L

|

i

n

g

M

il

i

i

e

i

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=,
=
=
=
=a
|
E
=
=
[
=
=
=,
=
=
=
&
=
=3
S
A
=
=
ESg
=
i%;
=
§.
=1
=
2
=
=
‘8
-
Z2
=
E]
=
=
£
=
=
EE_E‘
=
&
=
%
=
E

ED 080 006

AUTHOR
TITLE
INSTITUTION
PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

FL 008 119

. Oliverius, Zdenek F..
Componential Analysis of the Russian Case System..
Monash Univ., Clayton, Victoria (Australia).
70
17pe; In LGgulstlc cOmmunlcatlons. 2, 1970, .Paper
presented at the 13th Congress of the Austrolasian

Universities Language and Literature Association,
Monash University, August 12-19, 1970

EE‘-‘O.GS HC-$3.29 ’

—1 #Case (Grammar); *Componential Analysis; *Descriptlve
Linguistics; Distinctive Features; Language
Universals; Linguistic Theory; *Russian; *Semantics;
Sentence Structure; Synchronic Linguistics; Syntax

- ; .
' The  author argues that a componential gnalysis-

Russian case desinences is possible and useful, and that it
consequently deserves a place in the linguistic analysis of
Contemporary Standard Russian..The two basic assumptions of the .
author's theory are: first, that the’ neanzng of cases reflects

primarily the relation of substantives to the action indicated by

verbs (any relevance to syntax is seconda:y), and second, that all

values of semantic variableg (items within a paradigm) are

subordinated to certain unifying principles and consegquently are more
or less homogeneous. .Because of theése two assumptions, the author
maintains that the case system of Contemporary Standard Russian can
be described as an orthogonal paradigm where each term is defined by
one value of each dimension and all possible combinatiopns of values
axe represented, .The author ‘summarized his observations on the
primary semantic functions of Russian c¢ases and includes the theories
of several other linguists for comparison..A chart illustrating the

author's or:
(Anthor/vu)

—

hogonal analysis of the Russian*case system is provided.
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r Tl This paper is intended as a contribution
! ‘to the study of the semantic structure of the .
: Contemporary Standard Kussian Case Systea. The
: 3
§ ! essay will argue that a componential analysis of
: { ; Russian case desinences is possible and useful,
i

and that it- consequently deserves a place in

the linguistic analysis of Contemporary Standard

! Russian. .
U'S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, .
S ,
ONAL |
AT eou caTion 1. RUSSIAN CASES
: Tnis DOCUMENT Has BEEN REPRO .
¥ ACTLY AS R “ .
$ THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN . Various linguists approached the problem
i ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS .

T CESSARILY REPRE i
3@?&%";3‘25‘?&%..,\; INSTITUTE OF of cases from various points of view, restricting
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

themselves to the morphology of deeleﬁsiqnal_
desinences, focusSing their attention bn case
‘uses, studying the historical development of
cases etc, During the last few- decades a quest
for the semantic structure of case systens of
different languages has figured prominently in

articles and books describing Indo-European and
. — other languages.

-The real differences of opinion among linguists
devoting their attention to the synchronic study

5 2, 1970,

‘qWﬁﬂ‘gﬂg“hﬁwmmww L

of cases, 1f one separates from mere terminological
differences, are concerned with the prcoblem of
relevant semantic components, Gesamtbedeutung, -
etc. Some authors (Jakobson 1936 and 1958,
Hielmslev 1936-7, Mared 1962, etec.) aim at

‘ discovéring a unified mganing for each of the

From: Linguigstic Communications

cases within a case system, while others

A
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aaand

(Kurytowicz 1949-1960, de Groot 1956, etc.)
reject the possibility of & unified meaning and

R L

restrict themselves to enumeration and classifi-
cation of the uses of cases.
One of the more recent attempts (Ch.J. Fillmore

1968) stresses two agssumptions as essantial to the .

