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1. Intraduction

Although all the Slavie languages have basically the “same™ system of cases,
gach language uses these cases a bit differently. There are at least two good
reasons to undertake contrastive analyses of Slavic case systems: 1) the better
we understand the case systems, the better equipped we are to teach them to
our students, particularly students who study more than one Slavic language;
and 2) dillerences in case usage are not just o random pile of trivial facts—
striking patterns indicate the conceplual underpinnings of the cognitive
categories that cases represent. This article is offered in the spirit of three (of
the many) things Charles Townsend has taught me: 1) the Czech and Russian
langunges and the value of contrastive studies: 2) the cardinal importance of the
form-meaning relationship; and 3) the ethic that linguistic endeavors should be
not only theoretically interesting, but practical and useful,

Imagine the following experiment: o dozen or so engineers are put in
separate workshops containing roughly the same tools and materials and each
15 asked to build a car. They all succeed, and in some sense they all construet
the “same” vehicle, but each car is diflerent, The engineers are the Slavie
nations, the workshops are their languages, the tools and materials are case
concepts and other perceptualiconceptual experiences (along with a healthy
dose of imagination). The cars are the syntactic vehieles of noun phrases: case
systems. Though the cars might look qguite different (and two of our engineers,
the Bulgarian and the Macedonian, have buill much smaller cars than the
others), their overall function is approximately the same. What's important for
Us 1o note is that the differences are not random, but suggest various
imaginative strategies in responsc o alternatives: one has 1o choose both what
‘0 ignore (since sensory input provides much more information than any one
human heing ean meaningfully attend to or any one language can encode in its

“ | would like to thank Edna Andrews and Steven Clancy for their commenls on an
varlier version of this paper, and Eleonors Magomedova and the lale Cyril Janda for
their help with the accuracy of Russian and Czech data. Lrrors and omissions, elc.
should be attributed to the author.

Langra A, landa, Steven Franks, and Ronald Feldstein, eds, Whers One's Tongue Rules
Weli: A Festschrift for Charles E. Townsend. Indiams Slavic Studies 13+ 4361 , 2002,



44 LAURA A JanDa

grammar), as well as how Lo resolve ambiguities (also rife in our sensory inpul).
In the source domain of cars, we nole that all the cars have propulsion, sleering,
and braking systems, though these systems might be hased on different
principles and designed very differcatly. In the target domain of case systems,
all languages have ways to express destinations, reference points, and locations,
but the specific syntactic design cach language uses for these expressions may
differ.

This article is written in the framework of cognitive linguistics, which
means that the following assumptions are made: 1) meaning is the molivaling
[orce behind virtually all linguistic phenomena: 2) meaning is a coherent
phenomenon (linguistic cognition is not separate from overall cognition) and is
grounded in bodily experience; and 3) the phenomena of polysemy, metaphor,
and melonymy are major forees in the functioning of language. For cases, this
means that: 1} a given case always expresses meaning (whether or not it is in
the presence of a preposition or other governing word); 2) case meaning is
hascd on the perceplual/conceptual input of human embodied existence: and 3)
a given case has a polysemous network of related meanings extended via
metaphor and metonymy. Though this article is an outgrowth of considerable
previous work on case semantics in Czech and Russian (especially Janda 1993,
Tanda & Clancy forthcoming a, Janda & Clancy forthcoming b, Chapter 3 of
Tanda & Townsend 2000, and Townsend & Komar 2000), this is my first explor-
ation of how the same or similar meanings are expressed using different cases
in different languages. The contrastive data point to well-motivated selections
of logical alternatives from the perspective of prior semantic case descriptions.
Thus the present contrastive analysis can be understood as a confirmation of
these prior case deseriptions.

2. Overview of Semantic Structure of Czech and Russian Cases

The following is an overview of the gross structure of case meanings used in
previous publications to describe the Czech and Russian case systems (for

details, please refer to Janda & Clancy forthcoming a and b—sample drafts of .

these two items are currently accessible at bup:#/www.unc.edu/-sclancy/
casebooks.html). At this level of absiraction (six cases with a combined tolal of
fifieen submeanings), the two languages appear to have roughly the “same”
case system (provided one ignores the Czech vocative, not included here
because it has no sentential function). The basic submeanings of cach case are
listed as bullets, and the uses associated with cach basic submeaning appear in

parentheses. Elsewhere, specific submeanings will be listed with the name of"

the case appearing first and the submeaning given after a colon (e.g.,
nominative: a name):
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Nominative
« A pame (naming, subject)
« Anidentity (predicale nominative)

Genitive
= Asource (prepositions and verbs expressing withdrawal)
= A goal (prepositions and verbs cxpressing approach)
= A whole (possession, "ol”, quantification, secondary prepositions)
+ A reference (negation, comparison, prepositions expressing
ACATTICSS, dates)

Dalwe
+ A receiver/loser (indirect object)
= An experiencer (words expressing benefit, harm, and modal uses)
+ A competitor {words expressing matching forces, submission,
domination)

Accusative
* A destination (all uses arc relfinements of this one, on a continuum

from simple destination to expressions closer (o through or through
ter fhe el

Loeative
* A place (all uses refer to literal or metaphorical places)

Instrumental

A means (bare instrumental expressing means, instrument, path,
agent)

* Addabel {predicate instiumental)

An adjunct {preposition 5)

A landmark (prepositions of location: nad, pod, predipered, za,
meziimeZdu)

This system provides a greater level of detail than mere citations of cases,
and it will be used throughout this article, particularly in reference 1o discrete
contrasts,

