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EDITORS' PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This volume appears, over three years after concep-
tion, under its fourth title. We thank the patient
authors, who, in some cases, listed their articles

as "to appear” successively in Slavic Syntax II,

then in Through a Syntactic Prism,in Forms and Mean-

ing, and now finally in Morphosyntax in Slavic,

titles reflecting the gradually changing emphasis and
ecomposition of the volume. Special thanks are due to
Professor Ladislav Matejka of the University of Michi-

gan, publisher of our 1974 collection Slavie Trans-

formational Syntax, who persuaded us, late in 1976,

to undertake a second volume of syntax papers. The
volume was to be dedicated to the Eighth International
Congress of Slavists, which was held in Zagreb and
Ljubljana in September 1978. The proposed collection
was to complement the Congress contributions both in
content and in prospective audience. Although this
book now appears under a different title, with a dif-
ferent publisher, and over a year after the Congress,
it has benefited from our early discussions with
Ladislav Matejka. Our unchanging goal has been to
help bridge communication gaps between scholars work-
ing primarily on Slavie and linguists developing
theory without much access to Slavic data or Slavis-
tie scholarly traditions.

During the Fall semester 1977, several of the
papers submitted to us were presented and discussed
at a weekly Collogquium on Slavie Syntax organized by
Richard Brecht at Harvard University. The authors'
desire to rewrite or to substitute a mew paper meant

that the deadline for a pre-Congress publication came



and went without a sufficient number of finished works
on hand. The Colloquium continued to meet during the
Spring as the emphasis of discussion shifted more and
more away from strictly syntactic problems to related
questions of semantics and morphology. Regular and
occasional members included the editors and half of
the authors: Leonard Babby, Gerald Berent, Emily
Klenin, Henry Kulera, Gilbert Rappaport, Alan Timber-
lake and Olga Yokoyama, plus John Barnstead, Michael
Bourke, Catherine Scarborough, Bronislava Volek and
occasional visitors. We would like to thank those
who read papers-—some in installments-—and all who
participated in the editorial task by giving and
accepting criticism. Since the evolving volume had
less and less connection with the Congress or with
the original plan, new plans were made with Slavica
Publishers, Inc. for a later publication. Competi-
tion from other collections led to further delays,
for three of the papers we had edited were released
for prompter publication elsewhere while their
authors submitted new papers to us. Fitting produc-
tion schedules around our own work and Slavica's com-
mitments stretched the process well into 1980.

In the years between the preparation of our
first collection and the present one, work on syntax
in general and on Slavie syntax in particular was
evolving in new directions, continuing for the most
part to affirm the goals of generative (but not
necessarily transformational) grammar. These goals
include explicitness and testability in linguistic
descriptions. Linguistie theory should also account
for the learnability of languages, and a hoped-for

goal 18 a convergence of linguistics with theories
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of cognition. At the same time, the new work in ge-
nerative grammar reaches more and more often beyond
formal analyses of syntactic structures, with less
reliance on transformational solutions. The syntax
centered work of the past decade has led to renewed
interest in the questions raised in earlier structu-
ralist theories, so that today the concerns of the
Prague School are again in the foreground and are
being reexamined and reinterpreted in light of the
new perspectives gained via syntactic analysis. The
focus of attention is on the relation of syntax to
inflectional morphology, as well as on the relation
of syntax and inflection to the lexicon. Classical
problems of inflectiondl and derivational morphology
are now seen through a syntactic prism.

Our introductory essay sketches a minimal
historical and bibliographical background for the
major theoretical i1ssues addressed in the papers, but
the information explosion im linguistics has put even
a representative bibliographical survey beyond the
scope of this book. We also provide Indexes which
reveal certain patterns of current research. Accord-
ing to the Bibliographical Index, the two authors
cited most widely and for the greatest range of their
works are Roman Jakobson and Noam Chomsky-—further
evidence of convergence on the morphosyntactic front.
The two traditions had a joint evolution im phonology
through the work of Chomsky and Halle, but they have
been slower to converge in morphology and syntax.

The fifteen papers, twelve of them new, are divided
into four broad groups reflecting what we consider to
be their major emphases, but many theoretical issues

cut across these rather arbitrary group boundaries.
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For instance, the all-pervading question of co-
reference or "control phenomena" is found in several
papers besides the three which actually concentrate
on such matters. The question of grammatical rela-
tions—of subject and object—also pervades several
papers, though it is not the major focus of any of
them. The Topical Index provides a theory-independ-
ent guide to these and other theoretical issues. The
Index of Languages lists the major and minor mentions
of Slavie and non-Slavie languages. The large pro-
portion of papers on Russian reflects the composi-
tion of the profession in the United States and the
United Kingdom, where the research of Slavists is
supported in large part by programs in Russian lan-
guage. Polish is the major focus of two papers,
Bulgarian, Czech and Macedonian are featured in one
each; Serbo-Croatian and Slovenian data are discussed
briefly in one paper whose major focus is on Russian.
Ukrainian and Belorussian data are also limited to
brief allusions. We hope that these papers will stim-
ulate work on the under-represented members of the
Slavie language family. The references to work on
non-Slavie languages reflect another characteristic
of current linguistic research: relevant theoretical
work may be developed in studies of distant language
families, while relevant data may be found in Slavic
scholarship using quite different approaches.

We gratefully acknowledge permission from the
Chicago Linguistic Society to reprint Bernard
Comrie's "Clause Structure and Movement Constraints

in Russian," and from Specimina Philologiae Slavicae

to print the translation of his paper "Nominalisa-

tions in Russian: Lexical Noun phrases or Transformed
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Sentences?” Finally, we would like to express appre-
etation for clerical or financial help with the
preparation of camera ready copy to the Departments
of Slavie Languages and Literatures of The State
University of New York at Albany, of Brown University,
of the University of California at Los Angeles and
its Center for Russian and FEast European Studies, of
Harvard University and the Harvard Russian Research
Center; and to the Department of Humanities of the

Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Catherine V. Chvany Richard D. Brecht






MORPHOSYNTAX: FORMS AND MEANING
THROUGH A SYNTACTIC PRISM

Catherine V. Chvany Richard D. Brecht
M.I.T. Harvard

The aim of this essay is to sketch the histori-
cal context of the theoretical issues addressed in
this volume. In our survey article for the Eighth
International Congress of Slavists we chronlcled
some of the recent trends in syntactic research,
including the renewed interest on the part of the
first generations of Slavic transformationalists? in
the traditional concerns of the field, such as dia-
chronic studies, inflectional and derivational mor-
phology, and especially the Prague School concepts
that were and still are part of the training of eve-
ry Slavist.?® This "return to structuralism" on the
part of syntacticians is not a retreat to structur-
alism-as-it-was, but it is rather a new development
which has grown directly out of the fruitful syntax
centered work of the preceding decade. That work
showed that while there are indeed problems that one
can call purely syntactic, just as one can speak of
strictly phonological or morphological problems,
some of the most interesting theoretical questions
today involve matters that lie at the borderline of
syntax and morphology, or that appear to be transi-
tional between inflection and the lexicon. In cur-
rent work on morphosyntax, borderline matters have
moved to center stage.

On another front, the study of forms and of
formal syntax as autonomous systems led to new in-
sights into semantics by providing non-circular ex-
plications of semantic correspondences among sent-
ences with shared lexical material. While there is
of course a great deal of predictable co-variation
between forms and meanings in both syntax and mor-
phology, the autonomy of the syntactic and semantic
components of language has been confirmed.

1. Paradigmatic and Syntagmatic Relations.

In the new approach to morphosyntax, Prague School
concepts are viewed from a syntactic perspective,
with more attention to syntagmatic relations, while
earlier structuralist studies tended to be more con-
cerned with paradigmatic relations. The paradigma-
tic approach focused on analyzing the network
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of oppositions in closed sets of service words or
grammatical morphemes--most often the bound inflec-
tional morphemes that force obligatory choices."
Most of the earlier paradigmatic studies assumed
that these closed sets are structured into opposi-
tions which may be analyzed in binary terms and that
linguistic analysis must uncover some invariant sem-
antic distinctive feature associated with the marked
or more informative member of each opposition.® Syn-
tactic contexts were examined mainly for their dia-
gnostic value. KucCera's paper on Czech verbs of
motion discusses the traditional Prague School cri-
teria for assigning marked value and shows that the
assignment of marked value in morphology must be
contextually determined in a way parallel to the
contextual assignment of markedness in phonology
(where, for example, voicing is marked in consonants,
unmarked in vowels). The failure of Czech motion
verbs to meet certain tests for privative oppositions
and the solution proposed by KucCera raise, to our
minds, further questions on the nature of opposi-
tions in structured sets of lexical items and how
such sets may differ from more fully "grammaticaliz-
ed" categories, and, indeed, on the process of
"grammaticalization" itself.

The other three papers in the first section
also deal with traditional "grammatical categories,"
those linguistic signs often represented in genera-
tive grammars by syntactic and/or semantic features.
Corbett presents field tests of animacy marking in
pronouns in the modern Slavic languages. He tests
the syntagmatic relations of the pronouns within a
generative-transformational framework which assumes
sets of discrete features like those assumed in
structuralist studies as well. Formal rules for
case assignment in Russian object nouns correctly
predict inflections, but Corbett shows that speakers
display variation or uncertainty in assigning syn-
tactic animacy to pronouns with inanimate antece-
dents. Klenin provides a historical background for
the situation described by Corbett in the modern
languages. She traces the development of the exten-
sion of genitive-accusative case marking in East
Slavic to inanimate object pronouns and offers an
account of the tension between the semantically mo-
tivated genitive case marking with quantifiers and
the use of the same case marking for individuated
objects--even though quantification and individua-
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tion are at opposite ends of a semantic hierarchy.
She proposes a functional rather than a semantic
explanation for the formal convergence of semantic-
ally distinct case uses. This supports the conten-
tion that a theory which tries to account for case
marking exclusively in terms of invariant semantic
features (or syntactic features with an invariant
meaning) is an oversimplification. As Klenin shows,
a particular case inflection may have more than one
source. Although many case uses are indeed semant-
ically motivated (a feature of "quantification" does
account for many uses of the genitive case), this is
not true in all instances. Still, it is not an ac-
cident that the genitive (rather than the dative,
locative, or instrumental) is chosen for marking
direct objects. The choice of the genitive is un-
doubtedly related to its being the only oblique case
which is not also "peripheral" in Jakobson's term.

A continuum similar to Klenin's individuation
hierarchy is posited in Rothstein's paper, which ex-
amines the interaction of gender markings with noun
phrases used referentially and attributively. Roth-
stein shows that certain sociolinguistic and other
continua, segmented differently in different lan-
guages, affect the distribution of gender markings
as well as the assignment of marked value in Polish
and Russian lexical items.

These and other recent studies of markedness
show that when one takes into account a broader
range of syntagmatic relations, the term "invariance"
becomes more precise and viable within a theory of
grammar. One must speak of "marked value" within a
specified domain, just as one does in phonology.
These four studies amend and complement the Prague
School claims by establishing limits to their appli-
cation and by showing the interaction of scalar pro-
perties with discrete features. Corbett shows that
the interaction can vary from speaker to speaker,
Rothstein that it can vary from language to language.

2. Transformations 0ld and New.

It has been rumored that transformations are nearly
dead but, as Tom Sawyer might have said, that is an
exaggeration., What has happened is this: As syn-
tactic research progressed, rising standards for
justifying transformations and the discovery of new
generalizations reduced the number of separate rules.
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Moreover, the introduction of syntactic features
into transformational theory provided alternative
ways of accounting for relations between sentences,
and such venerable transformations as Nominalization
and Passive, among others, were called into question
or replaced by lexical specifications.® Several of
the early transformations involving co-reference
relations were replaced by interpretive rules, while
the concept of deep structure as it had been formu-
lated in the 1965 theory was gradually abandoned.

In the more recent versions of transformational the-
ory, the underlying structure is only slightly more
abstract than that of occurring sentences. The re-
maining movement transformations have been generaliz-
ed into one basic trace-leaving movement (Berent,

in this volume, illustrates this framework).

Our second group contains four papers in which
transformations play a major role. Two of them--
Comrie's and Klenin's--date from 1973 and represent
versions of the 1965 "standard theory," with the ori-
ginal concept of deep structure, but the issues ad-
dressed in these papers are as timely today as they
were when the papers were written. The other two
papers in this group represent two of the youngest
descendants of transformational grammar: trace theory
(part of the "extended standard theory") in Berent's
paper, and Relational Grammar in Channon's, a theory
with abstract underlying structures analogous to the
"standard theory's" deep structure, but where the
tree metaphor and movement transformations have been
replaced by another formalism with "relational net-
works" and advancements and demotions along a scale
of grammatical relations.

Comrie's paper on movement constraints uses
data from Soviet research on Colloquial Russian. In
this variant of Standard Russian, word order turns
out to be much freer than even native speakers had
thought possible, but certain rules cannot operate
across clause boundaries even in this freest style.
This opacity to rules involves not only movements
but also feature-marking rules. Whether or not one
believes that the relations among sentences are best
expressed in terms of transformations, the question
of opacity (or "islands") must be addressed.’ No
matter what the theory, it must account for the fact
that certain word order variations are possible,
others not; clause boundaries in all languages block
the operation of some rules, whether those rules are
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viewed as syntactic processes or as statements of
semantic (e.g., co-reference) relations. Comrie
argues that the S-pruning convention accounts better
than the Tensed-S condition for the transparency of
certain putative S-boundaries and the opacity of
others. Research in constraints on rules has deve-
loped along with research in universal grammar, but
Comrie points out that the domain of a particular
constraint may be language-specific: Russian parti-
cipial phrases, with no clause boundaries in sight,
are still opaque to reflexivization (se. the assign-
ment of co-reference), while the corresponding con-
struction in Polish is transparent.

Channon studies PLACE arguments (locative or
directional adverbials) of certain sentences which
have paraphrases in which the PLACE argument is di-
rect object or subject. He argues that the more in-
formative oblique case marking represents the under-
lying PLACE relation while the synonymous direct
object or subject is derived via advancement rules.
In Relational Grammar, advancements and demotions
replace the movements of arboreal transformational
grammar without commitment to word order. As with
earlier transformational syntax, actual word order
is to be accounted for by yet-to-be-developed rules
of functional structure. Relational Grammar has
been influenced, perhaps indirectly, by the research
on linguistic typology of the Leningrad linguists
(cf. Xolodovic, ed. 1974; Xrakovskij, ed. 1978), and
has found many adherents, particularly among schdars
working on Indonesian languages, some of whom (e.g.,
Bell, Chung) have worked on Slavic as well.

Channon, who pioneered the treatment of Russian
-sja as a trace of a moved object, also suggests a
trace-like account of certain verbal prefixes as
"registration markers" whose appearance is concomi-
tant with an advancement. Ironically, the relation
between the prefixed and the unprefixed verb and
their respective valences would be handled by lexi-
cal rules in the version of trace theory presented
in Berent's paper. It remains for future investiga-
tors to explore the empirical differences, if any,
between a relational and a lexicalist account of
these constructions.®

Another trace-like phenomenon that has not yet
tested trace theory is analyzed in Klenin's brief
paper, which is concerned with the linkage between
syntactic relations such as "subject" and "object"
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and semantic functions such as "agent." Unlike the
ordinary reflexives which are co-referent with a
subject and alternate with non-reflexives (for which
Klenin's 1974 thesis proposed a lexical-interpretive
analysis), the "shadow reflexives," as they have
come to be known, are redundant and optional--they
alternate with zero rather than with a non-reflexive
--and they are, in fact, preferably omitted in good
written style. For these reflexives, which redund-
antly specify the underlying role of the surface sub-
ject, Klenin proposes a transformational derivation
which offers a unitary account of this type of ob-
lique reflexive, the trace -sja, and the modern de-
scendant of the 0ld Russian Ethical Dative. Recent
work by Relational Grammarians has uncovered similar
optional reflexives in other languages. It remains
to be seen whether Klenin's analysis of the Russian
shadow reflexives can be improved upon in a relation-
al framework--or in a lexicalist one. The transfor-
mational account in this 1973 paper has yet to be
superseded.

The most recent version of transformational
generative theory is illustrated in Berent's paper,
which offers a generalization relating clitic move-
ments to the generalized movement rule. This paper
offers empirical support from Macedonian for the
abstract traces which, according to trace theory,
are left by movement transformations. The behavior
of Macedonian clitics also sheds light on the nature
of subjects and topics as well as on related typolo-
gical questions., The concept of "realized trace"
also prompts a reexamination of Klenin's shadow re-
flexives in this framework, a task that could help
decide among the competing theories.

3. Borderline Cases.

While the Macedonian clitic pronouns are clearly a
syntactic problem--they are not bound forms, they
take part in well-established syntactic processes
and are discussed in light of syntactic theory--
there are other morphs whose status is not so clear,
which lie on the borderline between the lexicon and
inflection. The Polish "ubiquitous affixes" of
Sussex's paper are of this kind, and so are the Bul-
garian articles of Scatton's paper. Sussex's paper,
like those of the preceding group, assumes a trans-
formational framework and argues for a movement
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rather than a copying rule to account for these
clitic-affixes. Scatton's paper is tacitly trans-
formational, but its focus is on the form of the
article rather than on its behavior. He shows how

a phonological argument can decide a morphosyntactic
question, preserving the integrity and consistency
of the article stem as the carrier of the deictic
category "definiteness" while the inflectional end-
ing carries the agreement features. These two pa-
pers raise important questions about the boundary

if any between syntax and morphology. When does a
word become a clitic, when does a clitic become an
affix? The history of languages is full of such
changes: verb fades to auxiliary, auxiliary or pro-
noun reduces to clitic, then to bound morph, then

to inflection. How and why does this "grammatical-
ization" take place? Why are certain lexical classes
and certain grammatical categories particularly sus-
ceptible to this development? What is the range of
this susceptibility? These are, we believe, among
the crucial questions for which answers will be
sought in the next decade.

Comrie's paper on Russian verbal noun phrases
lies on another borderline, that of syntax and deri-
vational or lexical morphology. This paper appear-
ed in Germany in 1974 but was based on work done a
few years earlier. It is interesting to note that
when this paper was first written, the transforma-
tional account's ability to capture the similarities
between nominalizations and sentential complements
had an appeal that transcended the differences that
Comrie also noted. In the years since this paper
was written, linguistic theory has developed other
ways of capturing the same generalizations (e.g.,
with syntactic features); today, the focus has shift-
ed to the different distribution of grammatical ca-
tegories in the sentence and the corresponding no-
minalization. The next task is to explain the dif-
ferences in verbal aspect and tense marking, in the
distribution of noun phrases and their case inflec-
tions, and in the behavior under negation. In spite
of the differences in Russian, which have prompted
other investigators to assume a lexical derivation
for Russian verbal noun phrases, Comrie chooses a
transformational account over a lexicalist treatment
because of a desire to unify the relation between
sentence and nominalization in Russian with the cor-
responding relation in languages where the differ-
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ences are fewer, and where the relation is a more
productive, more transparently syntactic process.
This approach illustrates the motivation among many
generativists to search for a universal set of rules
which could be related to language typology; the set
of universal rules would have a range of possible
modifications or would admit a range of possible de-
viations which would define languages of different
types. A similar motivation to search for a univer-
sal account of certain correspondences is found in
Relational Grammar as illustrated in Channon's paper.

4. Beyond Transformations.

The final group of four papers features problems of
scope and control that were brought to the forefront
of linguistics in transformational studies, though
it was soon apparent that an adequate account must
go beyond purely syntactic solutions. All these pa-
pers build on earlier generative (transformational
or interpretive) analyses.

Babby extends earlier syntactic work on exist-
ential sentences with a functional explanation of
the relation of word order to case marking in terms
of the scope of assertion and negation. He also
cites evidence that the concepts of "theme" and
"rheme" (or "topic" and "comment") are distinct from
the carriers of "new" and "old" information, with
which they often overlap. Timberlake challenges
assumptions made about subjects in earlier accounts
of reflexives, which had relied on the traditional
grammar view that reflexives refer to subjects,
hence the antecedent of a reflexive must be, or must
have been, in some sense a subject. Timberlake's
critique is addressed primarily to the Relational
Grammar account by which oblique antecedents are
former subjects demoted by a rule called "Inversion."
This paper, like the others in this group, deals
with the problems posed when the properties normally
associated with a subject, such as thematic status,
nominative case, control of verb agreement and ref-
lexivization, semantic functions such as "agent" or
"experiencer," are either absent or else are distri-
buted to two or more noun phrases in one sentence.
Yokoyama traces the development of gerund subject
deletion (gc. interpretation) in Russian and its con-
trol by the theme (topic) rather than by the subject
of the main clause. The confusion in the previous
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literature on the gerund is due to the fact that
subjects are most often themes as well. Rappaport
focuses on subtle problems of scope and control in
gerund phrases with and without syntactic detachment
(obosoblenie). Both Yokoyama and Rappaport build on
Babby's earlier transformational account, which re-
lated the syntax of gerund phrases to other embedded
structures.

It should now be evident that morphosyntactic
studies deal with the traditional concerns of gram-
matical categories and their morphological expres-
sion as well as with the purely syntactic problems
brought to light in the past twenty years. Morpho-
syntax is in fact a point of convergence between the
structuralist and generativist schools, as well as
between East and West. In the East we now see much
more attention being paid to problems of autonomous
syntax and their semantic correlates, while in the
West the classical problems of tense, aspect, case,
etc., are being investigated with a renewed vigor
due in no small measure to the perspectives supplied
by the earlier preoccupation with syntactic trans-
formations.

NOTES

! That paper (Chvany and Brecht 1978) examined recent
trends in U.S. and British work on Slavic syntax, with a 30-
item bibliography. A complementary survey of trends in theore-
tical linguistics in the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. is found in
Nichols (1979), which contrasts the generative tradition with
Russian structuralism, broadly construed. Nichols traces the
treatment of certain problems in both schools and concludes
that both made stronger claims in their early stages than they
do today. She sees this as a sign of maturity, and as another
instance of convergence rather than confrontation, parallel-
ing convergence over specific linguistic questions. The bib-
liography lists some 80 items. A useful guide to Soviet and
Western work on semantics is Raskin (1979). Among several new
journals and collections devoted to the meeting of East and
West are the Canadian International Review of Slavie Linguis-
ties, edited by A. L. Vanek, and the Polish Linguistica Sile-
siana, edited by K. Polafiski; Girke and Jachnow (1976) con-
tains eleven articles including M. Ivi€'s survey of linguistics
in Jugoslavia. Differences in theory and method can no longer
be related to geography. Exchange programs have produced scho-
lars in both East and West who are familiar with both tradi-
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tions and have access to linguistic data from the Slavic
countries, Today Western Slavists find most useful bibliogra-
phies on theory in Eastern publications such as §aumjan(1965L
Adamec (1966), Apresjan (1966, tr. 1973), Arutjunova (1976),
Paduceva (1974), or the many collections and journals of reviews
and abstracts published in the Slavic countries. Recent exam-
ples of integration of Eastern and Western approaches include
Rugaleva (1977) and the work on lexical functions by Leed and
Nakhimovsky (1979).

2 See the survey by Sussex in our 1974 collection. The
transformational methodology is no longer a suitable common de-
nominator for a bibliography. Moreover, the information explo~-
sion has put an updated bibliography of Slavic generative syn-
tax beyond the scope of this volume. The British Year's Work in
Modern Language Studies provides annual updates on individual
languages, though recent papers are increasingly difficult to
fit into the traditional pigeonholes of "Phonology," '"Morpho-
logy," "Syntax," etc. Some 10% of the abstracts for the Eighth
Congress appear to be on théoretical syntax, semantics, and re-
lated topics. Scandinavian publications with copious biblio-
graphies include Dahl (1969) and Thelin (1978), among many
others, As just one indicator for North America alone, Whist-
ler (1977), an Index to volumes published 1968-76 by the Berke-
ley, Chicago, and Northeast Linguistic Societies, lists 50 art-—
icles devoted primarily to Slavic languages, and some 50 more
with substantial mentions of Slavic material, an interest that
has continued unabated in the dozen volumes published since
1976. The CLS parasessions devoted each year since 1972 to a
particular trend or topic serve as reliable milestones for de-
velopments in theoretical linguistics, including work on Slavic.

