Milan Bily and Thore Pettersson

DEFINING SURFACE CASE

This paper is part of a research project in progress dealing with
morphological case. We do not intend to deal here with the seman-
tic propertiea typical of case, nor with predicate roles and
valencies, i.e. vwhat are often referred to as "deep cases" in
contemporary linguistics, but rather will restrict the very term
"cage® to denote overt markers on nouns ag ve knov them from the
claasical Indo-European languagea and most modern Slavonic langua-
ges.

A case wmarker will here be considered as an overt morpheme 1)
g opposed to other means of signalling grammatical relationships
typical of nouns, such as word order or prepositions. More epeci-
fically ve shall define a case marker as a discrete language sign,
a bound wmorpheme that 1s obligatorily attached to & noun
(gubatantive) stem via inflexion, most +typically as a suffix.
Optional eemantic markers attached to noune as in Tibetan may
represent a stage of development towards a case system, but until
they become obligatory, they cannot be analyzed as elements of a
cage system. The definition implies that if wore than one noun
occurs coordinated within a eingle NP, then every noun stem vill
be separately marked for case, if the wmarker i a true case
morpheme.

Normally, a ocase marker wvill shov agreement or concord with
other forms occurring within the noun phrase. We do not claim
agreement to be a neceesary feature of case languages, but it 1is
no doubt an important criterion. As will be geen in vhat follovs
it might be questioned vhether languages such as Turkish, Mongo-
lian and Tamil, 8ll traditionally taken to be case languages
without agreement, really ought to be regarded as proper case
languages.
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Though case by way of agreement indirectly may be assigned to a
noun phrase, it is important to observe that the case marker
itself 18 attached to the head noun. Thie ias actually one of the
phenamena differentieting proper case languages from caseless
ones. In a8 caselese languaege a fuactional marker, semantically
corresponding to the case morpheme of a case language, 1le typical-
ly attached to the noun phrase, but not to the head noun of that
phrase, but rather either as 8 prefix (preposition) to the vhole
phrase or, occasionally, as a euffix (ending, postposition)
attached to the last word of the noun phrase. Accordingly, the
Bo-called s-genitive of English and Swedish ie not a case marker.
In both languages, it is true, the ending may be added to the head
noun folloved by a prepositional attribute in a very formal style
and thus be treated as a true case marker: the King’s of Sweden
court, KXonungens av Sverige hov. This type of construction is,
however, nowvadays practically obsolete and most speakers use the
so-called group-genitive consetruction: the Xing of Sweden’s courlt,
kungen av Sveriges hov, where the marker s functions ss a postpo-
sition equivalent to an ordinary preposition determining the whole
noun phrase. It should be observed that Danish doee not even in
the most formal style allovw the "genitive* s to be treated as a
case marker: Dronningen af Danmarks snue (*Dronningens af
Danmark) 'The queen of Denmark’s cold’, Kongen af Danmarks bols jer
(®*kongens af Dagnmark) 'The King of Denmark’s Cough-Drops’. The
alternative vwvhere a language that otherwvige exclusively employs
prepositions for signalling grammatical relations, nevertheless
develope postpositions with a gimilar ayntactic function is not
very common. We know, hovever, of at least one language vwhere an
equivalent situation is present, viz. Persian. This language has a
postposition rd (colloquially ro or re), which is traditionally
held to signel the accusative {(cf., Lazard 1957, 70, 175ff.;
Windfuhr 1979, 47ff.): tars dozd-rd gereft ‘'fear seized the
thief’. This rd is actually added to the last element in the noun
phrase, be it a single noun, a noun vith adjectives, or even =&
phrage vith a verbal noun or an infinitive: «xdne-je hasan-rd
risendsam '1 knov Hassan‘s house’, the so-called ezdfe -je signal-
ling that hasan ’'Hassan’ 1is an attribute to xdne ’'house’ (the
object).

The &asgertion +that case markers are attached to noun stems and
that they do not determine noun phrases is a stipulative one. The
purpcee of this vorking definition is two-fold. On one hand ve
intend to develop a theory of morphological case, the outlines of
vhich have been presented in Bily & Pettersson (1983; 1984), and
explored to a certain extent in Bily & Pettersson (forthcoming),
that 1is not only a case theory analogous to those of Hjelmslev
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(1935) and Jakobson (1936; 1958). We intend to develop our theory
in such a vay that it explains wvhat case intrinsically is. Second-
ly, we would like our theory.to be able to form a firm basis for
at least part of language typology. There are intrinsic structural
differences between case and caseleas or, as ve shall prefer to
call them in what follove, filter languages vhich are not reatric-
ted to the existence ve. non-existence of case worphemes as guch.
There are also a lot of differences 1in syntax and semantics
between the two classes of languages which require exploration and
explanation. With these consideratione in mind it is obvious that
ve need a eafe, mechanical procedure for distinguishing case
markers from other types of morphemes. It will be seen below that
our vorking definition has more advantages in addition to merely
being a handy tool for classificatian.

