of the knife permits; an’ advgrbiql

modifier, e.q.,

(309) ostryj nok (xorodo) reket
8 sharp knife cuts (well).

" Second, in exampie (298), with an object specifiéd;
some broader meaning 'is implicit. Such a sentence implies -

ket L L

‘'’In actuality, though, this is inaccurate, since a key
only opens 8 Jock. The substitution of door for Jock is,
however, representative of a common form of metonymy in
language.



that an actual action occurs''*. The difference between
thésé tvo implemental ndlhs seems to' lie not in the

séntentiil syntax, but rather in the Lnternal semantics of

gﬁ* llplE!ent! then;elves. The hey eguld not .have opened the
door byi1t§g§:, but it is possible for af*ﬁifék especially a
large, :uténgteé knifefEs aﬁg-!ight find in a bakery, to
“actually cut bféié;égn iﬁér éiﬁ, “with iininal éiternai*
mabipulation. If the no¥ of this exanple is meant to denote

a small knife, like a table knife, Ehen the sentence nust{be
considered as unacceptable''’. y
This discussion shows that the iPteznal sgm:ntiéffiaf
specific referent) of a vord plays ah iipﬁrtint role in >the'
determination of that word's possible syntactic mani-
féstatians. More than the lexi:al-semanti:s, havever; the
iﬂterifglétianghip ‘among the various nominals in sentences
- also affects éassible manifestations.

%

In Chapter IV it was shown that along with the feature
cguse the feature controlled is commonly associated with the
lmplementai, meaning. In both of the basic e gnplei cited
nbgég, the implement, when it appeared in the subject
péiitian of the sentence, vgs not actually beling Eﬂﬂfnalléﬂi

- FPor one variation of the sentences -- the present tense --

‘r

, i
thg calusal nature of the substantive ;g gbagnt. In the pg;t

tense, vhereby an act;aﬁ can be unéefstaad to have actually

"'Cansider Chafe s éi!GU!SlQﬂ of é%is vhereby an astlaﬁ Qfﬁ

process can ansver a question like What happened? (1970:
99).
''*My thanks to Dr. Felix Drequh for the nature af such

Sentenceg .

it
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occurred, the substantive i& not only not controlled

directly (i.e. ﬁat'maﬁipulaféﬂ), but it has a ceftain degree

of autonomy. Although means Qfgcanveygncg vill be considered

at lgngth‘l,ai;'gri consider the unacceptable nature of

(310) ravtotus privez ego
the bus brought him.

;'Gj"

' Thé’unfelic{Eéusnesé of this seﬁtenée dafiveé from thg fact

that a Dbius is not autaﬂamaus in the manner of gn autanated
knife, Rather it iss canstgntly being man:pulatgd by its
driver. An ice¢ptable,vgri:ﬁt is

(311) ego privgzlf avtgﬁusum
(they) breught him by bus.

€ rThé implication of these arguments is first. that not

all SYntltiéltﬂﬂd sg:nnﬁig tests from one language can be

| aﬁplieé'té another language. This is due ko the fact that

- ~the semantic information that can be read in ope language

from its iyntaxiis often !ﬁféiﬂleafly manifesE in another.

Thus, e:ample (29a): Seymaur used a anFe to cut the salaml

" was ‘shown to not have the same sédmantic value as the: Russiaﬂ

¥

parallel. The conditional rendering of thg Russian can be

‘;:eaé into the English version as well, gjg},

B

(312) Seymour used a knife (to try) to cut the salami,
but the knife was dull and he couldn't, ‘5\

but it is .not :s d;rn;tly a;p::siid‘ Therefore, hllti;ﬁﬂﬂ;—~~r

semantic ‘compatibility of various transforms cannot be

considered universal in any sense, although inter-language
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parallels may indeed prove useful for the under!tgndlng of

gﬂtential meaniﬁg:.
Another aspect of thlﬁFQISEUSSIQD shows that the aetual

‘nature of the 1!ple-en:a1 subst:nti s*pl;y: a key role in
‘;the determination of surface syntax a;d felicitousness.
Inplenental nouns can becane sugje:ts of the same verbs with-
vhlch they can be fcund in the Inst if ané anly if they'afe
definite, rather thaﬂ;g;ngric; Generic gubs;antives_»:an be

subjectivalized, but the nature of such sentences does not:

describé an actual situation as nuch as a potential one.

Thus, the s=ntence,

L4

(313) noZz rezet Raiu :
n/thg knife cuts leather, -

is amhxgunu; with respect to de£1n1teness aﬁd pgteﬁt1a1 of -
.,‘the 1mplemental noun. In general 1t can be said that a kﬂlfé-i
can cut leather, which is the potent lal reading of this
sgﬁtence' or it may be "known that a. particular knife

:actually cuts IEETHEF Hh;ch is the definite reaéing! The .

 potential reading - conveys encyclopedic Informat lon, while .

thg definite regd1ng claims an actual action can occur. iny .

‘the latter of these can be rendered in the past tense.

In Russian, -unlike BEnglish, the actual internal
BEﬁgnt{és of gl suhStaﬁtive' conditions fits use in such
se ntences. A naun nh;ch ippears in th Inst in - Russign giﬁ;
be understaaé to cause tﬁe action 1d;ﬁt1f1gé by the vefE |
Moreover, it is glsc understeﬂd to be controlled, or nt.

least manipulated in. the cise in which an action may not be
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intentional. Plewves' clgléﬁii thét”_ -
| “the size of the abjgét’piays a part in dete:iining S
~whether it will appear in the instrumental; if the
object is small and can. be brandished or manipulated
1 like a wgépan, iaéErUigntalz'is moré likely to Eé‘
_chosen” (1977: 251-52). | '
’L.Thisrdiscﬁssicn has therefaré,shsv% Ehaérén impilﬁint;i
noun appearé in the Inst form with only minimal regard itcv
its intéfnal semantics. However, the value that is a#signeé
" to the relational feature eﬁﬁse can have a direct bearing on
wvhether such a noun 'is. subjectivalized or made Inst.
Similarly, théféﬁfﬂnémyzéffa ngun = determines vhethef»‘thgt.
ﬁaun could beeaie~;heisubjg:t of .3 verb in the past. tense,
"where, éf course, the verb is. :ampatibig with such a

transformation, as indicated above.

Incorporated Instrument

Having examined some éﬁ the semantics and syntactic
trgnsfarmatiéns of the . Inst of implement ~and  its
collocational p@ssibilig%fs, let us now 1ex;miﬁecanath€:
facet .of iﬁplements. i:;; verbs which ineerpﬁfate‘ an
iﬁplemgnt within their szmaﬁtié, and often their 1g;ieal.:
épkewp; |

As in Bnglish, Russian has many verbs which imply a

. speeific 'ﬁimtvhiehn sctually incorporated within the

lexical verb. Most .often. such implements are GﬁaQUEiy - /g

incorporated, e.g., - {9




(314) bodat ' (na;mv)a ‘
to butt (wvith horns),

(315) brykst’/ijgaat’ (nogami )
- to kick (with feet),

(316) kusat’/gryzt’/glodat’ (zubami) ,
, to bite, .gnaw, gnaw (with teeth),-

In each of these examples, however, it will be noted that

the opaque implement is an inalienable body part, which is
seldom expressed in surface sttﬁeture. This type of
structure will be considered again latgf, but serves for nﬂw

to identify ane type of ;mplemental structure.

‘In many cases the incorporated Inst is tranSEE:EHtr

“which means that the Inst is morphologically reflected in

the shape of the vVerb. With verbs of this typg,%tacglthifv

Inst  is rarely found in"iurfaee structure. If the

incorporated Inst is specified in its generic form, the K

sentence will usually be unacceptably :edundant.' Consider,

for e:gméle?'the following:

(317) brit’ britvoj
to shave with a razor,

(318) boronit’ boronoj
to harrcu with a harrau, T

(319) kosit’ kosoj/kosilkoj. = —

.to scythe with a i:gtbe{a mower ... i,,w;,; 

and compare ;hev inalienable pﬂssess;an- g:a:pleg in fthe

pfecgéiﬁg paragraph,

L3
¥
-
-
| ]
s L
Lot @t
SR




(320) kievat" k] juvom .
to peck with a beak.

Lesnlk hgs p@lnteé out that E
"tvarztel nyj orudijnyj pri glagolax, - nazyva j iéix
podobnye {éejstvzja‘ sovsem - ngcbjgzstELQn.i bal Se
,Eﬁga..n;gvnnig;a:uﬂija v @tix siu&;jisa kak pravilo, -
quskaétsjaj v - leksideskoe znacenie éiagﬁla vxodit

oboznacenie kak samogo dejstvija, tak i orudija"
: o

LAY

(1966: 89).
'~ There are other verbs, - haﬁevgf,. which do 'nat'
incarpafate a siﬂgulaf generic implement in the manner of

thase listed above. Rathef the semant1:s of the varb entails

the spgc:fzjigiansA for* a certain type of 1iplenept_
Representativé verbs from this set include, together with
their typical implements, the following:
pisat’ (to write), which implies a writing 1mplenent
e. 9., melom, perom, kaﬁaﬁdaéam (with chalk, pen, pen21l)-
- bit’ (to beat), vh;ch entails some sort of abjegt which
can be v1e1ded manually, e.g., palkoj, plet’ju, kulakami>
.;('lth a stxck, a vhip, :lgnchgd flgts)‘ and i
proteret’ (to wipe), which involves something soft,
e.g., . trjapkoj, -platkom, polotencem, (with a rag, a
kerchief, a towel), : v . - R :!
_ Although. the éctual implement vith such verbs may be-
omitted, its general semantics can be read ff@ﬁithé verb -

= o
-

itself,
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There is, therefore, a class :of '_Russian verbs,

implemental in nature, which have -a transparently

incorporated Inst (e.g., brit’), or‘an‘obaquely incorporated
implement (e.g., ljagat’). fhe specification of the
transparently 1ncorporated 1mp1ement lin its gener1c form
usually results in redundancy’/Dn the other hand opaquely
incorporated implements, at least allenague ones, may be

specified without resulting in tedundancy. It might be

noted, howéver, that with verbs entailing ar incorporated

implement, the implement is often not specified.

Non-incorporated I-plc-onts
Many  verbs tepresent mechanical actfon, creation,
destruct ion, or physical transformution =~ which are  the

basic characteristics of verbs taking an Inst of lmplement.,

'_The majority of these do not, however, have either an

4

1ncorporated implement ‘of" any. kind, ner - strict

specifications on the types of implemghts vith. which they
normally 'éo?occur. Non;theless, they do carry the semantic
import of aotion performed on or towards another object,
"i.e. of transitivity. The . Inst phrase usually is

non-obligatory. \

o

~Svedova (AG. 1970' 504) indicates that 'the ° veakly
govornod Inst cese has a certsin adverpial character whun
used in the 1mp1ementa1 sense, as above. To propose an
~adverbial character for Incorporated implemental expressions

may be unreasonéblé; inaémuch ,aé there is alwaysv an

L}

»
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implement semantically present. With other verbs, however,
this point of view is open to question. . :

' When used uifhcut an evgrt cbject only the second of

the Inst phrases with pisar in the next example has an

aﬂve:b;al nuance: -
(321) pisat‘ ﬁ.xi‘k@j/karaﬁwuam
to write with a penfvith a scravl.
ince ssseth;ng is alﬁays isregtéd by uritiﬁg, ‘the
implemental = ruckoj is still an implement. Raﬁakuijaﬁi,
however, describes s;me aspect of tﬁe vriting itself, as

-

does the ads

(322) on piset krasivo . e , :
he writes beautifully, C.

and can therefore be classified - as an advgrbialg

iﬁanshr:;tiaﬁ:llg, then, ruCkoj and karakuljami 'iﬁglé

differ, since their underlying structures may be - derived

)
=

from a purely adverbial function in the first instance, and

from an aéjéctiéﬁl function in the second.

Popova - (1970 95) indicates, however, that the Russian

1anguage perm;ts the ingertion, in the 1Inst of implement

#lot, of words vh;ch contradict the grammatical meaning of

the case form, or digress from it. This'usually eceu?s vhen
an abstract substantive is used in the pl&ee 6f an expe:tgé
concrete 1mplement, e.g.,

(323) - kormit’ obed&ani jami . N
‘to feed with’ promises, | )

Kkrasivo in : f —

Y ;«_

!
¥
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(324) zasliscat’ oruziem, slovom I : o
e to defend with a weapon, Wwith wafds ’ N
(i.e. verbally). ¥ L

Such examples as these are, of course, fully
;aﬁﬁfehénsible.‘ One e:plaﬁiiian for this‘ is given by
Weinreich'?* (1972- 100f). He theorizes that all lexical

_ items have bbth Inherent and tﬁansfer Eeatures. Moreover,

=

ea:h language has transfer paths enume:atea in .its «’
éeécr;ptxcn! A Transfer Rule thenrn copies 'such transfer

features onto Ehe_ether elements indicated by the transfer

path. These paths are iégntifﬁed in terms afﬁ .
phrase;structure trees such that the feature <+moveable on
1;9&?, fgr_ezamplg, vhich is pf;sgp; ﬁith}éﬁivg, vould pass oo
,Efgm thé v, Ata the VPg to the NP, gnﬂ,f}ngi;y to the'N. .
Therefore, whatever form this latter noun EEEES; ié‘is Btill

=

understood asﬁsamethiﬁg,i*EQVElee on land>.

-

While this description is somewhat simplified, of
. : A
~course, it indicates how an implemental verb of the type we .

have been ais¢ussing would have a tfansfér feature of the

substant;ve in the implementalwslat, vhatgvgf’;ts semantics.