3. Typology of Differential Case Usage

The case usage of any single Slavic language is a complex, richly textured
Phenomenon. When two such syslems are juxtaposed, the available
i _ﬂﬁ.,__:mcum are no less varied. Three types of differences can be recognized: 1)
”f:m:__unm in the range or strength of a case usage (a phenomenon exists in both
dlguages, but is more robust in one than in the other); 2} variations in
thnstrual gnd syntax (a given idea is expressed in the different lanpuages using
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entirely different grammatical constructions, from differing viewpoints}); 3)
discrete differences in case distribution (a given idea is expressed using one
casc in one language. but another case in another language). This tvpology is
not strictly discrete, but it will help organize the discussion and focus attention
on the facts most relevant to a contrastive analysis. namely those aggregated
under 3)—discrele differences in case distribution. Sections 4, 5, and 6 will
briefly describe all three types of differences and the remainder of the article
(sections 7, &, and 9) will be devoted to detailed description and discussion of
the third type of differencc. Although an attempt has becn made to be as
inclusive as possible in gathering evidence of differential case usage, some
differences may have heen overlooked. The trends that will be noted, however,
arc yuile sirong and it is unlikely that additional data would significantly alter
the overall picture.

4. Varialions in the Range or Strength of a Case Usage

Overall, the Czech dative case shows some stronger tendencies than the
Russian dative, whereas the Russian genitive and instrumental display some

more robust uses than their Czech counterparts, The Czech dative is extended
to pragmatic domains much more readily than the Russian dative, yielding
[requent use of both the ethical dative (e.g., Véera jsem i méla silnou horecku
“Yesterday I had a high fever —and you should care’) and “beneficial” si {e.g.,

Viezmi si dedmik *Take your/an umbrella—for your benefit'). Similar uses of the

dative arc considerably rarer in Russian. In Czech, the dative can be governed

by all three types of “competitor” verbs: verbs expressing matching forees,
(rovnat se ‘be equal 10'), submission (pedléhar ‘submit to), and domination

(dominovar ‘dominate’). In Russian the dative is used only for verbs expressing.
maiching forces (ravinjar'sja ‘be cqual to’) and submission (podvergat’sja

‘submit to'). Russian instead uses the instrumental with verbs expressing

domination (zavedovat'*be in charge of', pravir ‘rule; govern’, etc.). This use of
the instrumental is rare in Czech and usually refers to objects dominated (not
people; the only common examples are vlddnour ‘rule: use masterfully’ and

hospodarit ‘'manage’).

The Russian genitive shows some more vigorous tendencies than its Czech
counterpart in the areas of partitive usage (in Czech the partitive genitive is
relatively rare, although in Colloguial Czech the partitive forms of two words
chileba *bread’ and sejra *cheese’ have completely eclipsed their nominative and
accusative forms; however Czech can use the bare genitive to express large
quantities, as Tam hylo holek! “Wow, there were a lot of girls there!”, which is
rarc in Russian); the genitive of negation (which is rare and largely limited to
fixed phrases like Neni divu “That's no surprise’ in Czech): and the second
genitive (and second locative —both are stiil active semantic distinctions in
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Russian: the status of the -« endings in Czech is primarily morphological, not
semantic). Furthermore, Russian makes subtle distinctions between the use of
Hnmﬂ:wcm” a goal and accusative: a destination with certain verbs (like dar’
swait’. rrebovat’ ‘need’); whereas any such disclinclions are much less apparent
in Czech, and at any rate the use of genitive: a goal with verbs (like potfebovar
sneed’, powfivat 'use’) is waning and perhaps dyving out,

The Russian instrumental: @ means is more active in certain domains than
the Czech instrumental. Russian possession verbs frequently govern
instrumental: a means (wadet' ‘possess’, verodat’ *have control of. obladar
‘pussess’, oviader'take possession of’, raspolugat’ *have at one’s disposal’),
whereas this usage is represented by only one verb in Czech (disponovar *have
at one's disposal’); cf. the differences in uses of the Czech dative vs. Russian
instrumental with expressions ol domination above. Russian has 7 relatively
large number of verbs denoling positive or negalive appreciation that use
instrumental: a means (vozmuséat sja ‘be indignant at’, vosxiicar sfa “be carried
away hy, admire’, nasluZdat sja ‘enjoy’, prenebregar *despise’ —at least thirteen
such verbs, plus associated nouns and adjectives); whereas Czech has only three
(opovrhovat 'scorn’, kochat se 'delight in’, and pohrdat ‘despise’). The predicate
instrumental (instrumental: a label) is much more common in Russian than in
Czech, which prelers nominative: a name; ef. Russian Ona budet uéitel'nicej
“She will be a teacher’ vs. the Czech equivalent Ona bude uditelka/uéirelkou.

These variations in the range or strength of case phenomena indicate some
systematic differences between Czech and Russian, but they do not provide
discrete contrasts. All of the case uses listed above exist in both languages,
though the frequency and extent of these uses differ somewhat,

5. Variations in Construal and Syntax

Differences in case usage are frequently embedded in the larger phenomenon
ol differing syntactic constructions, themselves artifacts of the different ways
thut people construe experience. Al this level, Czech and Russian syntax differ
primarily in their treatment of possession and modals, subjects and apposition,
passives and middles, and multiplication and measurement. Some of the
constructions presented here share the properties of the variations in range or
strength of case usage: in some cases a Eiven construction exists in both
languages, yet its status is very different, being the normative expression in one
language, but marginal in the other,