Quite generally, the difference between the two claeses of
languages could be characterized as depending upon two different
structuring principles. Whereas grammatical relations in filter
languagee can be depicted as a et of structural schemata with
slots for different functione {as 4in Diderichaen 1946; for a
discugsion see Pettersson 1983), the corresponding functions in a
cage language form an abatract syatem of entities and relation-
ships vhich exist, as it vere, independently of relations present
in actual speech. Thus in a filter language the concept of, for
example, direct object doee not exist outside of appropriate
syntactic structures; it is mainly a matter of word order and
intonational patterning. The accusative form of a noun of a caee
language belongs, on the other hand, to the lexicon as other
morphemes and vords of the language in question. Consequently, it
exists independently of syntactic relationships. With this in mind
it becomes obvious vhy ve cannot accept Hjelmslev’s description of
a modern language such as Englieh ae a case language (Hjelmslev
1935, 118ff,) vith, for example, a dative case marked by the wvord
order or by certein prepositions. The stipulation that a case
marker muast determine a noun stem and not a noun phrase is helpful
in clarifying such pointe. Word order is no morpheme, though it
can fulfill functions similar to those of case morphemes, and
prepositions ere not attached to noun stems but determine noun
phrases.

OQur definition of case is very atrong and would, at first
glance, seem to raise problems. Consider for example modern Stan-
dard German. This language is a cage language according to our
criteria but, nota bene!, only due to the fact that it possesses a
very restricted set of markere on certain noun astems, most con-
sistently in the masculine and neutre genitive singular and the
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dative plural. Otherwise case marking in German is overtly
gignalled conly on determiners (articles or adjectivea). The German
articles, hovever, are not joined to noun stems but are prefixed
to noun phrases and should therefore according to our definition
not qualify as case markers! Rather than being disturbed by such
complications, we on the contrary welcome them. Since our theory
partly aims at formulating a working language typology, vhere the
tvo classes both exhibit distinctive and unrelated structural
properties, we should expect mixed forms to occur. In fact, German
shows featuree of both classea: it 1s simultaneously a case
language due to its ability to signal case on noun steme end a
filter language in ite having developed firm structural schemata.
Furthermore, there are German dialects that have lost their abili-
ty to assign case to the noun stem. Such dialects have simul-
taneously lost case marking on the determiners as well, vhich 1is
vhat one would predict given our definition of case. In fact,
Standard Dutch could be taken as representative of eauch dialects.
Here the old German plural has been generalized to a common plural
marker, while the genitive singular hae been retained but reinter-
preted as a postposition as in English and Svedish or, more
commonly, been replaced by a prepositional phrase or a construc-
tion vwith a special possesaive marker (originally a posseseive
pronoun). Thus 'my sister’s book’ is in Dutch either mijn zusters
boek (postposition), het boek van mijrn zuster (’the book of
(from] my aister’), or, colloquially, mijn zuster d’r boek {(1lit.
'my sister her book’). The interesting point is that the articles
have last every trace of case marking: the definite article is de
for masculine, feminine and plural nouvns, and het for the neutre
singular, while the indefinite article i1s een (optionally ‘n)
throughout. Thue German does not coatradict our definition. Its
articles showv case due to agreement with the head noun. If the
German head noun vwere to lose its ability of signalling case at
some future date, the secondary case marking of the noun phrase
covld presumably not be upheld unleas by force from prescriptive
grammar,

Although German does not cause any serious prablem for our
definition, Roumanian 2} would seem to come much closer to consti-
tuting a clearcut counter-example. Roumanian is traditionally held
to poesess two gseparate casee in the nominal systen, the
nominative-accusative (NA) and the genitive-dative (GD). When
indefinite, the noun has no case mwarking, but in the definite
form, case 1s overtly signalled according to the following para-
digma for the nouns lup ‘wolf’' and casd ‘house’, representing
magculine and feminine noun declenaione respectively:
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Indefinite Definite

lup casd lupul casa Sg
NA lupi case tupii casele Pl
lup casd lupilui casei Sg
GD lupi case lupilor caselor Pl