£
=

=&

Implements and Presupposition
In the preceding chapter we discussed  the Soviet - -

;nterpretnt:un of strong and veak gavernmgnt in ‘its basic - -

fsrm. Lesnzk has 1dent1f1ed tvo sub-types of weak gavernmgnt .
"‘Heinre1ch (1972) Explorat ions In Semant ic Theary- ‘ -

-



(1966: 89):

a) that Vhfreby the lexical meaning of the verb
, L _ . : :
requires a necessary element to indicate a more precise
definition of the sena&tic content of the verb, but' which

v . : _

allows variation in the governed form, e.g.,

 (325) tait’sja vo t’me/pod krySej =
toghide in the dark/under the roof;
b) that whereby there is a peten&éQi in the wverb for
the realization of the government of a particular oblique
case, but which case may ‘not  be ﬁanifest?, unlike strong

government.

r It is this second type of weak government that
determines the Inst of implement in most of the previous

" examples. In each case, the absence of the Inst eié:eﬁt'

~ leaves behind a syhtacticaily and seﬁantiéglly,gcceptable
. utterance: | -

(326) parikmaxer breet ki ienta
‘ the barber shaves the client,

(327) on piset pis’‘mo |
he is writing a letter,

'(328) ona proterla dosku
she wiped the blackboard,

(329) on b’et svoju zeru .
' he beats his wife. ‘ -

Each of these sentences has an understood Inst of implemeht.
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Most scholars of Russian grambar would agree on the fact

that there is an Inst 4
gavéfnéé form, .and thl ®re opt jonal .

Lesnik, howvever, further sub-divides the inst of
implement into _tié "series."” Verbs of the‘typg'indicgteé

eatlier,; vhich  incorporate their usual 'iipleneﬁts

‘ztrgﬁgp:rentiy. and  those vwhich include - opaque, specific

implements, Lesnik labels as verbs of the narrow Implemerntal
series. Verbs éhi:h have a ranée’af instruments, or which
can takef’;bstraét as _Qell' as  can¢rg§e -iﬁplements, are
considered to be vefbg of the wlde ﬁgnﬁe of implements

(1966: 90).

‘While this is not ‘sade explicit in any of ‘the

literature, it does seem that the nature of the verb is

closely related to nbg‘cnly a range of the impleménts. but

also to the extension of italaﬁn meaning in a figurative

sense. Verbs with the narrovest range of inplgneht: should,

by this interpretation, have the greatest number of transfer

features. The possible: contradictioris between transfer

features and the inherent features of nouns would limit the

humber af'.:pgésible manifestations of this verb with

figurative meanings. Thus, the verb brit’ (to shave) hg§

litt¥e latitude with :éspeet to its possible figurative

méaﬁings_ Bit’, on the other hand, takes a slightly wider -

range of possible - implements, resulting in the perfect

“acceptability of

§

implement, which is a weakly
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~

(330) ego biti uazuym slovom
(fhey) beat him with every word.

Purther, thefb are verbs like zadti&at’ (to defend) vhich,‘
as shown in a previous eggmple; (324), can take yet an even

vider‘rdpge of implements and figurative meanings.

‘Bgﬁéte leaving ‘the tobic_kof felicitous i!plllentll.:
expressions, let us " consider again the question of
inplenéntals and VerbObject structures. It has been
explicity stated (Apresjan 1964: 3¢) that a veékly governed
Inst of implement can- be suboidiﬁated not only to‘a vefb,
but also to a phrase or sentence. Weinreich has further
rules, beyonq the Transter Rule discussed above, which ¢an
apply to the present situation. Pirst, there is a
'Llnking-and—Nestlng Rule . whereby similar features arew
ﬁested. This means that lexe.es conta;nxng similar features.
are 1linked into larget units. Under this theory, the .
1nt1-nte relation that seems to exist between a verb -- -
especxally a causal verb, which has an effect on sonethlng
-- ‘and its object -- which 13*atfected>f- would combine into7
a more _intinate unit. Although not expressly stated, it
uquld seem’that"thqsg uqi;s' of a proposiéion' which .are
subject to F§tnong‘government wvould be combinedlfitst. Only
after that do other -rules apply, namely the Conf lation Rule, |
"which eliminates tautol‘,odies._.'.'h_,md'. the Construal Rule, .
"which eliminates contradiction.” It is this latter rule

vhich, if unable to make a direct interpretation from all

—



the  units present, ’ will find a reading ‘whereby "the
‘contradjctory in}erent fgature can be accommodated"” (1972:
101££). It is this sort of rule which allaié‘us.té make some
sense of most grammatical sentences, regardless of the
nunbéf" ofAcallac:tiénal rest%ictiﬁns wvhich may be iialated;
As long as the syntax is acceptable, then almost any
sentence ~ of any language can be expressed, and
!iﬁterpretéd;‘ including theicissgi:;(Chéﬁsky 1965: 149), -
(331) Colourless green ideas sleep furiously.

Thus, all possibilities may be ®exhausted until the

interpretation becomes at least somevhat acceptable. The

““verb podderZzat’ (to support) usually takes a concrete noun, B

however (332) has an acceptable abstract noun, e.gq.,

ifféai ¥en&&int sovetom
lupported the wvoman with advice,

: (332) on k ' |
A h . :
On' the other hand, (333) has a strange (irregular)

implement ,
(333) on podderzal 3endtinu ciferblatbm -
he supported the woman with a watch-face.

s,_lon.et.helfe‘s;, some interpretation would be reached,  even if
it vere a comical situation whereby a woman were plc:urea
bezng proppéd up aga1nst some E!th!f large -gtchﬁface!

Such sztuatxans.j thaugh ~make the study of grammar
. awkward, s;n:e in theefg any sentence. which is ﬁrlﬂ:ﬂtlc‘lly‘:
forreqt cculd_ be cansxdefed to be a sentence of the

language. OQur aim, however, is to descr;be those sentences
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which,actuﬁlly da‘acsu:, or are ﬂﬂtéﬁtiai in the- language.
"Thus, we shall continue our study by :ancentrgting on wvhat
may be cans:dgfed the 11ngu1st1c norms- far Russian, and we

will not  overly eaa:e:n ourselves with unfelicitous

=
¢

sentences. : _ '

Passives and Reflexives
Passives in English -were tfggté&- at 59;1 length
earlier, but some clarification of the Russian situation is
nonetheless 1n order. First, leteus examine some more basic
linguistic data. | ' .
Xrakovskij believes, as do the proponents of Valency.
.Grammar'’', that vefbé can. be classified by the number of

rdgﬁgnéEﬁté “"actants," ié he :alls the verbal gfgumentgg He

lists four such types, ranging from zgra-valency fo verbs

like smerkat’sja (to become d;rk), to tri=vn1¢n:y for verbs
like davat’ (to give) (1974: 5). These “actants" are,
' however, the basic (central) cases for each type of verb,
and yet in none of the classifications _§s the Inst or
imp?eﬁEﬁtrfuiéa.; This ;haulé' not be sﬁfpri:iﬁg, since, as

a Euié,

mentieneé above, thi; mea ing of the Inst is, a
' cptxaﬂ;l, What - is interesting, though, is that in most
passives in Russian, as in English, the Inst of iiplgnéht is

. o f
one of the surface cases!

There are, of céérée,’liﬁititibﬁjxéﬁftﬁg'vﬁgiéivg“=1n§{“ N

‘!‘See, EQF example, Helbig (1971) " Beltrage zur
VEIenztheaFIe.
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N {ﬁfnu;éi;n in its contemporary form. It was mentioned
previguslj!thii the lagisai subject of the verb in a passive
structure i§} not 'legy; expressed by  way 'af the
prepositionless ;ﬁ;t, bgt rather, in g-:l;er stages of the
A l;nguagt, hy a nan-lnst prepositional phrase (DTI + Gen in
0Cs; Clerez + Azc in Dlé Ru551an) Modern Ru an, -heiev=f

does nat farnally élfferentlate agent from VLLPIEGEBE with
passivgs. Thus, th; passive trgnsfarnagzéﬁain Russian plates
the deep structure logical subject in'the surface form af
- the -obligque Inst, if and only if there is a ﬂéé2351ty of

e:preqsing it. Ag earlier shown for the English' data, the

-agented passive is very rare. This same state of affairs vas

also shown to exist in CSR.

' Since ‘the fnrm of

there is what seems to be a surfgée filter which blocks such

sentences as, /
: ) -

(334) rpls mo byia hapisano perom ulitelem -
"~ the letter was written by pen by the ti::het.

Karolak'*? points out that when an agent has been removed
' o

from its normal position to that of the surface Inst. it is

th!ﬂ»iﬂ;a §E@Eﬁaeﬁt relgtianship to the vefb -~ the e:qet
relationship of the implement. Thus, he clgilg,' the

: e;prensiaﬁ ef d;ffergnt types of nouns sharing the same

relation to the verb is 'ngt pgrnittaé (1966: 45).

S i A - W W S

'2iKarolak (1966), Z.gsmenla Fekcjl przylmj t:;mnlkg
v jizyku nﬁiyjikim. S .,
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indeed, the agent assumes ﬁhg same relationship to the-verb

that the implement has, then such a surface realizatzan

' vould be blockeé‘even by case: grammar thecfy, vhich allcvs

only -one instance’ af any case per s:nple prapas;tzen ' - -

While Karolak feels ‘,hat the relationship of . the

_ d1sp1aced log1ca1 subjeet to the verb 13 the sang as ‘that gf__”
Vthe deep Inst, not all ‘scholars iguld ggrae. Jahnsgn"’,
- (1977: 155), in his work on Relational Grammar, claims that,

by The Relatiohal Annihilation Principle, a NP which is

displaced from any giVeﬁ grammatical relation (here, subject
Of the verb) by another NP (the former object of the verd)
becomes in chémagé Ba:1cgllg, as the Prench would

~ translate, it is unemployed, hsiriﬂg no rglat;a ship to the

‘respective theorxes, ve shall opt here :cr the ;hgcr;\'af

Karolak .1t seems more logical to pezgpt thc fact that (sil)_'

and (335) are anomalous due to the presence of tvo nominals
|
bearinq the same rgiatxaﬂlhip to the verb, than for ahy

other renson;'

(335) ?The vindﬂw was broken by John w;th a rock.

With passives in Russian, ihavtvgf. the exact nature

(agentive or Implemental) of the Inst :phrase can be
-determined by the- inherent semantics of the substantive’
' (i.e. zanlnate), however the exﬁa;fed telatianihip is that

------ ¢-—-~------- -4

' Johnson (1977), "On Rel:txan:l anstr-ints on Grammar

] .

Although both points of view have sﬁppéft within their:
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of implement. fThus, syntactically and semantically Russian
and English passfigs have much in common.,

¥

Similaf to passives aré'the midﬂle va!ce; ar.FEfTéSIFE
verbs of Russian. "Tvoritel’'nyj orudija égj;téij; vystupaet
i pri . vozvratnyx glagolax, éb@:naééjuiéix kankretnaz
~fi23§§gk§e dejstvie, napravlennoe prlZVletEleﬁ degstvzja

na samogo sebja,” (Popova 1970: 94), e.g.,

-

(336)-priéesyvajus grebeskom
I comb with a comb,

]

While it is not necessary to discuss the gfigin of

agentive Inst with such verbs is uSuglly’hﬂaekgd"‘i There

are transformational and !QilﬂtiE restrictions .on these

verbs, of caursg, but they aa not d1ffer substgnt;vely fran

the material given above. The p:lncxpgl point to be made

" here is that with passives and reflexives, the Inst of apgent

is not a governed form.. Rather it° is a result of a
transformation (A 1970: 636). This prevents i‘n:ini* .

=;:st§uctureg 1ik¢,

(337) sstroft’ sja kem <
: to be built by whom, iﬁ

since there is no basic sbructure such as (338) f:aﬁ which

to derive it:

—— g e —— " —— -

'!*‘Por various points of view on the nature and behaviour of -

reflexives, the reader is directed to, among other works,
Babb¥ (1975), Barkavec (19!5), and Schaarschmidt (1968,

1971
\

1=
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~(338) *kto'&to"stroit’
svho what“to build,
A similar phenomenon to the passive voice stfucturé;
discussed above is the set of impersonal expressions in
Ru;gggﬁ. These, of course, do not express a grammatical

!’,ﬁgﬁ:t, eg., I
)339) dorogu zanesla

the road (Ac;) vas blecked with snow.

:Veyrenc (1971: 131) further d;v;égi _thile structures into

‘those with pneflxed verbs, as above, and those rltﬁaut -

prefixes, e.g.,
(340) celoveka ranilo pulej
the man was wounded with a bullgt.
‘Suppéft for some kind of intrinsic difference between these
sEruéEUfes is pfaviégd by the next example, which i

ungriﬁﬁatzcal even thaugh 1t too, is unprefixed:

(341) *dorogu neslo snegom
sthe road was being blecked with snav.

- Impersonal sentences, nonetheless, are quite common in-

'Russian, and there is, in the language, a large layer of
impersonal sentences which express the action of an unknown,

unknovable faféi,"ré!1i§e§: by means of gnfinplénent This

group of igntgnces is farmed from persenal verbs, which are-

“used “'ispersonally in a  phrase ‘with the Inst case, which =

A dé;ignagesfthe instrument by which some unknown force acts

(Galkina-Fedoruk’ 1957: 288). A slightly different view to

i+
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this is takeﬁ by .Jﬁréenko (1976: 93). He'?efceive;af-
’imﬁersonals of the type under dis?ussiah as describing
"dejstvie, skryto  vyzvannoe 'bredietam, predstaviennym
o&novrénenno1kak ego orddie.'r | ' 7
- It seems th;t the Qievpoint taken by GglkinaiFedafgk-
may best’describe the origin, if not the present state,. of -
‘_éuéh impersonals. 1vié¢ writes that ‘thé origin of this-
sentence structﬁte was linked to a primitive
'Weltanschauung' according to vhichr natural forces were
" viewed as gere'tools of an tnknown, mighty agent‘A (?965?
317); Further she points out that all of the Slévic
'lahguéges have some sort of impersonal sentence type for
fdescribing natural events, |
hdvever,j the instrumental form has been Ei:mlj,
established within such pattern [sicY only in
dialects belonging to the Eastern Slavic 1linguistic
group, that is, precisely in those dialects which
did preserve, In contradistinction to all other
Slavic languages, the Instrumental of agent within
the passive sentence pa'tt_er'n'zs (op. cit.: 318).