3 Recent examples and bibliographical sources on Prague
School linguistics include Fontaine (1974) and Matejka, ed.
(1976), in addition to many works by and about Roman Jakobson.
See also KuEera, this volume.

% See Jakobson (1959[1971]) for an explicit statement of
the obligatoriness of grammatical categories. On the basis of
recent research, it is clear that the distinction between "le-
xical" and "grammatical" must be expressed in terms of a conti-
nuum from maximally lexical (optional, least predictable, sing-
le-valued features) to maximally grammatical (obligatory choice
from paradigms consisting of bound morphs and perhaps zero).

It is of course possible to represent scalar processes in dis-
crete or binary terms, but linguistic theory must still distin-
guish degrees of grammaticalization. Halle's 1973 proposal
eliminates the distinction between derivation and inflection:
whole paradigms are stored in the lexicon, and "filters" then
account for the choice of the correct form. An even more ex-
treme lexicalist position is the new theory of Bresnan (to
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appear), with lexical storage of paradigms and no transforma-
tions, only rules relating lexical items of different valences
with their functions in sentences., A first application of this
theory to Russian is found in Neidle (ms). The trend toward
greater reliance on lexical storage is a natural development as
the hope of relating linguistic theory to cognitive theory be-
comes more realistic: there is more convincing evidence for the
human brain's capacity for lexical storage than there is for
neural processes analogous to transformational derivations.

For an enlightening discussion see Bolinger (1976).

5 The Prague School view of invariance, which sees the
immutable semantic core in each token of a morpheme or lexeme
is by no means universally accepted (cf. Weinreich 1966, Brecht
1979b and Brecht ms, with references therein), nor is it neces-
sarily the central notion in a semantic study (cf. Timberlake
1979).

® Syntactic features were introduced by Chomsky in 1965,
the lexicalist hypothesis in 1970. On Nominalizations in Rus-
sian, see Comrie's second paper, this volume. Babby, in Comrie
(1978), argues that the Russian past passive participle must be
a lexical stative adjective,

7 In the early bootstrap days of transformational grammar,
when attention was focused on the major recursive processes of
conjunction, complementation and relativization, linguists as-
sumed other processes as given in traditional grammar. Among
these were Reflexivization and Agreement, which were heavily
used as diagnostics. These gift horses were examined in later
work: Reflexives by Klenin and Timberlake (see this volume and
references in their papers), and Agreement by Crockett (1976)
and Corbett (1979). Transformations which were assumed to re-
late cognitively synonymous sentences with shared lexical mate-
rial were given tentative names, even though they had not been
worked out in detail, while the relations they represented were
used as diagnostics. Today one would not speak so sanguinely
of "Scrambling" or "NZ-Distribution'" rules—-the continued use
of such names is merely shorthand for a relation of near-syno-
nymy between transforms. Instead of a Scrambling rule, word
order is studied in relation to the communicative function of
discourse (as in Babby, this volume). As for Ni-Distribution,
whether or not it is a transformation, the facts related to the
constraint remain: NZ-K and ne-Verb must be in the same clause,
while K-7Zbo can be related to a V in another clause: clause
(S=) boundaries are opaque to ni-K, transparent to X-libo.

8 Bell (1976) proved that there are empirical differences
between transformational and relational grammar, i.e. that
they are not merely notational variants.
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MARKEDNESS IN MOTION

Henry Kulera
Brown University

This article presents the partial results of a
larger study which is still in progress and which has
as its aim a critical reexamination of the semantics
of the Slavic verbal system, with particular attention
to aspect and related phenomena. Since Slavic lin-
guists have analyzed these problems predominantly in
terms of the so-called morphological markedness
theory, my paper will first address some questions
raised by this kind of analysis. Following this, I
will argue that—at least with respect to the problem
at hand—the conventional markedness theory fails to
provide a sufficiently insightful analysis of the
relevant grammatical contrasts. In conclusion, I will
outline an alternative approach which, in my view,
makes it possible to account adequately for the facts
discussed in this paper, as well as for other problems
of the Slavic verbal categories.

The discussion here will be largely focused on a
limited but important subset of grammatical opposi-
tions: the so-called determinate vs. indeterminate
contrast manifested in the verbs of motion. My argu-
ments and conclusions will be based primarily on ex-
amples from Czech, a language with a particularly
complicated and interesting verbal system. An analy-
sis of evidence from a single Slavic language cannot,
of course, lay any claims to a general validity in the
study of the verbal systems of the Slavic languages.
In spite of this necessary disclaimer, it seems to me
that the Czech facts and the conclusions which I shall
draw from them have broader theoretical implications.
While some counterexamples to my hypothesis may con-
ceivably emerge from the study of other Slavic lan-
guages, my proposals will provide, it is hoped, a
stimulus for a reevaluation of the semantics of Slavic
verbal categories in general, and of the markedness
theory in its treatment of grammatical categories in
particular.

As is well known, the extension of the markedness
theory from phonology to morphological oppositions has
been advocated primarily, although not exclusively, by
Jakobson and other members of the Prague School. Al-
though the original proposals date back to the early
1930s, the theoretical framework has not changed sub-
stantially over the years. A more recent and concise
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definition of the principles of morphological corre-
lations can be found in Jakobson's Shifters (1957:5
and 1971:136):

The general meaning of a marked category
states the presence of a certain (whether posi-
tive or negative) property A; the general mean-
ing of the corresponding unmarked category
states nothing about the presence of A, and is
used chiefly, but not exclusively, to indicate
the absence of A. The unmarked term is always
the negative of the marked term, but on the
level of general meaning the opposition of the
contradictories may be interpreted as "state-
ment of A" vs. "no statement of A", whereas on
the level of "narrowed", nuclear meanings, we
encounter the opposition "statement of A" vs.
"statement of non-A."

Although the Jakobsonian position has found many
supporters, it has not been universally accepted. The
various arguments are summarized in Dokulil (1958)
who also adds a number of critical observations of
his own. As far as Russian aspect is concerned, a
reexamination of Jakobson's position was recently
undertaken by Bourke (1976) whose theoretical frame-
work is close to that of generative semantics. My
intention in this brief article is not to recount the
controversy; instead, I shall try to bring out some
additional facts and, on the basis of this data, argue
that the markedness theory is not, in its present
form, logically adequate to give a satisfactory ac-
count of the semantics of at least some verbal op-
positions.

As in other Slavic languages, both the Czech de-
terminate and indeterminate verbs (in their simple,
nonprefixed form) are aspectually imperfective: jit
[det.] and chodit [indet.] 'to go (on foot)'; jet
[det.] and jezdit [indet.] 'to go (by conveyance)';
nést [det.] and nosit [indet.] 'to carry (by hand)',
etc. The determinate verbs are usually said to sig-
nal a motion in a specific direction or to imply a
goal to be reached at the end of the process. 1In
contrast to them, indeterminates carry no implication
of goal-directedness and, at least in certain con-
texts, preclude the semantic interpretation of a mo-
tion in a single direction. Consequently, Jde po
ulicei 'He is walking down the street' signifies prog-
ress in a definite direction and presumably towards
some goal, while Chod? po ulicti 'He is walking up and
down the street' does not.
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As I will show below, the semantics of determin-
ate and indeterminate verbs turns out to be consider-
ably more complicated than it would appear from the
above description. Nevertheless, the basic facts seem
clearly to suggest the appropriateness of a markedness
analysis. It is thus not surprising that those lin-
guists who subscribe to the theory of morphological
markedness consider the determinate verb as the marked
member of the opposition and the indeterminate verb as
the unmarked member. Such an analysis has been pre-
sented by many Slavists with regard to Russian, in
which the facts appear—at first glance—to be quite
straightforward. Jakobson himself is quite unambigu-
ous on this issue (e.g. 1971:138), seeing the marking
of the determinates in their signaling of the integ-
rity, unbrokenness of the narrated event. Isalenko
(1968:421) defines the marked determinate verbs as
denoting a motion which proceeds in a single direc-
tion, while the unmarked indeterminate wverbs contain
no indication of direction. Forsyth (1970:346) ap-
pears to be somewhat more cautious in his formulation
but states, nevertheless, that the indeterminate im-
perfective "can be . . . considered" the unmarked
member of the opposition of the determinate and the
indeterminate; he justifies his conclusion by arguing
that the indeterminate has a wider range of meanings
and can, in a couple of contexts, substitute for the
determinate—a point which is worth bearing in mind
since, later in this article, we will need to return
to the whole question of substitutability of one form
for another. A somewhat different analysis is given
by van Schooneveld (1968) who considers the marking
of the Russian determinates to be negative; indeter-
minates denote a motion in which the point of depar-
ture A may or may not coincide with the terminal
point of the motion tS, i.e. both tS = 4 and ¢S # 4
are possible; in determinates, the alternative tS = 4
is excluded and, consequently, the determinate cate-
gory is marked by the fact that tS # A.

Notice that all the analyses of the determinate
vs. indeterminate opposition, presented within the
markedness theory, attempt to identify the specific
semantic feature of the marked category. This is
clearly as it should be since the morphological
markedness theory undoubtedly requires that the A—to
use Jakobson's notation—have some definable semantic
correlates. 1In view of the role played by direction-
ality and goal-directedness in the meaning of deter-
minates, the interesting question arises what happens
if an indeterminate verb occurs in a predication
which contains a definite direction or goal. As far
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as Russian is concerned, Isa&enko (1968:422) considers
such situations only as "special meanings"
(Spezialbedeutungen) of indeterminates; of particular
interest is his argument that the "repeated or usual
action," signaled by indeterminates in some such con-
structions (e.g. On xodit k nam po voskresen'jam 'He
visits us on Sundays', literally 'He goes to our

place on Sundays'),is no justification for classifying
indeterminates as iterative verbs. For Isafenko, the
iterative reading of indeterminates is simply a con-
sequence of the general fact that the unmarked member
of the opposition can express the absence of the dis-
tinctive marking in various ways and thus assume num-
erous special meanings.

As I will show below, Isalenko's explanation, if
applied to Czech, ylelds an unsatisfactory analysis.
In my opinion, it is not adequate for Russian either,
but since I cannot deal here with more than the Czech
data, I will not make any specific claims with regard
to Russian. It must be emphasized, moreover, that,
with regard to the problem at hand, the Cze¢h system
is different from the Russian one in several impor-
tant respects. First of all, the "iterative" reading
of Czech indeterminates is more prevalent than it is
in Russian: while the Russian Na prodloj nedele ja
ezdil v Berlin may have the reading 'Last week I was
in Berlin, i.e., I went to Berlin and came back', the
corresponding Czech Minulj tfden jsem jeadil do Ber-
lina can have only the iterative reading 'Last week I
went (more than once) to Berlin'. Secondly, Czech has
a large and productive class of verbs which are gen-
erally considered to be iteratives—in contrast to
Russian in which the iterative verbs are few and have
at best only a marginal status in the present-day
standard language. In a markedness analysis, true
Czech iteratives are considered to be marked in oppo-
sition to the unmarked noniterative imperfectives.
Within such a verbal system, the function of the in-
determinate verbs of motion thus also appears in a
different light. However, before turning to the con-
sideration of concrete examples which bear upon this
problem, a few remarks about the relevant character-
istics of the Czech aspectual system are necessary.

Among Czech linguists, there is considerable
disagreement about the exact status of verbs which
designate recurrent or repeated action; nor is there
a consensus on terminology. Tr&vnicek (1951), who
pays primary attention to the derivational history of
verbs, uses the term iterative verbs (interchangeably
with the Czech designation op&tovac? slovesa 'recur-
rent verbs') for deverbatives of various types which
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either may or always do signal a recurrent action. A
subclass of his iterative category (called "stable
iteratives") includes the indeterminate verbs of mo-
tion which, according to Trivnidek, can never be used
to denote a nonrecurrent, single action (Tr&vnicdek
1951:1327). On the other hand, deverbatives derived
through the suffix -vat or -védvat are termed by
Trévnidek frequentatives (or by the Czech equivalent
opakovaci 'repeated') and are again subdivided into
subclasses, represented by such verbs as ddvat 'to
give', brivat 'to take (repeatedly/at intervals)' and
chodivdvat 'to go on foot (off and on)'. Both the
iteratives and frequentatives of TravniZek are, in
actuality, highly mixed classes since the verbs with-
in the same class behave syntactically and semantical-
ly in diverse ways. However, a detailed critical
analysis of Trévnilek's classification is well beyond
the scope of this study.

More recently, Czech linguists have been using
yet another term for verbs which designate either
recurrence or repetition of an action: "multiple-
action verbs" is perhaps the best translation for the
Czech nésobend slovesa. Although these verbs are
sometimes referred to in Czech publications also as
iteratives, the equation of the two terms does not
strike me as entirely appropriate. Kopeény (1962),
for example, includes in the class of "multiple-action
verbs" not only imperfective iteratives of the type
psGvat 'to write (repeatedly/off and on)' and the in-
determinate verbs of motion, but also perfective dis-
tributives of the type povyhaszovat 'to throw out (one
by one/set by set)'. Consequently, we again have a
mixed class since syntactically and semantically—as
will be shown below—imperfective iteratives, inde-
terminates and perfective distributives behave in
quite distinct ways.

Of greatest interest among the Czech verbs that
are said to denote repetition is the large and pro-
ductive class of verbs derived by the nonterminal
suffix -va-, i.e., the type psédvat 'to write repeated-
ly/off and on' (as well as of a few other verbs of
different formal structure). Aside from iterativity,
these verbs also have the property of so-called non-
actuality (Czech linguists use the term neaktualnost),
i.e., they cannot designate an action or a state
which is simultaneous with the speech event. So, for
example, the sentence Otec stavd pFed domem 'Father
stands (regularly/off and on) in front of the house'
does not include the reading 'Father stands (regular-
ly) and is now standing in front of the house'. The
form stdvd, although morphologically a present tense,
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simply provides no information about any activity at
the moment of speech. For terminological convenience,
I shall refer to those verbs which inherently denote
iterativity and nonactuality as true iteratives. The
reader should be cautioned, however, that my use of
this term is only a reluctant concession to tradi-
tion. Later in this article, I will argue that the
Czech iteratives do not really denote iterativity in
the usual sense at all.

In recent years, a prolonged discussion took
place in Czech linguistic publications about the exact
status of iterative verbs and their features. Such
questions as whether iteratives constitute a "third
aspect," whether nonactuality is a grammatical cate-
gory in the Czech system, as well as a number of oth-
er points have been vigorously discussed. The inter-
ested reader can find the principal arguments in the
exchange between Kopedny (1948, 1962, 1965, 1966) and
Poldauf (1949, 1964, 1966a, 1966b); a brief critique
of both scholars' positions and an attempt to untan-
gle the confusion was offered by Trnkova (1969).

Fortunately, the arguments which I present in
this article do not crucially depend on the resolu-
tion of these highly complex controversies. For my
purposes it is sufficient to simply assume, at least
for now, that certain Czech verbs inherently denote
iterativeness and nonactuality (henceforth I/NA) and
that other verbs acquire these features in specific
contexts.,

Returning to the problem of Czech determinate
and indeterminate verbs, let us first consider four
simple examples:

(1) Chodi po zahrad@ 'He is walking / walks
(back and forth) in the garden'

(2) Chodi do hospody 'He goes to the pub'

(3) Jezdi po m&8st& 'He is riding / rides
around town'

(4) Jezdi do Prahy 'He goes (rides) to
Prague'

Notice that in (1) and (3) the adverbial prepo-
sitional phrase simply signals the localization of
the action, while in (2) and (4) the prepositional
phrase specifies a definite goal of the action.

Aside from the notion of indeterminacy, the verbs
in (1) and (3) behave like regular unmarked imperfec-
tives: depending on context, they can either denote an
action taking place at the moment of speech or can have
an iterative reading. Consequently, (1) and (3) can be
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further modified either by a time expression denoting
simultaneity of the utterance with the speech event,
such as zrovna ted' 'right now', or by a frequency
adverbial specifying a nonsingle occurrence of the
action, such as kaZdou sobotu 'every Saturday'. Sen-
tences (5) through (8), representing such a modifica-
tion of (1) and (3), are all grammatical:

(5) 2Zrovna ted' chodi po zahradé€ 'Right now he is
walking (back and forth) in the garden'

(6) KaZdou sobotu chodi po zahrad& 'Every Saturday
he walks (back and forth) in the garden'

(7) Zrovna ted' jezdi po m&st& 'Right now he is
riding around town'

(8) KazZdou sobotu jezdi po m&st& 'Every Saturday he
rides around town'

The situation is quite different, however, with
respect to examples (2) and (4). The indeterminate
verbs in these sentences do not behave like other un-
marked imperfectives but rather as true iteratives;
my claim is that, like iteratives, they also have the
I/NA property. Let us test this claim by modifying
(2) and (4) in exactly the same way as (1) and (3) had
been modified. (Since the English translations are
intended to render closely the structure of the Czech
sentences, some of them, too, are ungrammatical.

(9) *Zrovna ted' chodi do hospody 'Right now he
goes to the pub'

(10) KaZdou sobotu chodi do hospody 'Every Saturday
he goes to the pub'

(11) *2rovna ted' jezdi do Prahy 'Right now he goes
(drives) to Prague'

(12) KazZzdou sobotu jezdi do Prahy 'Every Saturday he
goes (drives) to Prague'

The ungrammaticality of (9) and (11) is obvious-
ly due to the incompatibility of the I/NA property of
the indeterminate verbs chodit/jezdit in these sen-
tences and the adverbial zrovna ted' which requires a
verb capable of expressing actuality. This is the
same situation as encountered in true iteratives,
supporting my position that indeterminates in these
contexts behave like true iteratives. This can
easily be demonstrated by the ungrammaticality of
(13) in which the true iterative sedgvat 'to sit re-
peatedly/off and on)' occurs:

(13) *2rovna ted' sedidvd v hospod& 'Right now he
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sits in the pub'

It is my contention that the iterative/nonactual
meaning of the indeterminate verbs in (9) through (12)
is crucially different from the iterative reading
which is possible for other unmarked imperfectives.
So, for example, in the sentence XaZd§ veler mu pidu
dopis 'Every evening I write him a letter', the iter-
ativity is signaled exclusively by the frequency ad-
verbial kaZdg veder 'every evening' and is entirely
independent of the inherent semantic properties of the
verb or of the verb phrase. Consequently, (14) is
grammatical:

(14) Zrovna ted' mu pisSu dopis 'Right now I am
writing him a letter'

In contrast to this, the ungrammatical (9) and
(11) above do not have their iterative meaning sig-
naled by a frequency adverbial (but rather triggered
by the specification of a goal) and, like sentences
with true iteratives, they, too, denote nonactuality.

In the framework of the conventional theory of
markedness, we now face an obvious complication; the
indeterminate chodit and jezdit are generally consid-
ered to be unmarked (in terms of the "integrity/un-
brokenness" of the narrated event, to use Jakobson's
definition). 1In terms of iterativity and nonactual-
ity, however, they would appear to be either unmarked
(as in (1) and (3)) or marked (as in (2) and (4)).
The problem is compounded by the fact that the cor-
responding determinate verbs of motion, i.e., jit and
jet, which are said to be marked (for integrity/un-
brokenness), are always unmarked as to iterativity
and nonactuality, i.e., behave in this regard like
ordinary unmarked imperfectives. Notice that sen-
tences (15) through (18) are all grammatical:

(15) Zrovna ted' jde do hospody 'Right now he is
going to the pub'

(16) Kazdou sobotu jde do hospody 'Every Saturday he
goes to the pub'

(17) Zrovna ted' jede do Prahy 'Right now he is
going (driving) to Prague'

(18) KaZdou sobotu jede do Prahy 'Every Saturday he
goes (drives) to Prague'

Even on the basis of a very small set of verbs,
we can now reach at least some preliminary conclu-
sions. First, it is clear that the theory of marked-
ness, if it is to be preserved, must be prepared to
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consider more than one semantic property in the analy-
sis of certain, purely binary, morphological opposi-
tions. In the case of the determinate and indeter-
minate verbs in Czech, the alleged markedness for
single directionality does not coincide with the pos-
sible markedness for I/NA. It is clear, moreover,
that no context-free rules are powerful enough to
handle the assignment of markedness in the verbs of
motion. In our examples, the indeterminates chodit
and jezdit could be either unmarked or marked for
I/NA, depending on context. Although I have given so
far only a very sketchy illustration of how context
determines the markedness assignment, the procedures
for doing so would obviously have to contain context-
sensitive rules. For the examples cited so far, these
rules, which would be assumed to be disjunctively or-
dered, would have something like the following form:

marked [I/NA]/ —-—goal/directioé}

19) Verb [indet]~ :
( ) {unmarkEd [I/NA] adverbial

At first glance, the idea that the markedness
assignment in the verbs of motion may be accomplished
by context-sensitive rules appears quite attractive,
since it parallels the context-sensitive markedness
assignment in phonology, proposed by Chomsky and
Halle (1968:400ff.).  Before embracing this solution,
however, it may be wise to look at additional evi-
dence.

Other indeterminates which are normally intransi-
tive, such as litat 'to fly' or bdhat 'to run', be-
have essentially like chodit and jezdit. With a
directional adverbial they, too, have the I/NA prop-
erty; consequently, they cannot cooccur with a time
adverbial which signals that the narrated action is
simultaneous with the speech event, such as ted’
pravE 'right now, at this moment', but can cooccur
with a frequency adverbial designating a nonsingle
occurrence of the action. Sentences (20) and (21)
are ill-formed but (22) and (23) are grammatical:

(20) *Ted' pravé 1itd do Kalifornie 'Right now he
flies to California'

(21) *Ted' prdv& béhd k doktorovi 'Right now he runs
to the doctor'

(22) Casto 1it4 do Kalifornie 'He often flies to
California'

(23) Casto b&h& k doktorovi 'He often runs to the
doctor'

I have intentionally used, in all the examples
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given so far, the present tense of the verbs of mo-
tion in order to demonstrate the restrictions on the
signaling of actions simultaneous with the speech
event. Both determinate and indeterminate verbs have,
of course, past and future tenses (including the pre-
fixed future form of determinates, e.g., p@jdu 'I
shall go, I shall be going', ponesu 'I shall carry,

I shall be carrying'). Determinates in these tenses
are again unmarked as to iterativity, regardless of
environment; indeterminates, as one would expect, ap-
pear to be marked for iterativity only in a predica-
tion containing the denotation of a specific direc-
tion or goal. Kopeln¢ (1962) also points out that
the concept of actuality can be "transposed" to the
past and to the future. In such instances, of course,
actuality needs to be redefined as designating no
longer simultaneity with the speech event but rather
simultaneity with another single (i.e., noniterative)
narrated event (either explicitly stated or implied
from the discourse).