So far Roumanian would seem to constitute a real case language,
the definite ending being a suffix attached to the noun stem. In
reality, however, the article determines the noun phrase just as
in English and German. Normally an adjective attribute follows its
head noun: limba romind ‘the Roumanian language’, lupul mare ’the
big wolf’. Though much more restrictedly than in French, some
adjectivea may be used attributively preceding the noun. Thus ’the
great poet’ may be in Roumanian poetful mare, but the more usual
expression 18 actuvally marele poet, vhere -le is the article.
Likevise the article will be joined to the adjective in the GD
case: casa marelui poet 'the great poet’s house’. This demon-
stratee that Roumanian distributes ite definite articles in exact-
ly the same way sas Bulgarian, viz. by adding the ending to the
firat word of the noun phrase and thus letting the article deter-
mine the noun phrase and not the noun contrary to the normal
situation in Nordic languages; cf. Bulgarian ezik ’language’,
ezikdt ‘the language’ but bdlgarskijat ezik 'the Bulgarian
language’ ae opposed to bdlgarski ezik 'id. (indef.)’. Roumanian
has furthermore an indefinite article, also +taking the case
marker: NA un lup 'a wolf’, GD unui lup. Consequently, provided
our vorking definition of case languages is correct, Roumanian is
not a genuine case language. There is, however, one exception to
the general rule that Roumanian exclusively signals case on the
noun phrase and not on the noun. Feminine nouns preceded by a
declined indefinite article have a special GD form: pref{ul unei
cage (%pre{ul unei casd) "the price of a house’. Moreover, an
adjective attribute of such a GD form vill shov concord with its
head; ’a big houese’ is o casd mare, vhereas ’'the price of a big
hcuse’ 1is pre{ul unei case mari, vhere mari is the singular GD
form of mare ’big’' (it should be noted that thease particular forms
are 1dentical to the indefinite plural form of the words in
question). Though Roumanian could be accepted as a case language
due to this peculiarity, wve are not entirely happy with the situa-
tion. In other respects Roumanisn does not clearly exhibit certain
properties that we consider typical of case languages; its prepo-
sitions, for example, normally do not govern the GD caese but
rather the NA case.

33



Milan Bily and Thore Pettersson

Consider, furthermore, that the Roumanian GD forms of the
definite articles are worphologically identical to the GD forms of
the third person personal/possessive pronouns lui, ei, lor,
'him/hig, her, them/their’ (Roumanian has a well developed
pronominal cage system). This fact then eliovs us to interpret the
declined Roumanian definite articles as possesaive markers corres-
ponding to the posseasive markers of colloquial Dutch, vhich in
turn means that we can claim that the Roumanian articles are part
of the pronominal system. 3) The Roumanian expression for 'my
sister’'s book’, sorei mea caste, can therefore be interpreted as
rendering a structure like ’‘my sister her book’, vhich, word for
vord, correspondas to the Dutch mijn zuster d’r boek. What then
remaine of the Roumanian nominal case marking is the specific case
form allotted to feminine nouns following the declined indefinite
article. However, since the appearance of this GD form is trig-
gered only by the GD form of the indefinite article wve have good
reason to queation even thie form ese a proper case marker. In
accordance with Mel’'&uk (1981) we will claim that even if agree-
ment or concord saignale morphological dependence, it does not
necessarily express the direction of the dependence imn question,
be 1t syntactic or semantic. We may, therefore, turn the argument
upside down and gay that the feminine head noun and any adjective
determinera agree morphologically with the oblique form of the
indefinite article. Thue not even this special instance of
epparent case marking in Roumanian conflicts vith our analysis of
Roumanian. It is not a case language.

On the other hand, if our definition of genuine case languages
had been invalidated by the occurrence of an undisputed case
language showing all other properties of case languages except for
the attachment of the case marker to the head noun, we would of
course have to accept Roumanian as a case language. The GD agree-
ment with the oblique indefinite article may then be interpreted
in the usual vay as an agreement of determiners vith the head noun
or &s a concord phenomenon as vill be explicated below. Hovever,
the preceding discussion mekes it obvicus that we would be far
from happy with such a solution.

