
Milan Bílý (Lund) 

The Case 'Jakobson vs. Kurylowicss' Dismissed 

1. Introduction 

1.1. In Bílý (1989a) I have analyzed the classical works of Hjelmslev 
(1935/37) and Jakobson (1936 and 1958) in the light of the findings made 
in several of my previous papers and, concurrently, by Kučera (1984). The 
analysis leads to the inevitable conclusion that the wide-spread belief in a 
number of semantic privative oppositions in the systems of tenses, aspects, 
cases, etc., must be reconsidered. As regards semantic privative oppositions 
between grammatical cases, some such oppositions do exist, but as excep­
tions rather than ordinary semantic relationships between cases. 

1.2. The distinctive features of Jakobson, Hjelmslev and all their followers 
also suffer from another weakness. As was shown in Bílý (1989a), the 
features are used in order to discover the invariant case meanings, i.e. the 
Gesarntbedeutungen. The features themselves, however, seem to reflect 
some kind of intuitive categorization of grammatical cases, based on proto­
typical semantic roles corresponding to particular grammatical cases. The 
invariant meanings axe searched for by way of an implicit analysis of an 
assumed one-to-one correspondence between a given case and a kind of 
semantic role. This equals an analysis in terms of core (main) meanings -
Jakobson's Hauptbedeutungen. 

1.3. Only if we are aware of all this, we may grasp Jakobsons postulát ion 
of, say, the / + Direction/ feature for all Russian accusatives. The accusative 
is simply the case typically corresponding to some sort of semantic object, 
patient, goal, or whatever one may call it. The core meaning of the Russian 
accusative, being the grammatical case of the semantic object and thus 
carrying the feature /-I-Direction/, is then overly generalized into an in­
variant meaning. When an instance of the Russian accusative is encoun­
tered where no such above-mentioned correspondence exists, one sticks to 
the same distinctive feature only for the sake of descriptional consistence. 
Obviously, there is no way to verify the relevance of such a feature. A 
temporal adverbial in the accusative as in Весь день он писал эту 
статью, is, without any support or further explanation given, claimed to 
carry the feature / +Direction/. This is nothing but an ad hoc claim. 
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1.4. Do invariant case meanings describable in terms of semantic features 
really exist? As long as the de Saussurean/Hjelmslevian axiom of the lan­
guage sign as the unity of an invariant expression form and an invariant 
content form is not superseded by something more satisfactory, a linguist 
must assume that such invariant case meanings do exist. However, they 
must be searched for on a level of abstraction higher than that of the case 
meanings usually postulated and the semantic features cannot be restricted 
to parametres with two values only: marked vs. unmarked. 

2. Preliminaries to distributional parametres 

2.1. In several papers, especially in Bílý (1987), I have tried to apply a 
concept I have found more useful and realistic, viz. the cpncept of semantic 
features as multivalued parametres1. The following parametrical trichotomy 
is used here: positively marked, /+feature/, negatively marked, /-feature/, 
and unmarked, / i feature/ , i.e. unspecified as regards the plus-feature and 
the minus-feature. The trichotomy appears in a set of six parametres for 
the description of the invariant meanings of nine Russian cases: the nomi­
native, the accusative, the genitive, the dative, the instrumental, the 
prepositional (called Prepositional I alias Locative I by Jakobson and 
others), the locative (the so-called Prepositional II alias Locative II or 
u-locative), the partitive (Jakobsonfs Genitive II alias u-genitive), and the 
vocative. The last-mentioned case, existing only in the so-called second 
declension, is usually ignored in grammars of Russian and other descrip­
tions of the Russian case system, but does nevertheless exist and is there­
fore included in the analysis.2 

2.2. The plus-marking amounts to the logical value called Necessary, i.e. all 
case forms of such a plus-marked case must necessarily behave in the way 
indicated by the parametre in question. The minus-marking amounts to the 
logical value called Impossible, i.e. no case form of such a minus-marked 
case may behave in the way indicated by the parametre in question. The 
value unmarked stands for the logical value Possible, i.e. case forms of a 
case unmarked for the parametre in question behave in the way indicated in 
some contexts, but in other contexts they do not. 