In Czech possessors and modal cxperiencers lend to be marked
nominative: a name, as subjects of verbs (Jan md nové auto *Jan has a new car’,
Tan muysi koupit nové auto ‘Jam must buy a new car’), whereas equivalent
Russian constructions usually suggest a less personal, more passive vicwpoint,
inwhich the possessor is more like a location (U Ivana novaja masing ‘Ivan has
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a-new car [lit: By Ivan-GEN there is a new catr]") and the modal is an
impersonal experience (Ivanu nado kupit’ novuju masinu “Tvan needs to boy.a
aew car [lit: For Ivan-DAT it is necessary to buy a new car[’). Likewise, when
pain is caused by a body part (an inalicnable possession), the Crech POSSEsSOT is
an accusative direct object (Hlava mé boli ‘My head hurts [lit: The head hurts
me-ACC|"). but the Russian possessor is a location (U menja holit golova My
head hurts [lit: By me-GEN the head hurts]). Consistent with this picture is the
fact that the possessive dative: an experiencer (which doesn’t really signal
possession, but rather any benefit or harm that a possessor experiences due to
possessions —something that one would expecl 1o be more sensitive to if one
were cxamining an event from the point of view of an active possessor) is much
more common in Czech (Dim ndm shorel *Our house burned down [lit: The
house burned down on us]') than in Russian (Na§ dom sgorel *Our house
burned down').

Although Czech readily omits subject pronouns (though Russian doesn’t),
Crech is less tolerant of truly subjectless sentences than Russian, Czech has na.
subjectless constructions with accusative direct objects of the type occasioned
by Russian tofnit"'[eel nauscated, trjasti *be shaken', etc. The on ly subjectl
accusative construction that seems to exist in Czech is the Je vidét horu *The
mountain is visible’ type, but note that it is frequently constructed with 8
nominative subject as Je vidét hora. Examples like Petrem skublo ‘Petr.
shuddered [lit: Shuddered by means of Petr-INST]" are rare in Czech. Dative
impersonal expressions are less common in Czech than in Russian, and
sometimes these expressions acquire subjects in Czech, either by promoting
adverb 1o subjecthood (Bylo/Byla mi zima ‘1 was cold [lit: Was cold 1o me|'—
the Byla version shows subject agreement for zima) or by inserting ro as a.
“dummy it" (Bylo ndm smutno/To ndim bylo smuno *We were sad’). By
contrast, Russian clings steadfastly to the use of the nominative in appositives,
whereas Czech often declines appasitives (v fece Viiavé ‘in the river Vitava'—
here the name of the river also appears in the locative), although in some
situations this is optional (do banky Bokemia/Bohemie ‘1o the Bohemia
bank'—here the name of the bank mav be nominative or genitive).

The range of the instrumental agent in non-transitive consiructions differs
in the two languages. In Russian instrumental agents appear with both the past
passive participle (for perfective verbs: Qzonovaja dyra byla obnaruiena
specialistami "The ozone hole was discovered by specialists’) and with
(imperfective) verbs passivized by -sja/-s" (Takie knigi éirajutsia sirokimi
massami “Such books are read by the broad masses’). In Czech only the past
passive participle (used in either aspect) admits the instrumental agent
{Qzdnovd dira byla abjevena specialisty *The ozone hole was discoveread by
specialists’), but instrumental agents cannot be used with Czech se (the:
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equivalent of Russian -sja/-5"), which perhaps represents more of a middle than
true passive voice (Takové knihy se dobfe éton *Such books are nice to Tead’ —
po apent can be inserted here).

Some Russian constructions use Lhe instrumental to indicate multiplication
and measurement. but Crech lacks equivalent construclions, using instead
constructions that have cither other cases or no case at all, Russian uses the
instrumental for multiplication, as in fest fu pjai’ tridcat’ *six times fve is thirty'.
Multipiication in Czech is achieved by using the -krdr “times’ sulfix rather than
a case construction: Sestkrdt péf je ficet 'six times five is thirty’. Both Czech and
Russian have a construction used toe indicale both the parameter (weight,
volume, etc.) and the number of units of measurement attributed to an object,
but in Czech the parameter appears with the preposition o and the locative case
and the number of units appears in the penilive (kniha o vize pétt kilogrami “a
book weighing five kilos™), whercas in Russian the parameler is ciled in the
instrumental and the number of units is governed by the preposition v in the
accusative (kniga vesom v plat’ kilogrammoy *a book weighing five kilos'). The
construal of the relationships that hold between the objeet, the parameter, and
the units of measurement is elearly very different in the two languages,

Differences associated with differing construals and resultant
constructional syntax do not offer us discrete contrasts of case usage. Here the
use ol a piven case is symptomalic of larger phenomena existing at a different
level. Often there are no real equivalents andfor the contrast i5 not just
between one case in one language and another in the other, but ruther between
two very different constructions employing different arrays of cases.

6. Discrete Differences in Case Distribution

Ihe foregoing discussion of how factors such as range, strength, syntax, and
construal figure in differing case uses is not meant to be dismissive, nor to
Indicate that these types of differences are entirely distinet from or irrelevant to
the discrete differences to be discussed below. In reality, all three types of
differences form a continuum and certainly the firsl two types of factors have
“ome influence on the third one. However, the discrete differences provide the
only Upportunity we have o compare case use cross-linguistically in a relatively
Unambiguous way. They represent the crispest differences in case usage, and
have therefore special value for both the researcher and the learner. Still, these
differences are not perlectly clean (since we are dealing with real languages);
Some fuzzy spols will be noted below,