There ie another peculiarity about Roumanian that hag also been
put forvard as an argument in claiming 1its status as a
full-fledged case language. Under certain circumstances, wmainly
vhen the noun denotes a person but also in some other cases, a
particle pe, wvhich is in fact a preposition, ie obligatorily
placed in front of the direct object: am intfinit pe Ion ‘I have
met John'’, am vdZul pe vecin 'l have seen the neighbour’. This
*accusative® marker pe 1s used even before a personal pronoun
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aglready inflected for the accusative: ma vdZut pe mine 'he has
geen me’, vhere mine ’‘me’ is a specific accusative form of the
first person singular personal pronoun distinct from the nomina-
tive eu and the dative mie. Since the particle determinee noun
phrases - cunoagle pe un profesor 'he knowvs a (certain) professor’
- it doee not qualify as a case marker according to our defini-
tion. In fact, though traditional grammar refers to the particle
ee "the accusative object marker pe", experte on Roumanian, e.g.
Lombard (1973, 86), are not very apt to recognize it as a proper
cage morpheme.

The reason vwhy ve are including a discussion of the Roumanian
pe, howvever, 1is the fact that Hebrew possesses a corresponding
syntactic device, a direct object marker ef, wvhich much more cate-
gorically has been claimed to constitute a proper case marker. The
Hebrev marker is required before any definite direct object, no
matter what kind of entity the noun denotes: dan ahav ef.rina
‘Dan loved Rina’, ani makar et hajéled 'I know the boy’, rina
bis§la et hamarak ’'Rina cooked the soup’, but rina bisla marak
‘Rina cooked soup’ (indefinite and conasequently vwith no et).
Moreover, the uge of the Hebrew et is restricted to mark direct
objecta only. It cannot be used as an adverbial preposition as the
Roumanian pe: pe o masd ‘on a table’. Though in many respects
exhibiting properties traditionally identified with the
functioning of ordinary prepositions, the Hebrev e{ and, in fact,
a get of other Hebrew prepositions as well, viz. le, be, al, Jdel,
and mi (glossed &8s ‘to’, ’in, at’, ‘on, by’, ’of’, and ’‘from’,
respectively), behave in a vay peculiarly eimilar to the case
markers of e.g. Russien. Berman (1978, 119ff.), though discussing
Hebrev case in Fillmorian terms end therefore a priori denying the
relevance of surface case for grammare of natural languages,
actually gives reasonable syntactic evidence for interpreting at
least the above listed Hebrev prepositione as true case markers.
Unfortunately, our own definition is not prima facie helpful with
respect to Hebrew, since Hebrev is a language vhere the difference
betveen noune proper and noun phrases 18 not quite clear. For
example Hebrev has a definite article ha, in fact a prefix, which
is distributed as in Greek, i.e. attached to and thus determining
each constituent within the noun phrase: ifa jafa is ‘a beautiful
woman’, vhile ’'the beautiful woman’ is haisa hajafa; cf. Greek he
guné he kalé 'id.’. An adjective shovs concord in gender and
number with its head noun, but, again, the governing role of the
head noun 18 signalled only vith respect tc gender and only when
the noun has an atypical phonological form with respect to its
morphological patterning, i.e. ve find in Hebrev the type of mixed
morphological paradigme that are wusually exemplified with the
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Latin agricola bonus ‘'a good farmer’. Berman asserts that the
Hebrev prepositions determine noun phrases in spite of the fact
that the initial element of a noun phrase will actually be its
head noun. The reason vhy she nevertheless ingists that the Hebrevw
particles in question are true prepositions and not case markers
in our gense is that they do not affect modifiers of the noua such
ae adjectives or determiners, vhile other grammatical items such
as number, gender, and species do. Since we, on the one hand, do
not regard agreement as a necessary requirement for case marking
but, on the other hand, are not quite happy with allotting Hebrew
the status of a case language either, we feel that the agreement
argument should be exemined in more detail,