Thus, the Eastern dialects of the Slavic world are
uniqgue in their‘use of the Inst of age;t with impersonal
sentences. This dqgs,«ndt, however, shed any lighé on thg
prqblemvoflthe Inst in Russian, othét'_thgn' to -1ist! jEt
bnother of its surface uses. | | ,

Ivi¢ does add, hovgvef; an in;gre;tiﬁg comment - which

Wil serve as & gummary to this digression, i.e. that "the.” = 7

passive and the impersonal sentence denoting natural events

- o " dn . e = -

*3The italics are Ivié's.

=
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‘share a particular semantic feature: it is the performance
of the action which is placed in the focus of attention, not

the performer® (op. cit.: 320).

Although with passives and impersonals the agent is not

(usually) manifest (even when knavn), the substantive in the

, In:t' form ﬁ} dgaatlng ‘an 1-plegcnt -=- still :iin§a1n; th-
semantic Ehgractet of a cﬂntﬁolied element. If one does not
Vcare! to accept the presence of an “"unknown, :ighgg force,"
then it is still reasonable to assume that the iiplgments,ef
such constructions afé eantrallZé by the laws of nature.
Inn;innable I-pll-!nti

Hg have already ;entlaned inalienable body parts
earlier in this chapter, and nov will examine these 'and
Qghgr inallenable 1mplements. While this pa:txculgr section
may not be precisely defined by the term inaIIEﬁEEIE

Implements, . it will be seen by the following discussion

that, like the verbs of the narrow Implemental serles, these

‘verbs also are, in most cases, inseparable from their
‘implemental complements. | -

Consider, first, the: fallaviﬁg examples. Unlike the

’ true-iﬁplgments above, these occur ﬁpt vith transitive.

verbsg_but with_intrgn;itive ones:

-
-

(3&24 kol ’co brjakmiio ~» ﬁrj:ﬁnu# kal’éan

the ring clattered =» to clattet v;th thg ring, |



(343) $por'y stucat -> stucat’ .%pa*mi : .
'~ the spurs make noise -» o
to make noise with spurs,

.(344) glaz morgaet -» morgnut’ (IEvym)=§igzﬂm
‘the eye is blinking -» : ' o~
to blink the (left) eye. zif
Very similar to ‘these, but not behaving in the exact

syntact1c manner, is

.

(345) on skrlpnul zubami -» u nege skrlpnuli 2uby
he grated his teeth -» h;s teeth grated.

In each of the examples, the use of the implement reveals
the feature cause. It is the function of the _inplé:gﬁt:la
houn which real izes- the action described by the verb. f
However, the possessor of the implement can also cause,
}voluntarily, ‘the action tov occur, In’this:a‘sei the Ingt
rendering would be the expected situation.

In Ag;esjan (1974b- 27), e:aﬁple (344) is rendered in
Buglxsh blink. 1t would be bcttg:, pgrhgps, to deserzbe 
these s1tuatxons by to blink and to uinﬂ >fEipE€t1?Ely.

lish, of course, reveals this difference in; thg lexical
“ite themselves. WNink and bJ ink respectively :gfieet the
voluntary (causat ive) and- Invaluwtary action of the eyes.
Thpv semantic dxvxs1on betvegn these two 1nterpretat1ans,
though, is not by any means complete. The 1nva1unt;fy
'Enélish 'verb can be used in the imperative, " nl:!i o In
Russ1an, the causatxve form, u;th the past gerund "is used
in a particular colloquxal expressian iiply;ng complete

control over the involuntary action, i.e.

L 4



(346) ne_morgnuv glazom
"without* muéh—-thought "
Lit: not having blinked (QHEE)

Thus, although the difference bgtveen voluntary and

involuntary perfafmance cf this action can be shaun v;th ~an

an:mate (human) subject, as in
i

JELL S

(347) on margﬂui/aﬂ morgnul ( levym) glazom :
: he blinked/he winked with his (left) zy!.

" these actions are not considered ‘mutually exclusivé. Bven

vithout the Inst specification, but-with the presence of a

. Dat abjgét. as in,

(348) on morgmu! mne
he blinked - at me,

N

(
o ( .
there is ambiquity as- to whether ) this actien vas
-

intentional, or spontaneous. | | N
R - B 7* ) :ikgéu#‘, 7—

- The nature. of the four examples which introduced this
section also permit an ambiguous reading with respect to
intended cause, at least for the first three. For the last
of the four, (Bls)iliith the personal pronou spicified, it
seems to imply intentional eantrﬁlg however the Gen

structure seems neutral in this respect.

¥

While there may be ambiguity with respect to implements
which atg not body parté, Popova (1970: 94) makes the claim

that there igsnet with parts of thgrbadyz

Pri glagolax, aba:nacagusc;: év;ienlja ‘i funkecii
EEEEEJ i erganav tela, fgrma tvoritel' nogo: padeza ot
suSCestvitel'nyx, nazyvajuséix casti i organy tela,
imeet inoe konkretnoe real'noe znacenie -- znadenie
vyjavitelja, ispolnitelja dejstvija, soversaemogo po

W rp—
» -
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vole'?**¢ proizvoditelja dejstvija.

Other verbs vh1ch shate the characteristic of allnv;ng

a body part to appeat in the Inst include,

(349) maxat’ rukami
to wave one's hands,

(350) govorit’ gromkim golosom
_ to speak thh<a loud vo1ce.

Both of these examples 1mp1y a greaher éegree of cgnsclausb

control than those given above. To wave (maxat’) would seem

/i
A :

to the ‘native English speaker to requirékan Acc, since -
unlike the other examples, the body part is used for the

performance of the action, but 1s not such an 1ntegral part

' ¢
of it as eye is of w . However, in order.'to wave, one uses

the inalienable hand, an® Russian obligatorily requires the

Inst. This verb does not take an Acc object, and is limited

to three similar semantic environments:.that cited above,

(351) maxat’ kr'yljanl _
to flap one's wings, : : L

(352) maxat’ xvost’ Ju - LI ‘5 ro
: to waqg one's taxl . ‘ .

’ \
A11endb1e objects, howevq“: vith a body part._can he ‘used,

C.g. [

(353) maxat’ platkom
to vave '1th a kerchief.

Bxpress1ons of- the type 1mned1atgly above can be .

considered to form closed semantic flelds. The choice of the

'24The italic re mine.'

’ : - .;;i‘
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'surface Inst is inseparable (in the normal>situation) from -
the semantics of the subject nounlidﬁe wvould not. expect, for

example, . =~ . s ;

-

(354) *sobaka maxal uiami - ;///?'
sthe dog vagged/flapped its ears. . /,

In another example cited, (338), 1n order to speak -other _
than xn sxgn lnnguage or something similar, ome must use
one's voice. Unlxke the examples of wlnklng and - bllnklng,
.however, there is a paraphrase of this expresslon which doei
- not overtly specify the Inst, i.e. '
(355) on gromko govoril ..
he spoke loudly-

There are two possible explanations for this
phenomenon. ?irst,ithé Inst phrase seems to indicate“ 2
certain 'd;gree ‘of conscious. action on .the part of the
speaker. Sincerthe wvord golosom is actually manifest, and
Seing>'that it inalienaply-belongs to the speaker, it may be
construed that the speakbr Iht | to- speak 'loualy, The
adverbial modifier, however, k;hile @;::%dbing the samg‘
physical eveﬁt, is 'ahbiguoué with ;éspect to conscious
effort. ' ‘ | | ‘

Which, one miéht'ask is the nornal'A\manifestation?
There is no simple answver. It seems that presupposxtxon may'
play a role, and wve will brzefly examine ;hls pos§1b111ty'
now.

v

Focus has been shown to play a role in the - word order
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éf Ru551§n"’f vhereby the rheme (nev 1nfariat;an) is g;ven
at fhg end of the utteranee. Th&fébf; the choice of one ar
the Q;he: of thgsaystfuctufes would presuppcse some ather'
iﬁfprmﬂtian; 1f the manner of speaking w;5§ nev, then one

would tend to employ the Inst construction; vhereas if the

fact of the speaking, per se, was new, then one might expect

the lexical adverb construction.

It might bé'Fhe case, heiever, thﬁt the Inst really
does not play a significant role at all, particularly in its
--qn:ﬁéifiéd form. ?hi;e 1 have ﬁt my disposal only limited.
statistieg for #erb‘Ingg usage, there ar375§ng data that
would tend te support a hypothesis that the Inst of body
p;rts is far from obligatory in CSR uithvi;ny such verbs.

Pl%ves (197%? 249) points out that one such verb,
kivat’ (to- nod), "is used almost exclusively with golovoj
_B[head],‘a,nd the connection is felt g0 strongly that aﬁén
the latter wvord is omitted altogether." |
- ‘Apresjan, who studied thé7prabability of occurence of.
~different cases 'vith various verbs, verifies this (1964:
47), giving the grabnﬁilitfiaf gavernmené (;E the Inst case)
:fe:!this>vgrb as less than 0.45 é‘t gregtér than Qt gqﬁgl to
0;3i Without any extepsive knowledge of statistical theory,
‘the reader will real;ze that {hxs prabab111ty is nat great.
It has, hawever, “also begn written nbeut §he verb
maxatL that it is ‘used almost exc1u51vely with ruka 'hgnd !

y way af a 51mpl1fxed explanation, see, for exanple,
' & Xavronina (1976), Porjadok slov v russkom jazyke.
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vhich is often amltted" 1ipti:ai1y vith no change in the
basic meaning” (Plewes: 249).  fhis is 'not suﬁpafted by -
Apresjan's data (Joc. clit.), uhiéh- give this verb a
'prabgﬁility of government of 0.95 to 1.0 for the Inst case, °
These limited data might seem to indicate that the degree of

pg;éicipatian of an inalienable body part in the actual

SG;!ﬁticS of the éefb'is?sémevhit‘invérseifféﬁfré;ated‘iith;_;;’y

the probability of - that' part being realized in surface .

structure'®’, however, this is beyond the scope of the
‘ T e
present paper.

Let us now consider the othar e:pre#iians -h}:hz vere
inciuéeﬂ at the beginniﬁg of this section, e.g., (343):
Spory stulat -» stukat’ sporami. o

While such implements are by no mgéns inalienable in .
the sense that physical parts of the body are, such
sentences as use ﬁhgsg expressions seem in some way to treat
the implement as an extension of thé‘bﬁdf; Thus, in (363);

- if the spurs were :lunk1ng against the base of the seat af
clrrlage, ‘for instance, then the first exp:ess;an might vell

be gmp;cyed_ If, hcievgf, there is some conscious control on

the part of the person by whom suéh spurs afe being worn, f

then ve ezpe:t an Inst manifestation,

"‘The 1tal1:s are mine, ‘

“i’*In one study (Greenberg 1974), an attempt was made to
determine a correlation of case form with the semantics of
the substantive. The results of this limited study indicate
that. vhile cbmmon nouns occur in the Inst 8.6% of the the
time, there is dne group of nouns which occurs significantly
more . Erequently than this -- body parts. This group takes
the Inst case in 20.3% of its occurrences.

—
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'Coﬁside} a similar verb to stutat’, namely pﬁlxlﬁﬁyvétf
(to slam (down)), which uSBglly.t;igs an Aéc; " The - verbal
root of this prefixed farn ig'the simple verb x!aﬁat‘ (to
slam), which does ﬁo; tgkgAin Acc, but rather the Inéti The
qeaning of-this.vérb, as usuaily used in Russian,~se§is more
to mean the creation of a loud dull noise, than simply the -
»bhysichl ac£ ) of 'maving sciethxng farceﬁully ag:xnst;
_sonethxng else. Thete are tvo examples vhich emphasize :the
former interpretation: first, with the "/mplement™ in
 subject poz(f?v ' ' X S

: (356) xlopajut vystrel i/grangfy -

. shots/grenades "clap,"

and. socond with the implement in the Inst, as in the sign,
(357) "Ne Xlapat' aver’ ju" L o -
Don't slam the door! o _

The imperative form, of course, implies contro/ on the part
of the reader of the sign, in the same Ggg th;txeyﬁsrnrg a
control led entity, even ;héugh they may blink Involuntarily. |
.Here,. -the door, perhaps thgughé_af as an exteniiénxaf the

pefson using it, ;ill cause this noise if it is not |
'qonsciou;ly controlled, since, of course, its nature vas
such that it always closed quickly and loudly if allowed to.

Prlxlopyvat" behavés similarly. but the ptefix seems to

imply a conscious effort in all instances of its use. Thus,

in iheﬂ meanlng of Cﬁﬁtnalled nslse. ve hgve Talstaj 3 

description of a prince dancing; - -
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the feature control “is somevhat veakened. Finally, nouns

' (368) stanovjas’ na odno koleno |-
~ prixlopyvaja Sporaml kak-to osobenno
knee11ng on one knee and
Mclicking” his spurs in a particular vag.
Unlike tEi'Ei:ple verb, there does innt seem to be an
inv§IUﬁt£Fy;feaéing for this verb. :

The above -discussion therefore shaus that voluntary or

’iﬁVﬂlUﬁtaﬁy part1c1pat1an on the part of the person creating

‘some movement or noise, w;th an object of which he is in . at

lggstr some cantfgl, does not necessar;ly Lﬁdlsatg the form
vhich the i!p!gigﬁt can’ take. Ig can, and g!t!a%QGBG‘g
hovever. ) : '

| With g;tms *noise-makers” Queh as grenades and
shots, one can have the sgnten:ctlttuctuée of (555)E but:

natgﬁa

(359) =on x!aﬁyvgef granatam|
- he is making noise with grenades.
Havevér, one can say about the door ' ment ioned above,

(360) dver’ vsegda xlopyvaet
the door alwvays sl;ns.