Given the above assumptions, we can then predict
that, for example, the past tense of the determinate
jet (even with a specified goal) can freely cooccur
with temporal adverbials denoting a nonsingle occur-
rence of an action (e.g., kaZd§ m&sic 'every month'),
as well as those denoting a single occurrence (e.qg.,
jen jednou 'only once') or those specifying simultan-
eity with another narrated event (e.g., pridvé v tu
echvi1li 'right at that moment'). On the other hand,
the past tense of the indeterminate jezdit (with a
specified goal) can cooccur only with the first type
of temporal adverbials but not with the second or the
third. It is for these reasons that (24) through
(27) are grammatical but (28) and (29) are not:

(24) KazZdy m&sic jel tatinek vlakem do Prahy 'Every
month father went by train to Prague'

(25) Jen jednou jel tatinek vlakem do Prahy 'Only
once did father go by train to Prague'

(26) Pré&vé&€ v tu chvili (kdyZ jsme o n&m mluvili) jel
tatinek vlakem do Prahy 'Right at that moment
(when we were talking about him) father was
going by train to Prague'’

(27) KaZdy m&sic jezdil tatinek vlakem do Prahy 'Every
month father went by train to Prague'

(28) *Jen jednou jezdil tatinek vlakem do Prahy 'Only
once father went by train to Prague'

(29) *Prdv€& v tu chvili (kdyZ jsme o n&m mluvili)
jezdil tatinek vlakem do Prahy 'Right at that
moment (when we were talking about him) father
went by train to Prague'
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As can be best shown on past-tense examples, in-
determinates with the I/NA property and true itera-
tives are subject to one additional syntactic con-
straint which presents further complications. While
both iteratives and indeterminates "marked" for I/NA
can freely cooccur with most frequency adverbials,
they cannot occur in sentences containing a quanti-
fied frequency adverbial (i.e., one designating a
definite or indefinite number of repetitions of the
event), such as dvakrat 'twice', ndkolikridt 'several
times', etc. (For a semantic taxonomy of frequency
adverbials, cf. Kufera and Trnka 1975:67-69). While
(30) and (31) are ungrammatical, (32) through (35)
are well-formed because they contain the nonquantified
frequency adverbial Zasto 'often' or kaZ¥dj mé&sic
'every month'.

(30) *Dvakrat jezdil do Prahy 'Twice he went to
Prague'

(31) *Dvakrédt mi pséval z Prahy 'Twice he wrote to
me from Prague'

(32) Casto jezdil do Prahy 'He often went to Prague'

(33) Casto mi psé&val z Prahy 'He often wrote to me
from Prague'

(34) KaZd¢ mé&sic jezdil do Prahy 'He went to Prague
every month'

(35) KaZdy m&sic mi psdval z Prahy 'He wrote to me
from Prague every month'

With regard to these sentences, my analysis, as
presented so far, predicts that (30) and (31) should
become grammatical if their verb is replaced by a cor-
responding verb which is unmarked for I/NA. This is,
in the case of (30), the determinate jet 'to go' and,
in the case of (31), the noniterative imperfective
psédt 'to write'. The prediction turns out to be cor-
rect as the grammatical (36) and (37) demonstrate:

(36) Dvakrét jel do Prahy 'Twice he went to Prague'
(37) Dvakrit mi psal z Prahy 'Twice he wrote to me
from Prague'

What is crucial about the above examples, however, is
clearly the ungrammaticality of sentences (30) and
(31). If indeterminates with a goal adverbial (as in
(30)), or true iteratives (as in (31)) indeed denoted
a repeated action, there would surely be no reason
why the number of repetitions could not be specified
for them. Since it cannot, as sentences (30) and
(31) demonstrate, we clearly are not dealing here
with simple iteration. Instead, what we have in this
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case are verbal forms that denote HABITS, not simply a
series of activities. Since these habits are repre-
sentable only as an indefinite number of occurrences
of some event or activity, it is obvious that any
attempt to impose a definite quantification on them
must result in ill-formedness. Vendler (1967:108), in
his analysis of English verbal forms, proposed that
habits, including descriptions of occupations, dis-
positions, abilities, etc., belong to the category of
states. Vendler distinguishes states from both activ-
ities and events, the latter being divided into ac-
complishments and achievements. These concepts turn
out to be useful in the case of Czech verbs as well.
The cooccurrence of indeterminate verbs with a goal
adverbial—far frombkeing a simple extension of their
meaning to indicate repetition—actually shifts these
verbs from the class of activities into the class of
states. Interestingly enough, the "true" Czech iter-
atives actually do not denote simple repetition
either, as the illformedness of sentences like (31)
shows. They, too, represent states, albeit of a
special kind, namely quantified states. I have dis-
cussed all the relevant arguments for this kind of
analysis of Czech iteratives elsewhere (Kulera 1978b
and Kulera, in press), where I give a number of ex-
amples that support the quantified-state analysis of
Czech iteratives.

The distinction between simple repetition and a
habit becomes even clearer when we consider sentences
like the following:

(38) Dvakrét tydn& jezdil do Prahy 'He used to go to
Prague twice a week'

(39) 7z Prahy mi pséval dvakrdt t¢dn& 'He used to
write to me twice a week from Prague'

In contrast to sentences (30) and (31), which
were ungrammatical, (38) and (39) are perfectly well
formed, in spite of the cooccurrence in them of a
quantified frequency adverbial and an indeterminate
verb plus goal or a true iterative respectively. The
crucial difference is the presence of the adverbial
tjdné 'weekly, per week' which allows the habitual
reading. The habit is then specified as a series of
two events that occurred weekly for an indefinite
number of weeks.

The fact that indeterminates can function to de-
note states, even without a specified goal, can be
also seen in such commonly used expressions as D1té&
u% chodi 'The child already walks', To auto p&kné
jeazdi 'That car runs well', etc. Determinate verbs
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do not have this capacity.

The analysis of both indeterminates plus direction
adverbial and "true iteratives" as denoting habits
also naturally explains what Kope&ngy has called non-
actuality. Clearly, a habit viewed as consisting of
an indefinite number of repetitions of an activity or
of an event can never be reconciled with any adverbial
denoting an atomic moment of time.

In order to obtain a fuller picture of the seman-
tic function of the verbs of motion, I shall consider
yet another set of Czech examples of even greater com-
plexity. This is the case of those verbs of motion
which are normally transitive, e.g., nést (det.) and
nosit (indet.) 'to carry (by hand)', vézt (det.) and
vozit (indet.) 'to carry (by conveyance)'. At first
glance it might appear that the indeterminates of
such pairs have the I/NA property under the same con-
ditions as intransitive indeterminates (i.e. when co-
occurring with a goal or directional adverbial). 1In
contrast to this, corresponding determinate transi-
tives are always unmarked as to I/NA. For these
reasons, (40) through (42) are well-formed but (43)
is not:

(40) Kazd¢ tgyden vezu sestru k lékaF¥i 'Every week I
drive my sister to the doctor'

(41) Pr&avé& ted' vezu sestru k léka¥i 'Right now I am
driving my sister to the doctor'

(42) KaZd¢ tg¢den vozim sestru k léka¥i 'Every week I
drive my sister to the doctor'

(43) *Pr4vd ted' vozim sestru k 1léka¥i 'Right now I
drive my sister to the doctor’

Additional facts show, however, that this analy-
sis is not quite correct. If the direct object of a
transitive indeterminate contains either a plural
noun (e.g., tali¥e 'plates') or a mass noun (e.g.,
d¥evo 'wood', jidlo 'food') and the environment in-
cludes an adverbial of goal or direction, the verbs
may be assigned a distributive reading which is dif-
ferent from the habitual one in that it does not sig-
nal nonactuality. In its distributive meaning, the
present tense of indeterminates can, therefore, co-
occur with time adverbials denoting simultaneity with
the speech event. In contrast to (43) above, sen-
tences (44) through (46) are all grammatical. (46)
also illustrates that, when the direct object is el-
liptically omitted (which happens in some idiomatic
expressions), the deleted object is assumed to be
either a plural noun or a mass noun.
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(44) Pravé& ted' nosi sestra talife do jidelny 'Right
now my sister is carrying the plates (one by
one, set by set) to the dining room'

(45) Pravé& ted' si vozim d¥evo do klilny 'Right now I
am hauling the wood (piece by piece, load by
load) to the shed’

(46) Ted' uZ maminka nosi (jidlo) na stdl 'Now mother
is already carrying (the food—dish by dish,
tray by tray, etc.) to the table’

Notice again that (44) through (46) are well-
formed in spite of the fact that the predication in-
cludes a specification of a definite goal of the ac-
tion, something which results in the impossibility of
an actual reading of intransitive determinates (cf.
the ungrammatical (9) and (11)) as well as of transi-
tive indeterminates whose direct object contains a
singular noun (cf. (43)). The distributive reading
(which is triggered by the plural-noun or mass-noun
direct object) may thus override the I/NA property
(triggered by a goal or direction adverbial). This
raises the important question of why this should be
the case and what the status of distributiveness is
in the Czech verbal system.

Let us first consider once again the basic char-
acteristics of indeterminate verbs in such simple
sentences as Chodi po ulici 'He is walking up and
down the street'. As mentioned previously, this sen-
tence has two possible readings, depending on con-
text: 'He is walking (at this time) up and down
the street' and 'He walks (regularly/at intervals) up
and down the street'. What both readings have in
common is the notion of complex action ('up and down');
such complex action is characteristic of indetermin-
ates for which a definite direction or goal are not
specified, e.g., jezdit 'to ride back and forth/round
and round/, etc.';vozit nékoho 'to carry (drive) some-
one (by conveyance) here and there/up and down/,
etc.'. The notion of complex action can thus be con-
sidered to be the basic meaning of indeterminates.
However, as I have already shown, this basic meaning
may be displaced by habituality. As demonstrated
previously, this always happens in Czech in intran-
tive constructions when a definite goal is specified.
In Czech, the sentence Pavel ten rok jezdil do Prahy
can have only such a habitual reading, i.e., 'That
year Paul commuted/used to go to Prague'. As I demon-
strated above, the verb phrase in such constructions
denotes an indefinite number of events, rather than a
particular activity. In nonhabitual meaning of inde-
terminates, however, the verb denotes a particular
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action, although a complex one. For this reason, it
is also possible for complex action and_habituality
to coexist in the same sentence, e.g., Casto chodi po
ulici 'He often walks up and down the street'.

In my view, distributiveness in transitive inde-
terminate verbs is a special manifestation of complex
action: the action is still viewed as s ingle but also
as pertaining to a plurality of objects or to several
parts of a mass substance. This being the case, a
distributive reading of indeterminates is never pos-
sible with reference to a direct object containing a
singular count noun, while the habitual reading is.
This explanation, of course, is also quite consistent
with the fact that a direct object NP containing two
or more conjoined nouns is not sufficient for a dis-
tributive interpretation. Voz% Zenu a sestru do Prahy
'He drives his wife and his sister to Prague' can have
only a habitual reading; (47) is therefore ungrammati-
cal, but (48) is well-formed:

(47) *zZrovna ted' vozi Zenu a sestru do Prahy 'Right
now he drives his wife and his sister to Prague'

(48) KaZdy mé&sic vozi Zenu a sestru do Prahy 'Every
month he drives his wife and his sister to
Prague'

I can mention here only briefly that my view of dis-
tributiveness also explains the behavior of perfec-
tive distributives in Czech: pozavirat okna 'to close
the windows (one by one)'; poutirat nddobi 'to wipe
the dishes (one by one)'—the Czech nddobi 'dishes'
being a mass noun—, etc. These verbs, too, inher-
ently designate a complex action, concretely that of
distributiveness, and can thus take only a direct ob-
ject containing either a count noun in the plural or
a mass noun.

One objection to my analysis may be easily an-
ticipated. Since many transitive verbs appear to
have a distributive meaning when modified by a direct
object containing a plural noun or a mass noun, the
claim that distributiveness in indeterminates is a
special instance of the complex action signaled by
these verbs could seem unjustified. Sentence (49) is
grammatical and may have a distributive reading:

(49) Ted' pravé umir\lrém/\ggéggg) 'Right now I am
the ate
washing <the gishe: )(presumably one by one)'

This objection, however, is not valid. The distribu-
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tive reading of (49) is due only to the pragmatics of
the situation: one normally does not wash a whole set
of plates or dishes all at once, although under spe-
cial circumstances one certainly may do so, as, for
example, in a dishwasher. The possible distributive
interpretation of (49) has thus nothing to do with
any inherent properties of the verb; the verb umjvat
'to wash' can equally well have a direct object in
the singular:

(50) Ted' pravé umgvém tali¥ 'Right now I am washing
the plate'

The situation is quite different with regard to
both indeterminates and perfectives which signal dis-
tributiveness. Neither of them can take a direct ob-
ject containing a singular noun; both (51) and (52)
are ill-formed:

(51) *Ted' pravd nosi maminka tali¥ na stdl 'Right
now mother carries the plate to the table'

(52) *Pozavirém okno 'I shall shut the window (dis-
tributively)'

The distributiveness of indeterminates and perfec-
tives is thus not simply a matter of pragmatics but
rather stems from an inherent property of the verbs
themselves, a property which is either permanent (as
in perfective distributives) or a special manifesta-
tion of a more general meaning (as in indeterminates).

Before we turn to the final question, namely the
overall validity of the usual markedness analysis of
the verbs of motion, there is still one matter which
needs to be mentioned at least briefly. Aside from
such pairs as jit (det.)/chodit (indet.) 'to go (on
foot)', Czech also has additional true iteratives,
derived from the indeterminate member of the oppo-
sition: chodivat 'to go (on foot, at intervals)',
jezdivat 'to go (by conveyance, at intervals)'
vozivat 'to carry (by conveyance, at intervals)',
etc. This fact raises two interesting questions: (a)
If indeterminates can, in certain contexts, be
"marked" for I/NA, what difference, if any, is there
between the type chodit and the type chodivat? (b)
If indeterminates can be "marked" for I/NA why does
Czech have corresponding true iteratives (also
"marked" for I/NA) as well?

The true iteratives like chodivat can be re-
placed freely by chodit without resulting in ungram-
matical constructions: the difference between
Chodivé do kina and Chodi do kina 'He goes to the
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movies' seems to lie largely in the fact that the
first sentence with chodivg indicates a sporadic at-
tendance at the movies as opposed to the more regular
attendance, signaled by chodi in the latter sentence.
(For a discussion, cf. Kope&n¢ 1962:20, who also
cites the opinions of other Czech linguists). The
reverse substitution, however, is not free: chodivat
cannot replace chodit when the indeterminate verb de-
notes actuality. Consequently, (53) through (55) are
well-formed, but (56) is not:

(53) Chodi do divadla 'He goes to the theatre'

(54) Chodiv4 do divadla 'He goes (sporadically) to
the theatre'

(55) Zrovna ted' chodi po zahrad& 'Right now he is
walking in the garden’

(56) *Zrovna ted' chodivd po zahrad& ‘'Right now he
walks in the garden'

Consider now, however, sentences (57) and (58):

(57) Pavel v sobotu chodi do divadla 'On Saturday,
Paul goes to the theater', i.e., regularly on
every Saturday.

(58) Pavel v sobotu chodivd do divadla 'On Saturday,
Paul usually goes to the theater', i.e., on most
Saturdays, but not every Saturday. (This sen-
tence does not mean that Paul goes to the theatre
more than once on Saturdays.)

What the "iterative" chodivé signals, in this case,
is thus a quantification over the adverbial v sobotu:
the sentence now refers to a (large) subset of Satur-
days. The same is true of all other "true itera-
tives" in similar contexts as I have shown in detail
in another paper (Kulera, in press). The quantifica-
tion may be either over an adverbial, as in (58)
above or in (59) below, or over other constituents of
the sentence, such as a plural subject, as is (60),
(61) and (62), the last of which contains a "true
iterative" derived from an indeterminate verb of mo-
tion. (In the following four examples, iteratives
are underlined).

(59) V nedéli seddvéd v hospod& 'On Sunday he usually
sits in the pub', i.e., on most but not all
Sundays.

(60) Ru3ti generdlové umirévaji v mladém véku "Rus-
sian generals tend to die young', i.e., most but
not all Russian generals.

(61) 3védové bgvaji svEtlovlasi 'Swedes tend to be
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plond'
(62) Svédové jezdivaji na dovolenou na jih 'Swedes
tend to go south on their vacation'

The reason why Czech has both indeterminates and true
iteratives derived from them is thus not difficult to
understand. The iteratives of the type chodivéd, like
other verbs derived with the infix -vg-, inherently
denote the special kind of habituality that I have
called a quantified state. Verbs of the type chodit,
on the other hand, denote a complex action which, in
certain environments only, is manifested as an un-
qualified habit (i.e., a nonquantified state).

Let us now turn to the final question: Is the
conventional opinion that determinate verbs are
marked and indeterminate verbs unmarked really cor-
rect, at least as far as Czech is concerned? Recall
that I have already demonstrated that it is the inde-
terminate verbs which, in certain contexts, may be
"marked" for I/NA, while determinates always remain
unmarked as to I/NA. This very fact already casts
doubt on the usual analysis and suggests that a fur-
ther examination of this problem may be needed.

Dokulil (1958:90ff.) attempts to make a strong
case for the argument that the possibility of substi-
tution of the marked morphological category by the
unmarked category participating in the opposition "is
not only an optional symptom of the unmarked member
of the morphological correlation but a necessary con-
dition in order for us to be at all able to judge
such a category as unmarked." Dokulil points out
that Jakobson, already in his early work (Jakobson
1932), used the substitution criterion—although
cautiously—in support of his concept of unmarked
categories; Jakobson's claim is that the substituting
category will "usually" be the unmarked one. Jakob-
son's view of the nature of the marked and unmarked
categories has, of course, continued to evolve (cf.
Jakobson 1939). As I shall show below, the issue is
quite complicated; nevertheless Dokulil's argument
must be taken seriously: if the pair of morphological
categories is indeed to be viewed as a hierarchical
correlational opposition, then it logically follows
that the unmarked category should be capable of re-
placing the marked one. As pointed out by Trnkova
(1969:35), the substitutability requirement appears
to hold in Czech for true iterative vs. noniterative
(i.e., simple imperfective) verbs: an iterative can,
in all context, be replaced by a corresponding non-
iterative (while the opposite substitution is possi-
ble in some but not in all contexts). By this
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criterion, the iterative verb is the marked member of
the opposition, the noniterative the unmarked one. We
must realize, however, that even in this seemingly
clear-cut case, the replacement of an iterative by a
noniterative imperfective will change the meaning of
the sentence. As I demonstrated above, the sentence
with the noniterative replacement will not have the
special habitual reading (i.e., the quantified-state
reading) of the corresponding sentence with an iter-
ative verb. This fact already suggests that a sub-
stitutability requirement which contains the condi-
tion that the sentence with the unmarked term be a
reasonable paraphrase of the sentence containing the
marked term is too strong for it to be of much use-
fulness as a hypothesis-testing procedure.

This observation is clearly reinforced when it
comes to the opposition determinate vs. indeterminate
verbs. In order to begin with an unbiased view, let
us first consider those cases where both the substi-
tution of a determinate by an indeterminate and a
substitution of an indeterminate by a determinate ap-
pear to be possible: Jde po uliei 'He is walking down
the street' / Chodi po ulici 'He is walking up and
down the street'; conversely, Chodi po ulici / Jde po
uliei. In neither case is there any reduction in the
grammaticality of the sentence. However, in the case
of the first substitution the one-directional concept
is replaced by complex action, while in the second
substitution the reverse semantic shift takes place.
It is thus quite clear that a strict substitutability
criterion which includes the paraphrase condition
will not yield very useful results in determining the
markedness assignment in the verbs of motion. It is
thus not surprising that Forsyth (1970:346),in his
analysis of Russian, was able to find only one clear
case in which the indeterminate (considered by him
unmarked) can substitute for the determinate (assumed
to be marked), namely in the expression of repeated
unidirectional motion. But this case, of course,
proves nothing since one can argue equally well that
in the same expressions the determinate can substi-
tute for the indeterminate; as a matter of fact, the
latter position is a more reasonable one because the
use of indeterminates in such constructions is more
common. The second possibility of substituting in-
determinates, mentioned by Forsyth, occurs in stand-
ard Russian only in some very specialized imperative
constructions in which the verb xodit’' is used meta-
phorically, i.e., xodi! 'play, make a move!'. As
Forsyth himself admits, this certainly represents a
"rather exceptional usage."
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Even if one weakens the substitutability criter-
ion, eliminating the paraphrase requirement and tak-
ing into consideration only whether the substitution
of one verbal form by another still results in a gram-
matical sentence, the results are hardly supportive of
the markedness analysis of the Czech verbs of motion.
With some exceptions, it is the replacement of an in-
determinate by a determinate that is possible in great
many instances without resulting in an ungrammatical
sentence. The reverse substitution, however, which
the conventional markedness analysis would predict as
the usual replacement, is possible only to a limited
extent. Without trying to present an exhaustive
listing, let me summarize at least the basic evidence
for this claim:

(a) In all examples given previously in this
article, the substitution of an indeterminate by a
determinate verb was possible without resulting in
ill-formedness, cf. sentences (10) vs. (16); (12) vs.
(18); (27) vs. (24); (42) vs. (40); many additional
examples of a similar kind could be constructed. The
converse, however, was not the case. The substitu-
tion of a determinate by an indeterminate frequently
resulted in ungrammaticality, cf. sentences (15) vs.
*¥(9); (17) vs. *(11); (25) vs. *(28); (26) vs. *(29);
(36) vs. *(30); (41) vs. *(43).

(b) In Czech—as in many other Slavic and non-
Slavic languages—the present tense can be used to
designate a "programmed future" if it cooccurs with a
time adverbial marked [+Future]. This is the case,
for example, in (63):

(63) Zitra se stZhujeme 'Tomorrow we are moving'

Not all syntactic contexts allow this usage of the
present tense and not all verbs can be used in this
manner. A more detailed discussion of the syntax and
semantics of the programmed future can be found in
Kulera and Trnka (1975) and in Kulera (1978a). For
our present purposes, the important fact is that de-
terminate verbs can and indeterminate ones generally
cannot signal such a programmed future. 1In other
words, the substitution in such constructions of, let
us say, Jjit (det.) by chodit (indet.) 'to go (on
foot)', or of jet (det.) by jezdit (indet.) 'to go
(by conveyance)', results in ill-formedness or in a
marginal sentence at best.

(64) Zitra jedeme autem 'Tomorrow we are going by car'
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(65) ?*zitra jezdime autem 'Tomorrow we go by car'

(66) Pristi tyden jdeme do kina 'Next week we are
going to the movies'

(67) 2*pPristi tg¢den chodime do kina 'Next week we go
to the movies'

(c) In positive imperatives, both a determinate
and an indeterminate verb can occur: Jed' domu
vlakem! 'Go home by train!' and Jezd:i domu vliakem!
'Go home by train! (generally)'. However, there are
certain contexts in which only a determinate verb can
occur. Consequently, the substitution of a determin-
ate by an indeterminate may result in an ungrammati-
cal string, while the opposite substitution does not:

(68) Tak uZ jdi domd! 'Go home now!' (with a plead-
ing connotation)

(69) *Tak uZ chod' domd! 'Go home now!'

(70) Po této silnici jezdi vZdycky opatrné! 'Always
drive carefully on this highway!'

(71) Po této silnici jed' vZdycky opatrné! 'Always
drive carefully on this highway!'

(d) The most obvious counterexample to the claim
that indeterminates can be substituted by determinates
are the negative imperatives. In this form, mostly
indeterminates occur: Nechod' je3t&! 'Don't go yet!'
is grammatical but *Nejdi jedt&! is not. However,
this is not always true since we can have Nejed' tak
rychle! 'Don't drive so fast!' with a determinate
verb.

(e) There are a few other, very specific in-
stances, in which the substitution of an indeterminate
by a determinate results in an ungrammatical string.
For example, in standard Czech only an indeterminate
verb can occur in sentences which contain such ad-
verbials as po¥dd 'all the time' or weustdle 'con-
tinuously'; (72) is grammatical but (73) is not:

(72) Po¥&d chodi do kostela 'He goes to church all
the time'

(73) *Po¥&d jde do kostela 'He goes/is going to
church all the time'

It should be noted, however, that in some Moravian
dialects of Czech, determinates can occur in such in-
stances as (73). Kopeln¢ (1962:17) cites these ex-
amples (quoted from Tr&vnicek) to substantiate his
assertion that determinate verbs are not inherently
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marked for actuality: Ona ide furt do pola 'She goes
to the field all the time'; Nesf# pordd z hospody
goFalku 'They bring brandy from the pub all the time'.

