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wird. Diese Neutralisation kann in solchen Kontexten mit einer Hyperrolle
erfafit werden,

Th. Stolz und C. Stroh betrachten die Variation in der Kodierung kom;.
tativer und instrumentaler Relationen, die wenigstens in Europa hauf;
gleich (“synkretistisch”) kodiert werden (z. B. durch deutsch mit), Variatioﬁ
betrifft in diesem Fall den verschiedenen Umfang des Gebrauchs sprachli-
cher Ausdriicke sowohl in verschiedenen Sprachen (hier: Deutsch, Estnisch
Kaldera3 und teilweise verwandte Sprachen) als auch in einer Sprache: Die;
Gebrauchsweisen von mit stimmen z. B. in hohem MaBe mit denen éines
Suffixes im Estnischen und im Kalderag dberein, wihrend z. B. ents re-
chende Morpheme im Finnischen andere Distributionsprofile aufwei?en
Hier stellt sich dann erstens die Frage nach den Grenzen der Variation, als ‘
der Beliebigkeit der sprachspezifischen Synkretismen, die durch “Mt:rk;mlso
attrakti'on” gebildet sind: Ist eine Sprache denkbar, in der ein Kasus oder eLim;
Adposxtf'on sowohl “Begleiter” als auch “Zeitdauer” ausdriickt aber nicht
das t‘Mlttel”? Zweitens erhebt sich die Frage nach der inncrs:prachlichen
Reaht'ﬁt der im Synkretismus zusammengefafiten Kategorien. Eine Antwort
auf :he letzte Frage liegt in der Betrachtung der “verstirkten Konstruktio-
nen” vom Typ *zusammen mit’ (s. 0. M. Grochowski tber die sekundiren
Prépositionen), deren eigene Distributionsprofile eine innere Di flerenzierung

dieser synkretistischen Kategori
gorien (z, B. “Instrum v « I,
erfauben. » ( ental” vs, “Komitativ”)

Gerd Hentschel, Oldenburg

On defining “variable marking” or
“marking variation with nominal groups”’

1. Introduction

Variation in morphosyntactic marking of nominal groups has always at-
tracted the attention of scholars from linguistics. This holds not only for
Slavonic languages, from which most of the examples in this introductory
study will be taken. The bibliography, for example, that has been presented
by CORBETT (1986) on the variation between genitive and accusative case
with the direct object in Russian negated sentences comprises more than a
hundred titles. And many studies on that issue have been published in the
last 15 years, some monographs among them. A considerable number of
these investigations pursue didactic aims. For a foreign language learner it is
of course of great importance to know where he has to use one of the mark-
ing strategies of the corresponding foreign language, where the other one,
and where the choice is rather irrelevant. On the other hand, in recent years
variation, or better: “system-internal” variation', has increasingly interested
theorists of linguistics, last not least in the discussions around Optimality
Theory (cf. HASPELMATH 1999). This is mainly due to the fact that the phe-
nomenon of variation is in many cases (though not all*) a synchronic reflec-

*  The author kindly expresses his gratefuiness to Robert McLaughlin for his help with
the English text.