“Thus, extern;l control of an implement, such that the

control (-cnipulatxan) af the item is the action identified

-bg the verb, will usually result in the implement appearing

in the Inst. The Nom, however, is‘ﬁct blocked. Nonetheless

when such an implement is used as the subject ef';thi verb,

vhich are autonomous in the production of a movement or

noise are blocked from appearing in the Inst position. This
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same situation isr manifest with inaiiengble_pgrﬁs-aﬁithE‘
| body, as the Eallaiing examples indicate:
(361) ego serdce bilos’
his heart .was beating, .
(362) =on bil serdcem R )
the beat with his he:ft; e e o v aien B
Modified Instrumentals
| There is one aspect gf 1ncarpcrated ;nplai;nts -h;eb"i
unt;l nov has ‘been deliberately avoided, and that is the use
af ‘adjectives with any of the above types cf verbs.
It iés inaizated that with verbs of the nartow
implemehtal series, the inca:pﬂriteé instrument is rarely’
manifest in surface Structure. This is especially true, as
noted, if the implement is given in its generié form. There
are, however, many instanceé in Russian in which such EaigsA
af§' manifest w/th an adjéc;ival médéfier on the implement .
Thus, we have a previous ‘example, (344): marﬁﬁut’]evym
gngEm (to wink wi;h the left gye), and, |
(363) par | kmaxer breet klienta &lektrobritvoj
the barber shaves the client
vith an electric razor,
‘Such §;3ﬁp1es are perfectly acceptable, and non-redundant.
_ With verbs having a readily identifiable implement,

this implement is considered reduadant'enly if mentioned in
its generic form, but it is canpléteiy, acceptable if the

implement is in some way wodified, i.,e. made definite.



ince, as dxi:usseé above, :any verbs degcrszng lﬁinEﬂt!

e
it

of parts of the hady are self—ezplanatary .with respect to
that: body part, it seems unnecessary to include it, unless
one vish%srﬁﬁ.say something gbeut'iti:This is t;nt;-agnt' to
- adding new information, ind thus Esings,usjfﬁli circle back
to an earlier example from this chapter, (350): govorit’
gﬁﬂmkfm ag]asﬂm Vi . :G e

~ As the -discussion concerning. (350) i‘ldicatéd, many
verbs have a pﬁésuppéséd implement understaéa.'Thus, with
respect to the guestion of topic, focus, and presupposition,
;>§uch information is considered as old. ?he-5pezi§ieati§n_gf
:*saie_fegture of that old information may be the rheme of the
sentence, and would thui appear in the final position. In
many such instences, however, there is no way to 5§eci£y a
lexical aé?erb, as t@!tv’tEfE is commonly ﬁﬁéerstaadF‘in
sentence-final position, without altering .the intﬁnitfeﬁll RE
pattern, and still have a grammatically correct igntincg§ 

E:gs; : » : : » 7 '::i;: .
+ . .= -

(364) tnai reZzet xoroso
cf.: sthe knife, wgll cuts.

The specification in such sentences as those glven nbave’
with 1nalx=ngble bﬂéy parts could then be cans1dered ‘not te

be implemental phrases, but rather true adverbials. The baéy |

part. althaugh n-nifest 1n the inst Earﬁ, beténes nathing T

ﬁcrerfthan ha veﬁiele far a diaplacea adverh;al (at nd]gc-
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 tive)'e,

" 1f we accept the notion of such Inst expfésgians as

being representative of.dvarbidl notibns, it would remove .

hY

.. some of the -seeming inconsistencies in the language.

Although the verb videt’:(to.see) is not an implemental verb

in the same sense as those given above, its semantics is :

predicated on the fact ‘that the eye is an gsiegéiai
co-pénent for seeing. Thus, one usage of this verb is the
following, |
(365) on vidit Saturn nevooruzennym glazom
; he sees Saturn with his naked eye.
Such an exan§l¢ seems to parallel the types ‘af verb. given
'abové, vhereby the assisting body part can appear.in the
form of a modified Inst. Tﬂqre is; howvever, eviéenee» to

conclude that this is‘a false assumption. 'Hith thélﬁgrb

vld#t’, if an-actual'\@sisting implement is specified, it is

in the form of a -prepositional phrase, namely, v + Acc,

e.qg.,

(366) on vidit Saturn v teleskop
- . he sees Saturn with a telescope, p

'vhiqh is true for all such optical devices. Tﬁus,;it=sgems“.

the telescope doés not aid in seeing, but only affects the

'**Dr. Drejzin claims that expressions such as
. - i. Videt’ levym glazom . . . ... . ... .. .
to see with the left eye,
really are the only possible grammatical representations for
expressions like , v
ii. slevo videt’
sto see "leftedly."
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sfﬁ;ffﬁ_%ﬁ 'However, this interpretation with inalienable parts of

the body is not appiicgb;e_in evefg case. Although it could
be interpreted for the example above that nevooruzennym .
aiéﬁam means something like ‘uﬂarﬁeﬂ?y,‘ the Bsame type of.

interpreﬁatian cannot be given to
. N

(367) bodal i asfﬁymf ‘rogam!
butted with sharp. herns_

It is much more d;ff;cult to Lnterptet sﬁaﬁpiy as an adverb
of butt, than unarmedly as an adverb of see.
A There is an exception of sorts to thisA general
V’sh:z:étgriitie‘ of ing;ignnble> body parts. If a verb ihichi’
has an incorporated =i:ple-ent is used ietaphafigally égz
v Exguratively, then the specification of the 1ﬁplement in ;t;_
| 'generxs form is canpietely hlackeég It nay anly be speclflid
if it is in some way modified, in which event it too tgkes '
on a figurative meaning (Lesnik 1966: 91);:
(368) voda gryzla nogi xaladﬁymi zubami
' the water gnaved (someone's) legs

with cold teeth

which example Lesnik took from Siskowv.
’ .

The material presented above is sufficient to show that
incorporated implements, e!pe:ially those of the :aicalled

narrow Im@iemeﬁfs7 SEFIES, seem to have a nean;ng gaﬂewhat

vider than- that of Inst of implement. .. . = .. .. . . ...

It was shown that inalienable parts of the body need
not always be specifigé vith verbs inéicating an -action or

function of them, The statistical probability of their
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occurrence iﬁ unmodified Eefi Seems to  be iﬁvérsely[

‘correlated to the strength of the relationship between the

body part and the action describing it. Since, for eiaﬁplei

- Kivat’ is used almost exclusively with golovoj, this latter

noﬁiggl is rafély specified. Maxat’, on the other hand, has

~at least four possible nominals with which - it can be T
‘associated, and an extended meaning with others would not be

unreasonable. Its most -common - Implement, | rukoj, s,

" therefore, often reilizgé at the surface level.

Verbs taking a transparent implement, however, never

specify this implement in its géﬂerié form iithaﬁt riskiﬁg

‘redundancy. The addition of some “specific - tnformation or

quality to such a transparent implement is _completely .

acceptable under the. norms §f>tha 1§nggage,'ﬁith adjectives,

then, these Inst of iﬁpiéﬂéﬁt»stfucturegiiipsrt not general -

details of which lmgigmenflﬂas used, but\'fétth are%lausiy-

. unknown aspects of the implement. Pragmatically, this means

the introduction of new information.
“ Hith parts of the body, hovever, where the choice of
specific Implements is severely limited - there are, for .

example, only two hands with which one can wave -- it seems

to be the case that the information is not necessarily meant
to be only a wmodification of the implement used, but

Msimuiﬁahgaggix a modification on the verb. That is,: such .a.. . .

type of expression gains a.degree of support from the fact

that an gdjectivsifpgrt-efethE!bady construction is found in

F
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the Inst with e;pefien:er (sense) verbs, but an implement in

the meaning we have been using this term takes v + Acc.

Transportation | - . 7

There is another Elassdef verbs which also can be said
to bélang to verbs of the narrow 1mplementa1 series, These '
ltafe the verbs af mot fon. | |
’ | Verbs of motion include another form of implement, that
of 'the thisié or means of transport. An interesting - aspect
of verbs of wmotion 'in Rugsigﬂ, as appﬁsedvéa those of
-English, is that the semantics of the verb 1nd1cates vhether
the mode ef transport is vehicular or hy faat. ;

The verbs (égternxnltlve and ncnidgtEEEingtlve,>
érespgcti;ely) for - ngtlen " not 1nvalv1ng ~any k;né of
conveyance, i%eg neutral (gr valkzng), are Idtl and xaﬂit’
Verbs involving a vehicle of some kind are exat’ and ezdit’
for surface conveyances, and letet’ and Jetat’ for aircraft,
Normally the neutral verbs da not specify any kind of
i-plglent. It is possible, hovever, to emphasf;e the Eéét
that thg motion was carried,out on foot, e.q.,

(369) ldti peSkom

to walk (go) by fqot.

The absence of either specification, however, .does not

éim1nxsh the semantic 1mpert of thg verb vxth regafd ta the

means of travel. S1m11a:ly, nezther Gf the vghlzular pa;fs
is weakened in this resﬁgeé by the absengelgf an overt means
of conveyance. With the ;véi;g;gpplgs cited immediately

o s
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above, the presence of the Inst ph%a;e imparts to the’
utterance a marked nature. With the other verbs of motion,
howvever, the conveyance is very often sggcifieé, There isé
of Eéufsé, a degree of redundgz;y in uﬁtefgnces vhich

specify the expected mgaﬁg of conveyance, e.g.,
(370) my letel! tuda samoletom
EEAflgi there by\planeg
Other complements that miéht replace sSamoletom ,iﬂ=tﬁis
utterance are vertoletom (by helicopter) and raketoj (bg:
rgekét), at least in the not too distant future, the use of
which would not be at all redundant. Bach of thése -
complements, though, can be replaced by a prepositional
‘g;pressien, ﬁé'*APfep. 7
| Syffgég A-tr;nsparg manifests the éége ‘t?pe~-§§
‘relationships, ?but not jn all instantes. As ‘nentipneé
previously, neuns such as‘teiega (cart) cannot be used in
_the Inst with verbs of motion, but cather must usé:ithe
preﬁasiticnal= phrgse_: Similarly, nouns ‘such as veiﬁslpeﬁ o
(bicjsle)ﬂ mafaéiklet‘ (matar:ycle) and the :iike take
na + Prep. | | ,
Other forms of t?anspéftgtian, e.g., ﬁgﬁaxad (héat);
‘ma%ina (car), pdezd (train), etc. all can appear iﬁ either

the prgpasiti;ﬁlesi Inst or with a preposition na iuiuﬁlly)’
and the. Prep. ‘ 7

What, if any, are the conditioning factors vhereby a
Speaker may use one or the vatﬁér of these expressions?
‘Mrazek (1964: 38) writes that the Inst form is not used for
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nouns denoting animals or noMechanized means of transport.
Nouns for mechanized and/or self-motive vehicles, however,
can take either form'’', .

‘Veyrenc clgims that expressions of the type (371) are’

the result of the combination of _the b;s;c expression of

travel contained in the verb exat’, and af'the expression of
the assisting trandporter, represented by paroxod &e! (the
boat went) (1971: 134): '

(371) exal i paroxodom
went by boat,

vhich is understood to be swlf-motive. Under this

-interpretation, the paroxod is not considered to be an

Implement, but rather the object of means (dopolnenie
$Fedstvg)iVVE§:enc; however, does not address the question
of .how tie. relétianghip of the 1Inst ig (37t) and the
prepositional phrase of (372) may differ:

(372) exali na panaxade
vent by (on the) ‘boat.

Let us ;aek. for a moment, at two mesns of transport

‘which are always used in a Prep phrase. Metro (subway) and

tgkslix(tgxi) only use the Prep form vith na. Mrazek claims
PN L
this is due to the indeclinaBle nature (morphology) of these

" “two nouns. (1964: ‘38). Perhaps due to the alternatioh of only

some forms of canveyance in this ﬁg:ning there;seeﬁs'te be a

o e e

'*'Motociklet seems to be an exception, but it cannot travel
autonomously for more than a fev feet, i.e. it needs a
greater degree of direct :entrol than the other nauns in the

category at hand.

i



tendency in the contemporary language for the prepositional

form to prevail. The strength af'gxgnples such as na taﬁsiﬁ

and na metro, which are both popular forms of transport, may
provide some of the impetus for this tehéencyi

Moreover, there seems to be a ° further semantic

influence at vork here'®: and that S that more and more

private heans of tfa Sﬂg rt are usga in the Prep form, while
publ ic ,tganspgft appggrs »in the Inst. The basis for this
tendency may alsa come from the fact that the substant:ves

-identified by Mrazek as ad/mal or nanmecﬁanl;ed afe more
often than not, privately owned iﬁ’ cantemparary Soviet
society'?*, : ' o 'y

N

There is Q;Ehifd; legs common variant, which may also

be used, but mainly with adjectival Ingz phrases (loc.

o

(373) vyletet’ s pervym samoletom )
to fly out v;th the first plane 2

Examples such as this Eculd havever. carrgga cﬂmltative
nuance, although tEeré seem to be insufficient data on this
type to make any strong claims. . A

" There are, furthermore, a few verbs of motion vhich

£

cannot necessarily carry a weakened semantic value with.
L ] - ® h . .

*

regard to the mode of conveyance. One typical example ié the

verb’ priéyt’ (to arrive). BernStejn (1958: 94) has shown

%

e
—

that w;th such verbs it 15 pc531ble to tr;nsferm the 1Inst E

“‘This 1nfarnatlan wvas also provided by Dr. Drejzin.
'238tylistics may also play a role, but we have no
statistics at our di;po:al to, ve:xfy this possibility.

1)
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means into the subject of the same verb, i.e.

{374) pr'fbyt poezdom -> poezd pribyl -
- _to arrive by train -» the traln arrived.

Even. wWith pref1xed varzaats of the basxc verbs above, this

ansfornatzon is also poss:ble-

(375) priletet' samoletom ->» samolet pplletel

to arrive (f1y1ng) by plane -»> | - — ,.“,”

the plane arrxved (flevw in).

In both of these exanples there seems to be a narked qualxty~
about the statement; that is, there are 11m1tat1ons on its
lusagé. The meaning of arrlve in both ingtances strikes us as
implying that the subjects vere expected, as in ihe extended

 variant of (375), namely,

(376). samolet priletel vovremja
i the plan%';rrxved on schedule.