Dokulil's substitutability criterion thus gives
not only mixed results but—if anything—appears to
favor (at least statistically) the conclusion that
the indeterminate verb is the marked member of the
opposition and the determinate verb the unmarked one.
This would, of course, lead to exactly the opposite
analysis from that normally given by the adherents of
the morphological markedness theory.

Since Dokulil's substitutability hypothesis and
the conventional markedness analysis of the verbs of
motion cannot both be correct, the question needs to
be raised which of the two arguments is valid. If
one considers the logical underpinnings of the mor-
phological markedness theory, one cannot but reach
the inescapable conclusion that it is Dokulil's argu-
ment that is basically sound.

Consider first the fact that the morphological
markedness relation is essentially a special case of
the relation of hyponymy. The term hyponymy is used
by Lyons (1977:291ff.), for example, as a more suit-
able designation for what, in logic, has been often
discussed in terms of class-inclusion. The hyponymy
relation can be best illustrated on examples involv-
ing the relation of simple lexical items: so the
word rose is a hyponym of flower, for example, with
the word flower being the superordinate term of the
relation. If we consider the extension of the lexeme
(in the logical sense of extension), then the super-
ordinate term is more inclusive: flower includes not
only rose, but daffodil, tulip, etc. In terms of
intension (again in the logical sense of intension),
the hyponym is more inclusive: roses have all the
properties of flowers plus additional properties
which distinguish them from tulips, daffodils, etc.

Hyponymy is definable in terms of unilateral im-
plication. So, for example, the verb waltz can be
established to be a hyponym of dance by the virtue of
the implication She waltzed all night -+ She danced
all night (but, of course, not the converse). (This
kind of definition of hyponymy by means of a unilat-
eral implication also allows us to define synonymy as
bilateral, or symmetrical hyponymy.)

As Lyons also suggests, the Praguean markedness
relation is, essentially, a special case of hyponymy.
The principal difference is that the unmarked term
has two meanings, the general (which gives it the
usual status of a superordinate term) and the narrow
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or nuclear, which has a more specific sense, depend-
ing on context, and puts it in opposition to the
marked term. Lyons suggests that the markedness re-
lation may differ from the simple hyponymy relation
by its potential of being reflexive: Is that dog a dog
or a biteh? is meaningful, though rather odd (Lyons,
1977:308). If we recall the early history of the mor-
phological markedness theory, we see that the first
example of this relation, given by Jakobson (1932:4),
was also lexical and very much similar to Lyons'. It
concerned the Russian word oslZica (female donkey) as
the marked member of the opposition, and the word
0osél (donkey) as the unmarked term. And Jakobson's
example also suggests the possibility of a reflexive
relation, although he does not explicitly label it as
such: "Wenn ich o0sél sage, bestimme ich nicht, ob es
sich um ein M&nnchen oder ein Weibchen handelt, aber
fragt man mich '2to oslica?' und ich antworte 'net,
08él', so wird hier das mdnnliche Geschlecht
angekiindigt—das Wort ist in verengter Bedeutung
angewandt."

The logical basis of the morphological marked-
ness relation thus clearly requires that the unmarked
term must have the potential of expressing the "gen-
eral" meaning. There must therefore be at least some
contexts in which the unilateral implication, re-
quired by the theory, holds. If we examine certain
perfective vs. imperfective aspectual oppositions,
this implication does indeed hold. Assuming, for ex-
ample, that the Czech verbs napsat and psat 'to
write' constitute a perfective-imperfective aspectual
pair, then a sentence with the marked perfective
napsat should entail the corresponding sentence with
the unmarked imperfective psdt. In this particular
case, the implication holds as expected: Jan napsal
knihu 'John wrote a book' » Jan psal knihu 'John was
writing a book'. It should be noted, however, that
even with perfective-imperfective aspectual pairs,
the unilateral implication, predicted by the marked-
ness analysis, is not always demonstrable. A full
discussion of the entire aspectual system of Czech,
which would reveal these complications, is not pos-
sible in this brief article. I plan to return to the
problem more fully in a subsequent publication.

What is quite clear, however, is that the uni-
lateral implication, predicted by the conventional
markedness analysis of the verbs of motion, never
holds. Sentences with the allegedly marked deter-
minates do not entail corresponding sentences with
the supposedly unmarked indeterminate verbs. So, for
example, the Czech Petr jde po ulici 'Peter is walking
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down the street' does not entail Petr chodi po ulici
'Peter is walking up and down the street', Marta jela
do Prahy 'Martha went to Prague' does not entail
Marta gezdzla do Prahy 'Martha used to go to Prague,'
Veze 3enu do l4zni 'He is driving his wife to the spa'
does not entail Voz%f Zenu do l4zni 'He drives his wife
to the spa, i.e., habitually', etc. This clear lack
of unilateral implication from determinates to inde-
terminates is also the reason why the substitutabil-
ity criterion fails to give the results which Dokulil
wanted demonstrated in cases of a markedness relation.
Forsyth's difficulty in finding examples of substitu-
tion of the Russian xodit' for the supposedly marked
itti (cf. above) thus becomes quite understandable,
since Forsyth was trying to demonstrate the undemon-
strable.

In short then, it is clear what the determinate
vs. indeterminate contrast is NOT. It is not a
markedness relation, as defined in Jakobson's defin-
ition cited above, with the determinate verb being
marked and the indeterminate unmarked. It might per-
haps be tempting to argue that the opposition in the
verbs of motion does, after all, represent a marked-
ness relation if the marking assignments are re-
versed, and the determinate verbs are viewed as un-
marked and the indeterminate as marked. Could one
not claim, after all, that the complex action and its
special manifestations, which are denoted by the in-
determinate verb, always imply the single components,
signaled by the correspondlng determinate verb? 1In
other words, is it not the case that the sentence Jan
chodil po ulici 'John walked up and down the street'’
entails the proposition Jan el po uliei 'John walked
down the street'? Or that the sentence Marta jezdila
do Prahy 'Martha used to go to Prague' entails the
sentence Marta jela do Prahy 'Martha went to Prague'?

In my view, trying to pursue this kind of analy-
sis would be a mistake. The determinate verbs inher-
ently denote a motion in a definite direction, the
indeterminate ones a complex action and its special
manifestations. The relation between these two sets
of verbs is thus not the relation of hyponymy, of
which markedness is a special case, but rather of an-
tonymy. While it is true that determinate verbs, for
example, may cooccur with a frequency adverbial and
thus convey repeated activities or events, sentences
of this kind denote only repetition, not habituality.
Such simple iterative constructions, in contrast to
habitual ones, are subject to definite quantifica-
tion. That is then the reason why the sentence
Dvakrat jsem jel do Prahy 'I went to Prague twice' is
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well-formed.

Indeterminate verbs of motion, on the other hand,
inherently denote complex action and its special man-
ifestation, determined by syntactic cooccurrences. As
I showed earlier in this paper, both distributiveness
and habituality are triggered by a goal or direction
adverbial, with the distributive reading possible only
with a plural or mass object. Determinate verbs never
have any of these properties. Recall especially that
the habituality expressed by indeterminate construc-
tions is not the same as repetition. Since this ha-
bituality is represented as an indefinite series of
repeated occurrences, such sentences with indetermi-
nate verbs do not allow definite quantifications:
*Dyakrat jsem jezdil do Prahy 'I used to go to Prague
twice' is thus not grammatical.

We can conclude, therefore, that the verbs of mo-
tion do not exhibit any markedness relation, i.e., the
special (potentially reflexive) case of hyponymy, but
rather an antonymous opposition which—if we wanted to
use Trubetzkoy's phonological terms—we would have to
call equipollent but certainly not privative.!

Finally, let me mention only briefly that a
fuller analysis of the Slavic verbal systems strongly
suggests that the basic semantic framework of a tri-
chotomous semantic distinction into activities,
states and events is a highly promising approach
which may well lead to a more insightful view of
other grammatical oppositions, including the perfec-
tive vs. imperfective contrasts. The reanalysis of
the Czech determinate and indeterminate verbs of mo-
tion, which I proposed in this article, is thus only
one facet of a much larger task.

NOTES

lgesides the substitutability criterion, a number of
other clues for the determination of the marked and unmarked
members of an opposition has been suggested in the literature; a
summary of these proposals can be found in Greenberg (1966).
These additional criteria include such characteristics as great-
er syncretization evidenced in the marked categories, the "zero
expression" of the unmarked category vs. a specific formal mark-
ing (e.g., an affix) of the corresponding marked term, a lesser
degree of morphological irregularity in marked forms, the lack
of certain forms in the marked category in comparison with the
paradigm of the ummarked category, etc. In my view, all of
these criteria are either clearly inapplicable to the verbs of
motion (in which such distinctions cannot be observed) or could
be applied only by stretching the interpretation of these clues
beyond reasonable limits, e.g., taking into consideration the
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different Ablaut grades in such pairs as nést vs. nosit 'to carry
(by hand)'. .

The question of whether an analog to the frequency phenom-
enon in phonology exists for grammatical categories as well has
been also raised by Greenberg (1966) who studied some concrete
frequency data, If such an analog really holds, then one would
expect, in large samples of discourse, the unmarked morphologi-
cal category to be more frequent than the marked one. The avail-
able frequency data point in this direction but are not unam-
biguous. Moreover, the theoretical foundation for a difference
in frequency of unmarked and marked categories is in itself con-
troversial. Nevertheless, the frequency data for determinate
and indeterminate verbs in Czech are quite interesting in that
they show that determinate verbs, without exception, are more
frequent than indeterminate verbs, often by a strikingly large
factor. The frequency data thus clearly offer no support what-
soever for the conventional markedness analysis proposed by many
Slavic linguists. On the contrary, to put it charitably, the
frequency data pose an additional problem for the traditional
view.

The following tabulation displays the results of a statis-
tical analysis of contemporary written Czech (Jelinek et al.
1961); the total sample consisted of 1,623,527 running words
taken from 75 different sources, The frequency figures, given
below, combine the frequency of all inflected forms of a given
verb (including those cooccurring with the "reflexive" particle
se).

Determinate Indeterminate  Frequency ratio
jit 3,336  chodit 731 4.56 'to go (on foot)'
jet 486 jezdit 149 3.26 'to go (by conveyance)'
b&Zet 417 béhat 81 5.15 'to run'
letét 148  1état 59 2.51 ‘'to fly'
nést 348 nosit 168 2.07 'to carry (by hand)'
vézt 48 vozit 31 1.55 'to carry (by conveyance)'
vést 767  vodit 29 26,45 'to lead'
tdhnout 306 tahat 71  4.31 'to drag'
hnat 204  honit 63 3.24 'to chase'
TOTAL 6,060 1,382 4,38
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ANIMACY IN RUSSIAN AND OTHER SLAVONIC
LANGUAGES: WHERE SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS
FAIL TO MATCH*

G. G. Corbett
University of Surrey

0. Introduction

The problem of animacy deserves attention both
for its inherent interest and for its wider signifi-
cance. First the relevant data in Russian are de-
scribed [§1] and a morphological solution is shown to
be inadequate [§2]. A solution is proposed using
semantic and syntactic features, and copying conven-
tions [§3]. This analysis gains surprising support
from the syntax of pronouns [§4]. The constructs
justified for Russian are shown not only to be appro-
priate to other Slavonic languages [§5] but also to
be important for linguistic theory [§6].

1. The Data

The typical way in which animacy shows up in
Slavonic languages is in giving the accusative case
of animate nouns the form of the genitive. The defi-
nition and range of animacy vary from language to
language. In Russian, animate nouns are those denot-
ing living things, including humans, animals and in-
sects but excluding plants. There are various compli-
cations with this distinction; these have been con-
sidered elsewhere (Corbett 1976:54-56, 76-79) and will
be reviewed only briefly here. The exceptions fall
into two main categories. The first category con-
sists of nouns which in their basic meaning are animate
but which may be used to refer to an inanimate e.gq.
slon 'elephant' may also refer to a bishop in chess;
brat 'brother' in 'Brat'ja Karamazovy' refers to a
novel. 1In such cases animacy is retained and the ac-
cusative is as the genitive. There are many similar
examples and the rule is all but absolute. In con-
trast, the second category involves items normally
inanimate which may in restricted circumstances, even
in the usage of particular writers, be treated as an-
imate. Sar 'sphere' is normally inanimate but in the
context of billiards:

(1) poloBit' Zara v luzu
'to pot a ball'
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it may be treated as animate. As an example of the
idiosyncratic use of animacy, Gallis (1968:118)
quotes:

(2) Xoreja vmesto jamba < jamba vmesto xoreja v
vol'nyx stixax upotrebljaju ja oden' redko...

'Trochee instead of iambus and iambus instead of
trochee in free verse I use very rarely!

Xorej and jamb are, of course, normally inanimate.
While the items in the first category are regularly
treated as animate, those in the second vary. These
exceptions, though interesting in their own right,
form a small minority. Our concern with them in this
paper will be to ensure that our analysis can cope in
principle with exceptions. For this purpose we need
not differentiate between the "obligatory" and "op-
tional" exceptions discussed above. We shall use
slon as our archetypal exception.

So much for the definition of animacy in Russian.
Its range is more easily described. Animate nouns
(and their modifiers) have the accusative as the geni-
tive if they are masculine singular or masculine,
feminine or neuter plural. Examples:

(3) a. Ja videl brata [masc. sing. acc. animate

gen.]

b. " " dub [masc. sing. acc. inanimate =
nom. ]

c. " " sestru [fem. sing. acc. animate =
acc.]

d. " " sosnu [fem. sing. acc. inanimate =
acc.]

e. " " Eudovid&e [neut. sing. acc. animate =
nom. ]

£. " " derevo [neut. sing. acc. inanimate =
nom. ]

g. " " brat'ev [masc. pl. acc. animate =
gen.]

h. " " duby [masc. pl. acc. inanimate =
nom. ]

i. " " sester [fem. pl. acc. animate = gen.]

j. " " sosny [fem. pl. acc. inanimate =
nom. ]

k. " " Gudovid& [neut. pl. acc. animate =
gen.]

. " " derev'’ja [neut. pl. acc. inanimate =
nom. ]

(Translation: a. 'I saw the brother'; b. 'oak';
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c. 'sister'; d. 'pine'; e. 'monster'; f. 'tree'; g-1
are the plurals of a-f.)

2. The Morphological Analysis

One way of handling the data is to assign nouns
like brat and dub to different paradigms; the nouns in
(3) would in fact be divided into six such paradigms.
Each noun would be marked as to its paradigm and this
would specify that the accusative of brat is brata
while that of dub is dub. Our exception, slon, would
be assigned to the first paradigm.

At first sight this solution is attractively
simple. There are, however, various snags. Firstly,
the exceptions discussed above are few, compared with
the vast majority of nouns where the morphological
distinction in animacy corresponds to a genuine se-
mantic distinction. Our grammar ought to capture
this regularity. This could be achieved by allowing
the morphological component access to semantic
features.

However, the number of declensional types is al-
most doubled to accommodate differences which occur
only in the accusative. This is made worse by the
fact that there is never a separate ending for the
animate accusative: it is either the same as the in-
animate accusative [fem. sing.] or as the genitive
[masc. sing.] or as the nominative [neuter sing.].

The most serious objection concerns adjectival
agreement. If nouns like brat have an independent
accusative, brata, while those like dub have dub, the
adjective must have two declensions and must match
them to the noun, to produce

(4) vysokogo brata [acc. = gen.]
'tall brother'

(5) vysokij dub [acc. = nom.]
'tall oak'

A similar argument holds for the relative kotoryg.
Clearly this is unacceptable. A much more economical
solution will be reached using a syntactic feature.
This implies that the accusative (apart from feminine
singulars) is not independent but—as is often stated
in pedagogical grammars—takes its form from the nom-
inative or genitive.

The role of the morpholugical ccmponent will
therefore be to interpret the syntactic features—
which will include animacy, number, gender and case—
and give the appropriate ending. The following
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accusative prediction rules, in approximate form, will
hold:

1. If a noun has an independent accusative it is
selected.

2. An animate plural noun has its accusative as the
genitive.

3. An animate masculine singular has its accusative
as the genitive.

4. In all other instances the nominative is selected.

3. Syntactic and Semantic Features

animacy be treated as
in turn allow the

It has been suggested that
a syntactic feature, which will
morphological shape of the word to be determined.
(This is basically the approach adopted by Dingwall
(1969, especially 226-29), who illustrates the com-
plexity of the problem.) However, it is clear that
animacy must also be part of the semantic character-
ization of nouns. We shall first consider the mech-
anisms required to capture these facts and then con-
sider how they help to explain the behaviour of fem-
inine and neuter nouns.

If animacy is considered firstly as a semantic
marker it can be copied on to the syntactic charac-
terization of a noun. It is claimed that these two
characterizations are separate, and that once this is
recognized certain other difficulties, notably the
sex/gender problem in Russian, may be resolved. This
scheme reflects the fact that in most cases nouns
which are animate semantically are also animate syn-

tactically. Exceptions will be labeled in the syn-
tactic characterization. For example:
brat 'brother' dub ‘'oak’ slon 'bishop'
r r - ~ -
+noun ‘1 +noun +noun
semantic
features +animate —animate -animate
-plural -plural -plural
+masculine
L L - - -
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brat 'brother' dub ‘'oak’ slon 'bishop'
r - . - ~ -
+noun +noun +noun
+animate -animate +animate
-plural -plural -plural
syntactic
features +masculine . .
- - L - — —
(all copied) (all copied, (+animate is

syntactic gender irregularly marked
to be added) here, syntactic
gender to be added)

It should not be assumed that all features are merely
copied. It is claimed that brat is marked [+mascu-
line] in its semantic characterization and *that this
is copied, whereas dub is not so marked. It is, how-
ever, to be specified as [+masculine] in the syntactic
characterization.

In semantic terms it is clear. that sestra and
Sudovidde are as animate as brat. This is shown syn-
tactically in the plural but not in the singular.

This irregqularity may be expressed in the rule which
copies the features from the semantic to the syntactic
characterization of a word.

Copying restriction
'Copy [+animate] only with [+masculine] or

[+plural]'. 1Its effect is seen in the following
examples:

sestra sestry
3 -
+noun +noun
+animate +animate
Semantic
features -plural +plural
+feminine +feminine
- - J L ) J
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sestra sestry
+noun +noun
-plural +animate
syntactic +feminine +plural
features
. +feminine
— - — : -

The copying restriction is a necessary complication
to the grammar. It is compensated for by a resultant
simplification in the prediction rules for obtaining
the correct accusative forms. The formulation below
is simpler than that in section 2 and it is to this
simpler set that reference will be made in future.

Accusative prediction rules

1. If there is an independent accusative it is
selected.

2. [+accusative] -+ [+genitive] / [+animate].

3. [+accusative] - [+nominative].

These are ordered rules; the second may be adopted
only if the first does not operate.

The first rule allows us to generate the forms
sestru and sosnu. It might be argued that these
should not be included but that the prediction rules
should only be invoked to cover morphological gaps.
This is shown to be false when we turn to nouns like
djadja 'uncle' which decline like feminine nouns but
are of masculine gender. Consider the sentence

(6) Ja videl starogo [masc.acc. = gen.] djadju (acc.)
'T saw the o0ld uncle'

In order to obtain the correct adjectival agreement,
djadja must be marked as animate, as above. If the
first prediction rule were omitted, the result would
be:

(1) *ja videl starogo (masc. acc.-gen.) djadi (gen.)

Sentence (7) shows that the syntactic features of the
noun are copied on to the adjective, to which the
prediction rules are applied separately.

The second prediction rule produces the
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accusative-genitive forms: brata, brat'ev, sester,
Sudovid&, and slona.

The third prediction rule produces the accusa-
tive-nominative forms of the neuters: 3udoviide, okno.
It can also cope with feminine nouns of the -7 declen-
sion which appear as irregular in most analyses.

These may be animate, my§’' 'mouse', or inanimate, nod'
'night'; in the singular they have accusative = nom-
inative, while in the plural my3ej (accusative = geni-
tive) and nodi (accusative = nominative). If we
analyze these as having no independent accusative the
copying convention and prediction rules yield the cor-
rect results.

The copying convention given above reflects the
irregularity in animate singulars which are feminine
or neuter. The present position of the feminine is
readily comprehensible: most feminines have an inde-
pendent accusative. The forty or so animates in
the -7 declension may be handled as described above.
Neuters are more difficult to understand. 1In the
singular the accusative is as the nominative irres-
pective of animacy; in the plural, the dozen or so
animate neuters have the accusative as the genitive.

I suggest that this situation has arisen because gen-
der is no longer distinguished syntactically in the
plural:

(9) worodie duby/sosny/okna byli...
'the good oaks/pines/windows were...'

Thus in the syntactic characterization no ?ender need
be specified, given the feature [+plurall]. In this
situation, rule simplification would naturally lead

to the copying of the animacy feature onto all plurals.

4. Pronouns

Let us now consider whether the rules proposed
can account for pronouns. While pronouns like &to
'that', and kto 'who' present few problems, the per-
sonal pronouns, especially those of the third person,
are much more difficult. How are we to explain:

(10) ja videl dub [acc. = nom.]l/ego [acc. = gen.]
'T saw the oak/it'

and, more surprisingly:

(11) ja videl okno [acc. = nom.]/ego [acc. = gen.)
'TI saw the window/it'?
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The defeatist solution is to say that the accusative
of on is ego, irrespective of animacy, and so on.
Even then, ego as the accusative of ono seems par-
ticularly odd given that no neuter singular has the
accusative as the genitive.

It is suggested that personal pronouns are marked
syntactically as [+animate]. The rules proposed above
will then generate the correct forms. This suggestion
is simpler than specifying the accusative in each case
as it uses an existing mechanism and accounts for
neuter ego. There are two further pieces of evidence
in favour of this analysis:

1. Perlmutter and Oresnik (1973), to whom the present
work owes a great deal, make a similar suggestion
for Slovenian. Their analysis is based on purely
syntactic criteria, in particular the analysis of
the "orphan accusative." They do not use their
suggestion to account for the actual forms of the
pronouns, nor are their arguments relevant to Rus-
sian. However, the fact that a similar analysis
can be justified for another Slavonic language
lends indirect support to our analysis. We shall
return to this point later.

2. As discussed earlier, there are nouns which are ir-
regularly marked [+animate]. Thus the solution
proposed for pronouns is not adding to the grammar
but using a device required elsewhere.

Given that the morphology of personal pronouns
can be accounted for by marking them as [+animate]
syntactically, we should now ask whether there is any
direct syntactic evidence. Sentences involving agree-
ment with the pronoun provide such evidence as the
following informant work shows.

The sentences below were presented to Russian
native speakers who were asked to give the appropri-
ate adjectival endings.

1. Ty videl brata?? Da, videl ego, proklgjat...
2. " " dub? v " ego, "
3. " " sestru? " " ee "
4' " n sosnu? " " ee: n
5. " " Gudovidie? " " ego, "
6. " " derevo? " " ego, "
7. 1] n brat'ev? n " ,Lx, n
8 . " " duby ? n " ix.’ L1
9. " " sester? " " ix, "
lO. " " sosny? n [1] ix’ n
1. " " Gudovidd? " " ix, "
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12. Ty videl derev'ja? Da, videl ix, prokljat...

(Translation: 1. 'Did you see the brother? [masc.
sing. animate] Yes, (I) saw him, the damned' (i.e.
'damn him'); 2. 'oak' [masc. sing. inanimate]; 3.
'sister' [fem. sing. animate]; 4. 'pine' [fem. sing.
inanimate]; 5. 'monster' [neuter sing. animatel]; 6.
'tree' [neuter sing. inanimate]; 7-12 are the plurals
of 1-6.)