Theoretically, given six cases. [ourteen pairings of one case in Czech vs. a
different one in Russian are possible, but only seven are realized. At the fevel
of submeanings, the data are even more telling: given the fiftecn case
m_._cﬂnmzm:mm listed above, 104 pairings of one case usage in Crech ve a
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dilferent one in Russian are H.._n..ﬁmrﬁn-w Only eighteen such differcnces are

realized (less than 20%). Of these eighteen discrete differences, thirteen are i
realized multiple times (and often such that the same difference occurs both
Czech vs. Russian and Russian vs. Czech) and can be clumped into some six
significant aggregates, leaving a remainder of four less significant (and less
systematic) differences in usage. Thesc data suggest very strongly that the
differences between the case systems of the two languages are not random, but
instead represent significant, cognitively salient logical alternatives, The six
significanl agprepates are: 1) nominative; a name vs. genitive: a reference; 2)
instrumental: a means/a landmark vs. accusative: a destination: 3) instrumental:
a means/an adjunct vs. locative: a place; 4) genitive: a goal/a reference/a whole
vs. accusative: a destination (and occasionally locative: a place); 5) accusative: a
destination vs. locative: a place; 6) dative: a competitor/a recipient/loser (and
occasionally instrumental: a landmark ) vs. genitive: a goal/a source/a reference,
These apgregates and their cognitive significance will be discussed in detail,
followed by briefer discussions of the remaining four case differences {whi
are not robust and do not provide enough data to support extensive discussion
The four less significant differences are: 1) nominative: a name vs. accusative:
destination; 2) instrumental: an adjunct vs. dative: a competitor; 3) genitive: 1
source vs. instrumental: a means; 4) dative: an experiencer vs. accusative: a
destination,

7. The Six Significant Aggregates

This group constitutes the most distinctive and widespread differences betwee
Czech and Russian case usage, the clearest target for both researchers and .
learners, Our goal will be not merely to describe these differences, but (o)
motivate them as the results of various cognitive strategies analogous to the
varying design strategies of our imaginary sutomotive engineers. Note that for
cach of the aggregates, the data are bi-directional. In other words, for aggregate
1) nominative: a name vs. genitive: a reference, we sce this difference in terms
of both Czech nominative: a name vs. Russian genitive: a reference and Russian,
nominative: a name vs, Czech genitive: a reference. Again this fact shows thal
the differences themselves indicate significant cognitive junctures. It is as if we
looked at two of our experimental cars, car A and car B, and discovered that

' The mathematical formula for calculating the number of possible pairings is the sum of
all (x - ) where x = the number of items that can be paired and n ranges from  tox—1.
Thus, for the six cases, we have (- 1) + (6-2) + (- 3) + (B—4)+(6-35) =15 (th
number of possible pairings). As outlined in section 2, the Slavic case system contains &
total of Gifteen submeanings. At this level of detail, the formula vields (15— 1)+ (15-2)
H{13-3)+ ..+ (15-14) = 104,
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car A had hydraulic suspension and mechanical brakes, but car B had
mechanical suspension and hyvdraulic brakes. Taken together, these differences
point to & morc abstract comparison of the various features of mechanical and
hydraulic sysiems. We will attempt Lo step back and make comparisons of case
semantics at this more abstract level, offering a cognitive analvsis of the
competing motives that explain the dilferences.

1) Nominative: a name vs, genitive: a reference

In Crech, all dates, such as today’s and tomorrow’s, are expressed as
temporal reference points using genitive: o reference: Dnes jefZitra bude
drvrtého "Today is/Tomorrow will be the fourth’, but in Russian, only dates that
describe when something takes place appear as genitive: a reference: all other
dates are cxpressed as nominalive: a name: Segodna/Zavira buder Eetvertoe
“Today s/ Tomorrow will be the fourth'. Conversely, Russian can use penitive: a
reference Lo express the relerence point of a comparison: fvan starie menfa
‘Tvan is older than T' (although of course nominative: a name is also available
for this purpose: fvan starde, éem ja); but Crech can only use nominative; a
name: fvan je starsi, neZ jd.

Cognitive analysis:

A name (a lunction of aominative: name) ean be understiood as a mental
address for its referent, the cognitive location of referential activity, It can be
argued that this concept overlaps somewhat with that of a point of reference (a
function of genitive: a reference). Abstractly, names and reference points share
some referential funclions, motivating this nffinity,

2y Instrumental: a means/a landmark vs. aeewsanive: a destination

First let’s examine instances where Czech uses instrumental; a means/a
landmark, but Russian uses accusative: a destination. Czech use of
instrumental: y means to express paths of motion is quite robust: §fi Jsme lesem
‘We went through the forest': Vigk jede tunelem “The train is going through a
tunnel’. This use of the instrumental is marginal in Russian, which instead uses
4 preposition derez + accusalive: a destination: My §li éerez les; Poezd edet cerez
funnel’ (but note that Czech also uses accusative: a destination for the
Prepasitions skrz ‘through’ and pres ‘across’). Verbs meaning ‘waste’ and ‘save’
d:nﬁ a parallel distinction, governing instrumental: a means in Czech: Treba
Serrite Fasem, ale plytvdte penézmi! ‘Maybe you are saving time, but you are
....S.E.um money!”, bul accusative: a destination in Russian: Vy mofer byr’
..m_nEEE:m vremja, no vy tratite den'gi! (but note that in Russian kononit’
Save’ can also govern na + localive: a place). T'o say how long ago something
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happened, Crech uses the preposition pfed + instrumental: a landmark:
FPrestéhovall jsme se sem pfed rekem *We moved here a year apo’: but Russian
uses accusative: a destination + nazad: My sjuda pereexali god nazad. In the
case of Russian, this makes a symmetrical system that assigns the accusative for
any time removed [rom the present, whether past or future (note the analogous
future expression My tuda pereedem cerez god “We will move there in a year;
Czech also uses the accusative for the future: Prestéhujeme se tam za rok ‘We
will move there in a year').