RSN A P et 2

development of the argument: the first of ‘these
being the cemtrality of syntax and the second
one the imporéance of cbVért éategories.

: . It is not the intention of thié‘paper,

- howvever, fo examine the history Qf case studies,

but rather to elucidate a few points connected

s Y s 20TES

with the quest for sets of relevant semantic
compoﬁents and to devote some attention to the ) - -
interconnection between the system of Russian

‘cases on the one,ﬁand and prepositions and.

prefixes on the other,

2. DETERMINING THE UNIVERSE

o The problem of determining the universe of

a case system may seem very simplé if we approach
it from the plaﬂe of exéression (or formally
organized paradigms). But even if this approach
is adopted (Jakobson 1936 and 1958, Mares 1962,

etc.) some inconsistencies are likely to appear.

DAL ™A U DU, M6 R BRSO ) YRR R L L

Apart from a rather general tendeﬁéy to exclude
the vocative, agreement is lacking on the status
of nominative which is sometimes excluded from-.
the system on the basis of being fully unmarked.
There is also no general agreement on the two

. genitives and two locatives in Russian.

On the other hand, if the plane of content
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is “‘made the point of depayture for éhe stqdy of
the case system, serious porblems emerge
immediately. In his.study, intended as "a
contribution to the study of formal and sub- e
stantive syntactic universals"” Ch. Fillu;re

(1968) argues that "the explanatory value of

a universal system of deep-étructure cases 1is

of a éyngactié and not.(mexgiy) a mdrﬁhological
nature". According to this~1nterpfetaiton_the

case notion comprises "a set of ﬁniversal,

presumably innate, concepts which identify

certain ‘types. .of fudgéﬁénts human beings are ‘
capable of making about the events that are

going on around them". The case system then
appears tu include cases like: Agentive,

Instrumentﬁl, Dative,.Factitivé, Locative and
Objective. The enumeration ends with a remark&m
that additional cases will Sure1§ be needed.
Turning now to the question of relevéncy of the
universe determined in this way, perhaps the
first and most obvious observation to make is
that these "cdses" extend far beyond the limits
of case systems in traditional grammars.
To say that in “18. John broke the window"
the subject is an Agent and in "19. A hammer
broke the window”™ it 1is an‘instrument,

“ 1is perhaps a statement about

classes of“lexemes but certainly not about

woee—cases. The interpretaiton of the case frames

which may or may not accept certain verbs ™™
(see - show) is another example of assigning
features, connected wiéh case positions, to
cases themselves. It is difficult to believe




£
=l

g
g

G

L LT

= 4

SRy

k

T

W
h

HA,

w

= .
) B .
=
= -
=
£
L =
=
=
=
=
== .
=
= . il
. -
= T
=
==
=
= )
g Y .
=
sERIC
=
= -

>

‘on case systems,

-l
that the subjects in sentences He sees - He
shows are Agentive and Dativef!espectively.
The difference alluded to is a difference in

semantic components of the two verbs .'see’ and’

“"show" and has nothing to do (direct1y5 with

the case system. What ‘actually would be the

.Instrument or Factitive or Objective in the

following Russian sentences: UH urpasT Banke
(He is playing a waltz); OH urpaeTt nepeyw cupnnuy
He playé first violin): Ou wurpaer Ha CHpHOKe
! a violin); OH urpaeT CM=YKOM

{He is playing with a bow).

4

(He plays

3. CASE OPPOSITTONS _
The general agreement on case opposiqions
seems to encompass nominigive; accusative and

genitive, Apart.fron.this partial congensus,

- however, no striking similarities in treatment

of case opposition can be found in recent works
: Unfortunately there are some
additional differences of opiuion among
linguists'whgn it comes to the semantic
interpretation of case oppositioné. The opposi-~

tion of cas grammatical vs. cas concrets

(Kéryiowipz 1949 - 1960) interpreted as.contrari- _
.ness of morphemes devoid of any semantic

function and morphemes endowed with meaning is
utterly unacceptable because the idea of empty
morphemes is irreconcilable with the character
of natural languages as sign systems.