1 Sociolinguistic variation, which is not discussed in this volume, has of course been an
issue since the 60ies. .

2 Note, for example, that the above-mentioned varfation between genitive and accusa-
tive case with the direct object of Russian negated sentences mirrors a historic shift
away from the “genitivus negationis™ with the direct object in Siavonic languages. In
languages like Czech or Croatian this devclopment has almost been completed,
whereas Polish more or less still reflects the state that existed about a millenium ago.
Russian is, so to say, in the middle of the process. But things are different with the
variation of the “genitivus negationis™ and the nominative with the “subject” or better
with first arguments of Russian existential predicates, as discussed for example by
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emphasize the episodic character. Jakobson’s tendency to interpret formal
contrasts like the two already mentioned as oppositions has been taken over
by others like, for example, Wierzbicka (e. g. in WIERZBICKA 1980) or by
Cognitive Linguists (e. g. JANDA 1993), often enough without the Jakobso-
nian cautiousness. Others have rejected the oppositional nature of the formal
contrasts (e. g. KACNEL'SON 1972, 53f or PADUCEVA & USPENSKL 1979 as to
the relation between nominative and instrumental with predicative nouns in
Russian). This is not the place to discuss these phenomena of Russian in
detail (cf. for that purpose HENTSCHEL forthcoming and, for Polish,
BOGUSLAWSKI in this volume). But of course the question remains whether
the maxime that every formal contrast is based on a semantic or functional
one (cf. BOLINGER 1968, 127; ISACENKO 1975, 146; WIERZBICKA 1988, 14)
is valid without limitations.

According to Trubetzkoy’an principles, elements that are to be treated as
variants of one constant must never be in opposition. In other words, there
must not be even one context where they stand in opposition. Since we are
dealing not with phones and phonemes but with morphosyntactic markers in
this volume, this would mean that in order to identify two (or more) different
morphosyntactic markers as instances of a variation, there must not be one
single context where these markers contrast semantically or functionally.

It can be stated from the very beginning that most of the phenomena dis-
cussed in this volume do not fulfill this condition. So, when linguists speak
of “variative” this is often enough a “prima facie” variation. There are at
least some contexts where the corresponding “variants” do form oppositions.
This is no surprise when dealing with morphosyntactic markers:

The most obvious instance of opposition is of course direct paradigmatic
opposition. If in a sequence ABX the element X may be replaced by Y and the
result of this replacement is semantically or functionally relevant, it is a
“clear” opposition. This is the prototypical instance of phonemic opposition.
But there are indirect phonemic oppositions as well. TRUBETZKOY (1938)
mentions the case of German /h/ and /n/. They do not share any context and
thus do not contrast paradigmatically, but only syntagmatically’. Syntag-
matic opposition is obviously typical for morphosyntactic markers. Except
for the “periphery” of sentence structures (especially for local, temporal

nominal groups but others as well (—cf. for example MEL'CUK 1986),

3 [fnot for the (problematic) criterion of substantial similarity they could be treated in
Trubetzkoy'an terms as positional variants like [x] and [¢].
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genitive clearly expresses a semantically relevant distribution:

(1a) ‘Ja tebep, dljaprep malen'kogog,, kupila botink;
I'have bought you for the little one shoes.” '

Only the direct recipj
nl i pient of the shoes can ive; i
cipient, which s usually called the benef: e eiv; the ety
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(Ib)  Ja tebep, kupila botinki,

(Lc) ‘Ja dljap, tebjag,, kupila botinki.
I'have bought you shoes.’
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thus far from being as obvious as in (2). But the mere fact that native speak-
ers accept (1b) and (1c) as synonymous, irrespective of the question whether
recipient and benefactive coincide ontologically or whether the correspond-
ing utterance is indifferent to this distinction, should be accepted as an argu-
ment for treating the marking conventions of (1b) and (Ic) as instances of a
neutralisation of a principally syntagmatic opposition. Interpretations sug-
gesting a paradigmatic opposition in sentences (1b) and (Ic) seem to be far-
fetched (see STORMER in this volume for details).

On the other hand, there are doubtlessly contexts where dative and prepo-
sitional marking with dlja, ‘for’ in Russian (and correspondingly in other
Indoeuropean languages) do form a direct, paradigmatic opposition. This is
the case with evaluative predicates like vaZno, ‘important’:

(3a) Emup, éto bylo vaZno.

(3b) Dljap,, negoge, €to bylo vaZno.
“To / For him this was important.”