This test produced extremely interesting re-
sults: the answers may be arranged in three groups
as shown in the Table. While the informants were of
different ages and origins, some living in the Soviet
Union and some in emigration, there is no apparent
correlation between these factors and the groups into
which the results fall.

Answers: 48 informants

Type I Type II Type IIT
(maximum (maximum
genitive) nominative)
1. brata -ogo -ogo -o0go
2. dub -ogo -ogo (a) -yd (d)
3. sestru -uju -uju -uju
4. sosnu -uju -uju -uJu
5. Sudovidie -ogo -oe (b) -oe (e)
6. derevo -o0go -oe -oe
7. brat'’ev -yx -yx -yx
8. duby -yx -yx -ye (f)
9. sester -yx -yx (c) -yx
10. sosny -yx -yx -ye (qg)
11. Zudovidé -yx -yx -yx
12. derev'ja -yx -yx -ye
Number of standard
informants 12 14 4
variants none 4 incomplete (d) 1 had ogo,
(a) 3 had yg 1 had ogo here

(b) 3 had ogo and at 5.
2 specifying (e) 1 had ogo.
'if animate' (f) 2 had y«,
(and oe if not) 1 more had yzx
(c) 1 had ye with ye as al-
here and at 10 ternative.

(g9) 1 had yzx.

(ogo and yxz are genitive endings, uju is the accusa-
tive feminine, oe and ye are nominative forms.) The
entry "standard informants" refers to those who gave
exactly the set of responses listed. Those under
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'variants' gave the responses listed except for the
variation specified®: thus they are in addition to

the standard informants and are all discrete— none of
those given as varying under, say, (a) are the same

as any under (b). Of the four entered as incomplete,
one could not settle on an answer for 6, finding both
alternatives unnatural; the other three were the first
informants questioned on this subject and not all the
questions were put to them. The answers available show
that they fit into Type II (though perhaps not "stand-
ard II").

Type I is a clear confirmation of the hypothesis mark-
ing personal pronouns as syntactically animate. 1In
all instances, the [+animate] feature is copied onto
the adjective. Note that features are copied - not
the genitive case: this explains the uju ending of 3
and 4 - assigned by the first of the prediction rules
(section 3). 1In all the remaining sentences the gen-
itive is assigned by the second of the prediction
rules. One interesting comment from an informant: "I
feel they are all personified because of the pro-
noun."

Type III represents potential counter-evidence to our
claim. The counter-evidence is in fact surprisingly
weak. Firstly, several informants who gave answers
of Type I or II said that, with a long pause after
the pronoun, Type III answers were an alternative to
those they had given (after a pause, the adjective
can refer back to the noun). Thus the four standard
Type III informants may simply have taken this read-
ing. The informants who allowed the genitive with
one of the "inanimate" pronouns but not the rest
(variants d, e, f, g) further weaken the importance
of the group; if animacy can be copied in one in-
stance, there is no reason in principle why it should
not be copied in the others.

Type II (which varies from Type I only in having ac-
cusative-nominative for 5 and 6) is the most complex
group, and the most popular: it also provides the
best support for our hypothesis. The question is why
animacy should not be copied only when the pronoun is
neuter. The answer is that these speakers, when
copying features from the pronoun, have applied the
copying restriction as if copying from the semantic
component. In other words, they have copied the
feature [+animate] only when accompanied by the fea-
ture [+plural] or [+masculine]. This leaves the
neuters as accusative-nominative.
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This explanation involving the extension of the
copying restriction may seem unlikely: why should a
restriction operative on the copying of semantic
features on to the syntactic characterization be ap-
plicable when copying features for syntactic agree-
ment? The answer is that although the operations are
different, there is no reason why they cannot be per-
formed by the same rules (basically 'copy all fea-
tures') with the same restrictions. If the restric-
tion on copying animacy is applied when copying fea-
tures from noun to adjective this will have no effect.
Animacy will be copied on to the adjective only along
with [+masculine] or [+plural] but it will have
reached the syntactic characterization of the noun
only if so marked. Thus generalizing the semantic-
syntactic copying rules to adjectival agreement is a
simplification of the grammar which will not normally
be reflected in syntax." The difference between Type
I speakers and Type II speakers is that the latter
have generalized the copying restriction while the
former have not. Normally there would be no indica-
tion as to whether a speaker had generalized the
copying rules or not: only such unusual sentences as
given above expose the difference.

There are interesting variations in group II.
One informant chose the accusative-genitive for 5 but
not 6 (variant b), and two others admitted it as
grammatical while preferring the accusative-nomina-
tive. Here, I suggest, the speaker, confronted with
the "illegal" syntactic combination:

~

+animate
-masculine
~-feminine

-plural

— -

has "checked back” to find where the feature [+ani-
mate] has come from. When in the case of 5 it is
found also in the semantic characterization it is
admitted, whereas in the case of 6, where it has no
supporting semantic feature, it is omitted.

Two informants, shown by previous experience to
be most reliable, gave to answers to 5, specifying
that if the Judovidde was animate the adjectival end-
ing -ogo was required, otherwise -oe.® This confirms
the case above. Perhaps it is also an attempt to
rationalize a choice where there are two good possi-
bilities.
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The variation at (a)—three informants—is more
difficult to explain. It seems that these informants
"check back" as in the previous case and have rejected
the animacy marker on ego because the gender marker
(masculine) is not supported by a semantic marker.
This would explain how they split singular and plural
in this way: the "suspicious" examples in the plural,
when checked back, reveal a plural marker even in the
semantic component.®

Lest the value of this evidence be called into
question, two potential objections will be considered
—that the sentences involved are too unusual and
that the test is too blatant.

The sentences involved are indeed unusual—were
they more usual it is likely that the standardizing
or nonstandardizing of the copying convention would
have been made regular. However, examples of agree-
ment with object pronouns do occur unsollicited:

(12) I do togo ee, milugju,raskadalo, c&to .
(zoS8enko, (lert)
'And so much her, nice, (it) shook about,
that ...'
(And she was so much shaken about, the dear
thing, that ...)

(13) Ego i vprjam' nasli sredi mertviz, slepogo ...
(Pravda, 3I.5.73)
'Him even indeed (they) found amid the dead,
blind ..."

(14) ... P. Beljaevskij &3itaet vopros o
vtorostepennyx &lenax predlofenija nastol'ko
temnym i zaputannym, &to predlagaet otkazat'sja
ot delenija ix ... 1 obob3&it', ob"edinit'
vsex 1x v odnoj kategorii pojasnitel'nyx slov.
(V. V. Vinogradov, Iz istorii izudenija russkogo
sintaksisa, 1958, 268)

'P. Beljaevsky considers the question of second-
ary parts of the sentence so obscure and in-
volved, that he suggests refraining from divid-
ing them ... and generalizing, uniting qll them
(i.e. them all) in one category of explicative
words'.

Example (14) is the most relevant for our pur-
poses in that it shows not only agreement with an
object pronoun but also animate agreement with a pro-
noun with inanimate reference. This example is
quoted by BlaZev (1962, 30). Unknown to me, when the
informant work described above was carried out,
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BlaZev had already reported instances of animate
agreement with pronouns with inanimate reference,
both from texts and informant tests. Besides examples
with forms of wse, he includes examples with ego
samogo, 'it itself', samogo sebja, 'itself' (reflex-
ive), Zx oboix, 'them both' and claims that with forms
of sam the animate form is obligatory to avoid its
being understood as referring to the subject. 1In his
main informant test BlaZev restricted himself to the
choice vsex v. vse when agreeing with iz referring to
an inanimate (ten subjects were given nine choices:
there were 23 occurrences of vsex and 67 of vse) and
so he did not discover the regularities of feature
copying described above.

It must be admitted that our test is unsophisti-
cated. However, this weights the oddsagainst obtain-
ing such clear-cutresults as were in fact obtained.
While there is room for more detailed work, the evi-
dence gives clear support for copying of animacy from
pronouns (including those referring to inanimates)
and thus to the analysis of feature copying.

5. Extension to other Slavonic Languages

It is claimed that the mechanisms justified
above are applicable to the other Slavonic languages.
The analysis of pronouns will be considered for all
the Slavonic languages and animacy in Slovenian will
be considered in general. This is taken as a test
case as it has been discussed recently; data from
Ukrainian and Belorussian will also be discussed
briefly.

The claims made for Russian personal pronouns:

(1) that they are marked syntactically [+ani-
matel];

(2) that there forms may be derived by the
accusative prediction rules given above;

hold good for all Slavonic languages (with the ex-
ception of Bulgarian and Macedonian which are irrele-
vant here). Some, like Serbo-Croat and Slovak, have
a special feminine accusative singular form, as in-
deed do some North Russian dialects (onu); this is
handled by the first prediction rule. Others, like
Belorussian and Ukrainian, have accusative-genitive
throughout. No Slavonic language has accusative-
nominative in any personal pronoun.

As Slovenian personal pronouns, especially those
of the third person, are the most complex, we shall
take them as an illustration.
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Masculine Neuter Feminine
Nom. §n dno/oné X éna
Singular Acc. njéga (ga) njd (Jo)
Gen. njéga (ga) _ nj§ (je)
Nom. Pné oné oné
.|
Dual Acc. njt/n3ith (ju/jih)
Gen. njt/njth (ju/jih)
Nom. oni oné onéJ
Plural Acc. njé (jih)
Gen. njth (jih)

(from De Bray, 1951, 397; the bracketed forms are en-
clitics) The first prediction rule allows for the
forms njj, j¢ and njé. It also handles the masculine
-nJ and neuter -nje used after prepositions. All the
remaining accusative gaps are filled with "borrowed"
genitives by the second predition rule.

It is worth asking how it is that pronouns can
carry a marker for animacy even when referring to
inanimates. Perlmutter and Oresnik were particularly
concerned about this point (1973:439). In the light
of the analysis given above this problem is no longer
particularly troublesome. Once it is identified as
being a syntactic problem, then it is seen to be com-
parable to that of syntactic gender which does not
reflect sex. Referring to inanimates by a syntactic
animate is no "worse" than making them masculine or
feminine.

Given then that the theoretical problem is by no
means unique and that the pronouns in question show a
syntactic quirk, possible reasons are not too diffi-
cult to find:

(i) the other personal pronouns are always
animate;

(ii) pronouns tend to move further forward in
the sentence than other NP's. This makes
the discriminatory role of case marking
(ensuring that subject and object are dis-
tinguishable) more important; problems
would arise if nominative and accusative
coincided.

Pronouns therefore behave like Russian slon; when re-
ferring to inanimates they cannot lose their synactic
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animacy.

From the analysis above it is clear that the ac-
cusative forms of Slovenian personal pronouns can be
predicted by the mechanisms suggested for Russian.
Let us now consider whether the rest of the theoreti-
cal constructs are applicable.

Firstly the distinction between semantic and
syntactic animacy is just as necessary in Slovenian
to deal with nouns such as rak 'cancer' and as 'ace'
which are semantically inanimate but syntactically
animate (Perlmutter & OresSnik, 1973:432). More gen-
erally, there are feminine nouns which are animate
semantically though this is not reflected syntactical-
ly. Having a restricted copying rule as postulated
for Russian captures the "collective irregularity" of
these nouns rather than giving each an animate marker
which is not used in syntactic rules. The copying
rule will be further constrained to copy animacy only
in conjunction with the feature [+singular]. Even
though the pronoun jik is marked [+animate] and has
its accusative as the genitive, the plural "orphan
accusative" will not show genitive case marking as
the first prediction rule ("if there is an independ-
ent accusative it is selected") will specify the ac-
cusative plural endings.

The variation in usage in the accusative singular
of animate neuters can also be written into the copy-
ing rule: some speakers copy animacy together with
[+neuter, +singular], some do not. The fluctuation in
the orphan accusative and its general awvoidance are
natural consequences: there is doubt as to whether
animacy should be copied from a neuter pronoun and so
the situation is avoided. When the problem is faced,
the copying rule is applied as in Russian giving nom-
inative or genitive as the final result, depending on
whether the speaker allows animacy copying with neu-
ters. This is further evidence that the same copying
rules may operate within NP's as operate in the copy-
ing of semantic to syntactic features.

Thus a re-analysis of the Slovenian data along
the lines suggested allows us to retain the consider-
able merits of the Perlmutter-OreSnik analysis while
both further simplifying the grammar and increasing
its explanatory value. The simplification rests in
the prediction of the accusative forms of the pronouns
by the mechanism already available and in the elimina-
tion of redundant syntactic markers (e.g. animacy for
feminine nouns). The explanatory value is increased
by the separation of the semantic feature of animacy
(required for selectional restrictions) and the syn-
tactic feature. This analysis reinforces the claim
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that all that is peculiar to Slovenian in the con-
structions discussed by Perlmutter and Oresnik can

be traced back to the fact that personal pronouns may
be used in cases of Identity of Sense.

Some Slavonic languages have gone further than
Russian or Slovenian in marking nouns as animate even
though there is no possible semantic association with
animacy. For example, Zatovkanjuk (1972) gives numer-
ous examples from Ukrainian and Belorussian. Here we
see animacy as a syntactic marker becoming more like
grammatical gender; instead of being predictable from
semantic considerations in all but a few instances,
it is becoming more idiosyncratic. More generally,
instead of differentiating subject and object pre-
cisely when confusion is most likely (i.e. when the
object is animate) these languages are tending to
give a formal marker to the accusative case whether
it is required or not.

6. Theoretical significahce

Our analysis of animacy has theoretical interest
in that a clear model is proposed and justified; the
proposal involves both semantic and syntactic mark-
ers. This seems innocent enough but such a view, as
put forward by Katz and Fodor (1963), has been chal-
lenged. Weinreich contends that there are no grounds
for postulating two distinct categories:

The only issue in KF (Katz and Fodor] on which
the 'metatheoretical' distinction between syn-
tactic and semantic markers has a substantive
bearing is the problem of markers of both kinds
which 'happen to' have the same names. It is
proposed, for example, that baby be marked
semantically as (Human), but grammatically as
nonHuman (hence it is pronominalized by <t),
whereas ship is treated in the reverse way.

The problem, however, has been solved in a
purely grammatical way since Antiquity in terms
either of mixed genders or of double gender
membership. (1966, 404)

Unfortunately, the solution which has worked "since
Antiquity" is nowhere to be found. Weinreich gives
references to Hockett and Martinet where the problem
is posed but certainly not solved.

The animacy problem is a fully analogous case in
that animacy is relevant both semantically and syn-
tactically but the two do not coincide. This evidence
alone—quite apart from similar sex/gender problems—
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is sufficient to justify separate semantic and syn-
tactic markers.

However, they are not-to be kept completely
apart. The system of copying rules proposed allows
us to capture the obvious generalization that seman-
tic and syntactic features often coincide, while per-
mitting us to handle the instances where they do not.
It recognizes the fact that brat 'brother' and dub
'oak' are not masculine "in the same way": this sort
of problem would not affect Weinreich as his analysis
was based on English: clearly, his model, which in-
volves treating concord as a semantic process, would
fail here. Thus the separation of semantic and syn-
tactic features is justified and the copying mechan-
isms described above are a necessary addition to
linguistic theory. Furthermore, it has been shown
that similar devices required in different parts of
the grammar (in this instance, copying devices) may
or may not be treated as a single device in the gram-
mars of individual speakers of the language.

NOTES
*I am grateful to all the informants who cooperated, to

those who helped with informant work—especially Miss V. Abel—
and to Dr. B. Comrie for his comments on an earlier version of

this paper.
This can be expressed by a second copying convention:
'copy gender only with the feature [-plural]l'. Our earlier

feature set for sestry can be simplified: [+feminine] should
not be copied into the syntactic characterization.

It might be objected that the gender distinction in the
plural cannot be so easily dismissed. The oblique cases of
oba 'both' preserve the distinction masculine-neuter v. fem-
inine. 1In fact the use of oba demonstrates once again that the
distinction has been lost: the feminine forms are used only in
the written language and very careful speech—normally the
masculine-neuter endings are used throughout. Zaliznjak (1964:
31) rejects the claim that gender is not distinguished in the
plural on other evidence:

(i) Ja dovolen atimi stemami, kaZdaja (fem. sing.)

i3 kotoryx po-svoemu xoroda.

'I am pleased with these walls, each of which in its

way is good.'
He claims that stenami must be labeled as feminine plural in
order for kaZdaja to be given the correct form. This is hardly
convincing: the gender of kaZdaja could be established in dif-
ferent ways, the simplest being to suggest a deleted noun
(stena).

2Forms like 1 and 7, where the answer is obvious, serve

a double function:
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(i) they help prevent the native speaker becoming dis-
oriented and losing confidence in his judgments. A
series of questions, all of which are difficult,
soon leads to confusion.

(ii) they serve as a check that the informant knows what
is involved—that he is reading the whole sentence
for example.

There was only one set of answers which seemed invalid on the
basis of this test: an informant (variant (c) below) gave the
ending -ye for sentence 9 with yx for 8. That is—as expected—
the only such example and suggests that that particular set of
data is highly suspect.

3some informants gave alternative responses or comments.

These are listed here:

Type I

In discussion, one informant said he preferred -oe at 6. One
was very hesitant about 5 and 6, said 6 was the most difficult
and accepted -oe for both.

Type II

One informant, varying as under (b), gave variants at 2, 5, 8,
10 and 12, with the noun repeated. One said that -ogo was an
acceptable alternative at 5, although both were better avoided,
and that -yj was completely unacceptable at 2. One gave-ogo as
an alternative at 5. One gave alternatives with prokljatuddego,
etc. One said there were no possible alternatives; he then said
that -ogo was as good as -oe at 5, perhaps even better, but that
-ye in 8, 10 and 12 was definitely inferior. One said the nom-
inative was possible as an alternative throughout (including 3
and 4) if the sentence was divided into two 'smyslovye gruppy'.
One gave alternatives at 2, 8, 10, and 12.

Type IIT

One informant gave -yx as an alternative for 8, 10 and 12.

One, varying at (g), queried his own responses at 2, 8 and 12.

Similarly if the convention given in note 1 were applied

in copying features from noun to adjective it would also have no
effect. Thus in xorodie sestry 'good sisters' gender would not
be copied from sestry; equally sestry could not be syntactically
marked for gender. However, I have not found a way of forcing
the generalizing or non-generalizing of this copying rule to the
surface.

50udovi33e can, unfortunately, sometimes refer to inani-

mates. There was no better alternative as the completely unam-
biguous neuter animates are all morphologically adjectives or
participles and so would have caused interference problems.

SAnother curious phenomenon which may be related is the

behaviour of personaZ 'character, personage' (Rozental' and
Telenkova 1972:177) which can only be inanimate in the singular
but can be animate or inanimate in the plural.
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INDIVIDUATION: AN HISTORICAL CASE STUDY

Emily Klenin
Harvard University

0. Introduction

Slavic declension provides a wealth of morpho-
syntactic information, including some valuable evi-
dence of the existence of an unexpected diachronic
interface between morphologically and syntactically
conditioned case-marking phenomena. The following
discussion examines one aspect of a well-known
Slavic case-marking phenomenon, consisting syn-
chronically in the occurrence of genitive-case forms
of certain nouns, adjectives, and pronouns in syn-
tactic conditions that require the accusative case.
This marking (the term "marking" being used here in
its common-parlance sense, without any implications
as to the nature or grammatical source of the mark-
ing) is illustrated in the Russian examples (1)-(3)
below, where the relative pronoun kotoryj 'who,
which, that' is shown to have two different forms in
the masculine singular accusative, depending on the
animacy of its antecedent; the animate accusative in
(3) is identical to the genitive, which appears in
(2), whereas the inanimate accusative is the same as
the nominative, which occurs in (1):

(1) giiZ&, kotoryj medlenno idet
'An-elephant e '
'A-train that (nom.) is-going slowly

(2) gﬁZZE, bez kotorogo nidego by ne vydlo

'The-elephant
'The-train
would-have worked-out'

without which (gen.) nothing

(3) Slon, kotorogo 4y tqk ljubite
Poezd, kotoryy Y
'The-elephant that (acc.) lik \

'The-train that (acc.) you like so-much

The genitive-accusative occurs in certain declension
classes, such as the personal pronouns, that do not
have an animate/inanimate distinction, and it has
even been extended to all anaphoric pronouns,
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regardless of the animacy of their referent. A few
inanimate nouns in Russian also show the genitive-
accusative, for example, tuz 'ace', whose genitive
and accusative are both tuza. Ukrainian makes more
extensive use of the inanimate genitive-accusative
than Russian does; but the inanimate noun genitive-
accusative in Ukrainian usually if not always has a
nongenitive accusative doublet. Thus, in Ukrainian,
the accusative of lyst 'letter' is either lyst or
(gen.-acc.) lysta. In Polish the inanimate noun
genitive-accusative is even better established; it is
found as the only accusative of many masculine singu-
lar nouns; they mostly refer to completely conven-
tional realia, such as games and dances. For example,
the game of bridge is in Polish:

(4) brydz (nom.)
brydza (gen., acc.)

and we have constructions such as
(5) grac w brydza 'to-play bridge'.

As shown in (5), the genitive-accusative occurs not
only as a direct object, but also after prepositions
governing the accusative. For all paradigms that
have a genitive-accusative, it is used obligatorily
wherever an accusative appears. This is illustrated
in the Russian examples in (6); na 'at' governs the
accusative:

(6) a. Slon, na é%g%%%ﬁg vy smotrite

'The-elephant at whiech you are looking'

b. Poezd, na *Kﬁﬁgﬁﬁi vy smotrite
— *kotorogo

'The-train at which you are looking'

These examples illustrate the fact that the genitive-
accusative occurs without syntactic restrictions.

For this and other reasons, Meillet (1897:18-24)
carefully distinguished the Slavic genitive-accusa-
tive from syntactic genitives, as in e.g. (2) above,
where the appearance of the genitive is conditioned
by the fact that the preposition bez 'without' takes
the genitive case. Other scholars have followed
Meillet on this point (see Lunt 1974:126-127 on 0ld
Church Slavonic; Timberlake 1974:74 on early East
Slavic). In the opinion of most scholars, then, the
genitive-accusative is syntactically accusative (that
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is, it occurs in all syntactic positions where an ac-
cusative is required), even though it is morphologi-
cally genitive (that is, its form is identical with
that of the corresponding syntactically conditioned
genitive). Exceptionally, a few scholars have treated
the genitive-accusative as a semantic genitive (van
Schooneveld 1977:132), or as the output of a syntac-
tic case-marking rule (Comrie 1971:212); but they have
not attempted to deal with the difficulties of such
an analysis, pointed out by Meillet and discussed in
considerable detail by Timberlake. 1In the present
paper, I will show that the genitive-accusative in
East Slavic historically shares certain properties

of East Slavic syntactic genitives; and, in particu-
lar, that the diachronic implementation of the mor-
phological genitive-accusative rule or rules in East
Slavic has referred to a semantic hierarchy of indi-
viduation (see Timberlake 1975, and below), which is
also referred to by syntactic case-marking rules. I
will show that the individuation hierarchies of syn-
tactic genitive-marking rules are found inverted in
the history of the genitive-accusative; and I will
discuss the implications of this fact, offering a
tentative explanation of it.

1. Individuation and the Russian genitive

It was the Russian scholar Saxmatov (1925:101ff.)
who first noted the importance of individuation for
genitive case marking in modern Russian; he pointed
out several correlates of individuation with respect
to the partitive genitive. The partitive genitive
occurs as an object incompletely affected by an ac-
tion, as in, for example:

(7) Dam tebe moloka.
'I-will-give you (some) milk (gen.).'

where the object of the verb occurs in the genitive;
the same verb governs the accusative, in a nonparti-
tive meaning:

(8) Dam tebe tvoe moloko.
'I-will-give you your milk (acc.).’