Along nth,thxf fact, there are algo other data in the
language vhich would support a hypothes?s“ that not 6nly
publlé transit appears as a_rulg ¥n the Inst, but scheduied
transport in particular. This is especially true if certain

adverbial modzf;ers are added to the means 25 transport.
%

Both varxatxons of the following f’expression are

acceptable, and seem equally lxkelg to be used in CSR:

(377) prlexat avtoausam/na avtobuse
to cowe by bus/on the bus. -

The addition of. Adjectxves cpnplzcatoclthc pxctuxo, hououqtvgéﬂ-

Consider the next cxalpies..)
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. (3787 priexat’ na polunotnom avtobuse/
: polunonym avtobusom K
o arrive on the midnight bus/ .

by the midnight bus, ST :

(379) exat’ na pjatom avtobuse/
. pjatym avtobusom

to go on the No. 5 bus/
by the No. 5 bus,

(380) exat’ na sinem avtobuse/ | L 4
*sinim avtobusom o ~
to .go on the blue bus/ -
s by the blue bus.
L ) ' o . N\
Although these - examples are -all very similar, both the -
prépositional and prepositionless Inst forms are possible
ohly wvith expressions representing scheduled transport.
Thus, beyond the basic lexical data, it must be known to the
speaker whether an adjective ‘such as pjatyjf (fifth, or
"No. 5" in this context) implieq,;cheduleé transport or not.'
To use such phrases correctly, then, the speaker of the

Tanguage must call upon cultural lnfbrmatlon. o .

- Instruments of transport can thus be seen to have many
'tegtrfEtions‘on ;heit'surtace manifestations. The case form .
of these nouns is determined by syntax (the Inst of
Implement), semantics {the nhturq_of the noun itself), the
'norbhology- of the substantive (e.g., metro),-anq pfagmatic““‘WJ

»

information (cultural, knowvledge). : .

Inst vs Acc o |
In Chapter II1 we mentioned the problem of English

sentences with verbs such as smear, swarm, etc., in®which
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there seems to be a choice of ab::zt for the morphologically
unmarked (prepost;onless),poslti@n of direct object. It was
mentioned at ime that Russian did not have ihig type
of problem. _ |

This same question has been’ addressed in Russian,

despite the fact that Russian dces not really pafallel

BhQIf?ﬁ.' K11by} in an artxcle ent;tleé 'A ngantzc App:alch o -

to the Accusative Case in Russian,” gives the following two
pairs of examples (Kilby 1975: 658), which appear ‘to

represent the same situation discussed in English:

(381) on bryzgal vodu na proxoZ | x
he splashed water on the passers-by,

(332)\en¢.:cyzga1 proxoXix vodoj1as -
he splashed the passers-by iith lgtEf

(383) Nabili sneg v pogred
they packed snow into the ceéllar,

" - (384) Nabfll pogreb -
they packed the cellar with snow.

Theése examples, while seemingly parallels of the English,
are not. The sécond pair, (383) and (384), may be considered
. as the basic éxunplés. The verb nabit’ Aoes not siﬁplyA mean

pack, but rather can be translated differently depending

............................

on its case array. The latter example. (384), reveals 'the

noanxng of to stuff (full), while the first means t§ pgck

””These vevbs dzsplay a dxfference afA FFanzng, vand ve w;ll

—— - - - —————————— -

*3¢The verb is incorrectly cited by Kilby, and should be
obnyzglval ,




=
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" repeat here a paxnt that wvas made in the previaus ehgpter.!a
There we rejected an argument concerning variant government
-- e.g., exgiple (241) ~- given in the 1970 Academy Grammar.
There, as here, “ rface fgaliiatiéns can be seen to often
reflect dIFFEFENEES of meaning for one and the same lexical

item. He sho(ld, gnda henceforth v:ll :nns1de: such

huiﬁpﬁﬁﬂaus far:i to be afzzeten: leéxical items on the hasis S

of their variant government of surface fa;:s.,

Bryzgat’, however, translates as to spray, sprinkle,
splash, spatter, whether used simply with an Acc, or with
na. + Acc. Nonetheless, Kilby agrees with the général
asgertian of Givén, mentioned egflier;fthat the sentgncég
are not fully synonymous. Kilby's explanation is the
following: - |

Sentence-pairs like [381] and [382)] are not
synonymous; - the version with a locative preposition
merelyﬂﬁtates that he splashed some indeterminate
quantlzy of vater on the passers-by, vhile the other

version conveys the additional information. that
enough water was splashed to have some effect on the

_ ' passers-by (Iac cit.).
VAE much as this interpretation may be acceptable for. the
equivalent English ‘examples, it is not valid for Whe
Russian. | ! ' | |
Let us <consider here two E;her exaﬁplgs frémv the
previous chapter, namely, (250?: on bﬂasset’kamﬁjgm!;‘and'
(2531245h brosaet kamni. Veyrenc had claiméd that theéé\
sentences were examples of what he called iﬁterna?land

external dlathesis. By the'fﬂrﬁefvtEfm, he implied that the
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abject ive substant)ve (here, kamnjami) is wmore cloself
associated with the subject of the verb, as in sentences of
the type (155): maxat’ rukam| .

An -exa-ination of these sentences leads to some doubt
as to the wvalidity of Veyrenc s claim. Hov, one  must ask,
are stones closely associated with man’ The ansver comes
1mp11c1t1y from the dxscussxon above concerning 1ncorporated
1mp1enents. In those instances in which the action itself is
specified by the verb, and the netessity of some kind of
complement is’!eakened wve understand that the actxon is the
nost important ;:rt of the utterance. The subﬁtantlve in the
Inst, to use the term of Dik from Chapter III, is the tall
of the utterance, i.e. it adds a kind of semantically
unnecessary 'afterthougnt. This also seems to be the case
| thh the examples above. Thus, in (382) we can understand
that the subject was, perhaps aimlessly, "splashing with
water," and this action caused some vater to land on the
passers?by. (381) .can be read differently. Here it can be
understood that there ‘uas 'so!e. vater, and the subject,
perhabs intentionally, splashed water, which landed on the
'passers;by: But, again Kilby has erred in his examples,
however in a way wh;ch helps clarlfy the general sxtuat1on.

Althuuéh the interpretation is tenuous as 1t has been»
presented _ tbere is further support for .this argument.
A/HBecause of the Acc torm in (3825 it can be 'seenv ro be a

Direct abject of a transitfive verb. The Inst'for- can be
read as an Implemental form, from a ‘narhaw implemental
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series, since to splash entails something liguié_ Kilby has

used the Acc form vodu in (381), however, this form is

erroneous. As indicated i:-edigtely above, bryzgat’ can take -

an Acc form, but»éﬁly of that which was made wet. Voda can
_ be .read in an Objective rei:ticp only with the /Intransitive

counter-part of this verb, wvhich takes just thé Inst, e.qg.,

(355) on bryz;al vuaaj
he splashed (with water).

This example parallels (260), and can shed some light on its

interpretation also. The verbs of sentences like these can

be interpfeted'35 Intransit ive:forms. While an object of

some sort is expected in both of the eited'ihgtgneesi»it is
re;li;édrnat in the Acc, but the Init. Thérebyi the action
of the. verb is :emphgsigeé, and nagi the Verb“Object
felatiéﬁship.‘rhg Inst thus fills a syntactic necessity fér
the verb form. We could, then, give a paraphrase of (260) as
something like: he was tassing things and thE things
happened to be stones.

This type of example harks bnetitéra feature which was
mentioned in Chapter IV, namely IﬁtEﬂthﬁi The Iﬂtﬁansltiég
reading of these verbs can easily be seen as unintent ional .
Consider these variations with the adverbial t&&atel’no

(carefully) added:

he is carefully throwing ston

{386) .on téCatel ' no brocaet kemni - ,:é? - ~-~;~-!év+ 'v'
e

Yz
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(387) =on t&latel’no bﬁ::sggt kamn jami .-
he is carefully throving (with stones).

This material has once again supported the hypothesis
that a ch;ﬁée in case gevgfﬁéent at the surféee,levéi is
often indicative of a change in ieaningicf a.lezi:gl item, '

Very similar _tq_this_type of sentence is the sentence
given earlier, Eut repeated for canveniénce, i.e..

(388) onl zasejali pole pSenice]
they soved .the field with wheat.
It will be recalled that =§§}rgnc had interpreted this f
sentence as the result of the over-lapping of two si:plg

sentences, namely,

(389) zasejall pole + zasejali pdenicu
soved the field + soved the wheat.

This interpretation is also invalid, since the verb zasejat’
. cannot be wused with an Acc of the grain sown. This efrgrg
however, is n@trseriaﬁs- T?e anrefiieﬂ verb Eﬁuidgbe used,

given for " the secénﬂ éampénent the form sejal! plenicu.

Although the perfective form of this verb is posejat’, it is
: hi | X

.conceivable for it to combine with the cognate form
zasejaf’i Still, this interpretation beéaﬁes somevhat ad
hoc, and must be rejected.

In the case of both types of sentence expréssgi'iibavg,

ve would suggest that -the . Inst $prm in_ the _surface . . _

represents some sort of incorporated implement, but not in
the same manner as indicated in the first part of this

&

chapter.
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The other evidence which leads me to this conclusion is

<7 as f@llavs.‘ﬁith'reggré anlyAt@ surface case government, the

. imperfective verb sejat’ takes the Acc of the grain used

(or, figuratively, the emotion evoked, e.g., Strax (fear)),
and the Inst éfagggi éstuai implement, e;g., 'sejalﬁai

(seeder). The perfective fa%n ~of the ex;ip;g,vzasgjatfz |
takes the Acc only of the plot of 1land involved, and. the

Inst only for the seed used. It would seem from these data

‘that more than the basic meaning of "sow®” is involved. The

prefix 23~ in Russian usually imparts a certain ;ﬁmpletlvé.
or sSuccessful nuance to the basic verb. Under Chafe's terms,
the latter of these would be used. However, Chafe would
claim éhat the act ion-process involved in . sowing would allow

for an Inst, but this is not possible here, e.g.,

(390) *oni! zasejali pole se jalkoj
they sowed campletely the field w1th a seeder.

" The answer to this prableg comes from a suggestion made by

H;l:gn & Nzl:en, and anathgr concept of Chafe's. As .
discussed in Chapter IV, there arg‘ not only verbs which
incarpcraﬁe an implement, but verbs which seem to imply &
specific ¢ JEEf. N;lsen & N;lsen,,cf qéi?:;f‘ took th;s in
the very narrow meaning with the gxpecﬁgd,abjects of verbs

like asphalt, butter, grease, etc. Consider here both of. the

~verbs mentioned, and the perfective of sejat’, posejat’.

The verb sejat’, as it is used in both English and

Russi;n. generally refers to either the seed or crop, but

not the lgnd. In some senses this vauld seem to qualify as a
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complétable verb under Chafe's _proposals, "which means it
vould have a complement. This complement would be the grain
or seed; siMce in its normal use this verb is an action verb
onl}, and ﬁﬁt a process. If, on the other ha?d,:a complet ive

neanihg vas implied, to state that say all of the grain vas

used, then the perfective verb, paﬁejat’ would appear. In

.“e1ther the perfe:tlve or 1mperfgsct1ve. havever. the Inst cf
implement, »namely, sejalkoj, could be spec;f;ed. This,
however, is contrary to Chafe's theory, whereby only a
procelli!ctiaﬁ verb, or a successful process, can be marked
with an Instruﬁgntgl. - ’ 7 '
Zaséggt’; vhich haé only the imperfective =£ar;§'
Zasevat’ and zaseivat’, always tﬂies an if;! or vgafeel'"af '
land a§ its direct object, but nét artype of seeé.'nareavgr,»

it seems ungrammgtiéél ta say, oo
(391) ?on) zasejall pole sejalkoj

they sowved the field with a seeder.
The urifelicitousness of this sentence, réthgf than
ungra:nati:glfiy.gigy be *necaﬁnteé for ‘in terms of the
arguments. Thus, the znterpret;tzan (or ‘seene' in
Fillmore's terms) of zasejat’ is the tﬁaﬂsfarmatian éf a
plece of land (totally) by changing the compos |t fon of It.

The questionable nature of (391) results from the fact that

a seedér by itself cannot produce the change identlFfeﬂ in

the verb. 7
Thus; returning to Veyren: 5 cxplsnat;aﬁ, ve see thit

this approach is incarfect. In actuality, pdenicej is an




Inst of inélg:Eﬁt; since it is the inférﬂeﬂiaﬁy vhich brings
about  the change specified in the verb. Chafe would
theréfore identify zasejat’ as a true process-action verb.
We can see, then, see that the action verb sejat’ is really
i;éludgé-seigﬂtieally'in the verb zasejat’, as one mighé
expect. We ¢§n1~£hgre£af§; redefine the scene above as the
transformation of a parcel of land ... through the action of
Sawing. '

This is the same state of affairs that exists with
other verbs. Consider the verb ted’ which can only take a
liquid as the subject in direct usage, e.qg.,

(352) slezy tekli v gla;g

7 tears flowed in the eyes.
:Hiﬁhj the pfefi:gé verbs, however, "the object affected by
the :étiaﬂ and upon yhich the action is manifested® .can

become the subject (Schupbach 1979: 26-27), e.qg.,

(393) giazs zatekl | slezami
‘the eyes flowed vx;h tears.
Contrary to Chafe's suggestion earlier, or rather in a
feintcrprgtgtion of his vievs; we cén see that what c:n,bi}
called an action verb can ingeéé have some sort of
Instrument. Considéring‘ the data di#cusseﬂiearlief in tﬁis
:haptcr, one could propose, for Chafe's earlier exa-pln with -

'thﬁ verb to read, the inalienable instrument of szght; thecw:

=

,}‘

eyes.
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At this point we should also lxke to questxon verenc s

other exanple namely (agaln repeated):

(245) stvol obros moxom o . ’
the trunk is over-grown thh noss, e

vhich Veyrenc produces from,

7 (246) stvol ob-(...) + mox ros o
the trunk is over-(...) + moss grew., o

. The prefix ob- inpirts a nuance of around, over, or about

not to the action of the verb per se, but as above, to the

object of that act1on. Thus, a better source for the given

sentence is ’

N -

" (394) ob-(...) stvol, + mox ros
over-(...) the trunk + moss grew.