We will now focus on the converse contrasts. where Russian uses
instrumental: a meansfa landmark, but Czech uses accusative: a destination.
Groupings can be expressed in Russian via instrumental: a means, as in: Fasisty
ubivali [fudej tysjaéami “The fascists murdered people by the thousands'. The
only Czech equivalent uses accusative: a destination for the numeral: Fasisté
zabifeli tisfce Jidi “The fascists murdered thousands of people’. Likewise, in the.
domain of time, a grouping of contiguous durations can be expressed with
instrumental: @ means in Russian: Ero prodolZalos' vekami “That lasted
centuries’, but the Czech equivalent is accusative: a destination: To trvalo
staleti. Czech consistently distinguishes between the destinational and.
locational uses of the prepositions nad ‘above’, pod ‘below’, pred ‘in front off}
za ‘behind’, and mezi "between”; Czech assigns accusative: a destination to all
destinational uses: Prasim, povés lampu nad stdl *Please hang the lamp above.
the table’. Russian makes this distinction only for pod ‘below’ and za ‘behind’s
the other prepositions govern instrumental: a landmark even when referring Lo
a destination: PoZalujsta, poves’ lampu nad stolom.

Cagnirive Analysis:

The semantic notions of ‘through’ and "to’ are cognitively linked. Both Czech
and Russian can use the accusative case for both notions. Czech lesem
(instrumental: a means) vs. Russian éerez les (accusative: a destination) plays
on the same linkage between movement through a space and a destination
beyond a space, but it culs across case boundaries. Russian rysjadami and
vekami (instrumental: a means) vs. Czech tisice and sraleri (accusative: a
destination) instantiate the difference between understanding groupings as a
puth through the whole and time periods as a path through time as opposed to
viewing them as destinations or targets of activity. Additionally, we must note
the copnitive connection between a ‘way’ in the sense of a “path (which can be a
path through something)’ and a ‘way’ in the sense of a ‘means’ (the very
polysemy of English way is indicative of this connection, which is just as strong
in the Slavic languages). A path facilitating movement is analogous to a means
or instrument facilitating any other activity. Czech éasem and penézmi betrays
an understanding of resources as the means to achicving waste or thrift (similar
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1o the way in which both languages use instrumental: a means with body parts
for stereotypical gestures like waving and nodding: the body parts m.Hn a2 means
1o achieving gestures), whereas resources are merely the destinations of
wasteful or thrifty activities in Russian vremja and dengi (where they .,cn.:ﬂcn
like any sccusative direct object would in cither language). ﬁq:ma-::mnﬁ:nm:w
it is cxtremely common for languages to treat the endpoint of a trajectory
similarly to the entire trajectory; this melonymic relationship motivates the use
of English over for both Sally fives over the hill and Bill walked over the hill.
Both languages indicate the metonymic relationship by using the same set of
prepasilions both for trajectories to proximal locations and for existence at
<uch locations: Czech nad, pod, pFed, za, mezi and Russian nad, pod, pered. za,
_._._nmn__,. Czech distinguishes between motion {(accusative: a destination) and
location {instrumental: a landmark) for all of these prepositions, but in Russian
some of these prepositions ose the instrumental even for motion, further
reinforcing the metonymic link between trajectory and endpoint. The
distinction of Russian sazed + sceusalive: a destination vs, Crech pied +
instrumental: a landmark shows thal Slavie case systems can indicate a point
that is some distance away (like an endpoint) using both the accusative and
instrumental cases.

In sum, this comparison brings out two important generalizations. The first
is that the object of an action can be understood just as an object, or il can be
understood more specilically as a means lor realizing an action, as a conduit for
the action. The second generalization is that the gestall understanding of
movement creates strong links among concepts such as ‘through’, "to’, and *at
the endpoint’, These links facilitate metonymic analogies, enabling languages to
treat these concepts similarly,

3y Instrumental: o means/an adjunct vs, locative: a place

In Czech the most usual way to say that someone rides a given form of
transportation or speaks a given language is by using instrumental: a means:
lezdime viakem ‘We ride the train®, Mluvime spisovnym jazykem ‘“We speak
the literary language'. Although Russian can use instrumental: a means for this
purpase, the normal Russian mode of expression in both instances uses the
Preposition na + locative: a place: My ezdim na poezde: My govorim na
literaturnom Jazyke. Conversely, Russian consistently uses instrumental: a
Means to express seasons of the year and times of the day (vesnoj ‘in spring’,
letom ‘in summer’, osenfu’in autumn’, zimej 'in winler’, wrrom ‘in the
morming’, dnem “in the afternoon’, veferom ‘in the evening’, noéfu ‘at night').
Czech, however, doesn’t present such a consislen! picture; the equivalents for
Most of these time expressions involve a preposilion wha + locative: a place (na
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Jafe 'in spring”, v [é1€ *in summer’, v gimé 'in winter’, ve dne ‘in the daytime”, v
noci “at night’); some of these times are expressed by adverbs in Czech (rdne “ip
the morning’, veéer ‘in the cvening’), and there is an isolated example of ng +
accusalive: a destination (na podzim ‘in autumn’). but the primary contrast is
instrumental: 3 means vs. locative: a place. A similar contrast is presented by
the Czech and Russian expressions for walking with a cane; in Czech the cane
appears as locative: a place after a preposition: Ndf dédecek chodi o holi *Our
grandfather walks with a cane’, but Russian uses instrumental: an adjunct: Nag
deduska xodit s palkej,

Cognitive analysis:

The connection between a path and a way of doing something is important to
this series of distinctions as well. As we saw above, this cognitive link allows ug
lo equate a means with a path. Let us add to this the observation that a path is
also a location for activity, the place where movement happens. If these mental
equations are lransitive, then a means < a path = a place: from the perspective
of the case system, this means that there is a4 potential overlap between
instrumental and locative, motivating the alternative case markings of modes of
transportation and languages above. € uriously, the use of na with these words
in Russian is restricted to these constructions (clsewhere v is used to describe
items in vehicles or languages); perhaps the notion of a path (all words meaning
‘path’ usc na in Russian) has also motivated the sclection of the preposition,
Natural languages provide ample evidence that people understand time in
lerms of space (note, for example, the use of similar arrays of prepositions and
cascs in time and space expressions in both Czech and Russian). Even in
English, a duration is something that one goes through; the Russian use of
instrumental: a means for seasons and times of the day points 1o a

conceplualization of durations as paths through time, Of course we can also
understand durations as expanses of time; the Czech use of locative: 3 place is
motivated by this identification of times with places. An elderly person can

either be located at the site of a cane, or can be understood as being

accompanied by the cane. In other waords, accompaniment assumes co-location,

motivating a cognitive overlap between locative: a place and instrumenial: an

adjunct. Bricfly stated, (he conceptualization of a path as a place motivates a

choice between instrumental: a means and locative: a place; and if x is ‘with® ¥,

then they are in the same place, mativating a choice between insirumental: an:

adjunet and locative: place.
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4)  Genitive: a goalfa reference/a whole vs. aecusative: a destination
{and vecasionally locative: a place)

This contrast involves a fairly large nexus of example types, 5 we will start
with cxamples where Czech uses the genitive case, bul Russian uses the
accusative or locative. Use of Czech do + genitive: a goal m: EXpPIess Hsﬁ-“Eni
‘to” 4 place corresponds very closely to the use of W:mm__m: v+ mnn:mu_..._ﬁ,m” a
destination. Compare Czech Dél jdon do §koly “The children are Emmrim to
school” vs. Russian Defi idur v §kolu (note that Czech :mn_..ﬂ Voo mnn:mun:dm-m
destination only to express change of state, lime, and with _.wn verhs ___m:,:
‘believe”, dovfat *hope'), There are o number of time cxpressions [or which
Czech uses genitive, bul Russian does not. For example, Czech can use
genitiver a reference, as in: teko dne ‘on that day', whereas the Russian
mn:?ﬂ_n:. uses v + accusative: a destination: v érer den’ (but note that _..um__w_n_.,
can also use the accusative, as in v fen den ‘on that day', and that the Russian
adverb segodnja "loday’ s a frozen genitive form). Similarly Czech uses
genitive: a relerence in: letosniho roku ‘Inst year', which corresponds to
Russian locative: place in v étom godu ‘st year'. |

Preposition + case combinations expressing ‘during’ present bi-directional
contrasts, Czech uses za + genilive: a relerence (za komunismu ‘under
communism’), and o + locative; a place (o Vinocich ‘during the Christmas
season’), which correspond o Russian pri + locative: a place (pri kommunisme)
and ra + accusative: a destination (ra RoZdestva),

The remaining differences involve examples of Czech aceusative: a
destination corresponding to Russian penitive: a goalfa reference. Czech
expresses the concept 'lor’ using the preposilions pro, na, and za + accusative: 1
destination; Russian also uses na, za, in addition to v (and rarely ﬁ.:; .._.
dccusative: a destination. However, the most common Russian Expression is
dlja + genitive: a goal, and il is this construetion that usually contrasts with
Czech pro + accusative: a destination: compare: Russian fa éro sdelala dija vas
vi. Ceech Udélala jsem to pro wis I did it for you'. Both Czech and Russian
have the preposition mimao *past’, but it governs accusative: a destination in
Czech, and genitive: a reference in Russian; compare: Ceech Prosel mimo nase
okna vs. Russian On prosel mimo nafix okon ‘He went past our windows’. In
Czech the abject of the verb pfir ‘wish’ is accusative: a destination, whereas the
Object of the equivalent Russian verb Zelar “wish’ is genitive: a goal; compare:
Czech Freju Vim St'astnou cestu vs. Russian Zelaju vam séastlivego purti ']
Wish you a pleasant journey’. When one is overwhelmed, in Czech one can say
To je nud mé sily “That's beyond my sirength’, using nad + accusalive: a
destination; but the Russian cxpression, Efo svyse moix sil instead uses the
E€nitive: a reference (hecause comparatives govern the genitive in Bussian; cf,
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1) above). Czech kromé and Russian irome both mean *except’ and both
govern genilive: a reference, but Czech also uses af ma + accusative: a
destination for this purpose: compare Crech Hasici zachranili viechny af na
dva vs. Russian PoZarnye spasli vsex krome dveixr ‘The fircmen saved all but.

two [people]”.
Cognitive analysis:

At stake here are a number of different ways to view a point or object: as an
intended goal (genitive: a goal); as a destination, with less stress on intention
(accusative: a destinalion); as a reference point (genitive: a reference): oras a
static location (locative: a place). The expressions in this nexus differ in how
they highlight these various ways of conceptualizing points and objects. The
most robust differences (Czech do vs. Russian na and Czech prao vs, Russian
dlja, plus the more isolated Czech pfar vs. Russian Zelar) also involve the two
conceptualizations that are cognitively closest: the difference between genitive;
a4 goal and accusative: a destination, since goals and destinations are nearly
SYNOnymaous,

3} Accusative: a destination vs, locative: a place

A musical instrument that is played appears as accusative: a destination in
Czech, but locative: a place in Russian; compare Czech hrdt na klavir vs,
Russian igrat’ na rojale ‘play the piano’. Both Czech and Russian use the
preposition o + locative: a place 1o describe the topic of conversation, but
whereas Russinn uses locative: a place consistently even in the idiom € éem idet
rec'? "What's the topic of conversation?’, the Czech equivalent uses accusative:
a destination: O¢€ 1o jde? (which can also mean "What's the [main] point?'),
Both languages use v + accusative a destination to tell time on the hour (Czech
v Sest frodin and Russian v fest’ dasov *at six o'clock’), but Czech can also use o
+ locative: a place: o Sesté hodiné *a1 six o'clock’.