2.3. In the following analysis two syntactic-semantic phenomena are ex­
cluded, viz. appositions and coordinations, as they are not suitable for the 
distributional differentiation between cases. Any two case forms belonging 
to the same grammatical case may appear in an apposition. Similarly, any 
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two case forms belonging to the same case may be coordinated. Consequent­
ly, nothing can be learnt from appositions and coordinations in the kind of 
analysis applied here. 

3. Distributional parametres 

3.1. Parametre 1 - syntactic dependence 

Syntactic dependence is a unilateral relationship of an attribute and the 
head of an endocentric construction (cf. Bloomfield.1933, 194-202; 235-240; 
268) or a mutual relationship between syntactic constituents of an exo-
centric construction (cf. Bloomfield 1933, ibid.). Semantic dependence 
concerns nexus and junction. Nexus (cf. Hjelmslev!s 1943 notion of inter­
dependence alias solidarity) is a mutual relationship between several 
notions (adnexes). Junction (cf. Hjelmslev's determination alias selection) is 
a unilateral relationship between a notion specified and a notion specifying 
(adjunct) .3 

It should be noted that while an exocentric construction implies a 
nexus, the opposite is not necessarily true. I claim, for example, that all 
Russian noun phrases in the accusative express a nexal relationship. Thus 
even prepositionless time adverbials in the accusative express nexus. On the 
other hand, such time adverbials are apparently not parts of a corre­
sponding exocentric construction - they are "attributes" to the syntactic 
kernel of the clause, and constitute an endocentric construction with such 
syntactic kernels. Similarly, a junction does not necessarily have a one-to-
one correspondence with an endocentric construction. A noun in the 
Russian partitive, for example, constitutes an endocentric construction with 
its head-noun and is a syntactic attribute to the head-noun, but semanti-
cally it is the notion corresponding to the head-noun that is an adjunct to 
the notion specified (corresponding to the syntactic attribute in the parti­
tive case). In other words, the syntactic dependence between чашка and 
чаю in чашка чаю goes counter to the semantic dependence, where чаю is 
the primary, specified notion, while чашка is a mere adjunct specifying the 
amount of tea. 

Thus, as regards the parametre 1, its value is Possible for the nomina­
tive, Impossible for the vocative, and Necessary for all oblique cases in 
Russian. The reason for the unmarked value of the nominative is obvious -
it is the case that may - but does not have to - enter into syntactic 
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dependence relationships of exocentric constructions. The vocative, being an 
asyntactic case, is never syntactically dependent. All the remaining cases 
express either explicit syntactic dependence relationships in exo- and/or 
endocentric constructions, or at least, by the very use of an oblique case, 
imply such a dependence. 

3.2. Parametre 2 - immediate adnex in a nexus 

The parametre value is Necessary for the accusative, which is a nexus case 
per definition, as well as for the prepositional and the locative. The notions 
corresponding to the latter two case forms are immediate constituents, 
adnexes in the nexus created by prepositions, which are obligatory with 
these Russian cases. (The syntactic relationship between a preposition and 
a noun phrase is the relationship between constituents of an exocentric 
construction - we cannot say that the preposition is an omittable attribute 
to the noun phrase and neither is the noun phrase an omittable attribute 
to the preposition. Similarly, the semantic relationship created by a pre­
position is a nexus. - cf. 3.1.). For the vocative the parametre value is 
Impossible, while for the remaining cases, the nominative included, it is 
Possible. The semantic constituent corresponding to the NP in the nomina­
tive may be an adnex (when the NP is a subject, nominal predicate, or an 
object - for the last alternative see Timberlake 1974), but it does not have 
to, as the NP in the nominative may be used without any predicate in a 
purely nominal, denotative function. The semantic counterparts to the noun 
phrases in the instrumental and the dative may be adnexes in a preposi­
tional, clausal, etc nexus, while the genitive and the partitive may be 
adnexes in a prepositional nexus only (e.g. in из лесу), but they are not 
adnexes elsewhere (e.g. in чашка чаю, чашка чая). 