'_Support for this point of view comgs.trom:the collequial

expression fég putting on weight, namely

(395) obrasti \tirom
to get\fat
Lit.: tp surround oneself v1th fat.

This same relation between the: verb and vnoiinal. is

- shown in another puir of .examples (Schupbach 1978: 627£f),

(396) sypat’ oves na molodyx
~ to scatter oats on the bride and groom,

(397) osypat’ molodyx ovsom - ’ :
to shover the bride and groom with oats.

/

Schupbach claims, like Givén for English, that in the first -

~F

S —
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"the oats are displaced with respect Eé the static

action (cf., sypat’ ovsa [scatter some cats]) and
are vieved as the object affected by it* (1978:
627). A o |

- For ;hi; second example,  however, ’ S:huph;;h» refers o

] Y *

Jakobson's tefiinalagy, explaining
"the displaced oats have been reinterpreted as
peripheral to the action and they are appear [sic)
in a z;Pipﬁéﬂgf case” (loc. cit.). N

It is _ evident from the above discussion that many .
scholars of case choose to ignore other inté:mgtian_ in the
structures they; are d:aliﬂg vith. The prefixed vgfb forms

(zasejat’, obrast,, asypat’); do not take the same _case

arrays as the unprefixed forms. The presence of a prefix in

these examples signals the fact that the action of the verd

Is more Intimately Inv@’?vgﬂ with a particular type of °

argument, i.e. there is a re-grouping of the arguments with

© respect to éhe‘ intgnsity of their relationship with the

verbM
This brings wus back te!;he discussion of Ch;ptaf 1v,

vhere we éea;: vith Verb’Object structures. The preceding

. 7 , . a .
material  seems to indicate, as mentioned,” .that the

relationsbip of the Inst.to the utterance is net simply one - -

.of . performing tfégsﬂm described In the verb, but rather .-
that of realizing the process described In the Verb 0bject

expression. However one vishes to translate the verbs sypat
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and osypaf’, fhe genetei characteristic of the action is the
sp?oadlrg of somethlna Iimt and non-liquid. In English we
cbmprehend this as an acbzon vhich can be carried out by
)sdhe device, or by hand. In Russian, hovever, through verbal
; prefixation, the scope of the action (or turfscene) can be

A\

lxmxted by focussing attention on the verb&? actlon towards

one of its possible arguments. Thxs Verb” ObJect (Argument)

unit now functions with respect to other elements in the
— sentence, - both realized and poteﬁtial,,as a nev verb, so to
" speak. SR | y
Russian has sany ?ther such exa;bles of this, includiné
verbal prefixes which occur toncomitantly with ~specific
prepositioﬁe. This is particularly transparent with the
prefix s~ which occurs vith the p}eposition § very
frequently, e.g., | | | ‘

(398) vjazat’ veniki
to tie (bind) besoms,

(399) svjazat’ koncy/odin konec s drugim
to tie'the ends/one end to the other.
The prefixed form can be interpreted, of course, as the

perteceive form of the .verb vjazat’, but : it is also”

understood as to tle somethlng to samethlng else. In this

meaning, with which the preposltxon S is ofteﬁwused it is

understood as the perfective form off svjazyvat’. l'The ,
derivetion'"fOQ this form is undeﬁetoed ae origihating ;ieh -7
tﬂe perfect Ilve, and not v/ice versa. Russian, therefore, isfe
much -qre'poverful languagehthen English with respect to the
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Vefb‘ﬂgging; relationships that  can bé formally na?keé in
surface structure by the verb. | :“
With specific reference to the English verbs éiseuéseé
earlier, it can be seen that'zngli:h does not have the same
means at " its disposal 4i.e. prefixation and aspect) to

express the various shades of meaning which Russian can.

' Thus, one reason English verbs are so grﬁﬁléigtié is that a

single lexical item can express a mumber of nuances which

English verbs must remain embiguous vith respect .to their

exact, intended application as there are no formal means of

disambiguating them. The only fruitful path to a solution
that ﬁfable! would seem to be through Qfagmaéicé, whereb

one might better be able to ascertain the exact “status of

the various nominals in the cited examples.

'!i Iastrumentals and Control

‘Much of the above discussion has shown that the“lns; of
implement is the inte?nGéiary between the getu;l perfé;me:
;f the action Ahd the object which is affected by %hgt'
aétiﬁn (for transitive _:veéhg). Moreover, ° for ' both
intransitive and transitive verbs the Inst of implement is
not alwvays ©conscious or intgntianalgv:but could be

controlled. There is, éf course, as least one . kind of

‘exception to this, and that is exemplified by

¥
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(400) katat’ vetvjami

to have one's branches sway (of a tree),
which was introduced in the last chapter. This, however, can-
be considered to be a figurative Wﬁegning. extended Vfta!
examples  ‘like (155): maxat’ rukoj, ketc. This type of

expression is, moreover, relatively restricted in its use,

‘ﬁgré often, one can expect something like,

(401) vetvi katalis’
the branches swayed, =, : L

or, when the whole tree is involved,

®

(302) rjabina kataets ja
the mountain ash is swaying.

Returning, however, to' the salient aspect of this
ction, it is evident that in: many instances the
substantive in Ehe'ingt;is a controlled element, even if nét
a physical implement as this word is natmallj used. In many
of the Vgxamglgﬁ above, e.g., bryzggﬁ" éﬂd@j; Zzase jat '’
pSenice], the water, oats are not at allrsﬁch “implements.;

They are, however, the pdtentially controlled substantive

‘'which aids: in the performing of the action. Whether

expressed or not, their lexical features in general are
ascertainable in the same manner as those of /ncorporated

Implementals. EGEEﬂ?Ef; like the incarp@rateé'inpleieéts,,

_these substantives are understood to.  be "cﬂﬁtﬁei}ed;

T

' Many verbs which could be interpreted in this manner
| _

‘have been incﬂuded elsevhere under other headings. The 1954

*
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Academy Grammar, for example, included all of the above

- expressions which do not fall (obviously) into the Implement

categpry' as Objective Relations. The 1970 Academy Grammar

incYudes these forms under the label Strong  singular

invariant government, which seems to be true. Several

sub-sections’verégépecified there, however, with unnecessary

‘complications in wmény places. Numerous verbs which show

similar charécreristics vere separated on the basis of the
very specific semantics of the verbs, e.g., verbs of filling
or satiation (snabdit’ den’gami, (to provide with- -oney)),.

verbs describing movement, such‘ls (155), and words:vi;h a

- weakened "implemental" meaning vh}éh could be understood as-

an oblique object (UMGr!f' golodom (to starve)). In each of
these instance;, it can be seen that the Inst form is part
of the action of the verb. The term object ive relation is
confusing, inasﬁuch as it has a nuance of Direct Object.

These verbs, However; do not take the substantive which

- appears in the Inst as an object in this sense. Either there

cannot be  a. direct object, in which case the Inst plays a
role in the action described; or there can be a separate
direct object, which is acted upon by the activity described

in the verb, and with some part of this action performed or

- caused by the Inst. 1In both 1nstances,‘hovever, the Inst

J

r

represents a controlled or poténtially contnolled element of

" the utterance.'

—~—

There is another—lhrge set of verbs'vhich take onlyv an
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Inst, and cannot take an Acc objective. - These are

repiesented' by the verbs rukovodit’ (to manage, run);

komandovat’ (to command); and upravljat’ (to govern). These

verbs have been usually identified as having an Inst which

represents the object, or sphere, over wvhich the gct;an of

the

verb is spread (AG 1954, DeSerieva). Haveuer, for every

verb of this type, there is not only an elément of the

totality of the action on the Inst substantive, but also one

of control over that 1tem, without hav1ng any real effect on

thg item 1tself;

fﬂgariy

It has been pointed out, however, that in the 19th and

20th centuries verbs such as Fukavadiffr and

dirizirovat’ (to direct) governed like transiﬁives, i.e.

they

CSR,

took
thege

The

.government

with

the

an Acc direct object (Butorin 1966: 125-26). In

verbs now govern the Inst.

explanation we propose for this- change in

is that the nuance of control that is éi:ﬁciated

basic usage of the Inst (that of Implement) was

greatly gtrgngehened'in the late part of the last century,

resulting in this ghift. Thus, more than signifying a simple

Implement,

‘rangé of

entitles.

caﬁstfueticnsi He claims that Verb"Inst structuces of the

type

Th;

under’

the Inst came to associated with a broader

substantives in some sense are controlled

»

_is further supported by Veyrenc s- analgi}s of Inﬁt R

discussion indicate. "skoree vnutrennij motiv
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Kompétencli, cem vnesnee opredelenie’?*” (1971: 136). Thus,
unlike Acc government which seems to imply an effect on

something, Inst government indicates control without effect

.

of the item controlled.

There ié independent support for the hypothesis that
the Inst in ;Le surface structure of Russxan, 1n the types
of expressxons ve have been examining, does convey a sense
éf controlled entity, or at least ‘of* potential control.
Immediately above wé meéntioned verbs such as rukovodit’
vhichvchangedtthefi gover;ment'to reflect the semantics of
the action th;reby described namely the controlled natuﬁé of
the old Acc object. There is, in dialectal Russian, some
.- evidence that this kind of ﬁrocess vith other verbs is

product1ve. o
The reflexxveA verb Inteﬂesavat'sja.(tb be interested
in) implies a certain degree of conscious effort on the.pgrt
of the subject; cf. : . '
(403) Ja Interesujus’ znamenitym. poétom | *f

I am interested/"take an interest”
in the famous poet,

B » - (404) znamentiyj poét menja interesuet
the famous poet interests me.

Although the lexical items convéyvmuch thelsame information,
tﬁe nuances differ. The first example meéns more than:just I
have- an (nterest. The i‘mﬁﬁca’tion of this example seems tcs"
be that, not only am I interested iﬁ something (the famous

- ——— - e - -

~'?'The italics are aine.: . ‘ _
L) : c T
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©  poet), hut T make an effort to learn more about that

something; 1 :ansciéuslyi e;:;t an effort to control the:

knosledge I have about it. The second example éags,nat have .

this . iiplicaticﬁ. Rather it means that by its nature,

séﬁethiﬁg is interesting to me, but I don't really control
) 4

wvhat I know about it. Hence, in Russian oné could say,

¥

(405) astrof izika menja Interesuet
-astrophysics 1ntgrgsts me,

vhether or not I do anything to further my knawleége of this
field., 1If, hawgv;r I happen to study this topic, or be a
scientist working for NASA, then I can say,

(406) ja Interesujus’ astﬂafizikaj

- 1 am interested in astrophysics.
The controlled element in these examples is my participation
in the topic. If I caﬁtral the topic, in that I can exert
some influence over the aspects of it that are of interest .
to me, then topic can be expressed in the Inst with tﬁe
reflexive verb.

Dialectally, the delibg:ative meanihg of this verb' is
expressed differenfly. The reflexive form can be used wvhen
the speaker 'takes an active iﬁtereét in Samgthing; If vhgt.
he has an interest inifia;gvérg cannot be controlled by him,
except with regard to vhethér or not he finds something out,
then this mgg receive a different surface manifestation.
Résults of samething may be iﬁtefestiﬁg;rbut _the most ane;
can flnd out abaut them is the exact scores (say, of g test)

but nothing more. Such a situgtiaﬁ=implies conscious gffg:t.
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but no real control. Popova'’* siudied dialgéﬁal deviati§n3~
from the litergfy ﬁarﬁ in letters to newspapers, and her
data indicated a unique expression for such a situation,
namely, |
(407) zdes’ ka3dyj den’ infer27ujut513
O rezul’tatax stro

gvery day here they are interested
in the results of the construction.

Thus, in CSR the verb interesovat’ implies interest without

intent; while interesovat‘’sja implies both intent and some

“degree of control. When there is intent, but no real

control, then some speakers of the language do not use - the
Inst structure, but :ather circumvent it with a different

phrase. In Popova's terms, this new expression repfgsenté

the del Iberat ive object.

There is‘a.father large group of verbs similar to
Interesovat ‘sja, including uvlekat’sja (to be fascinated by)

and vosxisCat’‘sja (to admire). Li) Interesovat’s ja, there

and many other such verbs can apgear without the -sja affix,

* with the substantive which appeared in the Inst with the

-sja form now as the subject of the. verb. These verbs also

seem to evoke a certain response in the animate object (or

sﬁbject)i:This response may be completely spontaneous, or .it .
may be canécieus-rThe surface manifestation can depeﬁa on
the degree of cang;iau§$02¢n£§ql exerted by theuigiaitg,»-1

member of the sentence.

"‘Pnpcva (1934) ‘Prastafecnge upotreblenie pgdeznyx form i
literaturnaja narna ®

tel 'stva e
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There are a few verbs, however, with :hichrthg Inst andst
subject phrases are set, ije_ there cannot be the same -
variation as above. These include both the verbs zanimat’sja
(to be aecﬁpied with, take part in) and gordit’sja (to be
proud of). The first of these, of course, is readily
understood as.a verb of control, since the subject takes an
active, conscious 'role in doing something. The: second
hovever is not as obvious.