Assuming that the basic opposition nominative
- accusative is valid, I fcel that it may serve

as a blsis;fo; looking into the system of

NI S .
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oppositions of the Russian case system with
reference to some concrete examplés‘

There is a ceriain parallelism between thé
oppositions nominative - genitive and accusative
- genitive \Hfénué yqenuuoa - YTeHue KHHF'
genitivus subiectivus’ - genitivus obiectivus)

. indicating a rather close¢ relation of the three
cases in Russian reflecting thus the Indo-
European situation as deséribédzby Kurylowicz -
(1949, 1960): "La triade des cas grénﬁaticaux
est le vrai systéme des cas indoéuropeens; elle

en represente 1'ossaturg} a laquelie_sont attaches,
d'une fagon assez lache, les cas concrefs“. The
adverbal character of both nominative and accusdtive
"as opposed to the adnominal ‘character of the

Russian genitive is not relevant synchronically.

Turning now to the opposition nominative
-~ instrumental, perhaps the first observation
to make is that they partially overlap, both
indicating the originator of the aciton expressed
by the verb. But for a clearer understanding
of the nominative - instrumental relation;hip'
it is important to notice the restricced
character of the latter.

Congat y6un ero - O Bun yﬁu; cospgartom; fynn
yduna‘eru - OH 6un y6ut nyne#; Congar y6un ero
. Nynen: Ero y6uno nyne#: Bpart Guin Gonew - Bpar
BEpHYNCA GonbHuM; OH y4uTens - OW paGoTaeT
-yqu%eaea; Hasak, GyhHwi COKON, PUHYNCRA Ha
spara - Haaak 6yHHHﬂ couonon PUHYACA Ha Bpara.
In all of these examplas the instrumental
indicates some kind of restriction. In the
santence Conaat y6ua ero ny ne# the ‘instru-
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mental signifies that nyns does not participate
fully'in the action described, in sentences
BbpaTt sepHysaca ﬁoqbﬂéh and On paGOTéET yuyurenem
the restriction is temporal or circumstantial.
The instrumental in érgative sentences like

Ou G6un y6HT conpartor is in obvious connection
with markers of passiveness and the shlft -of

interlocutors' attention from the agens to the

patiens.
The above rather scattetﬂd observations on
the opposition nominative - instrumental are

strikingly _similar to what can be detected in

the oppositions accusative - dative and genitive

- partitive: Yy4YHUTL CTHXH - YyuHTbHCA MATEMATHHE;

iaMa nopyuYuna getei TeTte ijlawe; r:aMe- XO4eTcsa .

cnate; B pyauu A supen yYHopry 4an - f a=nun
é’ipunasoACTBOﬁ
caxapa - OH KHynua Kuno caxap.
dative and partitive are mérked_memhers—of the
opposition limitation or restriction.

Locative, prepositionél'and vocative share

one common feature, standing in opposition to

all other cases, namely;zeru patticiﬁation in

the action expressed by predicate.
and

The vocative
locative, for obvious reasons, do. not need -

any fur er argumentation, but it may be

appropriate to point out that substantives. in
the prepositional case in Contemporary Standard.
Russian are always separated from the -verb by.
prepositions retaining at least some residual

components indicatiﬁg spatial, temporal etc.

distance, and disscciating the substantive from

 the intrinsic sphere tof the action denoted by

The instrumental -

-
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4. THE SYSTEM OF RUSSLAN 'CASES
’ | - - Serious diffibultf@?ﬁgfe encountered when
one tries to interpggt'semantigally the oppo-
Ly e - sitions foﬁnd.i&ﬁany particular language.
Interpretations.gffered so far oé%iilate between
rather abstract';nd'véry concrete notions.