3.3. Parametre 3 - a possible immediate exocentric construction and the 
corresponding nexus are constituted by a prepositional phrase. 

The nominative and the vocative are negatively marked, i.e. impossible for 
this parametre. Neither may appear as the case of a noun in a prepositional 
phrase4. For obvious reasons, the prepositional and the locative are posi­
tively marked, i.e. the value is Necessary, but so are the genitive and the 
partitive. When the latter two cases appear as constituents of exocentric 
constructions, it is in prepositional phrases only,5 The accusative, the 
dative, and the instrumental are unmarked, i.e. the logical value is Possible 
for this parametre. These cases may appear in prepositional phrases, but do 
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not have to. They may appear as immediate constituents in other exo­
centric constructions, e.g. when their case forms are used as syntactic 
objects. 

3.4. Parametre 4 - immediate attributes in endocentric constructions corre­
spond to immediate adjuncts in junctions.6 

The value is Impossible for the nominative, the vocative, and the accusa­
tive, as well as for the prepositional and the locative. It is obvious that the 
former three cases do not appear as attributes in endocentric constructions 
at all. It is worth noticing that the value Impossible for the accusative 
appears cross-linguistically, in a number of case languages with the accusa­
tive case. The prepositional and the locative on the other hand cannot be 
anything else than nexus cases, as they cannot appear without a preposi­
tion. The value is Impossible, i.e. negatively marked, even for the partitive. 
As mentioned before - cf. 3.1 - in, e.g.чашка чаю the attribute чаю of the 
endocentric construction is not an adjuct to чашка semanticaily. The only 
case unmarked for this feature, i.e. with the value Possible, is the genitive. 
The property expressed by the parametre in question is excluded in the 
partitive use of the genitive, as in чашка чая (cf. the above-mentioned 
чашка чаю) while it appears in other adnominal uses of the genitive, as in 
письмо отца, желание славы, etc. For the instrumental and the dative 
the value is Necessary. When these cases occur as immediate attributes in 
endocentric constructions, they are always immediate adjuncts semanticaily, 
e.g. in письмо отцу, избрание Ивана председателем, etc. 

3.5. Parametre 5 - the case forms occur as immediate constituents of adver­
bials 

There are two possibilities: either the adverbials are prepositionless, or 
they are prepositional phrases. Under all circumstances the parametre 
concerns the case forms in question as the main constituent (the head noun) 
of the adverbial or the main constituent of the NP forming the adverbial 
together with a preposition. The value is Possible for all cases, except for 
the vocative, with the value Impossible, and the locative, with the value 
Necessary. All other cases may appear as main constituents of adverbials. 
The reason why the prepositional is not assigned the value Necessary is the 
existence of prepositional objects - cf. говорить о чем-нибудь. The prepo­
sitional is not always an adverbial case, while the locative is - hence the 
value Necessary for the locative. The rather surprising value Possible 
(instead of the expected Impossible) for the nominative is motivated by the 
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colloquial use of nominatives as adverbials - e.g. in Он работает почтовый 
ящик., or Он будет вторник и пятница теперь бывать. (Cf. Zolotova 
1973, 76, who presents even some examples from written literary texts.) 

3.6. Parametre 6 - if the case in question constitutes an adverbial, this 
adverbial is a prepositional phrase, i.e. a nexus from the semantic point of 
view 

The value is Impossible for the nominative and the vocative, for 
obvious reasons. It is Possible for the accusative and the instrumental, as 
these cases appear both in prepositionless adverbials and adverbial preposi­
tional phrases. It is Necessary for the remaining cases, i.e. the prepositional 
and the locative (again for obvious reasons), but also for the genitive and 
the partitive - the latter two cases are adverbial cases only in prepositional 
phrases, e.g. из лесу, вокруг стола. Finally, it is worth noticing that the 
dative, not only in Russian, but in many other languages as well, also has 
the parametre value Necessary. As an adverbial, a dative form must be a 
part of a prepositional phrase, e.g. к окну. 