Plewves suggests that gord/t’sja be translated not as
"to be proud Of," but rather as "pride oneself on" (1977:
261). Thés interpretation implies that pride is not
saeethingA that is'evakéd in the same manner as admiration,
but rather is within the realm of the conscious control of
man. Thus, since an object cannot instill pride in the same
way that éang~§izggme scene might evoke admiration, these

verbs must appear only in the -sja form. The Inst with suchsa\

verbs is blocked from becoming the subject ‘of the

non-reflexive verb.
There is, horeover, a direct parallel with this latter

J . : .
verb and other igfle:ive izerbs for which there exist no

. corresponding non-reflexive verbs, e.g., Eajaf’sjag (to be

afraid) raqé opasat’sja (to fear) (Schaarschmidt 1971: 156),
both of which normally take the Gen. What is important with

v 7 4
all of these verbs is that they are often used without any

gbjectjgig-! . — i N » L ﬁi
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(408) ja bojus’/gorius’
I am gf:aié/praudg

) Thus, verbs which are reflexive and normally .tgke an
Inst object can be understood as representing some sort of

emotional state, in which the experiencer takes an active

role. - Thus, since pride is & . direct result of ﬁh&isiéz“*--'“

conscious state of mind, the object of that pride appears in
the Inst. Fear, however, is at times irratiangl, and hardly .
subject to the control of the experiencer. With rthis verb,
the bbject of the fear, if expressed, is in the Gen.
c. Ptodicdtf?izsﬁrucﬁufg;

| The predicative usﬁge:in its strict sengé was dealt
vith in a section afxthg last chapter. While much of the
data that has been presented with respect to the predicative
Inst is at least somewhat understood, we should like to add
more to thesg‘dgta_ | -

It was mentioned that Reed included a broader fangé of

'data'undef thaé rubric th;n is uéuallg considered within the
-full scope of pfééiéative function.

Aithough “Reed classified, without much Vdis:ugiien,

| examples like - | ' | | | -
(409) on rabotaet voditelem ' - B -
e . he works 88 & drivery oo T ol

(410) vernut’sja starikom \
to return an old man,

as predicative forms, more support can be produced for such

sd
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N

an ippfaach_

It :sgems that béth‘ of these structures are actually
what Veyrenc calls the over-lapping of two basic sentences,
Thusj (409) might well be fgpresentgﬂ in deep stru:ﬁufe as

(411) on rabotaet + on -~ voditel’
- he works + he is a driver.

The obvious question is why the profession would then appear

in the 1Inst rather than the Nom. There are two rQSSQns for

- . .
this. Unless conjoined, two Noms rarely appear in the same
‘ ’ ) K

sentence, other than in tautglégiesi Second, working as a

driver implies a different state than normal, or perhaps, a -

change oOf state. .lsjWas shown earlier that the Inst in the

past and futu:g'vithsthe verb byt’ was quéily an indication-

.

. that the state mentioned, in the Inst vas not a permanent

state.
HEEZékk however, who also supports this intefpretaticﬁ,

does not use szpar;tefsinple’sentences, as ve have proposed,

but rather uses a participial (therefore partially derlved)

structure, namely, for his example (1964: 67),

(412) oh rabotaet, buduti traktoristom
he works, being a tractor driver,.

Our more basic interpretation is, hovever, more viable

than both Mrazek's and th;t;pfapaseé by Veyrenc for other

CeXBMPLEBE . . . e e e

(413) onl radoval is’ vsej sem’ej
the whole family is happy,

is derived, according to Veyrenc, from

- -



(lll) oni Fgﬂavallsf + vsja sem’ ja radavalas : i
they are happy + the whole family is happy.

It seems abre to be the case that the derivatien

type of structure is,

(415) oni radoval is’ + oni -- vsja sem’ 'ja

they vere happy + they are a whole f

The samé’grczedure, thaugb does not apply to an

attached to a substantive, e.g.,

(416) oni gubili 1judej mil] lonami

they killed people by the millions.

This seems more to,be ¥n adnaming}

qQuantificational wvalue

derived by this transformational procedure.

interpretation has two

accounted for in terms which already exist .elsewhere 'in

grammar, and moreover,

of

benefits. First

function,

Gﬁr

‘the

the 1Inst phfgse

=assac1ated vith the verb of the sentence,

the nominal. Thefeby,;-na

violated, nor is it nec

collocational

essary to postulate

but‘

of

mily,

this

Inst

indicating a

the substantive, and can not be

predicative

Inst can be

no

the

longer

rather

vhat

with

- restrictions are

vaulé

othervise be unfelicitous sentences in the. deep structure.

: \
Comparison

Bfieflj. we will now

Ison. There is some.

this Inst stru:gu:eg-is

"standard" example being,

v

laak at what is called the ﬁst of

canfus;an,n; to . uhether é: 'na:

productive or

not

in CSR, the
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(177), letet’ streloj
to fly like an arrow.

Papfilov (1967) and Isadenko (1965) claim that this is

not a productive process, but rather is limited to a small,

fixed number of idiomatic expressions. Panfilov (1967:

. * -
164765) " writes that the Inst of comparison cannot appeer -

wvith generally-used words, colloquial voras, and in partic-
ular with verbs which are of a bookish style. Moreover (Op.
cit.: 166), noﬁns denoting humans and their professxons,
etc./;re blocked from appearing in such structures.

Other scholars, however, e.g., Mrazek 51964; 67)
Beli ve that this‘is a produetiée ﬁrocess. Many speei;rs of
the language feel that there.are ﬁo limits on the types of
verbs involved, nor on the nouns, including "human” ones.

One explanation for this phenomen is that’' such

. expressiéns represent a structure.like (Mrazek: 67):

(417) letet’ + ego polet nqpomlnaet let strely
to fly + its flight resemblles the flight
of an arrow.
It seems prudent to accept this as the interpretation of
such structures;vbut it does not account for the Inst form.
It is connonly accepted that>such expressxons have a
netaphorxcal nuance to them. We should therefore like 'to

. extend this_ txguratzve aspect one step further, and equate

‘these structures thh the type dzscussed 1mnedxate1y above..

If something flles Iike an arrow, then, in the metaphorical

extension of that expression, that something /s an arrow, as .

T

© el e
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It fliles. Thus, gg';bﬁvg,.thcvéggp ;iérgitﬂtatiéﬁ for this
structure is ' ' ‘
(418) on letit + on -- strela

it flies + it is an arrow,

:hjeh, via a tranﬂfarnétian. hQGQiES,

~if’

6419) cn letaet, budud | stnelaj
he fl;gs. being an arrow.

This stru:ture still conveys the same semantic 1nfa:i-tzan
‘as Mrazek' s, and d;rectly a::aunt; for Zgl Inst ;trueture.

a ,
undgr th;s 1n;erprezatxan, thcre is nho reason to

consider this process gas unproductive. Rather, any such
itrﬁetutei in which tﬁéiiﬁgt nominal is capable (usually) of
performing the action identified in the verb .can be
understood as ‘such gn.Iﬁst:aF compear ison, and é;n be derived 3
in the same manner. | | S )
Perhaps certain ;xpress1an; with human ‘nouns -uulé be -
blﬂetéd, for example (Panfilov: 165), :
(420) *pe&stat’ m:élﬂ?sfﬂéj :
‘ to type like a typist, ] _
if only because to type |ike a - typist entails being 2
tyﬂist; This structure gﬁaulé not, however, be blocked
according to the above interﬁfcgatignf Let h:, therefore,
examine further the underlying semantic reéading of thg
. earlier ‘examples. This type of exsmple means "as if he
were," which entails the notion th:t "he is not." Tﬁul, the

above example is not blocked because it contains a human _

noun in the 1Inst, but rather because it violates the
. A '
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relationship of reality to .the semantic re di ng. Tﬁergbyg

(421) pet’ protoed’ jaﬁaﬂam

to sing like an archdeacon,
is not blocked, because to sing as if one were an archdeacon
does not entail hgiﬁg one. 7
The full paraphrase of the given semantic reading vould .

also account for the Pfe;enée of the Inst in, for example,

(422) on Fetastiﬁudfe by on byl sfﬁeleg
he flies as though he were an arrow,

in which the Inst is not a gpecial Inst of comparison, but,

Sinﬁly, the predicative Inst.

A similar explanatibn is applicable for structures

containing an Inst of qualification, through the use of the

gerund budu/ (being), e.g., -

- i:ii) on xodit geroem
he goes a hero
can be derived directly from o

¥
-

. (423) on xodit, budt! geroem
he goes, being a hero.

Such ‘structures can now bg‘;één not as oddities, which
'igaicha- acquired an Inst form, but rather ‘as regular
iﬁnifgstitiﬁng of the predicative Inst in Rugsigﬁ;
" Time and Space i |

we have not discussed Time and ?Iicg Inst expressions,
but we would like to make ix_teﬂtative proposal in this

Y

respect.



Pirst, ve would igrga with the prépéiii th?t
expresgions of Ehg type, dnem, vesnoj are igaeed adverbials.
.Not !gnlj is this the situation that obtained in OCS, but ipi
-@défn Russian it is limited to eight nominals representing
the four times of the day, and the four. seasons.

With regard to Time expressions with adjectives, e.g.,

(424) &itat’ celymi dnjami ¥
to read for days on end
ind Place Inst expressions, e.g.,
(425) exat’ lesom o S

to drive via the forest,
wve propose that in E§E§;ﬂiﬂst8ﬂ§§iithe Inst nature of the
.Giﬁfliiiéﬁi also imparts a-vnugncejaf control. Activities
carried out over 'vhalé dei; are limited not by the days,
but by the action of the ‘subjeet vho controls the time . . .

frames In which he performs. The same obtains fq; Place.
Inst, whereby it can be understood that the route, taken was
under the control of the subject of the verb, or some other

Agent (a8 'is the case vith  the Inst of public.

transportation). ' -i" - g
D. Summary B h

This éhspter has examined the ﬁain u;é of the surface
‘ .
prepalitianlgl: Inst in Cgﬂti-pﬁt::y s:lndnrﬂ Rui;iaﬁ, 1.eg
that of the /mplement usad t@ ﬂeallza the action descrlﬁed

by the verd.
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.Various scholars at éiffe;egf times 'hgvgl classified
many of the t;pes of examples we have examined under a broad
- range of he;dinqs. Our data have indicated that this 'may-not
‘have been at all necegsgry;" | | .

s In.a general comparison with English (especially that
_from  Chapter 1IV), it vas shown that aufanaﬁy and
def Initeness both play a role in the determination of the
possible surface manifestations of what might be called an
implemental noun. This discussion }evealed that English has -
fever restrictions than Russian with respect (especially) to

. the sub&ectivalizatién of nouns.

| We next looked at the various types of impigﬁgnts which
could be used with different verbs. We determined that in
'Rus;i;n in particular, it was necessary for the néﬁinal in
the Inst to be either cﬂnfnalled>(maﬁiﬁu{afad),.cr at least
to be potentially so. The one feature which seems to be
‘ptebcht in a large -ajafity of Inst strﬁctufgg in Russian,
there}or;, is that of control. It was possible for us to
extend this feature to account fg; many diverse furictions of
the 1Inst in the surface strﬁctufe of CSR-jﬁﬁreaver; the
verbal semantics often indicaﬁgs ﬁhieh implement, or basic
type of Implement is the expected implement. S

This led us to conclude that with 1irespect to
imple@éntal gtrugtgrgsi tge:ej is a great | deal of
presupbosltlon entailed in the verbel semantics. ?hilg
grémmatlcal sentences are ée::ible with little or no feégra
to the semantics ‘of the individual words, - fellc/tous

[N L 4



sentences ‘a:e primarily possible if " the - Informatjon
presupposed by the verb CFF‘ a sentence Is present and not
contradicted by the semantics of the other elements of that
‘SEﬁtéﬁce_ If, however, a contradiction ﬂaes{ﬁecufi transfer
features from the verb are imposed on the noun, and from

this nev semantic Fﬁaméugrk felicitous, or satisfactory

feaéing is made?'uagy'vg;g%, including those which take at
the surface level the Inst of a part of the body, e:érgsév:n
action (movement, or creation of sound) which is totally
dependent on- that part of the body for its full
rgpfeéeﬁta;iaﬁ. Deletion of such parts of the body is only
pcssiéle :in those cases where éhere is little choice as to
vhich item wvas used for the action, or vhere this
information is readable from the context. There are also a
few Verbs which behave similarly to this, but do not take a
part of the body. This small group includes onomatopoeic
" verbs like xiapyuat’sja} '

When 'an Inst appears with an aéjecéivgi it was shown
that aften!;he Inst was already understood from the context,
or from the verb itself. Such St;ucthes are not cénsiéereé
redundant, but rather could be seen as a grammatical vehicle
for the expression éfzgsame' new information about the
~expected implement (old information). Moreover, with vérbs '
éf motion _gﬁd ‘implzmenté of transgergatién, more than the
semantics of the t:ans;art;ﬁéé to be knowvn to csrr:a%ig
produce and properly iﬂtgré?et surﬁgeé structures containing
these. Hpg: than  simply being new Information, this. |

/
A
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information could be seen as culturally based.

‘ Uhlike English, Russian hgs a powerful device at its
disposal in the form of prgf1xat1cni Fillmore had proposed
scenes as a method of understanding all the elements vhxch
could potent1a11y participate in any g1ve spe ch situation.
Russian verb pref1xat1nn takes this prncess furthegfsﬂet
only does a verb evoke the scene in Fillmore's sensef but a

&,

prefix focusses one of the arguments of that scene.

The main conclusion we can draw from the discussion of

this chapter is that the Inst in surface structure in the -

modern Russian language is nqé the result of a simple
deep-structure process. Although the primary use of the Inst
is to represeﬁt the implement of the actian, thi# is naﬁ the
only cond1txon1ng factor. The 1nterplay af the semantics af
the verb with its deep-structure arguments can have :EF% \
effect on the form of the surface structure, but even more
\tygn —it--seems to be pragmatics which cantfzbute much to

the production and interpretation of a sentence.

We also examined some other structures in Russian which
vere 'néi of an iImplemental nature. These are whgtgéculd be
ca;led-pped!catiVé Inst manifestations. Althcuéﬁ_ Reed had
broadenéﬁi‘-the scope of the material which could be
enconpa:sed by the label pﬁgﬂiﬂgtlve with its 1mp11:at1Q;s, ;
‘Mrazek also .1mpl1e1t1y xncluéeﬂ other material here, Same.
furgheg-xentatxve proposals seem to support a point of vieg

that many prepositionless Inst phrases in Russian .can be -
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explained by the embedding of a tautological (be-sentence)

in another basic stéhcturgi With an extended meaning, this

"includes even the so-called Inst of comparison.