As a matter of fact, the problem we are faced vith as far as
Hebrev is concerned is the same one that is encountered vith
regpect to the relational particlee of Jspanese. Japanese
particles such as wa, ga, ni and so forth are placed after a noun
phrase in such a way that it is impossible to tell wvhether the
marker should be interpreted as determining the noun phrase as a
vhole or merely is sttached to the head noun. The reason for our
dilemma is obvious: neither Hebrewv nor Japanese distinguish the
noun phrase and the noun proper as different levels of sentence
gtructure. This eituation ie very much the same in these languages
ag it is in the claesical Indo-European languages Sanskrit, Greek,
and Latin. The fact that the linguist ia able to apply an analyeis
in terme of NPs and Na to nominal constructions of these langua-~
ges, of course, in no vay means that the analysis also corresponds
to the factual structure of the languages in question. On the
contrary, there is in our opinion no indication that would favour
such &an analyais, since the seme get of endings is used to mark
ell constituente within the noun phrase. As for Latin, Greek, and
Hebrew the only exception seems to be gender in mixed paradigms.
From such paradigms, however, it does not follov that concord
should be interpreted 1in terms of different constituent levels.
Rather, the situstion should be described as follows. Wheress
number and/or case and/or species in these languages are overtly
expreased on all concatenated elementa constituting a noun phrase,
gender is overtly and obligatorily expressed only on such nouns
that have no inherent gender. In other vords, the languages in
question possess tvwo kinds of nouns, those with inherent gender
{nomina substantiva in terme of medieval grammar} and those
vithout inherent gender (nomina adiectiva), i.e. wvorde vhich have
been traditionelly referred tc as "adjectives". Consequently, as
far as Latin noun phrasea such as populus Romanug ’'the Roman
people’, puer parvulus ‘a little boy’, agricola bonus ‘'a good
farmer’ are concerned, each phrase consigts of a pair of conca-
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tenated noune, differing vith regard to inherent gender but other-
vise morphologically on the same foot. That is to say, the mascu-
line ending -us, though a very frequent indication of masculine
gender in nomina subatantiva, is a proper gender marker only for
nouns vithout inherent gender. Whether we call nouns of the latter
kind adjectives or not is merely a matter of terminology. The
important point is that, from a morphological and partly from a
syntactic point of viev, they are resl nouns. It ia for this
reason that wve have used and henceforth consistently will use the
term "concord" to apply to such an equal correspondence in form
between twvo nouns (or two vords of the same vord class) concatena-
ted within the same phrase and denoting the same entity in the
outer vorld, vhereas the term "agreement® has been and shall be
understood as referring to a correspondence in form such as it is
knovn from modern Germanic and Slavonic languages. These languages
possess gpecial morphological means of signalling syntactic eubor-
dination within the noun phrase. Agreement in this sense simply
does not exist in the classical languages. Thus the stem bon- in
agricola donus takes the masculine form not because it agrees with
the noun agricola, which has inherent masculine gender, but
because it refera to, denotes a male being. The same thing will be
true of the categories number and caee: any noun within the noun
phrase will take just the form appropriate to the number and the
specific rolee of the entities referred to in the outer world. As
can be seen the concord in case vithia the noun phrase is a necea-
sary congequence o0f our definition of case markers as linguistic
signg attached to noun stems but not to noun phrases.

We are nov in the position of being able to solve the problem
vith the Hebrew relational particles. Hebrev has, just aes Latin,
tvo classes of nouns, those with inherent gender and those
without. Both types are obligatorily marked for number but only
the latter demands an overt marker for gender. For this reason we
get mixed paradigms in Hebrev as vell. The noun sulxan ’‘table’ has
inherent masculine gender but forms ite plural with the "feminine"
eading -ot; gadol ’'big’, on the other hand, has no inherent gender
and, consequently, when used to refer to objects such as tables,
recognized by the Hebrew linguistic society as male thingas, it
must take the maaculine ending proper -im. ’‘Big tables’ is there-
fore in Hebrew sulxanot gadolim. Still, both worde in the phrase
are true nouns. Consequently, if the relational particles were
true case markers they ehould have been attached to both wvords.
For this reason and no other ve can truly state that Hebrev is not
a case language. :