3.7. The following table presents the values of the six parametres for 
Russian cases. As regards values, N stands for Necessary, i.e. positively 
marked for the feature in question ( + ), P stands for Possible, i.e. unmarked 
for the feature in question (±), and I stands for Impossible, i.e. negatively 
marked for the feature in question (-): 

CASE NOM.VOC. ACC. INSTR. DAT. GEN. PART. PREP. LOC. 
PARA-
METRE 

p ] [ N N N N N N N 
p ] [ N P P P P N N 
I ] [ Р P P N N N N 
I ] [ I N N P I 1 I 
p ] [ P P P P P P N 
I ] t P P N N N N N 

As one can see in this chart, there is no Jakobsonian thoroughly 
unmarked case - the nominative is unmarked as regards three parametres, 
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whereas the vocative is negatively marked for the same three parametres. 
For the remaining three parametres the nominative is specified, negatively 
marked. 

4. Ivic's analysis 

4.1. After having finished the first draft of this paper I learnt that Ivič 
(1983) had tried to present a distributional analysis of the Serbo-Croatian 
cases. We may assume with Ivič that the Serbo-Croatian case system differs 
from the Russian one by the lack of the two innovations characteristic of 
Russian, viz. the partitive and the locative (plus by the lack of the voca­
tive).7 

4.2. The distributional analysis made by Ivič (1983) concerns the following 
three distributional features: A, the existence of "free forms", i.e. head 
nouns without prepositions or obligatory attributes, B, the occurrence of 
the case form in question in prepositional phrases, and C, the existence of 
the case form as the head noun to an obligatory attributive determination -
e.g. in the so-called temporal genitive. (Cf. proslog petka flast Friday1, 
ovog petka fthis Friday1 but never *peiJca 'Friday (gen.)1.) The distribution 
obtained is as follows: 

the nominative - only A, the instrumental - A, B, and C, the accusative -
A, B, and C, the dative - A and B, the genitive - A, B, and C, the preposi­
tional (called locative by Ivič)- only B. 

4.3. However, in spite of two extra distinctions added to the three basic 
distributional types (Ivič 1983, 202ff) Ivič*s analysis cannot differentiate 
distributionally between three cases: the accusative, the genitive, and the 
instrumental. In order to achieve unique distributional specifications also 
for these three cases, one would have to add three more features used by 
Ivič (1983, 207-214) or the four (only partially coinciding) additional 
features of Ivič (1965) concerning the use of cases in describing space rela­
tions. The genitive is unmarked as regards these additional features, and so 
is the nominative, while the remaining four cases show various combina­
tions of the three or four localistic distributional features. 

4.4. But not even this is enough. Ivič has to split the accusative and the 
instrumental into an accusative i and an accusative2 and an instrumental \ 
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and an instrumenta^ respectively, to be able to capture the distribution of 
the relevant case forms with the help of all the features proposed.8 

In other words, Ivič !s distributional analysis may be accused of the 
worst kind of arbitrariness: when the eight (or nine) proposed distributional 
features cannot cope with the system of six (or rather five) Serbo-Croatian 
cases, the overall distributional patterns of difficult cases are chopped into 
several distributional subpatterns of a corresponding number of "subcases". 
The analysis can never be wrong - one can always add to the description a 
new subpattern of a new subcase. 

5. Advantages of the parametres proposed 

5.1. All this is something completely different from the six parametres I 
propose, the values of which do concern case invariance. Every parametre 
value of a given case is true for all occurrences of the case forms in ques­
tion, without any arbitrarily exempted subdistributions. 