- , , ,
The primary conclusion wve must drav from this work is

. that the surface prepositionless Inst is a case which is

‘characterized by a feature of gitBEE‘éstuai control, or of

potent ial control. ¥
‘ /

a

=%



VI, Eoﬁclusians

. N -

The present work takes a very broad over-view of case

grammar and its specific application to a single case in
Russian, the preé&sitienless Inst.

We reviewved the early theories of case to determine

vhat the historical background was to the modern theories of - .

case. The earliest studies simply identified the meanings

.associated vwith each of the surface cases. This was applied

éspeciglly to Latin and Greek.
In the first half of the présent century, scholars such
as Hjelmslev and Jakobson attempted to ascertain features by
vhich the surface cases of language could be determined.
Hjelmslev's study was concerned with both the cage'magking
of and the prepositions used ‘vgggr case phfasesgi Althaugh
much of his data at least :aflgctedithe a;tugl usage of
prepositions and cases, it did little to explain it. As a
déscripﬁive tool, his theory is intefgsting, if nat»ﬁsgfuL-
| Jakobson was the most nétable of the scholars to apply’
this approach to Russian. Jakobson was less concerned with
prepositions than the cases per se, and he proposed four *

correlations (features) which he marked binarily. These

[, ]

correlations did little more than establish sets o cases

which were opposed to each by these features. A later
revision to his basic theory saw the combination of two of
. -the féatures into a singie‘qer:elatien; vhich resulted in a
- | | L
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naxinally efficient system for the marking of the éight
, cases*of Russian. While nonetheless inﬁergsting, this theory
also contributed little to the explication of the usez and
~ meaning of the surface cases of language. For the Inst,
:which is our main concern, the only feature which was marked
positively: indicated that this case was a Ssemant/c rather
than a g;anﬁsfiéai case under the former bipartition of
cases into these groups.

The era of Transfarmaticé;l ﬁsenergtive Grammar gave
linguistics a new approach '2% gra;mar. Case was most
intensely studied under the‘ theory .- proposed by
Charlee Fillmore, th;h has begpme known simply ‘as
case-grammar. This !prapgsal, vhich was mnot embraced by
Soviet - -scholars, entailed Ehe inclusion of semantic
informat{on, in the form of case nodes, in the deep
stfucture of 1language. Unlike surface syntax, which has an
established domain of data,. semgnti:s"hgs always been a
problem for linguists. It has proven to be most difficult to
ascertain exactly what semantic features are, ané. how they
should be applied. Nonetheless, the need for this kind ;E
information in d;ep struéture wés»hshawn,,'ghd* case*grammaf
vas atﬂleast one.of the means of formally expressing it.

Among the problems which EESEigrammaf came up against
wvere the question of which -cases were nécesSer rfaﬁa
sufficient) for the full e:pli;aticﬂ of the sﬁrfaée
manifestations of case, and what the exact content of such

'cisgs should be. Barly case-grammarians proposed cases which

- 1
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described the meaning of the ease; as it related té the
semantics of the verb. The array of such casés}in éeep
structure determined wvhich verb .could be inserted
(e&zpatiblz} into a prapasitiaﬁ. ' ?

various other approaches were taken to case-grammar,
. Some vere based nggzi;fundalgntal Fillmbrian theory, others
simpiy recognized thgtrtheéfg, and yet others rejezteé "tHe
theory in Egvaur}af another framevork.
Features provided a constrained means Qf vfcfpalizing
the 'éescfiptian of Easgs. Both inherenj features (e.g.,
animggyl and relational features (e.g., cause, control) were
introduced. Although some scholars feel that inherent
features should not play a role in this matter, chgrs have
shown that animaéy is one means of diffgfgntiaéiné Inst and
Agent in the surface level of language. Since sééh features
are a necessary part of the grammar elsevhere, e_é., in the
determination of Eelicitcﬁs subjects, etc., inherent
features can be supported. Re%&tiéngl features such as cause
(and its result, efFést);inéicaté the transitive effect of
one noun on some other noun in ' the sentence. Control
inaicatgs:thgt one member of the sente;ce exerts some
influence on anathgr element, which is by its nature
potent fally controllable. g
An _gxamihgtian..aiﬂgazi recent thedries indicates that
such information by itself may naéibefguffi:ient to Qenérateg
and interpret the surface output of a lgnguagcizéillﬁarg,

Dik, and others indicate that contextual information
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(encyclopedic knowledge, discourse situation, and even

culturgl' background) all élay a ralg'in bgth the generation
and in;erp;;tatibn of surface sentences.

We examined>the Inst in English (and French) and found

that the main featurés vhich are of concern for this case

are control, cause, autonomy, def Initeness, and Intent. The

first of these, control, seems to be the feature which is

most iqportdnt " for ‘this case. A substantive must be
controlled, manipulated oz at least potentially controllable
for it to appear in the surface Inst. Cause isja general
characteristic of the'case; but this féatufg is also sh&reé
with théfkgentive case. The remaining three features do not
have any iihd of direct role in the formation of an Inst
from a - substantive so marked, but do determine certain -

transformational possibilities for a noun which could appear

as the Inst of-implement.

, In Chjszg:_v wve presented out primary data. This was
. [
. accomplished through the presentation of the many different

classificatory stﬁdies that have been done on the
prepositionless Inst in Russian. It became evident in that
chapter' that many scholars do not fully agree on whst §u;h'a
classification should gntaii with respect to "classifiers,”
but there is a greas;deaftéf agregment in general. Certain
vorks (e«é.,":KG }§70)“diffgtgﬁffgée! small ééﬁiatgﬁﬁé'cf:

meaning, which complicete the material unnecessg:ily; and

" even lead fo avoidable errors.

0.
o
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Our ‘task was, therefore, to examine the theoretical
app;oaches to case in general, and the Inst in particular,
and « relate thisg material to a lgngugge wvhich has a
productive surface case system, namely, Russian.

iﬁ our detallea discussion of the 1Inst, it became 7
evxdent that the single featu;e control is aften an integral
part of the surface Inst. In most instances, another nominal
vas present in the sentence which was in some way affgcted
by the Innt but this alohe does not account for- much of the
QQta. The Inst itself ‘was shown ta' be, of necessity,
compatible with the Verb“"Object relation with tfansitivé'
verbs, and to be an integf:i part of the action described by
intransitive verbs, With transitive structures, the ‘
contnolied. relationship is more ‘evident than: withm
«4ntransitive structures. The latter often use instrumental
constructians even thaugh the substantlve is not controlled.
as we understand th;t term normally. In some instances, it
is the non-control! of the impleient which results in the
action described by the verb. ’

There are implements which do not fit the 'na:mgi
reading of this term, but which népgiheless function as the
Inst of implement .in Russian. This includes the iﬁpleﬁent of
_graln with ‘tFE sawfng QF a Fieid_ __ | N
| Our d:sﬁu551cn indicated that prefixatien vith many

verbs focusses one argument.ﬁu;uglly the object ive. Although

the,xnplcg-nt vwith such verbs may appear in the Acc with the
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unprefixed verb, and have an objective relation to that
verb, it becomes implemental at a higher level with derlved
-verb forms. This 5eens to be a8 process 51!11!! to Llefrxnk s
creation of synthetic verbs from analyt;:i verbs with ¢
" complements. Nonetheless, evenr in the role of such an
implemental, these ‘nouns are still characterized by the

feature of control. : ’ : . »fﬁ?jgﬁﬁ

A noun in deep structure vhich is marked as caﬂtﬂclleﬂ

——

havevef, does not necessa:;ly becéme the surface Inst of a
sentence, as there is a complex interplay of both other
features andépéagmptié information.
ﬁa;y verbs, espeeiéllj';fansitivg and rgflgxive,‘entail
eitherxan n_exact implément, or the primary }eatures vhich
vould characterize this implement. This is also true for thz
characterization of the normal abject of transitive vgrbsfj
’bug that is not of magcf céncern to this vark If.the
implement is specific to the action, as razor is to shQVE,
then the surfgce manifestation of this element is normally
7b1acked, Such generic implements are not usually expressed,
'except perhaps for emphasis or stylistics. 1f the implémgnt

is in anj,véy modified, or if some characteristic of it is

[
pe |

expreésed, then it will appear in the surface, usually

4

~ the Ingt Such additional infafn;t;un “can be seen to

"ﬁew‘ to the s4tuatlon eévoked by tlie verb itself. )
Thii discussion of the conditions on the gppgafaﬁce of

an ii%l::int ipdicates that the new direction taken in

egsé*gra:nar; namely explanation through pragmatics, may
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indeed bé1thg correct pifhi In the same vay that Agents are
rnrél} specified with passive structures due to their
‘reeyvergbility,‘ implements are specified only if théy are
specific, if Asdiéthing new is said about an . expected
' implement, or if they are added for emphasis. Otherwise the
semantics.- of the verd (encyclopedic information) will
'¥*§§§%isitlj provide the speaker/heargr vith é general
understanding of what  the expected Implement iauldbb:?
" Therefore, the nanispe;iﬁicagjan of an ingléignt in surface ¢
structure means one of two things. Either the implement is

" Thpe EXﬂéEfedléﬁé or is recoverable fréﬁ Eanig:t; or, the
<j3:j::§le-=q€ is not at all important tq the speech situation
and is simply omitted. The first of these conditions obtains
especially with verbs of what wvas called the narrow
iﬁplgmghtal series, whereby the semantics cf! the implement
is either fully available (as with brit’ britvoj), or are at
least fairly limited (as with bf?z'and plsat;). There seems
to be a higgi:chy vith respect to the implemental
involvement with such verbs, vhereby the uﬁper levels are.
occupied by verbs . riiqh transparently incorporated

| implements, the next level with cpaque;y \ incarpc;:ted
— implements, and on down.to verbs which do not necessarily
entail an implement at all (e_é., nakazat’). These latter
verds are éﬁﬁsideféﬂi to be verbs of the wide implemental

series. _ & ?

This interpretation of the Inst of i-plegcﬂt strongly

suppdrt: the inclusion, in any linguistic theory, of
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' latter could be 1:;:

K

pragmatics, an area

attention. Closely r¥dated to this are a variety of problems

“which have reeentlg been élgguing grammarians of various '

theoretical pgriui;iéns- We spoke of felicitous _vgfggg
grammat ical sentences, vhere the former involved wmore
readily ‘interpsgégble ,grammatical 'ggntenégii nﬁgle, the

) l‘erpretlblg. But - this evalmtian

hinges itieally on the possibility of the speaker/hearer

onvxsxoniﬂg the appropriate i:iﬁis»:e make such 5uﬂg-ﬂti.

* This xs the same problem as that -ent;nnid in thg previous

paragraph wherc a determination had to be made from context

(linguistic or Eitf!*liﬂguiltiﬂ) concerning the éxﬁgsteﬂ

implement. As such scenes become progressively less

plausible to the :pii%gr/hqirgr/li%guist, he must either
reject them as unfelicitous, pngrammat ical, or begin to
employ such terms as metaphorical and invake the notion of

transfer features mentioned earlier. It is the lines of

_ i = _—
dcnarcatian_ between uﬁr canﬁ;pts vhieh reguire further

elucidation in linguistic theory. Hh:t is cle&t, however,. is,

thagA syntnx, semantics, pragmatics, and encyclopedic
_ © e ) |

knovledge all play substantial roles in the surface

expression and interpretation of the 1nitru-¢n:ll case in

Rucs:an, and, most likely. ath:: languages of the vurl&,

- -

Our discussion of the Russian Inst case has not taken

much from case-grammar. Although it had seemed to us that a

cotc-qrii:ir approsch to . Russian should be fruitful,” this

# hitherto received minimal
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s has proved not tc!be:tﬁe‘éaée. - S

~ Our data-.dg! however, give streng»hsupédft to. a
vérﬁﬂceﬁtfal hypothesis. Underi this thgafetleal appfagzh
the EEFD cc:ntams ﬁicus sémantu: fgaturega“ vhieh .a-ltmg‘ :
vlth\pragmatlc 1n£armat1gn, aeterm1ne vh::h cases ‘will- be
manifed with it in thé; surface ,5t:uc§u§e.‘ The actually;
mﬁnierts\nges,_-ind' Ehéipétentialr(unéefstaad) cases bear
the featufes g‘tetated for them by the . verb In ‘Ehése_

ingtances in wh ghﬁg?stract or E1gurat1ve nouns are pressﬁt

o= £

the verbal features égf tfansferrgd to those nouns, . whereby

By

, the latter can .be fe11a1tahslg understaed

_i -‘ oo \k"’”‘;’;,; [ : - \_

The Russian Prgpas;txanlass Ingtrumental .’

From the various data we examined, and the numerous’ -

VEhEQElES cf the gfammar of case that exzst, 1t, ;s oyr’

::cnclus;an tpat the ptepe51t1cn1ess ‘I'nst in Russian is less

| ch;fggterzgedgbg a deep!case caﬁﬁgpt - ("Instrumental”) than
! .

by a single relakibnal feature,

itrol. The appl;catian of
this gn31351s to thg broad corpus of Ylata from Rggsian ‘shows

that much of the classificatory detailrthat is provided

&

‘elsewhere may, be quite :unnecessary. .Altfgﬁﬁﬁ thé term
L I . o
IﬁstrumEﬁgal. of Implement is .usually applied- to a very

limited portion of the data, we prépase'that much more can

be in;ipdédigggg;'this ;a;él,thgnfhaSjbegnhuntil;ncgﬁzf
’ : ; . : P, . . ) .
We also propose that much of the other data in Russian

cﬁ the fnst is clgssifiable under the label Predicative

‘IHSTFUﬁEﬁfEI. “We - havé shown ' that simpig. emﬁeﬂdihg
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o . !th; . i A ’ s

- —_—

L » v : :
transformations provide , a predicative interpretation- for . -
‘another ‘largg portion ~of the  data which also has been
.considered under various other headings.

L ’
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