This assertion probably alsoc holds true of Japanese and a host
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of other languages vhich 2in the literature are held to posseas
morphological case. Often references to auch "case® particles ar
endinge are made quite locosely and do not seem to bear any parti-
cular theoreticel =alience. However, for two languages at least,
viz, Turkish and Mongolian, tradition very stubbornly insists in
claiming their status ae full-fledged case languages. Turkish, for
example, is supposed toc possess six separate cases, viz. the abso-
lutive or nominative, the definite accusative, the genitive, the
dative, the locative, and the ablative. Some grammariang include
in eddition an abeasive, a relative, and a comitative, vhereas
still others do not recognize the locative and the ablative as
real cages (cf., Peters 1947, 27). No matter hov many cases there
are in Turkish, they are all expressed by endinge attached to the
final element of a nominal group with aone single exception - the
absclutive, which has no ending st all. Now, just as in Latin and
Hebrev there is no morphologicel difference between an adjective
and a noua. An adjective may therefore teske the plural morpheme,
any case ending or personal suffix just as an ordinary noun. It
can alec have the indefinite article bir before it. In contrast to
Latin and Hebrew, however, Turkish, from a morphological point of
viev, consistently treats the noun phrase and not the noun or even
the head noun as the finite immediate constituent. Therefore, the
plural will never be marked more than once per nominal group: bir
kitap is 'a book’ and kitablar is 'books’, but 'three books’ is ig¢
kitap, (i¢ 'three’' being inherently plural. The same thing applies
to all other grammatical morphemes, case markers i1ncluded. The
phenomenon 18 known as the principle of suspended affixation, a
formulation that could be taken to imply that in Turkish, all
affixes are present at some deeper level but are deleted during
derivation. It should be observed that the auspension also
applies to coordinated nouns as in {lebrik ve legekkirlerimi
sunarim 'I offer my congratulations and thanks {(lit. congratula-
tion and thank-e-my-ACC offer-I)', vhere the grammatical morphemes
ler-im-i (plural - posseasive - accusative) are associated with
both tedrik ’'congratvlation’ and {tegekkiir 'thank’ (Lewis 1975,
41)., It seeems to us just as natural to say that the morphemes in
question are attached to the nominal group ae an indivisible
vhole. If so, we could claim that Turkish is not a case language.
Given our stipulative definition of case markersg the Turkish case
endings are of course nothing but postpositions equivalent to
prepositions of e.g. English. On the other hand, it must be left
to the specialist of Turkish to decide whether the principle of
guapended affixation is really a feature of grammar and not merely
a way of expression. Needless to say, we do not deny the poesibi-
lity that the suspension idea may be the right one in handling the
issue, In that case, Mongolian and Tamil wvould also be classified
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eg case languages, since they exhibit exactly the game pattern
vith respect to the noun phrase.

Originally we wvanted to include Hungarian in the class of
languages discuased sbove, Hungarian also being agglutinative and
subject to the suspension principle jugt as Turkish. Having read
Borin (1984), however, we have become a little more hesitant to do
g0. Borin, using our casehood definition as a point of departure,
claime that Hungarian really ie a case language. He comes to this
conclueion by pointing to the fact that the two demonstrative
pronouns ez ’'this’ and az ‘that’ obligatorily show concord vith
their head. In the sentence Ekkor hallottam eldszér ezt a nevet
‘Then I heard this name for the first time’ (Borin’s example), ezt
is the accusative of ez and nevet is the accusative of név 'name’.
The same kind of concord shove up with the vord maga ‘self’.
Othervise Hungarian hae no concord or agreement between a preposed
attribute and a head noun, nor are coordinated or juxtaposed nouns
marked except on the last constituent of the NP. We admit that the
inflexion of ez, az, and maga is remarkable and, no doubt, consti-
tutes a counter argument against our original conception of
Hungarian. Borin’s second argument for allotting Hungarian the
statug of a true case language, viz. that postposed appositions
demand the game ending as the governing noun, wvwe consider more
doubtful. In our mind Borin has not convincingly demonstrated
that it is the noun proper and not the NP that is determined by
the ending. Borin may be right that Hungarian really is an agglu-
tinating case language without agreement, but in as far as the
guestion of suspended affixation is not satisfactorily anavered we
vill remain acepticeal.

Summing up, ve conclude that noun phrases of natural languages
may be organized according to at least three different principles.
In one type of language, the most typical representativea of which
are Germsnic and Slavonic languages, the noun phragse is centred
around a single head noun, all determiners usually being specifi-
cally marked for seyntactic subordination to the head. The
difference between Slavonic languages on one hand and a language
auch as Latin on the other is, accordingly, that the Slavonic ones
have two separate sete of case endings for nouns and determiners
respectively, vhereas Latin has the game set of endings for both
vord classes. The first type of language would principally allow
case marking without agreement. The second type, which includes
not only languages such as Latin, Hebrew and Finnish but also
modern Romance languages auch as Italian and French, has no
morphological means to signal the subordination relation between
nomina substantiva and nomina adiectiva. From a syntactic point of
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view both types of word within the noun phrase are therefore true
noung. The same holds true of the third type of language, repre-
sented by Turkish and Mongolian, but here the noun phrase is an
indivisible conatituent vith regard to sentential ayntax. The
difference between the three typee with respect to structural
properties of their noun phrases can be demonstrated graphically
a8 in Figure 1, where A stands for any adjective-like determiner
and Infl eymbolizee the structural position of the grammatical
marker., Thug genuvine Type III languages are not proper case
languages. They may be flexional languages, but, 1f g0, their
prefixes or suffixes function ae prepoeitione or postpogitions
vith respect to the whole NP. Caseless languages can therefore be
of two different kinds: on one hand analytical, on the other fle-
xional with grammatical markers determining the vhole NP. In addi-
tion there may, of course, occur mixed typea combining in varying
degree the properties of the former and the latter type.