‘R. Jakobson (1936) distinguishés four types
'§ . . ’ of cases: Bezugskasus; Umfangskasus- Randkasus
: and Gestaltungskasus, treating the more basic
elements as unmarked (the.hbminatng is fully
unmarked). It should be meniiongd that Jakobson's
case features are singlevalued rather than binary:
each 'of the.characteriétlc features is either
present or absent. Later on R. Jakobson (1958)
; reduced the number of distinctive features essen-
i ' tial fbi an adequate descriptionm of the case
f system’in'égntemporary'Standard.Russian from four
; ‘ to three "ge?agggc marks". . The cases in Russian
i are thus "grouped into classes each of which is
i - - characterized by the presence vs. absence of
a particular semantic mark: 1) quantifiers
§ ' ’ (Genitive, Locative),.facuséing upon the extent
to which the entity takes part in the message,
vs. non-quantifiers; 2) directional cases
(Accusativé, Dative), signalizing the goai of
an event, vs. nohidirectional; 3) marginal cases

(Instrumetnal, Dative, Locative), assigning to

the entity an accessory place in the message vs,.

non-marginal." Nominative is treated in much

Inp O Aoy

. . the same way as in R. Jakobson's apgicle pub-*
lished in TCLP (1936) as fully undarked.
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F. Mares (19621 distinguishes between two
variablesd aspectus. and ptosis with two and three
values respectively (staticug-dynamicus; .
recta - iuigens - socians). L. Hjelmslev
(1936~ -1937) using terms like rapprochement,

repos, eloignement comes back to one rather old'
and often attacked but 'still not successfully
disproved conception.

One can hardly disagree with Skalicka's
(1350) assertion that all case systems suggested
so far are lacking homogeneity and adequacy of
criteria used for semantic classification.

There are compelling reasons for asking questions

l1ike: Should all .the values of ‘semantic variables

, (1ike case) form a unified, homogeneous system?

In other words should cases be viewed upon as

a complex of lobsely connected elements or as
a cohesivé‘system? Another question and perhaps
an even nmore serious one that arises céncefhs'
the relation between the semantic components of
cases and reality: 1Is there any .such relation
at a2ll? What aspect of reality is reflected?

" There are two’assumpfions I wish to make
explicit: 1) The meaning of cases reflects
primarily the relation of substantives to the
action indicated by verbs (any relevance to .
syntax is secondary). 2) All values of semantic

"variables (items within a paradigm) are subor-
dinated to certain unifying principles and
consequently are more or less homogeneous.

If these two assﬁmptions‘éan be accepted,
the case system of Contemporary Standard Rus;ian

can be described as orthdgonai Paradign where

-~

g
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each term is defined by one value of each diuengien
and all possible combinations of values are repre-
sented. Note that. orthogonal analysis, which

is rather rare in less central sub—systems, is
possible in the description of cases in Contempo-
.rary Standard Russian pethaps because of the
undisputee centrality of ‘cases within the whole
sysfem of Ruesian.' ' ’

_ In this section I wish to summerize the
‘obsefzitions on the primary semantic functions
of Russian cases., All case oppositions in
Contemporary Standard Russian‘afe apperently
organized along ‘- axes. Oee of them can be
described as nominative - ergative, .denoting
the relation of ‘the entiéy (indicated by the
substantive) to the action as far as motion and
direction is concerned. This is the axis of the
basic oppositions: nominative - accusative -
genitive. 1In addition tp this axis there is
there is another one indicating to what extent
the entity (expressed by the substantive)is
.affected;‘effected, etc. by the action. This
is the axis of oppositions: nominative - instru-
emental ~ locative; accusative - dative -
jprepositional.

- The degree of abstraction needed for
establishing these two basic notions exceeds
previous generelizations made in connection
with case gsvstem analysis.'J

Each of the semantic variables, fupctioning
as relevant semantic components cf Russian ceses,
has three values. From now on I w*ll use the
terms nceion and scission for the two variahles.
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The variable of motion encompasees the following
values: static - petitiye - cessative. The
least marked member of these oppositions is
"static” ;eflectihg the inert, unmoved, quiescent
character of the given entity, which also is
the’basis.fG}*ghe originative and locative uses.