Cognitive analysis;

This set of differences overlaps with the larger nexus of 4) both in terms of data
and cognitive alternatives. Here the choice is between viewing a point or object
as a destination (involving some metaphorical understanding of directionality)
or as simply a location in the various domains of activity, discourse, and time.
In other words, one can understand playing as something directed toward the
piano (the Czech interprelation), or as an activity that takes place at the
location of the piano (the Russian interpretation). The most ususal way for
both languages to view a discourse topic is as a location, though in Czech it is
#lso possible to view a topic more like a target (and therefore destination). By

i
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contrast, both languages show a strong tendency to view limes as destinations
for evenls (just as physical deslinations are where movement goes. so limes are
where events arc placed). but this does nol exclude the possibility of
pnderstanding a me as a location (static setting) for an event.

A1 Dative: a competitor/a recipicniloser (and rarely instrumental- g
landmark) vs. genitive: a goalda sourcesa reference

Czech prepositions profi ‘against” and kvali ‘for the sake of” + dative; a
competitor correspond o Russian protiv ‘against” and radi ‘for the sake of =
penitive: @ goul; compare: Crech Nejsem proti tomn vs. Russian Ja ne protiv
m..:ﬁa T'm not against that', Ceech Udélal to kviddi reding vs, Russian On éo
sitelal radi sem i *He did it [or the sake of his family’. Conversely, Czech has a
timme cxpression using genitive: & goal that corresponds to a Russian expression
using dative: a compelitor; compare: Czech Pfijedu domi do desdté hodiny vs,
Russun Prijedu domoj k desfatt éasam *1'll come home by/toward ten o’clock”.
In Czech, when a transaction takes place, the person who loses posscssion of an
item is marked with dative: a receiver/loser, but Russian uses otfu + genilive: a
source/a relerence;, compare: Ceech Vzali mi penize vs. Russian Oni vzjali u
menja den'gl "They ook the money from me’. The syntax of expressions
meaning ‘escape’ shows the same difference; compare: Czech Srnka wiekla
myslived vs. Russian Serna ubeiala ot oxetnika 'The doe ran away from the
hunter’ (but note that in some contexts Czech can also use od + penitive: a
source and even pred -+ instruomental: o landmark ),

Cognitive analysis:

Dative: a competitor views the relationship between two entities in terms
of u comparison of power and influence, here involving cither bringing a
malching force (Czech prod) or submitting to the force of something else (the
needs of others as in Czech kwitdi or a deadline as in Russian k), Bringing a
mutching foree or submitting to the influence of something can also be viewed
simply as approaching a goal (without concern for differential power, as in
Czech do, and Russian protiv and rad!), motivating a choice between logical
alternatives. A person experiencing a loss can be construed either as a loser
parallel to 4 recipient (as in Czech), or as the source or location of whal is
femoved (as in Russian), molivating a similar choice between dative and
Lenitive,
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8. The Four Less Significant Differences
1) Nominative: a name vs. accusative: a destination

Russian can use za + nominative: a name for a naming function in the
idiomatic expression Cto éto za éelovek? *What kind of a person is that?,
whereas Crech uses accusative: a destination (consistent with other similar uses
ol za) Ce je to za €lovéka? Here one could argue that naming indicales ag
vbject that attention is directed toward, motivating the selection of either
naming (nominative: a name) or direction of attention (accusative: g
destination}, _

2) Instrumental: an adjunct vs. dative: a competitor

Congratulations are offered using instrumental: an adjunct in Russian, but
dative: a competitor in Czech: compare: Russian Pozdravijaju s dnem roZdenifa
vs. Crech Gratulugi k narozenindm "Happy Birthday'(note also that if a person
is mentioned, the person is accusative in Russian, but dative in Czech; but this
is @ minimal instance of differing ranges of dative use with verbs of
communication, a phenomenon that exists in both languages).

3) Glenitive: a source vs. instrumental: a means i

Causes can be expressed in Russian using of + genitive: a source,
corresponding to Czech use of instrumental: a means; compare: Czech sl se
chladem; radosti poskakoval; bolesti a strachem nevédél, co déld; zemfel
hladem vs. Russian on trjassja ot xaloda; skakal o1 radosti; ot boli i ot straxa _____n“
znal, €to delaet; umer ot goloda *he shook from the cold; jumped for joy; due to
pain and fear he did not know what he was doing; he died of hunger’. It seems
that whereas Czech understands these causes as instruments or means of the
aclions they incite, for Russian a cause is a source for an action, En:..__EEm
choice between instrumental: a means and genitive: a source. _

4)  Darive: an experiencer vs. accusative: a destination

Both Czech and Russian can use accusative: a destination in combination
with prepositions (simple and complex) that express ‘in spite of, for example
Czech pres and Russian nesmotrja na. Russian can additionally express ‘in spite
ol” using vopreki + dative: an experiencer, creating a contrast with Czech pres +
accusalive: a destination. The Russian use of dalive: an experiencer emphasizes
the potential harm involved, whereas the Czech accusative: a destination is
neutral in this respect (which is reasonable, since pfes has 2 wider range of
meanings).
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a, Conclusion

Discrete Case Contrasts

L

|._m..w.nnr

_. ~ Russian

Modive

._ ._._._._:.J:._._H. B marme ¥5. ecenitive: a reference

_ ﬁ:? jefdrira bude ceridfe

[part je starfi, nes fu

SegodnaLavire e
cervertor
fvan staris menja

Mames and refcrence points
share referential functions

2 .js:._._ﬂ:n:ﬁi a meansia landmark vs. accusalive: a destination

.m__q irrme fesem; Viek foudli
turtelem

Trehi ferrite dasem, afe plyvivaie
penézmi!