Most nouns do not morphologically distinguish the par-
titive from other genitives; but some masculine
singular nouns have a distinctly partitive ending -u
as well as a general genitive in -a, for example:
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(9) kon'jak (nom.) 'cognac'
kon'jaka (gen.)
kon'jaku (part. gen.).

Saxmatov proposed that modified nouns, count nouns,
and singular nouns are more highly individuated than
unmodified nouns, mass or abstract nouns, and plurals;
the more highly individuated nouns resist partitive-
genitive formation. Saxmatov also suggested that
mass and animate nouns may be regarded as the two
extremes of a scale ranking nouns with respect to
individuation; animate nouns never permit the -u
partitive form, and the noun genitive-accusative,
which is nearly entirely restricted to animates, al-
ways has the ending -a in the singular, never -u:

(10) brat (nom.) 'brother'
brata (gen., acc.)
*bratu

Saxmatov's proposals were extensively elaborated by
Timberlake (1975) in his study of the occurrence of
genitive direct objects of negated verbs. Russian
transitive verbs take the genitive case when they are
negated, instead of the accusative, for example:

(11) On 2to znaet. 'He knows this (acc.).'

(12) On 2togo ne znaet.
'He does-not know this (gen.).'

However, this usage has been changing, for the most
part leading to the erosion of the genitive of nega-
tion and the generalization of the accusative direct
object (but see Comrie 1978b). The conditions on

the genitive of negation in its present state of
change have been widely discussed; and Timberlake
proposed that a number of conditions, usually treated
completely separately, can be usefully treated as
correlates of more general hierarchies. 1In particu-
lar, his observation of an individuation hierarchy
for the genitive of negation suggests the possibility
of correlating the genitive of negation rule with the
partitive genitive and other genitive-marking rules.
This is of some importance, especially since several
syntactic genitive-marking rules, including both the
partitive and the genitive of negation, all seem to
be being lost simultaneously in Russian; and since
the syntactic genitive-marking rules are as a class
better preserved in those parts of East Slavic where
the morphologically conditioned genitive-accusative
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developed relatively late and weakly. (The second
point is discussed in §4 below.) This suggests that
there was an historic correlation among the various
East Slavic genitives. Since partitivity and animacy
are features in Timberlake's hierarchy (see §3), and
since animacy and partitivity are related as Saxmatov
described, the possibility arises of characterizing
several phenomena of in some ways quite different
types by means of an individuation hierarchy whose
features may be variously ranked (on ranking, see
Andersen 1974:43-44).

2. Conditions on the Genitive-Accusative in
Early East Slavic

The genitive-accusative of nouns, pronouns, and
adjectives is a Common Slavic phenomenon; only its
East Slavic development will be discussed here. With-
in East Slavic, implementation of the genitive-accusa-
tive extended over at least six centuries, and is not
entirely stable in Ukrainian even today. In addition
to the optional inanimate singular genitive-accusa-
tive mentioned above, Ukrainian also differs from
Russian in having failed to generalize the plural
genitive-accusative for nouns referring to animals,
and, in some dialects, the nongenitive accusative
occurs even for personal nouns in the plural (see
Carlton 1971:32-36 and references therein). The non-
genitive accusatives of plural animate nouns are,
however, increasingly felt as an archaism; and gener-
alization of the animate plural genitive-accusative
will probably eventually occur. Implementation of
the genitive-accusative in East Slavic proceeded in
morphologically well defined stages (see Klenin, toap-
pear, a), andit was subject to a varietyof conditions
within each morphological stage. For the most part,
the conditions are not shared by the different mor-
phological stages, nor are the conditions themselves
primarily morphological. The following conditions
favored the generalization of the genitive-accusa-
tive at one or more attested morphological stages:

(13) 1. pre-existing nominative-accusative
syncretism;

2, direct-object status;

3. lack of or isolation from (Timberlake
1979:119ff.) a nominative subject in
the sentence;

4, personhood/animacy of the referent;

5. modification;

6. singular number;



Klenin: Individuation 67

7. focus;

8. definiteness;

9. properness;

10. referential independence;
11. masculine gender;

12, informal style.

The first three conditions in (13) have been amply
documented. Nominal genitive-accusatives were al-
ways restricted to paradigms that already had nom-
inative—accusative syncretism (Thomson 1908); on the
role of (13-1) in the pronoun genitive-accusatives,
see Klenin (to appear, b). For all form classes gener-
alizing the genitive-accusative, the generalization
occurred first in direct-object accusatives, and only
later in objects of prepositions. For details, see
Thomson (1908), Unbegaun (1935:229-234), Timberlake
(1974:238), Klenin (to appear, a and b). The no-
subject condition (13-3) applied only to anaphoric
pronouns and is discussed in Klenin (to appear, b).
Condition (13-4) is well known as the main con-
dition characterizing the Russian nominal genitive-
accusative, and it is illustrated in (1)-(3) and
(10) above. Personal nouns generalized the genitive-
accusative much earlier than animal nouns; and in
Ukrainian personal nouns in the plural show the gen-
itive—accusative more than animal nouns do. Condi-
tion (13-5) was noted by Unbegaun (1935:233) as a
restriction on the genitive-accusative of masculine
plural noun objects of prepositions, for the period
1500-1550. He noted that, at this period, masculine
plural direct-object personal nouns had generalized
the genitive-accusative; but the genitive-accusative
was found only sporadically for these nouns when
they were objects of prepositions. When it did
occur, the object of the preposition was usually mod-
ified, according to Unbegaun, and his examples in-
clude the following (Unbegaun 1935:234):

(14) posel" na nadiz" nedrugov"
‘went against our enemies (gen.-acc.)'

Condition (13-6) characterizes masculine personal
nouns, masculine animal nouns, and anaphoric pro-
nouns: for all these groups, the singular generalized
the genitive accusative before the plural did. Per-
sonal pronouns, on the other hand, generalized the
plural genitive-accusative before the singular. The
preference for the singular may in the personal nouns
and anaphoric pronouns be an automatic consequence of
the fact that in early East Slavic the singulars, but
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not the plurals, of masculine nouns and anaphoric pro-
nouns (see Klenin, to appear, (b) met condition (13-1);
the personal pronouns met (13-1) in the plural, but
not in the singular. There are two reasons for men-
tioning (13-6) as an independent condition, however;
first, animal nouns seem to have generalized the gen-
itive-accusative first in the singular, even though
both numbers could have acquired it simultaneously,
according to (13-1): animal genitive-accusatives were
extremely rare in either number until after nomina-
tive-accusative syncretism had been acquired by the
masculine plural. Second, feminine plural nouns had
nominative-accusative syncretism in early East Slavic,
but acquired the genitive-accusative very late. This
fact can be described by (13-11), without reference to
number; but, alternatively, one might propose that
feminine plurals lacked the genitive-accusative be-
cause of the tendency to avoid creating a category
distinction (namely, animacy) in the plural if it
were not expressed in the singular. In the plural
personal pronouns, the genitive-accusative did not
express a category distinction, since there was no
animate/inanimate differentiation in the personal
pronouns.

Condition (13-7), focus, is found only in the
singular personal pronouns, and, even there, it is
documented for only one text, the Laurentian manu-
script of 1377. In this manuscript, the genitive-
accusative of singular personal pronouns is con-
sistently used when the pronoun is contrastive, pre-
posed, or apparently under heavy stress. The non-
genitive accusative is consistently used elsewhere.
This is illustrated in the following examples from
the Laurentian manuscript:

(15) tako i mene spodobi prijati str(as)t'’
'thus he-has-enabled me too to-receive
the-passion' (Laur. Ms., 46a09)

(16) ase byda i mene jali (90al10)
'if they-had seized me also'

Condition (13-8), definiteness, is attested most
clearly in the history of the animal-noun singular
genitive-accusative. The early examples are nearly
all definite, for example:

(17) nalezoBa byk" velik" 1 silen” i povelé&
razdraiditi byka
'They found a big strong bull and he-ordered
that-they-tease the-bull (Laur. Ms. 42c32ff.)



Klenin: Individuation 69

Conditions (13-9), properness, and (13-10), referen-
tial independence, are well documented for the early
East Slavic masculine singular noun genitive-accusa-
tive. In the early chronicles, personal-noun direct
objects had not yet generalized the genitive-accusa-
tive in the masculine singular; but masculine singu-
lar proper names nearly always take the genitive-ac-
cusative:

(18) oni 2e sunuda sg¢ na jang (Laur. Ms., 59c07)
'And they threw themselves on Jan'.'

On the other hand, certain masculine singular nouns
referring to persons were resistant to the genitive-
accusative. Thus, for example, as Thomson (1908) ob-
served, nouns modified by svoi ' (one's) own' usually
did not take the genitive-accusative; and certain
lexical items, most obviously syn” 'son' did not take
the genitive-accusative. The noun mu3', which can
mean either 'husband' or 'vassal', is quite interest-
ing in this respect. In the meaning 'husband', only
the genitive-accusative occurs:

(19) da byx ... oplakal" muZa egja
'That I-might-have ... mourned her husband'
(Laur. Ms., 84a05-06)

In its other meaning, the nongenitive accusative is
usual:

(20) vypusti ty svoi mul' (Laur. 42c02)
'You release your man'

There is no other clear difference in the use of the
two nouns muf', and, in fact, the nongenitive accusa-
tive of '"husband' has even been preserved in modern
Russian as a relic vyjti zamu® 'to get married', lit-
erally 'to-go to-a-husband'. However, muZ' in the
meaning 'husband' always occurs in the chronicles with
a known referent, with a known name; whereas muZ2’
'vassal' usually has an otherwise unknown referent,
and the reference may even be nonspecific. In (20),
for example, the sentence occurs as part of a dia-
logue between rival leaders, in which one of them
says: "You release your man [that is, any one of your
men] and I'll send in one of mine; and let the two of
them fight." The proposed condition (13-10), refer-
ential independence, is intended to cover all these
facts. The restriction on svoi, for example, can be
analyzed as a consequence of the fact that svoi al-
ways has as its antecedent the topic or subject of
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its clause; its head noun is thus marked as nontopic
and less well established in discourse. Syn" is, of
course, relational; and, in the chronicles specifi-
cally, reference to someone as the son of someone
else normally is found where the father, and not the
son, is the discourse topic. The behavior of mu3' in
its two meanings follows the same pattern.

Condition (13-11), masculine gender, has been
mentioned; (13-12), informal style, well attested in
the animal nouns, probably reflects the general ten-
dency of innovations to occur earliest in the more
casual types of speech.

The interaction of the various conditions in
(13) is not entirely clear; reference has already
been made to the possibility of ranking (13-1) higher
than (13-6) to explain the fact that personal pro-
nouns generalized the plural genitive-accusative be-
fore the singular. There is insufficient data, how-
ever, to rank all the hierarchies with respect to
one another. Moreover, only the first two condi-
tions in (13) hold at eévery stage of the implementa-
tion of the genitive-accusative; consequently, (13)
is not a list of synchronic conditions on a single
rule generating genitive-accusatives. In fact, it
is very unclear that there was a single genitive-
accusative rule, any more than there is a single
syntactic rule to account for every syntactic geni-
tive in modern Ukrainian or Russian. The chronology
of and conditions on the various morphological
classes of genitive-accusative implementation were
extremely diverse; and it is difficult to see how
the whole development can be captured in a single
rule that would both naturally and accurately repre-
sent the various changes it would have had to undergo
across time. For this reason, it is particularly
striking that the conditions listed in (13) in fact
form a fairly cohesive set. This is clear when we
compare the conditions in (13) with those presented
by Timberlake (1975) in his work on the genitive of
negation, mentioned in §1 above. Nine of the twelve
conditions in (13) are mentioned by Timberlake, and
(13-4)-(13-9) are members of his individuation hier-
archy. (13-10) can readily be grouped together with
these other individuation hierarchies. (13-1),
(13-2), and (13-12) are treated separately by
Timberlake; only (13-3) and (13-11) seem to be ir-
relevant to the genitive of negation. These facts
will be studied in more detail below.
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3. Individuation Hierarchies im the Genitive-
accusative and the Genitive of Negation

Timberlake (1975:134) lists the following indi-
viduation hierarchies:

(21) . properness;
. abstractness;
. partitivity;
. animacy;
number;
definiteness;
. negation;
focus;
modification.

Since animacy is ranked so high in the genitive-ac-
cusative, abstractness (21-2) and partitivity (21-3)
would be predicted, by Saxmatov's theory, to be ex-
cluded from the genitive-accusative hierarchies, as
they are. The negation hierarchy (21-7) is myster-
ious, and lacks a precise equivalent in the genitive-
accusative hierarchies. 1Its status may be different
from that of the other hierarchies in (21) because it
refers to the feature referred to by the genitive of
negation rule itself. 1In any event, there are six
individuation hierarchies shared by the genitive of
negation and the genitive-accusative:

(22) 1. properness;

. animacy/personhood;
. definiteness;

. singular number;

. focus;

. modification

AU WwWN

However, the two sets of individuation hierarchies
differ in one major respect: all the conditions
favoring the appearance of the genitive form in the
genitive-accusative favor the accusative under the
genitive of negation rule. That is, the two individ-
uation hierarchies are mirror images of each other.
Three other hierarchies affect both the geni-
tive of negation and the genitive-accusative. Ac-
cording to (13-12), informality of style favored the
genitive-accusative, and it also favors the accusa-
tive object under negation. In each instance, it is
the innovated form, whether genitive or accusative,
that is favored by stylistic informality; and (13-12)
should not be treated as specific to the Slavic gen-
itive-forming rules, since it seems to reflect a very
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general linguistic tendency. Both (13-1) and (13-2)
have correlates in the genitive of negation rule,
where, just as in the genitive-accusative, nomina-
tive-accusative syncretism favors the appearance of
the genitive, as does direct-object status. Thus, it
is specifically the individuation hierarchies that
are inverted in the two classes of genitives, and not
all the hierarchies to which they both refer.

4. Individuation and the History of the
East Slavie Genitives

Timberlake (1975:127) follows Jakobson (1936/
1971) in proposing that the Russian genitive case ex-
presses quantification, or limited participation in
the narrative. The functionality of the individu-
ation hierarchies in genitive-marking rules is then
explained by Timberlake as a consequence of the in-
compatibility of individuation and quantification:
the accessibility of a narrative participant to
quantification varies inversely with the extent to
which it is perceived as an individual. Timberlake's
analysis thus relates, on the one hand, discourse
participation, and, on the other hand, notions such
as 'mass' that are based on internal differentiation
or its absence. Such a correlation is intuitively
satisfying, in view of the facts of Russian morpho-
syntax sketched in §1 above; however, not enough
work has yet been done to provide independent justi-
fication of Timberlake's proposal; and, if the cor-
relation is as he suggests, then some explanation
must be given for its complete reversal in the gen-
itive—~accusative. In Klenin (1978) I presented new
evidence of the quantificational nature of the geni-
tive of negation: when an overt quantifier is intro-
duced into the direct object of a negated verb, the
individuation hierarchies tend to be reversed. This
shows that quantification and individuation are
highly correlated in a syntactic genitive-marking
rule. The results presented in the present paper
tend, again, to confirm the relevance of individua-
tion to genitive marking; and, furthermore, suggest
that the individuation hierarchies are referred to by
all rules generating genitive-case forms, even when
genitive-case formation is not syntactically condi-
tioned. This suggests a revision of the status to be
assigned to the genitive-accusative, which is usually
treated entirely as an accusative, for syntactic
reasons, as explained above. Obviously, the geni-
tive-accusative displays some genitive properties,
since it refers to individuation hierarchies, even
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though it is not entirely clear why the genitive-ac-
cusative reverses them. In any event, the historic

attestation of individuation properties in the geni-
tive-accusative raises the question of the historic

link between the genitive-accusative and the geni-

tive objects that already existed in East Slavic be-
fore the genitive-accusative developed. These geni-
tives include all the syntactic genitives now found

in modern Russian and Ukrainian.

The specifically genitive form of the genitive-
accusative was selected for purely mechanical rea-
sonis, as a result of previously existing models for
analogy. 1In particular, the animate interrogative
pronoun k"to 'who, what' throughout the his-
tory of Slavic had as its only accusative the form
kogo, which is also the genitive. In addition to
this purely morphological model, Thomson (1908), for
example, suggests the possibility of analogy to the
various genitive direct objects—partitives, objects
of verbs under negation, and also objects of many
verbs that, not in modern Russian but in earlier
East Slavic, took the genitive, for example, many
verbs of perception. In general, Russian maintains
these genitive objects less well than does Ukrainian
but even in Russian, genitive and accusative objects
are often treated as alternative types of direct ob-
ject (for example, in Svedova 1970:350), in contrast
to dative or instrumental objects, for example. It
is unclear, however, that these syntactic genitive
objects can have served as a model for the genitive-
accusative, for two reasons.

The first, weaker, reason that the syntactic
genitive objects are unlikely to have been analogi-
cal models for the genitive-accusative is that, if
they had been, it should have been precisely the
less individuated forms that ought to have acquired
the genitive-accusative first; but this is the re-
verse of what happened. One might, however, propose
that the original innovation of the genitive-accusa-
tive occurred for independent reasons—such as the
need to differentiate subject and object, for ex-
ample—and that the use of the syntactic genitives
as an analogical model was independent of the
semantics of genitive case-marking. Consequently,
this reason for dismissing the syntactic genitive
object as a model for the genitive-accusatives is
not very strong.

The second, stronger, reason is that, if the
syntactic genitives served as an analogical model
for the genitive-accusative, then this would seem
to suggest that the genitive-accusative originated

~
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as a syntactic genitive case-marking rule, which
eventually extended from direct to prepositional
objects, thus being morphologized. It is sometimes
said (Comrie 1978a) that this progression is shown by
the fact that the earliest genitive-accusatives at
each morphological stage were direct objects. If,
however, all of East Slavic had such a syntactic
rule—and, indeed, reintroduced it at each morpholog-
ical stage of the implementation of the genitive-accu-
sative (Klenin, to appear, a)—it would be expected
that at least some dialect somewhere in Slavic would
have maintained such a rule or some later development
of it. For example, we might expect to find a dia-
lect where the nongenitive accusative direct object
has been entirely eliminated, while the genitive-ac-
cusative cannot occur in prepositional phrases. This,
however, does not occur. Besides, the restriction

to direct-object position was a recurrent condition
at each stage of the implementation of the genitive-
accusative; and this by itself suggests that, for
some reason, direct object position was the position
most accessible to this particular morphological in-
novation, and not that East Slavic kept repeatedly
introducing and rejecting new morphologically-con-
ditioned variants of one and the same syntactic
case-marking rule.

It should be stressed that rejecting the pro-
posal that there was in early East Slavic a syntactic
rule that genitive-marked animate and some other
direct objects is not the same as rejecting a func-
tionalist explanation of why the marking arose.
Comrie, for example, views the extension of the gen-
itive-accusative to prepositional phrases as gram-
maticalization (morphologization) and concomitantly
as loss of functionality of the genitive-accusative
as a means of differentiating (nominative) subjects
from (accusative) objects; since prepositional ob-
jects are ipso facto not nominative subjects, Comrie
argues, the prepositional-object genitive-accusative
is not functionally motivated. I would argue more
or less the reverse.

Comrie, like others before him, observes that
the genitive-accusative arose in morphological
classes with pre-existing nominative-accusative syn-
cretism; and he notes that the genitive-accusative
serves to avoid subject-object confusion. East
Slavic, however, seems not to have had any synchronic
or diachronic prejudice in favor of differentiating
subjects from objects; whereas its predilection for
differentiating objects from one another seems to the
foreign observer to exceed the bounds of communicative



Klenin: Individuation 75

efficiency. Morphosyntactically, there is no one
"subject case" in Russian (see Chvany 1975:17ff. and
178£ff.); and the much greater complexities of subject
and object in Ukrainian have never even been explored.
On the other hand, East Slavic has historically main-
tained a clear distinction between accusative and
genitive direct objects, where the expressive value
of genitive can be associated with the general attri-
butes of quantification (see above). In its specifi-
cally East Slavic context, then, the innovation of
genitive-marking on highly individuated direct ob-
jects would seem to be actually dysfunctional, since
the genitive case could no longer be unambiguously
associated with quantification, but only with either
quantification or its complete opposite. A concrete
example of this dysfunction may be helpful. 1In

early East Slavic, as in modern Ukrainian and to a
much lesser extent in Russian, the partitive genitive
occurred on plural count nouns, including those re-
ferring to persons. In early texts, where the plural
masculine genitive-accusative has begun to appear, it
is not always obvious when a given genitive form car-
ries a partitive meaning, for example after a verb
such as sg3&7 'to seize',which, according to Sreznev-
skij, occurs with either genitive or accusative,
depending on the meaning (Sreznevskij 1904:III, 909-
910):

(23) segosa i mevinovatyx"
'they-seized also (some of?) those-
that-were-not-guilty'
(Synod Ms., 36, 15)

Istrina (1923:153) lists (23) as a rare early example
of a plural genitive-accusative; but it would seem to
be difficult to prove that it is not a partitive gen-
itive.

In modern Russian, the partitive-genitive dis-
tinction is neutralized in the plural for animate
nouns (Jakobson 1936/1971:43); but neutralization,
as opposed to ambiguity, occurs only because nouns
referring to animates (as well as all pronouns) lack
the morphological means for expressing accusative vs.
genitive direct object. If animate nouns had a non-
genitive accusative, then the appearance of the gen-
itive would represent a choice—but not a recover-
able one. Consequently, if one assumes that geni-
tive-case choice is meaning bearing, then the gener-
alization of the genitive-accusative to all syntactic
positions must be regarded as at least as functional
as its innovation in direct-object position, since at
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least it eliminates ambiguity in favor of neutraliza-
tion. From this it appears that the maximally func-
tional innovation in East Slavic would not have been
genitive-case marking of direct objects per se, but
precisely a purely morphological syncretism rule.
Consequently, functionalist explanation does not

seem in this instance to entail a distinct functional
and syntactically-conditioned stage, followed by loss
of functionality and grammaticalization, as described
for example by Comrie (1978a). From this it follows
that the correctness of Comrie's claim that the ori-
gin of the genitive-accusative has a functional ex-
planation cannot be disproved by arguments addressed
to the status of the genitive-accusative in the gram-
mar of early East Slavic.

From what has been said above, it would appear
that the specifically genitive form of the genitive-
accusative is a consequence of analogy to those forms
(originally, just k"to) that already had a genitive-
accusative; it is not, then, necessary to assume any
reference to genitive-case semantics with respect to
the original innovation. To the extent that any ex-
planation can be given for the persistence of indi-
viduation hierarchies in the genitive-accusative,
this explanation pertains only to the implementation
of the genitive-accusative, and not to its innova-
tion. This fact may point in the direction of a
solution to the problem of individuation reversal.
Since genitive-case semantics govern, not the inno-
vation, but only its implementation, we would expect
the hierarchies, if applicable at all, to apply in
the direction of maximally differentiating the new
genitive forms from the older, "true" genitives.
Because the genitive-accusatives, regardless of the
reason for their appearance, represented an encroach-
ment on the older case-marking system (as illustrated
in examples such as (23)), the inverted hierarchies
functioned to create semantic space between the new
and old forms. The notion that the genitive-accu-
sative was in fact a kind of encroachment on the syn-
tactic genitive objects is supported by the fact,
mentioned above, that the various East Slavic dia-
lects maximize either the genitive-accusative or the
genitive~-direct-object system, but not both. It is
clear, in any event, that the genitive-accusative is
historically related to the syntactic genitives; and
that the functionality of the genitive-accusative
may be more complex, and more interesting, than is
usually supposed.
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GENDER AND REFERENCE IN POLISH AND RUSSIAN*

Robert A. Rothstein
University of Massachusetts at Amherst

Most of the time we use nouns and noun phrases
to refer to things (or people). This is not their
only function, however, and the non-referential use
of NP's as well as the syntactic consequences of such
use have attracted the attention of a number of lin-
guists and philosophers in the last several years
(e.g., Donnellan 1966, Heringer 1969, Kuno 1970,
Partee 1972). Donnellan for example was concerned
with the two readings of definite descriptions in sen-
tences like

(1) Smith's murderer is insane.