The petitive value is in direct opposition to

-static, conveying the reaning of affectedness,

effcctedness, adjunction, fntention, etc.

and leaving all leftover fﬁncf;pns to the cessative
vdlue of motion, reflecting separaéioﬁ, dis-
junction, etec. Occurences of the genitive in

PYyKA Spawa, KHHWra ppaTta fall within the rangé

of this interpretation. -Tﬁe variable of scission

~has three valeus: integer - fractional -

extraneous. The least marked member of . these
is the first one, indicating full barticipation'
of the entiqy, referred to by the substantive,
in the action. The non~integer fractional scission
conveys the notion of partiality or peripherality,
leaving the léft-over function of denoting no
participation in action to the non-integer
extraneous scission.
The semantic structure of the case system

in Cbntenpérary Standard Russian can be.described
as a perfect paradigm with zero redundancy.
Two trees showiﬁg the grouping of Russian cases

according to different values of either motion

-or scission clearly indicate the possibilities

of neutralization and may help to explain some
developmental trends, cf. the semantic (and
foimal) éo?vergency of Locative and Prepositional,
Genitive a;d Partiti%e, an? also the syncretism

of case forms.
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‘SCISSION -
non-integer
fractional extranebus

IDP L PpV

The full paradigm of the Russian case system

assumes the following form:

CASE MOTION |SCISSION

-~ Nominative + + .static - integer
Instrumental + - static - fractional
Locative + o static - extraneous
Accusative - + petitive - integer
Dative - - petitive - fractional
Prepositional - o petitive ~ extramnecous
Genitive o + cessative - integer
Partitive o - cessative - fractional
Vocative o o cegsative - extraneous

The high'degrée of abstraction allowe

for reconciliation of_otherﬁise irreconcilable

divergencies in interpretation of individual

case uses.

The explication of Nominitive as

agens 1s incompatible with its explicétion as
patiens, but both can be/covered by the notion
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—of "unmoved integrity" (in the center of a
message). All the main uses of Instrumental can
be expressed as the "unaffected but restricted"

center of a given message. The Locative,

" retaining the static value of motion while

being fully separated ° . . action referred
to by the verb, logicaii, enough indicates the
location where the action takes place. Some
possibilities of the semantic interpretation
of Apcusati&e.‘ Dative and Prepositional have

been mentioned earlier in this paper. The

-cessative value of the s. :ralled Genitive

ablative and Genitive in negative expressions
1s obvious. The so called possessive Genitive,
part-whole Genitive, etc., indicate separagtion
of an 1included entity: gom oTuya, Kpmwa goma.
The distance-between Nominative and Vocative
is actually smaller than it may seem from the
‘:able above. Both values constituting
the semantic structure of Vocative along the
axes of motion and scission are in a sense
negating the dynamic and fractional values,
which brings' them rather close to the starting
points: static and intiger.
In conclusion let me return to some

recent descriptions of the Russian case systecm

and compare them with the present suggestion,

faanr
|
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Nominative 0 0o + + + +
Instrumental | + o o + + + + -
Locative + + + + 0 4+ + + + 0
Accusative + o+ o . + + - +
Dative + + o + + + + - -
Prepositional] + + + + + - 0
Genitive + + + o + + o+
Partitive + + + o0 e o «
Vocative oo ] ’

The basis {or comparison can be found in
the semantic similarity of components utilized
in each-particular system. Jakobson's \
Bezugskasus and .directional, Mares's aspectus
dynamicus correspond with the petitive motion:
Jakobson's Randkasus and peripheral non-
limitational, and Mares's ptosis recta are
comparable to the fractional scission. : 3

Jakobson's Umfangskasus (not coinciding with ;
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Randcasus) and limitational non-peripheral

correspond with the cessative motion (there is

no counterpart in Mares's system). The rest

is only partially overlapping. There»gre very
few incompatible differences between the present

system and Jakobson's (1958)
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