Whereas the dative in (3a) signals that the referent of the pronoun in the
dative (at least where it has its normal referential meaning, and not a generic
one) is aware of the stated importance, the corresponding prepositional
marking in (3b) is indifferent in this respect. So in front of us is a “canoni-
cal” privative opposition in the sense of Trubetzkoy. The problem with this
privative opposition is that it works with just a handful of evaluative adjecti-
val predicates, but even with these it is limited to certain contexts (see
HENTSCHEL in this volume): Its functional load is rather small. In contexts
like (4) and in many others dative and prepositional marking vary freely:

(4)  Eto mnepy / dljap., menjag., ofen' interesno.
“This is very interesting for me.’

As has been discussed so far, a given instance of two competing morpho-

_ syntactic markers, like the one between the dative and the preposition dlja in

Russian, can have contexts where they, first, form a syntagmatic opposition,

second, make up a paradigmatic opposition, and, third, are in free variation

(or neutralisation, allowing both markers). Additionally, the examples under
(5) — with (4) repeated as (5a) - illustrate a type of positional variation:
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(52)  Eto mnep,, [ /dl japrey Menjag,, oden’ interesno,
(5b) }/opros mAepy / dljapee, menjag,, olen' interesen.
The question is very interesting for me.’

(5¢)  Vopros ?mneD,t / dljap,, menja o&en' interesnyj
‘the same as (5b)’ .

(5d) ‘Ona postavila interesny; ?"mnega, / dljap,c,, menjag,, vopros
She asked an Interesting for me question.’ ) .

(5e) ‘Samoe intelresnoe *mnep,, / dljap,, menjag,, rasskazal on

The most Interesting for me [thing] told he.’ .

[n thcs<? five sejntcnces the (semantic) predicate ‘Interesting” appe
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on the choice of the morphosyntactic
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(6b)  On ne videl étot gruzovika, [!]/ étogo gruzovikag,,.
‘He did not see this lorry.’

(6¢)  On ne videl étu problemuy,. / étoj problemyg., [!].
‘He did not see this problem.’

(6k) Nikakuju devudkupa.. / "Nikakoj devudKige, ne vizu.
‘I do not see any girl.’
()] "Nikakoj gruzovikac. / Nikakogo gruzovikag., ne viZu.
‘I do not see any lorry.’
(6m) "Nikakuju problemuy.. / Nikakoj poblemy ne viZu.
‘I do not see any problem.’
The examples in (6) show the interaction of at least two parameters influenc-
ing the choice of genitive or accusative case. The first one is empathy or the
dynamicity hierarchy: the more speaker-like the referent of the direct object,
the higher the probability of the accusative. In Contemporary Standard Rus-
sian, the genitive in sentences like (6a) is almost ruled out. The second pa-
rameter is the so-called reinforced negation by the negative pronoun nikakoj,
which turns the nominal group into a non-referential one. This enforced
negation is unanimously reported to strongly favour genitive case. But as we
see in (6k) the accusative is acceptable with a personal noun, whereas in
(6m) with an abstract one it is almost impossible’. The examples in (6) thus
illustrate free variation (with probabilistic positional preferences) in sen-
tences (6b) / (6¢) and (61) (maybe even (6k)) and positional variation ~ (6a)
on the one hand, and (6m) on the other simultaneously: in dependency on
two or even more parameters.
To summarize, phenomena often labelled as variations between two mor-
phosyntactic markers, or to express it more cautiously, two competing mor-
phosyntactic markers, as a rule display the following distributional picture:

5  Sentences (6k-m) show another contrast compared to sentences (6a-c). It is the initial
pottion of the object group which seems to enforce the possibility of the accusative.
But this would just be a third parameter interfering.
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located on: first, on a situative (in a broader sense) level of extralingnistic
reality; second, on a universal cognitive level®, third on the level of a given
single language? Clearly, it is not the task of linguistics to investigate the
structures, entities etc. of the first level. So there remain the last two. But
whereas the cognitive level does usually not have to be differentiated further
(at least not in linguistics), all modern language models differentiate more
than one level of representation within the single language. -