The parametres have come about as a mixture of intuitive guesses -
sometimes redefined after confronting them with language data, the.neces­
sity to choose such parametres whose values would define every case in a 
unique way, and the desire to capture all general distributional properties 
of Russian cases. 

The last-mentioned factor exerts an influence in two ways. A distribu­
tional property of a given case may be captured directly by the value of a 
parametre. The Russian dative, for example, is one of the cases that may 
appear as the immediate constituent of an adverbial only in those adver­
bials that consist of a prepositional phrase. (This fact is expressed directly 
by the positive marking, the value Necessary of the parametre 6•-, cf. 3.6.). 
Alternately, important distributional properties that are not expressed 
directly by the six parametres used must be inferrable from the implications 
given by the values of these parametres. The Russian genitive and the 
partitive, for example, cannot be used as immediate forms of syntactic 
objects (cf. Note 5.). This property is inferrable from the values of the 
parametres 2 and 3 for the two cases in question: they are unmarked for 2, 
i.e. the two cases are possible as the cases of immediate syntactic consti­
tuents (in exocentric constructions) corresponding to adnexes, but they are 
positively marked for 3, i.e. a nexus must have a prepositional phrase as its 
syntactic counterpart - it cannot be a higher nexus constituted by a verbal 
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predication. On the other hand, owing to the necessity for the genitive and 
the partitive to express syntactic dependence (cf. the Necessary-value of the 
parametre 1 for these cases), if there is no nexus with a prepositional 
phrase, as its syntactic counterpart, then the genitive and the partitive 
forms, must be nominal attributes to another noun. 

5.2. Many other important distributional properties of all Russian cases 
may be inferred in a similar way from the value of a relevant parametre or 
from the values of several relevant parametres. Such additional parametres 
are: the parametre of an immediate syntactic constituent of a major (viz. 
non-prepositional) exocentric construction, the parametre of the syntactic 
counterpart of an immediate semantic unit of a major (i.e. non-preposi­
tional) nexus, the parametre of the immediate constituent in a prepositional 
phrase, etc. Also such derived parametres have three possible values, corre­
sponding to the distributional properties described as Necessary (plus-
marked), Possible (unmarked), and Impossible (minus-marked) for the 
grammatical case forms in question. 

5.3. Thus, the set of the distributional parametres proposed has the 
following advantages in comparison with Ivič's analysis: 

1) The analysis is general enough to cover the distributional properties of 
aD occurrences of a given case. 

2) The parametrical values identify each case in a unique way, without 
resorting to such emergency solutions as the postulation of different, distri-
butionally defined, "subcases". 

3) The parametrical values of the six parametres do not constitute the end 
of the distributional analysis. The individual parametrical values pertaining 
to a case, or combinations of such values, imply a number of additional 
distributional patterns. Nothing like that can be inferred from Ivič !s 
features. 

5.4. The table of the parametrical values is not without redundancy. It 
would have been possible to drop the parametre 1 - the remaining values of 
the parametres 2-6 would suffice for the imique identification of every 
Russian case. However, the parametre 1 is needed for several implications 
concerning the additional distributional properties of Russian cases.9 
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6. Kurylowicz vs. Jakobeon 

6.1. Kurylowicz !s (1949) case theory rejects the Jakobsonian and Hjelm-
slevian maximalist claims, concerning one invariant meaning per case. 
However, one cannot accept Kuryiowicz!s position without some misgivings. 
He draws the basic opposition between the nominative, the accusative, and 
the genitive, which are classified as primarily syntactic, abstract cases, and 
the remaining semantic, concrete cases.10 According to this view, all cases 
in prepositional phrases belong primarily to the subsystem of the semantic, 
concrete cases. But the primarily syntactic cases may become semantic due 
to the context and vice versa. Thus it is the context that decides whether a 
case is used in its primary or secondary function. In other words, there is 
no invariant meaning at all. In this Kurylowicz joins the "nihilistic" view 
of the category of morphological case that can be found in Fillmore (1968), 
or, to name a slavicist, in Isacenko (1962), or, to invoke a more distant 
past, in Jespersen (1924). 