Here Smith's murderer can be understood either refer-
entially (= Jones) or attributively (= whoever killed
Smith). Otto Jespersen (1954, 3:123-4, 1965:242-3,
reprints of works from the 1920s) had already com-
mented on sentences such as

(2) If I were his wife, which, thank goodness,
I shall not be now...

(3) He is a gentlemen, which his brother is
not.

in which the use of which shows that "the quality, not
the person is thought of," as opposed to, say,

(4) He met a gentlemen who knew his brother.
Cf. also (Kuno 1970:348)
(5) He is a fool, although he doesn't look <Z¢t.

The referential and non-referential use of per-
sonal (i.e., [+human]) nouns is examined in some de-
tail in an unpublished Soviet dissertation (Kopelio-
vi& 1970a) dealing with the semantics of gender in
Russian. The author distinguishes the use of nouns
as naimenovanie lica (NL) 'designation of a person,'
as naimenovanie xarakteristiki lica (MXL) 'designa-
tion of a person's characteristics' and as naimeno-
vanie neopredelenno-sobiratel 'nogo lica (MNNSL) 'des-
ignation of an indefinite-collective person' (see
also Kopeliovi& 1977), with only the first having
the property of notativnost', i.e., referentiality.
(These correspond resp. to Heringer's referential,
attributive and generic use of indefinite noun
phrases.) Applying the now commonplace analysis of
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feminine gender as the marked member and masculine as
the unmarked member of the basic gender opposition,!
Kopeliovi& notes the tendency to have marked forms in
referential use, unmarked forms in non-referential,
especially generic, use:

(6) ProdaviCica [f] pokazala mne knigu.
'The saleswoman showed me the book.'

(feminine noun as NL, referential),

(7) Ona rabotaet prodavscicej/prodavcom [m].
'She works as a saleswoman/salesman [= sales-
person].'

(feminine or masculine noun as NXL, non-referential,
attributive),

(8) Prodavec [m] dolZen byt' veZlivym.
'A salesman [= salesperson] should be
polite.'

(masculine nouns as NNSL, generic).2
A similar situation prevails in Polish. Thus we
are more likely to have

(9) Marysia chce zostaé lekarzem.
'Mary wants to become a doctor [masc., non-
ref.].'

but (10) Lekarka mi powiedziata, ze...
'The doctor [fem., ref.] told me that...'

Here the feminine form for 'doctor' is used referen-
tially (10) and the unmarked masculine form, non-
referentially (9). As in Russian, nouns that are
traditionally viewed as being of masculine gender
vary syntactically and stylistically in the degree of
their unmarkedness. Thus one can establish the fol-
lowing sort of continuum:

(11) a. noworodek 'new-born child,' dzieciak
'kid (= child),' (cztowiek 'person')

b. &wiadek 'witness'
c. psycholog/ (psycholozka) 'psychologist'
d. profesor/ (profesorka)~pani profesor

e. dyrektor/dyrektorka~pani dyrektor
'director,' kierownik/kierowniczka
'director, manager'

f. nauczyciel/nauczycielka 'teacher’
g. Polak/Polka 'Pole,' student/studentka.
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Words such as those in (a) have no feminine equiva-
lents and show masculine agreement regardless of the
sex of the referent. Words like Swiadek also have no
feminine equivalants and traditionally occurred only
with masculine agreement (swiadek zeznat 'the witness
testified'), but current usage (Doroszewski 1968:134-
5) permits feminine agreement if the referent is fe-
male (Swiadek zeznata). In group (c) the feminine
form may exist, but is stylistically far from neutral:
psycholozka, for example, could only be jocular
(something on the order of 'psychologette').

In group (d) the feminine form has a similar
stylistic marking or may take on a different semantic
function. Thus the latest edition of the authorita-
tive guide to correct usage (Doroszewski 1973:571)
lists, for example

(12) Jego matka jest profesorkag [f] liceum.
'His mother is a high-school teacher [1lit.
professor].

but (13) Ona jest profesorem [m] uniwersytetu.
'She is a university professor.'

In referential use another possibility here is pant
profesor, approx. 'madam professor.' In group (e) the
masculine and feminine forms are more independent, but
again there is a hierarchy: a women factory director
could only be dyrektor (masc.), while the female head
of a nursery school could well be dyrektorka (fem.).

In group (f) the equality of the two terms is
such that the masculine form would rarely be used
referentially where the referent is a woman, i.e., in
Prague School terms the opposition is essentially
equipollent: the masculine term is no less marked
than the feminine. This is even stronger in group
(g). DNote that words such as brat 'brother,' ksigdz
'Roman Catholic priest,' kobieciarz 'ladies' man'
etc., are "below the bottom" of the list on pragmatic
grounds.

The continuum of "degrees of lexical markedness"”
described here is very much language-specific. Thus
for example Slovak, a language that is very close to
Polish in many ways, consistently uses feminine forms
such as profesorka, doktorka, autorka in both refer-
ential and nonreferential contexts. Nomina attribu-
tiva, nouns used to characterize people, on the other
hand, often have only unmarked masculine forms, while
the comparable Polish nouns tend to represent equi-
pollent pairs,e.g., Slovak nadutec 'pompous person'
vs. Polish wagsniak/wasniaczka (Dvonl et al. 1966:136,
Buttler et al. 1971:108).
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Except toward the bottom of the list, marked
forms are unlikely in nonreferential use. Even at
the bottom of the list masculine nouns can lose their
markedness if a generic interpretation is forced by
plurality or by a modifier: kazdy Polak 'every Pole
[not only menl,' wszyscy studenci 'all students [not
just males],' although markedness may be preserved
even in the plural (studenci 7 studentki 'male and
female students'—to avoid any possible ambiguity).
Cf. also a note in the Warsaw weekly Polityka (7/16/
76) about an

(14) apel do studentdw [m], aby zaczeli sie
kapa¢ lub myé przynajmniej.
'appeal to students to begin bathing or
at least washing.'

The reference turns out to be to male students, who
are getting preferential treatment in the housing
market in Poznaf because they don't use the bath as
much as female students.

Note that the plural forms of the nouns men-
tioned above as being "below the bottom" of the list
retain their markedness, e.g., bracia means only
'brothers' and not 'siblings.' On the other hand,
even in referential use an unmarked member of one of
the other groups may occur if the designation is at
all figurative. Thus someone referring to say, Maria
Sktodowska-Curie as 'our teacher' would use the
masculine form nauczyciel rather than the feminine
form nauczyeielka. Or, to take a Russian example,
both the masculine zudoZnik and the fem. zxudo3nica
can mean 'artist' in the sense of 'painter,' but only
the former can be used to refer to a woman or a man
who is talented as a musician or writer, etc.
(Prot8enko 1960:122).

The word czZowiek 'person, man [generically]' is
an interesting case. It serves as a classic example
of the unmarkedness of masculine gender:

(15) Ona jest wspanialym cztowiekiem.
'She is a marvelous person.'

but only in such nonreferential use. Thus in

(16) Czeka na ciebie jakig czlowiek.
'Some person is waiting for you.'

or (17) Nie znam cztowieka.
'TI don't know the person.'

the referent can only be male. 1Indeed Polish col-
leagues cite a tongue-in-cheek proof that a woman is
not a person: if you call out on the street, EJ,
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cztowiekul! 'Hey, man!' no woman will turn around.

The facts are similar in Russian. For example
the author of an unpublished Soviet dissertation
(Kuznecov 1971:6) points out that the person referred
to in

(18) Na derevjannom trotuare leZal delovek.
'There was a person lying on the wooden
sidewalk.'

can only be a man. Note also the semantic shift of
Ukrainian Zolovik to 'male; husband.'"

Omitted from the continuum that we have been
discussing is a group of nouns that seem to show a
reversal of the usual markedness relation, the so-
called nouns of common gender, such as sierota 'or-
phan,' pokraka 'freak, monster,' moczygeba 'drunkard’
etc.’® The textbook description of such nouns as
being of variable gender (masculine when referring to
males, feminine when referring to females) is incom-
plete. Doroszewski (1973:536) illustrates the text-
book principle with the examples.

(19) Byla brzydka i niezgrabna, prawdziwa [f]
pokraka.
'She was ugly and awkward, a real monster.'

(20) Wygtadat jak ostatni [m] pokraka.
'He looked like an utter monster.

The original version of (20), however, as quoted in
another authoritative dictionary (Doroszewski 1958-
69, 6:843) has the feminine form of the adjective
(ostatnia). Thus feminine agreement is the unmarked
case, possible when the reference is to a male or to
a female, whereas masculine agreement specifies ref-
erence to a male. Cf.

(21) [Mlata [f], opuszczona [f] sierotka
walczyta [f] jeszcze wida¢ we $nie i
wzywata matke-opiekunke na pomoc.
(Centkiewiczowie 1953:66)

'The little abandoned orphan was apparently
still struggling in its sleep and calling
to its "foster nother" for help.'

The "orphan" referred to here is a bear cub of un-
specified sex, but both the adjectives and the verb
show feminine agreement as the unmarked case.®

To return briefly to the use of nouns like pro-
fesor with respect to women in Polish, the conflict
between sex and (traditional) gencder is resolved in
part by treating such nouns as indeclinable when they
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refer to women. This is the norm when the nouns are
used as titles and possible in other referential
uses:

(22) Rozmawiatem z profesor [undecl.] Sawicka
[instr.].
'TI spoke with Prof. Sawicka.'

(23) Ide do laryngolog [undecl.].
'I'm going to the laryngologist.'
(Klemensiewicz 1957:115-116)

This usage is parallel to the treatment of women's
family names, which are declined if they are adjec-
tival in form and therefore differ from the corres-
ponding man's name (e.g., fem. Kowalska vs. masc.
Kowalski) but are not declined if they are nominal
in form and therefore the same as the corresponding
man's name (e.g., fem. or masc. Kowal). Nouns like
profesor are, however, declined when they are used
nonreferentially:

(24) Sawicka otrzymata nominacje na profesora
[acc.].
'Sawicka was nominated [to the rank of]
professor.'

(25) One jest juz profesorem [instr.].
'She's already a professor.'

In Russian such nouns are normally declined in all
functions, as can be seen from caption to a cartoon
in a 1945 issue of Krokodil (Mirtov 1953):

(26) Kogda konlitsja vojna, Trofim, poZenim
tvoego [m] serZanta [m] na moem [m]
efrejtore [m].

'When the war ends, Trofim, we'll marry
my sergeant to your corporal.'

The choice of the verb in the Russian sentence makes
it clear that the sergeant is to be the groom and the
corporal, the bride. The nouns themselves and the
agreeing possessive adjectives are of no help on

that score.

Polish, like many other languages, has agreement
phenomena: the gender of a noun determines the gen-
der of agreeing and anaphoric elements. The use of
unmarked masculine nouns with reference to females,
moreover, creates the conditions for what Latin gram-
marians called constructio ad sensum, i.e., agreement
based on the "sense" of the noun rather than agree-
ment based on its form, ad formam (Greenough et al.,
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1916:168, 171), e.g., British

(27) The government [sing., but plural in
"sense"] have resigned.

or Polish

(28) Profesor [masc. with female referent]
powiedziata [f]...

'The professor said...'’

In Polish the tendency toward agreement ad sensum is
stronger than in Russian: the verb is normally
feminine, attributive adjectives (at least in the
nominative) are often feminine as well:

(29) Nasza [f] dyrektor [m] wyjechata [f].
'Our director has left.'

vs. Russian
(30) NaZ direktor uexal(a).?®

Conflict between the two kinds of agreement is
also possible in Polish with another large class of
nouns. The syncretism of accusative and genitive
plural that in Russian, for example, characterizes
all animate nouns is restricted in Polish to nouns
that refer to (or can refer to) male human beings.
Such "male personal” (or "virile") nouns (henceforth
denoted by mp) also normally have special nominative
plural endings (involving consonant alternations) and
require male personal endings in agreeing and ana-
phoric elements:

(31) Ci mili Polacy [mp, plural of Polak]
méwili...Oni...
'Those nice Poles said... They...'

(32) Te mite Polki [non-mp, plural of Polkal
méwity... One...
'Those nice Polish women said... They...'

Some nouns that refer to men and have the typical
acc./gen. syncretism may not (for stylistic or other
reasons) have male personal forms in the nom. pl.,
e.g., tajdak 'scoundrel,' with the nom. pl. zajdak<,
rather than the expected, but less common Zajdacy.
Agreement phenomena involving such words (and the un-
marked masculines referring to females) provide evi-
dence for a continuum of syntactic functions related
to the continuum of syntactic categories discussed by
Comrie and others. On the basis of predicate agree-
ment phenomena Comrie 1975, inspired in part by Ross
1972, argues that universal grammar requires "a
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continuum from VERB to NOUN, with individual languages
requiring different intermediate positions on this
hierarchy" (417). Here we see, for example, predicate
adjectives behaving more like verbs, unlike attribu-
tive adjectives.® Thus attributive adjectives are
most likely to show agreement ad formam, predicate
adjectives and verbs, less so:

(33) Te tajdaki byty/byli...
'Those scoundrels were...

Adjectives and participles used in what Czech syntac-
ticians call "semi-sentential constructions”
(polovdtné vazby, e.g., Hrabé 1964; cf. also Pisarkowa
1965) are like true predicates in this respect:

(34) z takich wiadnie struktur psychicznych
powstaja Arnoldy Sayfmany wspdiczesnosci,
przestawieni w odmienne niz tradycyjny teatr
regiony, ale to samo c2ayniqcy...

'Out of just such mental structures arise
the Arnold Szyfmans of our time, transposed
into different regions than the traditional
theater, but doing the same things.'

(Polityka, 5/30/78). Here the name of a well-known
Polish director and theater organizer, used figura-
tively, takes on non-male-personal endings (Szyfmany
rather than Szyfmanowie), but the two participles
agree ad sensum (male personal przestawieni and
czyniqey rather than przestawione and cayniqee). Cf.
also part of the description of a poetry evening at
which graduating high school students (boys) perform
(Makuszyfiski 1976:51):

(35) Wytazi nowa [f] cholera [f], elegancki [m],
w biatych rekawiczkach i deklamuje koncert
Wojskiego.

'A new s.o.b. comes out, elegant, in white
gloves, and recites [a famous poetic pas-
sage].'

Anaphoric (including relative) pronouns are the
most sensitive to the sex of the referent:

(36) Te tajdaki, ktdrzy [mp]... Oni [mp]...
'Those scoundrels who... They...'

Cf. a Russian example (Kopeliovi& 1970a:117 from
Prizyv 6/5/68):

(37) Devudki podosli k prodavcu [m], kotoraja
[f] tut Ze napolnila [f] bidon.
'The girls came up to the salesperson, who
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filled the can right away.'

Such data suggest some weakness in the arguments (at
least the synchronic ones) of Givdén 1976, which ties
agreeTsnt very closely to anaphoric pronominaliza-
tion.

The normal sensitivity of pronouns to the real
properties of the referent is "overruled" when the
pronouns themselves are related anaphorically not to a
referent, but to a noun used nonreferentially. Thus

(38) Pani profesor Bielska byta kiedy$§
kierownikiem katedry, ale juZz nim nie jest.
'Prof. Bielska [f] was once head [m] of the
department but is no longer [it--masc.].'

and in Russian (Kopeliovi& 1970a: 285, from Sovetskij
gkran 1967, no. 22):

(39) I xotja ona uZe davno po dolZnosti ne
komissar, no ona ostaetsja <im po prizvaniju.
'And although she has not been a commissar in
title for a long time, she has remained one
[m] by vocation.'

Cf. also two amusing examples from Russian, one from
the Soviet children's writer Sergej Mixalkov, cited in
Mirtov 1943:

(40) Kto moj drug?
On krasn¥j galstuk nosit rebjatam vsem v
primer.!
On—devo&ka, on—mal'&ik, on—junyj pioner.
'Who is my friend?
He wears a red tie as an example for all
children.
He's a girl, he's a boy, he's a young
pioneer.'

and another from & Russian edition of the Arabian
Nights (TysjaZa 1976;107):

(41) Kak zal', _Cto eto ne celovek, a_ obez'jana!
Bud' ona Celovekom, ja by sdelal ego svoim
vizirem.

'What a pity that it's a monkey [f] and not
a human. If she were a human [m], I would
make Aim my vizier.'

This also happens in the style in which a woman
refers to herself (or is referred to) as autor, re-
porter, etc., although this style is apparently be-
coming less than natural. Writing in December 1976,
Polityka columnist Daniel Passent makes fun of the
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editors of the rival weekly Kultura for "writing
about their author in the masculine gender." On the
other hand the author of a normative handbook dealing
with linguistic errors in the press (Pisarek 1978)
mocks the use of a masculine pronoun to refer to a
male who is introduced into the sentence by means of
the feminine noun ofZara 'victim':

(42) Trzech modych mezczyzn po pobiciu swej
[f] ofiary zaczeio przeszukiwad mu [m]
kieszenie.

'The three young men, after beating up
their victim, began to search throuch his
pockets.'

Pisarek comments (162)

(43) A wigc to byta [f] ten [m] ofiara!!?
'So it was that victim!

So far referentiality has been discussed only
with respect to nouns or noun phrases, but there are
related phenomena in the use of adjectives that also
affect gender agreement. Bolinger (1967) drew atten-
tion to the difference between

(44) Henry is a drowsy policeman.
and
(45) Henry is a rural policeman.

In (44), according to Bolinger, drowsy modifies Henry
("referent modification"), whereas in (45) the ad-
jective rural modifies policeman ("reference modifi-
cation").

Crockett (1976:95ff) applies Bolinger's terminol-
ogy to characterize colloquial Russian sentences like

(46) U nas byla olen' xorosSaja [f] zubnoj [m]
vracd.
'We had a very good dentist.'

Here a feminine form (xorodaja) is used for referent
modification and a masculine adjective (zubnoj), for
reference modification (zubnoj vrad = 'dental doc-
tor,' i.e., 'dentist'). Crockett's analysis is un-
doubtedly correct for those speakers who accept
sentences like (46). Other speakers (presumably
fewer still—see note 8) even accept feminine modi-
fiers for reference modification: zubnaja vrad,
glavnaja vrad 'head physician' (Kopeliovi& 1970a:
124). This is possible in Polish as well:

(47) Swdj ostatni felieton [...] redaktor
naczelna [£f] "Filipinki' podwiecita (f]
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bezinteresownej lekturze ogioszen.

'The editor-in-chief of Filipinka devoted her
last column ... to a disinterested reading of
advertisements.'

(Tygodnik Powszechny, 11/5/78). On the other hand the
same weekly (TP, 11/19/78) reverted to more tradition-
al agreement ad formam when the reference modifier was
followed by a clearly feminine appositional phrase:

(48) Byty [m] premier Indii, pani Indira Gandhi
odzyskata [f] [...] mandat [...].
'The former premier of India, Mrs. Indira
Gandhi, regained her seat [in Parliament]...

Crockett (1976:132ff) also discusses sentences
like the following (based on her (l113a-c), slightly
changed to suit my informant):

(49a) Novyj vrad u nas ocCen' xorosSij.
'Our new doctor is very good.'

(b) Novyj vrad u nas ocCen' molodoj.
'Our new doctor is very young.'

(c) Novyj vra& u nas oCen' dobryj.
'Our new doctor is very kind.'

In all three sentences the predicate adjective is
masculine, but in (49a) the doctor referred to may
be male or female, whereas in (b) and especially (c)
informants tend to understand the sentence as re-
ferring to a male doctor. Crockett attributes the
difference to the fact that xoro3ij 'good' in (49%a)
describes the doctor as a doctor while dobryj 'kind'
in (49c) characterizes the doctor as a person. Her
argument is strengthened if we add that molodog
'yvoung' in (49b) could presumably be read either as
'objectively young' or 'young for a doctor,' and
hence the in-between status of (49b). Note also that
if we replace molodoj with its diminutive moloden'-
kij, which is very concrete and absolute, (49b) can
only refer to a male. Likewise if we replace zorodigj
in (49a) with its diminutive (morphologically, if not
semantically) xoroden'kij 'attractive; cute.’

The facts illustrated by (49a-c) are related to
Quine's distinction (1960:103, 132) between the "at-
tributive" and "syncategorematic® use of adjectives:
when we say that X is a kind doctor, we attribute
kindness to him, independently of his "doctorness,"
but when we say that he is a good doctor, good nust
be interpreted together with doctor. Quine's example
was the phrase intellectual dwarf, which may charac-
terize either a very small person who thinks a lot
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(attributive use) or a person of unspecified size
whose mental capacities are being called into ques-
tion (syncategorematic use). The example is cited by
N. D. Arutjunova (1976:354~5), who also quotes
Vendler's

(50) She is a beautiful dancer.

and adds that the Romance languages usually make use
of word order to make such distinctions, citing as an
example the contrast between une vieille coquette 'an
old flirt [i.e., one who has been at it for a long
time]' and une coquette vieille 'an old [i.e., elder-
ly] flirt.'

What really seems to be needed is a three-way (at
least) distinction between attributive referent mod-
ification [ARftM], syncategorematic referent modifi-
cation [SRftM] and (syncategorematic) reference modi-
fication [SRfcM], i.e.

(51) ARftM SRftM
drowsy policeman beautiful dancer
kind doctor [dances beautifully]
coquette vieille poor violinist

[plays poorly]
good doctor
vieille coquette

SRfecM

rural policeman

zubnoj vraZ ['dentist']
intellectual dwarf
emotional cripple
literary prostitute.

Another way of formulating the distinction is to con-
sider sentences of the form "X is an A N." If we
substitute one of the phrases under ARftll for [A N],
we can then conclude both that X is A and that X is
an N. If we use one of the phrases from SRftll, we
cannot conclude that X is A (X may be a beautiful
dancer, but physically unattractive, or a rich vio-
linist who plays poorly), but instead we interpret
the sentence to mean that "as an N, X is A." Finally
if we substitute one of the phrases from SRfcM, we
conclude that X is an N (perhaps figuratively) of the
type or in the manner specified by A.!3

A phrase that is ambiguous between an attributive
and a syncategorematic reading may have the latter
weakened in a referential context. Thus if someone
says

(52) I met a poor violinist last night.
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we are most likely to understand poor as meaning 'im-
poverished' or 'unfortunate' rather than assuming that
a critical judgment is being made. A number of
authors (including Kopeliovi& 1970a, Semenova 1960,
Hlavsa 1975, Ermakova 1976) have observed that there
are classes of nouns (and types of noun phrases) with
limited referential use (or even none). Most evalu-
ative nouns are of this sort; an extreme case is the
Russian noun (cited by Kopeliovid&) zaglgjaden'’e 'a
lovely sight,' which can only be used predicatively.
Cf. English

(53a) You're a sight!
(b) *A sight walked in.

Such nouns are in some ways like adjectives: A. V.
Mirtov (1946) calls one class of such nouns (the com-
mon gender words) "substantiva adjectiva." One can
occasionally even find a kind of comparative degree,
as in the following Yiddish example (Sfard 1966:127):

(54) Efsher iz er nokh mer nar fun dir?
'Maybe he's even more [a] fool than you?"

and adverbs used as modifiers

(55) No ja—oden' skeptik, togda byl
muditel 'no skeptik.
'But I'm very [much a] sceptic, then I was
agonizingly [a] sceptic.'

(Blok, cited in Arutjunova 1976:352). Such examples
show that even nouns (one pole of Comrie's continuum)
do not constitute a uniform class with respect to syn-
tactic function. Some nouns are less nouny than
others.