The question of the constant is comparably easy in the above-mentioned
examples of the variation between the instrumental and the nominative case
with predicate nouns in Russian or between genitive and accusative case
with the direct object of Russian negated sentences. At least in sentence pairs
like (7a/b) and (8a/b), one can postulate a paradigmatic variative relation ..
(in the sense of context type 3 in the scheme above) and a constant that is
made up by structural identity on the syntactic and semantic (in terms of
semantic roles) levels of Russian:

(7a)  Ona ne podnimala golovyg,.
(7b) Ona ne podnimala golovu,..
both: ‘She did not lift the head.’
(8a) Oni byli kogda-to druz'jamiy,.
(8b)  Oni byli kogda-to druz'jayem-
both: ‘They once were friends.’
In other words, in (7) the nominal group golova, ‘head’ would have in any
account of the sentence a semantic role of patient and a syntactic function of
(direct) object’. In (8) the noun druz’ja, ‘friends’ is undoubtedly the (syntac-
_tic) predicate binding one (external) argument in both sentences. So the
constant behind the two marking devices can be seen in a nominal group

6 LEHMANN; SHIN; VERHOEVEN (1998, 3) additionally differentiate this level into a
first one with a universal cognitive representation that is independent of language
(“language” and “langue” in terms of de Saussure) and a second one that is already
structured by language, but not by the system of a single “langue™.

7 If at all (Russian is more restrictive as to passivization than German or English),
patients of negated sentences can become subjects of passive sentences irrespective
of genitive or accusative marking in the corresponding active sentences. — Note {ur-
thermore that a description that states that the nominal group in the genitive would be
within the scope of negation, and the nominal group in the accusative outside of that
scope (as for example proposed in NEIDLE 1988), would seem at least in such
sentences clearly unjustified.
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(9a) On potinil Ma3e velosiped.
(9b)  On potinil u Masi velosiped.
(9¢)  On potinil Magin velosiped.

(9d) On polinil velosiped Masi.
all, roughly: ‘He repaired Ma3a’s bicycle’
The cognitive feature at issue in these sentences is, of course, the relation-
ship of possession. A girl named Ma3a is the “possessor” of a bicycle. If we
treat all four coding possibilities in (9) as variants of one underlying con-
stant, then the latter probably has to be stipulated as the representation of an
extralinguistic fact on a cognitive level. On a language-specific level, syn-
tactic and semantic, there are clear formal and constructional differences in
the representation of Ma$a. The main difference consists in the fact that
Masa functions only in (9a) and (9b)“directly” as a nominal group on the
clause level, whereas in (9¢) and (9d) Masa is an element of a superordinated
nominal group that directly forms a nominal group on the clause level and
that has velosiped, ‘bicycle’ as its lexical head. Thus Masa in (9¢) and (9d) is
not directly envolved on the clause level but on the phrase level. Further-
more, Masa in (9¢) appears as a possessive adjective, i. e. as a modifier of
the head velosiped, ‘bicycle’, but it is a nominal adjunct to this lexical head
in (9d). It is thus clear that there is no constant that can be identified on a
syntactic level within the given language, at least if one does not allow
tranformations (here: some type of “possessor raising”), that affect categorial
representation (Masin — adjective vs. Masa — noun) of the entity referred to.
The same would be the case for the language-specific semantic level as
far as it is defined in terms of semantic (thematic) roles. Today it is widely
agreed that such participant roles should be subdivided into a first role type
on the cognitive level (c-participants) and into a second one on the linguistic
level (I-participant)''. As far as the latter are concerned, most linguistic theo-
ries or models would not stipulate l-participant roles for nominal groups that
are not direct members of the clause level but rather direct members of the
phrase level of superordinated nominal groups. With HELBIG (1992), one
may say that such models share a “syntactisized” conception of semantic (l-
participant) roles. In Peter’s letter annoyed me the nominal group Peter is
not a direct constituent of the sentence level but of the phrase level, i. e. of

11 We will not discuss whether this linguistic level should be identified on an interlin-
gual (typological) level or a langnage-specific level.
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