6.2. On the other hand, one cannot deny the semantic invariance of the 
morphological case in the previously mentioned old chestnuts as Он 
прыгает на столе, vs. Он прыгает на стол. (Cf. Note 8.) The only way 
out of the dilemma is to postulate a number of invariant meanings of a 
case, each of which "is born" in a particular context. In other words, the 
interpretation of a particular invariant case meaning depends on in which 
subsystem of the language the case appears, 

6.3. This kind of methodology is not without considerable merits. While 
Ivič (1983) does not seem to realize that by dividing up the accusative and 
the instrumental, she abandons Jakobson and becomes a moderate follower 
of Kurylowicz, Laskowski (1988) is a consciously true heir to Kurylowicz. 
He shows that a case system can "be reasonably interpreted as a hier­
archical structure of grammaticalized and semanticaily defined subsystems. 
The markedness relations are to a large extent specific to these particular 
case systems. Such a view on the case system, as a complex structure of 
subsystems, has more predictive power than the standard uniplanar inter­
pretation /.../" 

6.4. Both Ivič and Laskowski are relatives of Wierzbicka (1980; 1986), 
though less conspicuous. Wierzbicka believes in the existence of a score of 
interrelated, but distinct, invariant meanings of the Russian instrumental 
case and in about two scores of equally interrelated, but distinct, invariant 
case meanings of the Polish dative. The main difference is the disturbingly 

62 



large number of invariant case meanings of each case postulated by Wierz­
bicka and the fact that Wierzbicka's subsystems are not as general as 
Laskowski^, which are, in a way, similar to the parametres proposed by 
me. (Every parametre constitutes a subsystem.) Instead Wierzbicka !s 
subsystems are mainly lexically determined. Cases are, for example, de­
scribed as complements to verbs constituting a certain semantic field, etc. 

6.5. Obviously, one invariant meaning per case has its inevitable disadvan­
tages. The common denominator for all instances of a given case is necessa­
rily an invariant with a minimal semantic content. Thus Wierzbicka !s 
(1980) criticism of the non-existent predictive power of Jakobsons's case 
descriptions concerns even genuine invariance - in a way even to a greater 
degree, since Jakobsons case models express the prototypical semantics of 
cases in their dominating uses. (Thus Jakobsons models may be reinter­
preted as a kind of modest probabilistic models with certain stochastic 
predictive power.) 

6.6. On the other hand, the system of distributional parametres described 
in this paper is not without predictive power of a different sort: from the 
parametre values of a particular case it is possible to infer a number of 
further distributional patterns pertaining to the case in question. These 
inferred patterns may be checked in confrontations with linguistic data. 
Moreover, this predictive power is not of the mere probabilistic sort - the 
inferences concern certainty as regards the parametrical values correspon­
ding to the distributional patterns inferred. 

6.7. The basic issue is not Jakobson, Hjelmslev, and their followers vs. 
Kurylowicz, Wierzbicka, Ivič, Laskowski, etc. An explicit description of a 
language is hardly possible without genuine, and consequently rather ab­
stract, invariant meanings of grammatical categories. The distributional 
(functional) generalization of such invariants is as necessary as the more 
concrete descriptions of limited subsystems within the morphological cate­
gory studied. Thus Kurylowicz^, Wierzbicka's, and Laskowskifs concrete 
partial meanings as well as Jakobsonfs, Hjelmslev^, and my own invariant 
meanings are in fact two sides of the same coin. Both the abstract in­
variants and the concrete partial meanings are legitimate and necessary 
components in the description of a language system, de Saussure's langue. 
The real issue is: What is the best description of a grammatical category in 
terms of semantic invariance and what is the best description within the 
framework of hierarchized language subsystems.11 
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N o t e s 

1 Of course, it is always possible to translate purely formally any multi­
valued parametre into a combination of binary ones, but such an 
approach loses its appeal if its logical consequences are taken into 
consideration - cf., e.g., Bily (1984), (1987), Kučera (1984), and esp. 
Bílý (1989a): 