We have seen that while agreement phenomena are
based, as has traditionally been assumed, on choices
among a small number of discrete values of the cate-
gory of gender (number, etc.), continua of syntactic
and sociolinguistic functions are superimposed on
this discreteness. Thus the choice of a masculine or
feminine personal noun for a given utterance is in-
fluenced by "degrees of lexical markedness" (table
(11) above), a continuum along which different lan-
guages, even closely related ones, arrange their
nouns in different ways, partly in reflection of hier-
archical relations in the society that uses the lan-
guage, as well as by the referential, attributive or
generic function the noun (or the NP containing it) is
called upon to fulfill. The choice of agreeing and
anaphoric elements in cases of conflict between "form"
and "sense is influenced by position along a possibly
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universal continuum of syntactic functions (Corbett's
"syntactic distance") as well as by the role of the
modifier (attributive referent modification, etc.).

NOTES

*This paper is the result of research done in Poland and
the Soviet Union under the auspices of the International Research
and Exchanges Board. An earlier version was presented at the
December 1976 meeting of AATSEEL. The present version has
benefited from the comments of Richard D. Brecht, Catherine V.
Chvany and G. G. Corbett. Questions of sex and gender are also
treated in Rothstein 1973a, 1973b and 1976, which contain fur-
ther references to the literature.

IThis analysis is due to Jakobson, who pointed out (in
Jakobson 1932 for example) that personal nouns of feminine gen-
der are marked for female sex reference, while masculine personal
nouns do not necessarily specify sex.

2Some similar observations are contained in BogusXawski
1954. Kopeliovil (1970a:237) notes that within generic use
there is a possible opposition of part to whole expressed by
marked vs. unmarked, as in a letter from a woman pilot, an
Honored Master of Sports, to a girl who has decided to become a
parachutist:

Pomni: uze seans tebe nado poser'eznee izucat'

v Skole fiziku, matematiku, ne moZet paradjutist [m]

ne znat' mexaniku, aérodinamiku. UZe sejdas ty dol¥na

zakaljat' sebja... Paradjutistka [f] dolZna byt'

sil'noj...
'Remember: in school you should already be studying

physics and mathematics seriously; a parachutist [m]

has to know mechanics, aerodynamics. You should al-

ready be toughening yourself... A parachutist [f]

should be strong...'

Both male and female parachutists have to know mechanics and
aerodynamics, but strength is especially important for females.

%A recent newspaper item (Tygodnik Powszechny, fall 1977)
points out, however, that

Kierowniczki przedszkoli, jak donosi "Rodzina i

Szkofa", beda odtgd nosily tytul dyrektora.

'Heads [f] of nursery schools, [the journal] Family

and School reports, will from now on bear the title

of director [m].'

“Cf. the discussion of "asexual nouns denoting human
beings" in Crockett 1976:64-68.

SThe Greek grammarians, e.g., Dionysios Thrax (c. 170-90
B.C.), used the term omdmata koin& (Latin nomina communia) to
categorize nouns whose gender in a given utterance depends on
the sex of the referent: Greek ho alektryén [with the masc.
article] 'the rooster' vs. hé alektryon [with the fem. articlel
'the hen' or Latin hic canis 'this male dog' vs. haec canis
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"this female dog.' These contrasted with omdmata epZkoina
(Latin nomina promiscua, later nomina epicoena), which are

of fixed gender regardless of the sex of their referent: Greek
aetbs [m] 'eagle [male or femalel,' kselidon [f] 'swallow [male
or femalel,' Latin aquila [f] 'eagle,' corvus [m] 'crow’
(Oberpfalcer 1933: 19-25, Nemirovskij 1938).

This atypical behavior of common-gender nouns is un-
doubtedly related to the fact that they belong to the declen-
sional pattern that is most typical for feminine nouns and to
the fact that they were originally feminines. On common gender
in Russian, see Crockett 1976 and Kopeliovi& 1970a, 1970b,
1970c, 1977. Kopeliovic shows the full complexity of common
gender usage in Russian, pointing out among other things that
unmarked use of masculine agreement is sometimes possible. Cf.
the following example (from the journal Vokrug sveta 1975, no.
7), supplied by V. A. Robinson of the Russian Language Insti-
tute (AN SSSR, Moscow):

Drevnej$ij [m] obZora v mire.

'The oldest glutton in the world.'

The common-gender noun obZora 'glutton' is used with a masculine
modifier to characterize a fish (feminine in Russian regardless
of the creature's sex) from the Tertiary era (some 60 million
years ago) that had apparently choked to death on a large eel
larva.

7Cf. the distinction in Perlmutter 1972 of "syntactic" vs.
"semantic" number.

8Such constructions as nada [f] direktor were preferred by
only twenty-five percent of those surveyed (more than three
thousand answered questionnaires) in a Soviet study in the 1960s,
while more than fifty percent preferred feminine agreement in
the verb as in direktor uexala (Panov 1968:27, 38). Cf. the
observation of A. M. PeSkovskij, writing in 1927:

... "dobraja tovariSC" russkij celovek n i vkakom
s 1ucae nemozet skazat', a "tovarisc vysla", xotja
i s nekotorym stesneniem, no moZet.

'... A Russian could never say "dobraja tovariSc," but
he could say, albeit with some inhibition, "tovarisc
vySla."

(reprinted in PesSkovskij 1956:190). The 1970 Academy Grammar
(Svedova 1970:489, 555) admits the feminine form of the adjec-
tive in colloquial speech and treats the choice of masculine or
feminine verb as a matter of free variation. Kopeliovi&
(1970a:229-30) goes so far as to say that "one can cite many in-
stances in which constructions of the type vrad skazal ['the
physician said'--with a masc. form of the verb] (about a woman)
are stylistically marked, while expressions of the type vrad
skazala [with a fem. verb form] are becoming more and more
widely used, are losing their stylistic limitations and are
occupying a firm position in the system of the Russian language
as the neutral variant." See also the references in Rothstein
1973a, 1973b, 1976 and Comrie and Stone 1978: Chapter 6.
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°G. G. Corbett was kind enough to send me a copy of
Corbett (forthcoming), in which he proposes a "syntactic dis-
tance" metric to account for some of the agreement phenomena
discussed here. Many of these problems are also examined in
Crockett 1976.

 Moravcsik 1978 has recently argued for a weak version of
the "pronominal theory of agreement," namely "that agreement
markers and anaphoric pronouns are derived by the same type
[emphasis hers] of rule." The two claims of this version are
(i) that "agreement markers [like anaphoric pronouns] must in-
clude some semantic and/or syntactic properties of the agreed-
with constituent" and (ii) that "agreement markers [like ana-
phoric pronouns] must involve reference to the agreed-with noun
phrase.”

1A red neck-tie is part of the uniform of the Pioneers,
the Soviet organization for ten- to fourteen-year-olds.

12 crockett 1976:95n convincingly argues that the use of
masculine pronouns to refer to women initially denoted by mas-
culine nouns like Polish autor or Russian aqvtor provides "in-
disputible evidence in support of the view that at least some
pronouns are products of syntdctic transformations."

13 Emmon Bach has called my attention to a dissertation by
Judith N. Levi in which phrases like those under SRfcM are treat-
ed as complex nominals. I have been unable to consult the dis-
sertation (now published as Levi 1978), but Levi 1973 and 1974
present a number of syntactic and semantic arguments for deriv-
ing "non-predicate adjectives" from nouns. Crockett 1976:101,
171 makes a similar proposal with references to Bolinger 1967,
Sussex 1974, as well as to Levi 1973, 1974. It should also be
noted that the ambiguity between the attributive and syncate-
gorematic readings of Quine's intellectual dwarf and of parallel
phrases such as emotional cripple or literary prostitute (read-
ers are invited to send me their own examples) results from the
fact that the modifiers can be understood as qualitative or re-
lational adjectives while the nouns can be taken literally or
figuratively.
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CLAUSE STRUCTURE AND MOVEMENT
CONSTRAINTS IN RUSSIAN¥*

Bernard Comrie
The University of Southern California,
Los Angeles

1. In the present paper, I wish to examine some of
the constraints on movement transformations (as the
term is used by Ross 1967) in Russian. In particular,
I hope to show that some of the basic movement trans-
formations in Russian are constrained by the presence
of internal sentence boundaries or, in more tradition-
al terminology, by the clause structure of complex
sentences. The results presented here are a redevel-
opment of some of the ideas presented in Comrie (1971,
especially Chapter 4).

As a starting point. I shall assume that the sen-
tence

(1) Ja znal, Eto on ljubit etu Zenddinu.
'T knew that he loved this woman.'

has the structure

(2) /////8\\\\\

NP VP

— O\

v TP

//S\
Comp NP vp
////\\\\\

v NP

ja anal ¢&to on Lljubit &tu zendcinu

Aspects of this structure that are most likely to be
controversial—the presence of an NP node above the
embedded S; the position of the complementizer—do
not in fact affect the body of my argument. For a
sentence like

(3) Boris mocet ljubit' Nadju.
'Boris wants to love Nadja.'

with a dependent infinitive construction, I shall re-
fer to the following two levels of derivation, an un-
derlying structure (not necessarily the deep struc-
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ture) (4),a derived structure (not necessarily the
surface structure) (5):

(4) S

i A% NP

Boris xo0Zet Boris LlJubit' Nadju

(5)

NP VP
/\
A\ VP
Y NP

Boris xolet Ljubit' Nadju

(5) is derived from (4) by the application of EQUI-NP-
DELETION; again, the precise statement of the opera-
tion of this transformation is not relevant. One
point that may raise substantive objections, however,
is the deletion of the embedded S-node in the passage
from (4) to (5). A major claim of the present paper,
following Ross (1969, 299), and contrary to the claim
of Chomsky (1971), is that there is a rule of S-prun-
ing, which operates automatically to reduce the inter-
mediate structure of (4)-(5) to (5). Under Ross's
formulation:

"An embedded node S is deleted unless it

immediately dominates VP and some other
constituent."

The S-node will he pruned, since after the underlying
subject of the embedded sentence of (4) has been de-
leted, we are left with

(6) S

VP
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(Note that the Russian infinitive differs from the
English infinitive, in the most typical cases, in that
it does not have an overt complementizer like English
to. I return to this distinction below. According to
Ross, the presence of to in English blocks S-pruning.)
According to Chomsky's alternative proposal, differ-
ences between the behavior of finite verbs and in-
finitives, participles, etc., result from the fact
that the former have the feature [+ tensed], while the
latter are [- tensed]. The use of the term "tensed,"
for the traditional "finite," is unfortunate in Rus-
sian, where there are nonfinite verb forms that show
tense (participles), and finite forms that do not show
tense (the subjunctive-conditional), but for pres-

ent purposes I shall treat "tensed" and "finite" as
interchangeable.

While in the most typical cases the Russian in-
finitive has no complementizer, and the two proposals
mentioned in the previous paragraph have the same em-
pirical consequences, there are some constructions
where the Russian infinitive does have a complementi-
zer, e.g., &toby 'in order to', presde &em ‘'before'.
Here S-pruning and the tensed-S condition have different
empirical consequences, since tensed-S claims that,
in the absence of other conditions, these construc-
tions should behave like complementizerless infini-
tives; while S-pruning says they should behave like
clauses with finite verbs, since the S is not pruned:

(7) S

T

Comp VP
even after the subject noun phrase has been deleted.
Such examples will therefore play an important part
in what follows.

In the remainder of this paper I shall examine
the constraints on various movement transformations
of modern Russian in their relation to the occurrence
of internal S-boundaries. Of particular importance
will be the differential behavior of synonymous or
near-synonymous pairs like the following, where the
first example has an internal S-boundary which is
lacking in the second:

(8) Ja obeddal, &to prinesu ogurcy.
'TI promised that I would bring the cucumbers.'

(9) Ja obed3al prinesti ogurcy,
'T promised to bring the cucumbers.’
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(10) NevozmoZno, &Etoby prinesli ogurcy-
'It's impossible that (anyone) should bring
the cucumbers.'

(11) ©NevozmoZno prinests ogurcy.
'It's impossible to bring the cumumbers.'

2. Serambling
Word order in Russian is much freer than that of
English, so that given a grammatical sentence like

(12) KXKolja menavidit Petju.
'Kolja hates Petja.'

any of the possible permutations of the word order is
also a grammatical sentence—the individual variants
differ, however, particularly in the distribution of
informational content (theme/rheme, topic/comment,
given/new). There are overall restrictions on the
reordering of constituents even in simple sentences,
for instance to avoid ambiguity (though this is not
an absolute criterion), to avoid breaking up certain
constituents, in addition to specific restrictions
such as that requiring prepositions to precede, rather
than follow, noun phrases. Scrambling is the rule
which allows this freedom of word order.

The precise degree of freedom of word order de-
pends on the style of language. I shall deal first
of all with the written language. Here we find that
it is impossible to reorder constituents out of em-
bedded sentences:

(13) Ja skazal, &to Kolja nenavidit Petju.
(14) *Petju ja skazal, &to Kolja nenavidit.

(15) *Nenavidit ja skazal, &to Kolja Petju.
'T said that Kolja hates Petja.’

(16) *Ogurcy Jja obedZal, &to prinesu.
'I promised that I would bring the cucumbers.'

(17) Ogurcy ja obedial prinestt.
'I promised to bring the cucumbers.'

From the last example, we see that reordering is pos-
sible out of an infinitive verb phrase, as also in

(18) Nadju Boris xolZet Ljubit'.

(19) Ljubit' Boris xodet Nadju.
'Boris wants to love Nadja.'

But the presence of a complementizer before the in-
finitive blocks scrambling:
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(20) On slidkom molod, Etoby Zitat' takie povesti.

(21) *Takie povesti on slidkom molod, Stoby Zitat'.
'He's too young (in order) to read such stories!

In the spoken language, the restriction against
reordering out of an embedded sentence is considerably
relaxed. The investigation of the syntax of the col-
loquial variant of the standard language has been
largely carried out under the direction of E. A.
Zemskaja, and the following examples (all actually re-
corded utterances) are from Zemskaja (1971):

(22) Noski ja rada, Eto kupila.
'The socks I'm glad that (I) bought."

(23) Petrov stranno, Eto mam pomogal.
'Petrov it's strange that (he) helped us.'

Most of the examples quoted by Zemskaja, incidental-
ly, involve the movement of a noun phrase or prepo-
sitional phrase, and this seems to be the basic dif-
ference between the written and spoken styles, rather
than that the spoken language allows arbitrary rear-
rangements of constituents of complex sentences.
However, Zemskaja does quote a few examples like

(24) VNo ja ix postavila pomnju 3to v Zkaf.
cf. the usual written order

(25) WNo ja pomnju, &to ix postavila v Bkaf.
'But I remember that (I) put them [lit. them
put] in the cupboard.'

In general, the stylistic difference between
written and spoken language is sufficiently acute for
the linguist to be able to make clear-cut decisions
as to the ungrammaticality of sentences like (14)-
(15), (16), (21) in the written language—many Rus-
sians are horrified to learn that they actually use
such sentences quite freely in speech—, though ob-
viously as the difference between the styles is not
absolutely watertight exceptional judgments may be
offered on individual occasions.

3. GStrong topicalization

In the previous section I noted that variation
in word order in Russian correlates to a large ex-
tent with such distinctions as topic/comment, and
given/new information. However, spoken Russian has
other means of specifically marking the topic of a
sentence. In particular, the topic can be set off
from the rest of the sentence as a distinct intona-
tion group.! With this kind of topicalization, the
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topicalized noun phrase must be taken up by a pro-
noun in the main part of the sentence. We are there-
fore dealing not with chopping transformations, but
with copying transformations (Ross, 1967, 235; note
that there is now overwhelming evidence that con-
straints on movement transformations are not just
constraints on chopping and feature-changing rules,
cp. e.g., Keenan and Comrie 1972). 1In the first of
the two varieties of "strong" topicalization, the
topic appears in the nominative case, irrespective of
the case of the pronoun:

(26) Televizory [Nom.l // v étom magazine <ix
[Gen.] mnogo.
' (As for) televisions, in this shop (there
are) lots of them.'

It is not clear whether or not this construction in-
volves movement, and in any case since it operates
across internal sentence boundaries, as in

(27) Televigory // Ja znaju, Eto v Ttom magazine
ix mnogo.
'As for televisions, I know that in this shop
there are lots of them.'

it is not relevant to the present discussion. Such
sentences are fully acceptable in colloquial speech,
and examples are found in modern literature.

In the second variety of strong topicalization,
the topicalized noun phrase appears in the same case
as the pronoun. This suggests that movement has
taken place, otherwise one would not expect the noun
phrase to appear in the case in which it would have
appeared had it not been moved. This kind of topical-
ization, unlike the nominative topic, can be either to
the left or to the right. In fact, while this topi-
calization rightwards is acceptable to all speakers
of the colloquial standard language, leftward topical-
ization is not acceptable to everyone:

(28) V &tom magazine ix mnogo // televizorov [Gen.].
(29) Televizorov // v étom magazine ix mnogo.

The rightward variant operates across internal sen-
tence boundaries, and is therefore not crucial to our
argument:

(30) Ja znaju, &to v &tom magazine ix mnogo //
televizorov.

Leftward topicalization, however, is blocked by the
presence of internal sentence boundaries:
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(31) *Televizorov // ja znaju, Eto v étom magazine
ix mnogo.

though it operates out of infinitive constructions
without a complementizer:

(32) Ogurcov // ja obedial kupit' ix mnogo.
'As for cucumbers, I promised to buy lots of
them. '

4. Relativization

In Russian relative clauses, the relative pro-
noun, whatever its syntactic role in the relative
clause, appears as part of the first major constitu-
ent of the relative clause; in general, this means as
first word of the relative clause, although it may be
preceded by other constituents that are pied-piped
with it, e.g., prepositions, head noun, and option-
ally dependent infinitives:

(33) Tanjga snjala kvartiru.
'Tanja rented a flat.'

(34) Boris byl dovolen kvartiroj, kotoruju Tanga

sngala.

(35) *Boris byl dovolen kvartiroj, Tanja snjala
kotoruju.
'Boris was pleased with the flat that Tanja
rented.'

(36) Krepost', kotoruju oni ne mogli vzjat', stojala
na xolme.

(37) Krepost', vzjat' kotoruju oni ne mogli, stojala
na xolme.
'The fortress which they were unable to take
[to take which they were unable] stood on a
hill.

As can be seen from (36), movement is possible out of
an infinitive construction.

The constraints on relative pronoun movement out
of more complex constructions is a tricky problem in
Russian, since there is a certain amount of individ-
ual variation. Movement is not gossible out of a
clause introduced by &to 'that':

(38) *Vot ogurcy, kotorye ja obedcal, Gto prinesu.
'Here are the cucumbers that I promised I'd
bring.'

cf.
(39) Vot ogurcy, kotorye ja obe3dal prinesti.
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'Here are the cucumbers that I promised to
bring.'

The same applies to most other types of subordinate
clauses, e.g., indirect questions:

(40) *Vot ogurcy, kotorye mama sprosila, prinesu L<
Ja.
'Here are the cucumbers that mother asked if
I'd bring.'

Difficulties are posed by clauses beginning with
dtoby (which can mean 'in order to/that', but also
corresponds to 'that' plus the subjunctive in Western
European languages). Here individual judgments vary
particularly greatly, e.g.

(41) ?Vot kniga, kotoruju ja prikazal, &Etoby on
pro&ital.
'Here is the book which I ordered that he
should read.'

received judgments ranging from fully acceptable to
fully unacceptable. The same applies to infinitives
introduced by J&toby:

(42) ?Policejskie okru3ili zdanie, kotoroe on privez
bombu, Etoby vzorvat'.
'The police surrounded the building which he
had brought a bomb in order to blow up.'

There are some 3toby-clauses out of which movement is
almost universally felt to be impossible:

(43) *Vot Zelovek, kotoryj mevozmoino, ctoby pridel.
'Here is the man that it's impossible that (he)
came. '

and also infinitive constructions with complementiz-
ers out of which movement is impossible:

(44) *Ty znaed' muddinu, 2a kotorogo ona ljubila
Petju, preide Zem vyjti zamuz?
*Do you know the man that she used to love
Petja before marrying?

For some Russians, then, we can say in absolute
terms that the movement involved in relativization is
impossible out of an embedded sentence. For the
majority of Russians there will be exceptions to this
general principle, but it still seems as if the most
profitable approach will be to start from this gener-
al principle, and formulate exceptions to it, rather
than to adopt a completely different standpoint for
speakers of Russian other than the most restricting
idiolects.
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5. Reflexivization

5.1 In Russian, the reflexive pronoun sebja, which
changes for case, though not for person or number,
occurs in simple sentences where a constituent of the
sentence is coreferential to the subject of the sen-
tence, e.qg.

(45) Petja; kupil sebe; cvety.
'Petja bought himself some flowers.'

(there are some cases where the reflexive pronoun is
coreferential to some object noun phrase, rather than
the subject, though this is a marginal phenomenon in
Russian. The present argument is not affected there-
by.) In fact, within the simple sentence the use of
the reflexive is obligatory. If in (45) one used the
non-reflexive pronoun emu 'to him, for him', it could
not be coreferential with Petja.

Reflexivization in Russian does not extend down
into finite embedded sentences, e.qg.

(46) Petja; velel, Gtoby ja kupil emu;/*sebey cvety.
'Petja ordered that I should buy him some
flowers.'

(47) Petjaj velel, Etoby ja; kupil sebei cvety.
'Petja ordered that I should buy myself some
flowers.'

nor into an infinitive construction with a comple-
mentizer:

(48) Predsedatelé ne tak umen, 3Gtoby ego;/*sebja;
uvaZat’.
'The chairman isn't clever enough (for one) to
admire him.'

(though (48) with sebja is grammatical on the read-
ing 'the chairman isn't clever enough to respect him-
self', where the underlying subject of the infinitive
is also predsedatel'.)

With infinitives lacking a complementizer the
situation is complex, and here only a general survey
of the possibilities can be given (for more details
cp. RuUZi&ka 1973). In general, reflexivization ex-
tends optionally into infinitive constructions,

i.e., as the Russian translation of 'Petja. told me
to buy him; some flowers' one can say either of the
following:

(49) Petja; velel mne g kupit' emu; cvety.

(50) Petja; velel mne ; kupit' sebe; cvety.
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of which (50) is, as expected, ambiguous, i.e., can
also mean 'Petja; ordered me; to buy myself; some
flowers'. With some matrix verbs, reflexivization
into the infinitive construction is virtually obllga—
tory, i.e., the use of the non-reflexive pronoun is
felt to be very unnatural or outright unacceptable on
a coreferential reading.

(51) Boris; ne dal druz'jam: ugovorit' sebja;/

(*)egog. J
'Boris didn't allow his friends to persuade
him.'

There are also cases where this type of reflexiviza-
tion is excluded:

(52) Boris; poprosil otcaj poslat' ego;/*sebja; na
front.
'Boris asked his father to send him to the
front.'

One might try to clarify the data by referring
to other types of reduced sentence structure, for in-
stance participle constructions as reduced relative
clauses. In Russian, these are opaque to reflexivi-
zation,?® as in

(53) Ja vernul knigi, vzjatye mnoj/*sobog.
'T returned the books taken by me.'

However, instances of the reflexive pronoun in sen-
tences like (53) are attested in earlier Russian, and
are possible in Polish, which otherwise seems to have
the same constraints on reflexivization as Russian:

(54) Zwrdcilem ksigiki wzigte sobgq.

This suggests that in this area both Russian and
Polish have arbitrary rules, rather than rules that
follow from some general linguistic principle—other-
wise one would expect both languages to offer the
same paradigm.

The data of this section can be summarized as
follows: reflexivization is obligatory where the
coreferential noun phrases are clause-mates in under-
lying structure; it is excluded where they are not
clause-mates in derived structure. Where they are
not clause-mates in und<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>