Preatéfovali jome se s pred
rokem

Faitue ziehfelt fivice frdi

T trvile stelets

Priosden, poves gyt pod sedl

My §li cerer les. Poczd eder
cerer tunmel”

Vi medet byt’ ékanomite
vremja, we vy inatite den ‘gil

My sjveda pereexali god nazoed

Finseaty adrivall Gudey tesgicami

Ero prodolZalos” vekami

Podalugsti, poves " farmpied rered
stelom

31 Instrumental: o means‘an adiiinct ¥s. locativ

b place

Lindemstanding groupings and
time pericds as paths as
opposed to viewing them as
destinations of activity;
understanding resources as the
means to achieving activity or
as merely the destinations of
activity; treating the endpoint
ol d trajectory similarly to the
entite Lrajectory

Fezdine wlakem:, Mg
spivervaym jazyvkem

mat fafe, v 0ded, v zimd, v dlne, v
HorcE
_. _.__. _..___._ i r n.__:_..._: '] _#n-: o

_: Glomitive: a goalfo referencedn

My ezdims na poegde, My
goverim e literafumom
Juzyke

vesnaf fetom, siviaf . dinem,
o fir

Maaf dedudba vodit s palkog

A means =8 path = a place: a

duration is something that one
pees throngh vs, durations as
expranses of time; being “with’
heing atneor

s____...__n v, aoousalive: o

 destinntion {and oeeasionally locative: a place)

EXei feloon olia fkoly

tohe due; letodniha rku

it komuniva;, o Vinecich

Ldélali perm o pro vis

Frodel minio waie ok

PPefu Vi St astnon eesty

T e rand e sty

Hasis zachrbnli viechny af ne
iva

P dduit v $kolu

o den ' v éfean o

et ke tinisme, i
Raidesiva

Jat o sidietale ol vay

En preoged wideo nadiy ok

Felaju varn séastlivega peail

£t suyie maiy sil

FPagarnpe spasli veen krome
dvuiv

A point or abject can be
wviewed ok sn intended goal, ns
n desfimation, or os a static
location

..I..._ P Azvusative: o destination vs, lucutive: u place

hrdt s klavie
_ BF i Jde?
L est fodin, o festd hodiné

grar s rojale
3 e ddet rec?
v gt oy

Paint or object can be viewed
a8 a destination or as a
location

8} Dative: a competitorfa reciprent/loser (and rarely
mstrumental; a fandmark} vs: genitive: a poalfs source/a

reference
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Nejram proii tome fane protiv dtogo Bringing a matching foree of

Lidcial to kviili roding O éter sdelal rodi sem'i | submitting 1o something V&
Fifedu domit do desdte Prijedu domoj k desjali fasam | approaching a goal: 3 Joser is
hodiny paralicl to & reapient vs. the

source of location of what is
removed

Vrzali mi penize i wofali u menja den g
Sk utekfn myslivod Serna tbeialn of oxoinika

At the level of the six casces. only the following contrasts (seven of the
fourtecn theoretically possible) are represcnted in the six significant
aggregales: nominative vs. genilive, accusalive vs. gemitive. accusative .___m.
instrumcental, accusative vs. locative. genilive vs. dative, instrumental vs.
Incative, and genitive vs. locative (this last contrast is relatively less robust than
the others). The accusative and genilive cases appear 1o be the center of Eminm
of the case systems, each providing contrasts with three other cases. Two
contrasts with other cases arc provided by the instrumental, and, to a lesser
exlent, the locative. The nominative and the dative are the most isolated ¢
in the system, providing systematic contrasts with only one other case each.
contrast between dative: a receiver/loser/a competitor with genitive: a goal and
the contrast of genitive: a goal with accusative: a destination point to a semanti
component of directionality shared by the dative, genitive, and accusati
(though note that Jakobson 1936/1971 and 19581971 attributes dircctionality
only to the dative and accusative). The contrasls between accusative:
destination and locative: a place, between accusative: a destination and
instrumental: a landmark/a means, and between instrumental: a means and
locative: a place are indicative of the role of metonymy in language, nc:.,_r.ﬂm..m
endpoints, paths, trajectories, and locations. Nominative: a name, genitive:
reference, and accusative: a destination ¢an all be understood as having &
referential [unction,

The case systems of Czech and Russian are overdetermined and consist @ ;
partially overlapping cognitive categories. These systems present choices off
logical alternatives which can be conventionalized differently in the twal
languages. A contrastive study offers us an opportunity to consider the
different ways that people can interpret their perceptions of reality and then
sanction these interpretations in their grammar. The choices are not entirely
equal, since the selection of one case over another means that certain conceplss
are emphasized and others are ignored. It is interesting to note that the larg
number of systematic differences is generated by the semantic field of time
This is perhaps no surprise, since we have no direct physical experience of ti
only of its effects on objcets, events, and ourselves. Time is understood entirel /
in metaphorical terms, providing many opportunitics for languages to s&
different syntactic means to highlight certain parallels between time and spa cel
while suppressing others,
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