2 A notable exception is Klobúkov (1986). For the sake of economy with 
space I have to abstain from discussing the criteria leading to the 
recognition of the nine cases in question and the exclusion of other 
possible candidates for "casehood" in Russian, e.g. the numeral of 
Zaliznjak (1967, 46ff). I shall take up this question elsewhere. For the 
same reason I cannot be fully explicit in the following text as regards 
definitions of the six distributional parametres, as the explicitness 
would lead to a necessary regress I cannot deal with within the limits 
of this paper. I could, for example, have presented an explicit, stringent 
definition that would give unequivocal answers to the question what an 
adverbial is and what it is not (what a prepositional object is, etc). In 
order to do that I would need to introduce additional undefined 
notions, etc. Consequently, terms such as adverbial are understood in 
the intuitive sense of the notion in question. (Explicit diagnostic 
criteria for the recognition of adverbials shall appear in Bily 1989b.) 
Other terms are introduced by references to the linguists who coined 
them. They are applied with minimal modifications, even though I am 
fully aware of the necessity to make explicit revisions of terms such as 
Bloomfiekľs (1933) exocentric and endocentric constructions, Jesper-
sen*s (1924) nexus and junction, or Mel'cuk's (1981 and 1986) syntactic 
and semantic dependence. 

3 The terms syntactic and semantic dependence are taken from Mel!cuk 
(1981 and 1986), but are not quite identical with M el 'cuk's concepts. 
For example, I do not accept Meľčuk's claim according to which even 
subjects are syntactically dependent on predicates, or, which is even 
less palatable, his postulation of syntactic dependence expressed by 
nouns in the nominative case in purely denotative functions such as 
titles, inscriptions, signs, lexicon entries, etc. (For a brief presentation 
of some basic problems connected with Bloomfield!s notions see Lyons 
1968, 232f.) 

64 



4 In accordance with Meľčuk (1985, 484) I consider the exceptional 
construction Что ...за..., e.g. in А что он за человек? an unanalizable 
idiom.) 

5 I regard prepositionless genitive and partitive forms that are not attri­
butes to overt head nouns as attributes to covert head nouns. For 
example, Я не вижу мамы is viewed as implying the internal structure 
of the object as something like 'a piece of mother1. On the other hand, 
I have rejected the idea I myself am guilty of in Bily <k Pettersson 
(1984), viz. the interpretation of prepositional phrases with the noun in 
the genitive or the partitive as containing a similar covert head noun. 
While there are semantic reasons to postulate such covert head nouns 
for the genitive and the partitive in noun phrases (cf. Bily 1988), the 
invention of such covert head nouns in prepositional phrases is ad hoc, 
solely motivated by an effort to obtain as simple definitions of the 
genitive and the partitive as possible. 

6 I do not have to get involved in an analysis of appositions and coordi­
nations, since I have excluded them from the distributional analysis 
presented here - cf. 2.3. 

7 Though it is hardly the whole truth. In fact, the existence of two 
separate cases, the dative and the prepositional, may be questioned. 
The distinction is retained in Serbo-Croatian in optional separate 
locative forms in the declension of a couple of pronouns and in different 
word-tones of some dialects. (On the other hand, Ivič's recognition of 
two distinct cases, instead of only one dative case, has some justifica­
tion within Ivič's methodological framework, as will be shown in the 
following.) 