Infl
/
NP NP * NP
Infl Infl Infl
A N N N N N
Type 1 Type 1I Type III
Fig 1

Obgerve that all language types freely allov other poassibilities
of signaelling the internal structure of the noun phrase. In all
types we find subordination relatione expressed via embedded pre-
positional phrases or some kind of casus constructus. Turkish has
its izafet, but this construction is in fact the same thing as
that which 18 expressed by the possessive particles in modern
Dutch. This kind of possessive construction 1is also typical of
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colloquial Norwvegian (a filter language) and colloquial German. In
colloquial Faroese, which is a full-fledged case language, the
genitive has been lost, having been replaced by the same kind of
izafel. The poasseasive particles of Finnish also render izafef,
and yet Finnish 18 an extremely developed Type II case language
vith no formal difference betveen nouns and adjectives. Thus we
gee that the difference betwveen the three language types ig not a
matter of the internal structure of the noun phrase as such but
rather of the external relation of the noun phrase to other
constituents vithin the eentence. Case markers therefore are
attached to noun steme but expreass relations beyond the ascope of
the separate nominal constituent.

¥hen discussing the Roumanian definite articles ve mentioned in
passing that Roumanian has a well developed case system in its
pronouns. Thie feature is also typical of othervise completely
caseless languages, English and GSwedish included, though the
functioning of the pronominal case forms in these languages seems
to be so redundant that they can be disregarded as eurface struc-
ture phenomena. There are, however, other filter languages, the
pronominal caee marking of wvhich cannot be so easily neglected.
One esuch language is Bulgarian. It has lost every trace of syn-
tactic case merking in ite noune but nevertheless possesses
functioning dative end accusative forme of the personal pronoune
just as Roumanian: cf. Narija dava na Ana jadbdlka 'Mary gives
Anne an apple’ and tje i ja dava ’'she gives it to her’, where {ja
is the nominative, i the dative, and ja is the accusative singular
form of the feminine personal pronoun ‘she’.4) Such situations are
very common among lsnguages all over the wvorld. There has been
quite a lot of apeculation on the reason or reasons for this
phenomenon. Comrie (1981, 179ff.) is inclined to relate it to a
univergal tendency of special grammatical marking of linguistic
entities ranking high vith respect to what he refers to under the
heading animacy. Just as nouns denoting living beings are more apt
to diatinguish the nominative and the accusative overtly <than
neutre nouns, personal pronoungs could be considered as ranking
higher in animacy than ordinary nouns. :

Certainly there is =s=something attractive about Comrie’s
reasoning. At the same time, however, it 1s rather dangerous.
Reagoning that way one tende to slur or overlook the fact that
pronoung and ordipary nouns generally are lexical items of
different orders, in spite of the fact that both types of word are
used to £111 noun phrases. The difference betveen nouns proper and
pronouns is that the former are lexical items mentally connected
with prototypical entities that could be referred to as existent
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in a conceiveble esituation even outside a linguistic context,

vhereas pronouns are exclueively deictic linguistic elements that

have no such mental connection but can be used meaningfully only
with respect to an already created discourse (cf. Pettersson 1982,

71; Lyons 1977, 660). They are shifters in the sense of Jakobson
(1957). There are, in fact, languages wvhich do not differentiate
betwveen nouns proper and pronoung in this vay. The Japanese vord
watasi is glossed 'I, me’, but it is actually an ordinary noun

meaning ‘that person which is I'. A similar phenomenon ig
vell-known from child languege acquieition. At a certain stage
children frequently use the second person personal pronoun you to
refer to themselves. The reason for this ig obvious: the child

has not yet underatood the shifter function of the proanouns;

congequently, since he is addressed as you, he takes you to be a
name, an ordinary lexical denominatien, or, in other worde, a

noun.

What has been said so far does not in any vay interfere with the
claime regarding the relation between pronouns and nouns put
forvard in Bily (1981, 2, 73-125, 179-215). We still find it unne-
cessary to differentiate between definite personal pronouns and
full NPs as far as coreferential interpretation rules are
concerned. From a coreferential point of viev all NPs belong to a
sliding scale of referential explicitness containing both definite
pronouns, semanticelly empty nouns such as thingummy, gimmick,
gear and so on, so-cslled epithetic anephaoric NPse euch as the
bastard and the poor man and full nouns or NPs. Thus the prevai-
ling viev of definite personal pronoung as equivalent to bound
variables in logic is not linguistically motivated wvith respect to
the interpretation of vhat they refer to endophorically. The
point wve want to make in thie context, however, is simply that
pronouns are radically different from nouns as far ae exophoric
reference ie concerned.