Ivič (1983, 197-214), which is a revised version of Ivič (1961 and 1965), 
invokes Jakobson (1936; 1958), but Jakobson is misrepresented. In the 
model of Jakobson (1958), which is not compatible with the model of 
Jakobson (1936) - cf. Bily (1989a) - the nominative is the unmarked 
case, the instrumental is marked for the feature /periphery/, the 
accusative is marked for /direction/, the dative for both /direction/ 
and /periphery/, the (general) genitive for both /direction/ and 
/scope/, and the prepositional is marked for all the three features 
mentioned. However, in Ivič's (1983, 201ft) presentation the genitive is 
marked only for the feature /scope/, not for /direction/, while the 
prepositional is marked for /scope/ and /periphery/, but is not marked 
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for /direction/ either. According to the figure on p . 200, even the 
genitive would be marked for two features - presumably /direction/ and 
/scope/, but this would clash with the repeatedly claimed double 
marking of the prepositional for /scope/ and /periphery/ - ibid. pp. 
200-203 - without any marking of the prepositional for /direction/. 

8 For example, the prepositional accusatives denoting spatial relations in 
Serbo-Croatian are divided by Ivič into those that denote the place 
where the action ends and those that denote the place where the whole 
action, from the beginning to the end, is carried out. Of. Putuje и 
Beograd. 'He is travelling to Belgrade.' with the accusativei vs. the 
accusative2 in Putuje kroz Beograd. 'He is travelling through Bel­
grade.' Ivic's analysis is vulnerable to objections. It may be claimed 
that there is only one prepositional accusative expressing space rela­
tions and the distinction "the locum where the action ends" vs. "the 
locum where the whole action takes place" is expressed by the choice of 
the preposition. (Either и + the accusativei, or kroz 'through', uz 
'up', or niz 'down' + the accusative2.) By this I do not deny the 
semantic content of the morphological case - cf. the classical Russian 
Он прыгает на столе, vs. Он прыгает на стол., where the case 
suffix is the only overt marker of the semantic difference. Nor do I 
deny, to resort to the Serbo-Croatian preposition u, that it is compa­
tible, not only with the accusative, but also with the locative and with 
the genitive, with appropriate changes of the meaning of the whole 
prepositional phrase. 

I leave aside the question whether Ivič is right when claiming that the 
preposition uz meaning 'beside, by' is homonymous (and its accusative 
is of the accusativei sort) with uz meaning 'up'. Even in, say, Staja uz 
mene. 'He is stepping beside me' the locum can be interpreted as 
"where the action takes place", i.e. the accusative is an accusative2, not 
an accusativei. The difference concerns the two ways of defining the 
locum where the action takes place: either it is defined by the limits of 
an area (as with kroz, uz, niz) or by the proximity to a "point" (as 
with uz meaning 'beside, by). Nevertheless, the accusative should be of 
the accusative2 kind in both instances. 

9 For example, the impossibility of partitive case forms to appear as 
syntactic counterparts to immediate adjuncts is the consequence of the 
values of parametres 1, 2, and 4: the partitive may appear as the 
syntactic counterpart of an immediate adnex in a nexus (2), but does 
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not have to. As exocentric constructions imply nexus, the absence of 
nexus implies the absence of exocentric constructions. Consequently, 
partitive forms that are not immediate constituents of exocentric 
constructions must be attributes in endocentric constructions being 
necessarily syntactically dependent (1). Then from the value of 4 it is 
concluded that partitive forms that are attributes cannot be syntactic 
counterparts to adjuncts. Therefore the partitive is the only case that 
can never occur as the syntactic counterpart to adjuncts - all other 
cases can, e.g. in стакан чаю, стакана чаю, стакане чаю etc the 
syntactic head is the counterpart to the adjunct, but there cannot be 
anything like *стакаяу (part.) чаю (part.) or *чаю (part.) чаю 
(part.). 

1 0 In the revision presented in Kuryiowicz (1977, 141-156), the dative is 
reinterpreted as a primarily syntactic case. This is in tune with what is 
perhaps the dominating modern view - cf., e.g., Brecht & Levine 
(1986b, 27). 

11 Time seems to be ripe for distributional analyses. Klobúkov (1986) is 
another work I obtained too late to incorporate into this paper. Need­
less to say, I (as any scientist) publish here my own ideas because I like 
them more than the competing proposals, including those made by 
Klobúkov (1986), to whose ingenious work I intend to return elsewhere. 
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