Thue we gee that the distinction between nouna and proacuns 1s
not universal in the sense that it is a necessary feature of humen
language. It would therefore be incorrect to regard pronoune as
merely a certain kind of noun. The traditional conception that
pronouns are vorde that fulfill the same functions as nouns
vithout being nouns themselves i8 no doubt the right one. The
digtinction between nouns and pronoune adde to the complexity of
grammer in guch 8 vway that is typical of category split rather
than of category subdivision. With all this in mind it 1is quite
natural that we shouvld find syntactic and morphological properties
of nouns to be reflected in pronouns, vhereas the opposite situa-
tion 1s far from general or even common. On the contrary, langua-
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ges tend to develop pronominal systema that in one way or other
overtly aignal the intrineic difference between the two word
classes. As pointed out above filter languages often have asome
kind of pronominal case merking while simultaneously being devoid
of case marking in nocuns. In case languages ve often find special
morphology as regarde pronouna, distinct from that of nouns. Sla-
vonic languages, for example, have accusative marking on pronouns
replacing neutre nouns, in apite of the fact that the
nominative-accusative distinction is not morphologically signalled
in neutre nouna. Finnish has lilkevige accusative marking of
personal pronoung in the singular, while singular nouns have no
such marking. Latin developed a specific partitive case in plural
pronouna, a case othervise unknown in the language. Such examples
could be multiplied perhaps infinitely. It could very well be that
a prerequisite for a language learner to detect the difference
betwveen nouna and pronoune 1ie that the language to be acquired
poasesses some ealient features characterizing ita pronouns,
overtly separating the clase of pronouns from that of nouns.
Observe that thie suggestion in no wvay challenges earlier explana-
tiona such as those referring to the frequency of pronouns in
actual speech, mwaking them less vulanerable to analogical change,
or those taking into consideration their purport according to
parameters such as animacy or definiteaess. We are simply pointing
ovt a peculiarity of pronouns that might be a contributing factor,
among other things, to the development and retainment of case
marking in pronominal syatems to the exclumion of case marking on
ordinary nouns.

Be this as it may, it is obvious that our decision to define
case markers as overt morphemea attached to noun steme 1is appro-
priate even vith regard to pronouns, since case marking on nouns
entails case marking on all kinde of NP heads, whereas case
marking in a restricted set of NPs such as personal pronouns does
not entaill a corresponding case marking on nouns. Consequently,
the existence of case marking on pronouns will not as such be a
sufficient prerequisite for the classification of a language as a
cage language. Therefore ve are perfectly right in rejecting not
only Svedish and English but also Bulgarian and siwmilar languages
as representativea of caee languages.

One final remark should be added. The fact that we define a case
marker as a bound morpheme attached to a noun stem doea not mean
that ve are entitled to recognize all worphemes exhibiting this
property to be case wmarkers. Case i1s a grammatical category by
itself, clearly distinguishable from other categories auch as
number, gender and speciea. Given the morphological structure of
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English alone it 18 of course impoesible to tell vhether the
ending & of the word form girls as opposed to girl is a marker of
number, case, gender, or something else. But with respect to the
syntactic and aemantic properties of this s wve can truly state
that it is a marker of number. The same thing holds good of the
definite ending of nouns in Nordic languages. Since the ending in
question actually is added to and thus determines noun stewms and
not noun phrases, as apposed to Bulgarian and Roumanian, it might
be 1dentified as a case marker. Its syntactic and aemantic proper-
ties, howvever, Bare quite different from those of case markers as
ve have outlined them in Bily & Pettersson (1983; 1984), and thus
the Nordic definite article cannot be recognized as a case marker.
Accordingly, our criterion is a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for distinguishing case morphemes from other morpheme
typee and case languages from caselese ones. Nevertheless it ie a
poverful instrument for future research in language typology.

NOTES

1) For reasons of simplicity we will vee the term "morpheme® to
cover exponents of porte-manteau affixes as vwell, vhere case may
or may not be an item among others, expressing grammatical proper-
ties such as gender, number or species.

2) Data on Roumanian 18 drawvn from Lombard (1973).

3) It should be observed that they are, in fact, true pronouns
diachronically.

4) It should, hovever, be obeerved that it ig impossible to change
the order of the oblique pronouns; *{ja ja i dava is thus ungram-
matical.
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