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accusative plural form is now only nominative plural, 6.48). Kak (OR jako) 

combines with complements that surface with second case (6.49):37 

 

(6.47) a. Zinaida deržit Zuraba za negodjaja. 

  Zinaida has Zurab AC Pred wretch AC 

  ‘Zinaida considers Zurab a scoundrel.’ 

 b. Čto za negodjaj? 

  what NOM Pred wretch NOM 

     ‘What sort of scoundrel is this?’ 

 

(6.48) a. Vybrali Rovšana v prezidenty. 

  chose Rovšan AC Pred presidents OLD NOM/AC 

  ‘They chose Rovšan as the president.’ 

b. Rovšan pošel v soldaty. 

Rovšan NOM went Pred soldiers OLD NOM/AC 

  ‘Rovšan began to be a soldier.’ 

 

(6.49) a. Zinaida ljubit Zuraba kak svoego syna. 

  Zinaida loves Zurab AC like [her son]AC 

  ‘Zinaida loves Zuraba like her own son.’ 

b. Zinaida dlja Zuraba kak mat’. 

Zinaida NOM for Zurab like mother NOM 

  ‘Zinaida is like a mother for Zurab.’ 

 

                                                
37 Bailyn (2002) explains the rare exceptions to this last rule as elliptical constructions: e.g. the P o 

‘about’ in example (i) assigns prepositional case to its complement, but the kak-phrase after it 

combines with complements that surface with default nominative case, instead of second case 

(prepositional case): 

(i) …o glazax kak višni. 

… about eyes PREP like cherries NOM  

According to Bailyn, (i) is an elliptical relative clause that correspons to (ii) below. In fact, the 

meaning of (i) is the one of (ii); moreover, only subjects and direct objects can be directly modified by a 

secondary predicate, so these kak-phrases can be taken as a kind of circumstantial complements: 

(ii)  … o glazax, kotorye kak višni. 

 … about eyes PREP which NOM like cherries NOM 

 ‘(They talk) about eyes, which seem like cherries.’ 
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Historically, overt predicators developed in parallel to the instrumental case and 

generalized just a little later after the instrumental case spread as the case of 

predication on NPs (see Chapter 5, Section 2.3.3d – the relevant examples are 

repeated below as 6.50): 

      (Conquest of the Azov, 17th century) 

(6.50) a. A nas na Rusi ne počitajut i za psa smerdijaščago. 

  and us AC in Russia not consider even za-Pred [dog stinking]AC 

  ‘They consider us, Russian people, less than a stinking dog.’  

b. Sii mi budetь jako otecь.  (Lives of Boris and Gleb, 113) 

this NOM me DT will be as-Pred father NOM  

  ‘He will be like my father.’ 

  

My proposal in Chapter 5 was that all NP instrumental predicates in Old Russian 

were reanalyzed because of a thematic mismatch involving the null heads Pred 

and P and the non-verbal predicate NP complement (the null P was eliminated 

from the structure, and Pred acquired the properties that P formerly had).  I 

extended this proposal also to overt Ps (za and v) which, like null Ps, could be also 

reanalyzed as overt Preds, because of the same syntax-semantics mismatch that 

took place between null Ps / Preds and its NP predicate complement. The 

mismatch involving overt Ps is represented in structure (6.51) below.  

 

(6.51) Syntax-semantics mismatch with overt Ps (Old Russian) 
 

*      VP  
              qp     

    V       PredP 
          consider     wo      
      DP[uv]          Pred’ 

  6     ei 

             us AC   Pred  PP   
         Ø     ei 
       P case   NP [uP] 

                       za    θ-role “modal”   6 
   θ-role “predication”   stinking dog AC 
   
       
The mismatch was the following: the accusative inherent lexical case on the NP 

was valued by the P za but, because it was a typical instance of predication (the 

main verbs was ‘to consider’), the theta-role appropriate for the NP predicate was 
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mot “modal” (assigned by the P), but “predication”, which could potentially be 

assigned by Pred.  

 

In this case, parallel to the elimination of the offending element (P) from the 

structure, recategorization of the element za took place, P � Pred (according to the 

mechanism of “relabelling”; cf. Whitman’s (2000) account, presented in Chapter 2, 

Section 3.1.3). The reanalysis of the overt P as an overt Pred is shown in (6.59), 

and is parallel to the process that affected null Ps / Preds (cf. Chapter 5):  

 

       (6.52) Reanalyzed structure – overt Preds 
  
    VP 

     wo    

    V          PredP 
  consider  wo     
      DP[uv]      Pred’ 

        6   ei 

             us AC          Pred      θ-role  NP[uv] 
                  za  “predication”        6  
           stinking dog AC 

         
If this is so, then, overt predicators are in complementary distribution with the 

null Preds valuing instrumental because, historically, null P was replaced by null 

Pred taking instrumental case, while overt P, in turn, was reanalyzed as overt 

Pred (6.52). That is the reason why overt predicators and null Pred triggering 

instrumental case are and were always incompatible, as shown in (6.45) above. 

    

    

    

    

4.2.54.2.54.2.54.2.5. . . . CCCCOLLOQUIAL AND CHILD OLLOQUIAL AND CHILD OLLOQUIAL AND CHILD OLLOQUIAL AND CHILD USE OF SECOND CASE USE OF SECOND CASE USE OF SECOND CASE USE OF SECOND CASE     

 

From the point of view of language acquisition, we showed in Section 2.2 that 

children younger than 4-5 years use almost exclusively second case with non-

verbal predicates in copular clauses (Gvozdev 1961, Babyonyshev 1993), even in 

those cases that involve NPs, as in (6.53):  
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 (6.53) a. Jesli by voda bylo ogon’ i ogon’ voda, togda by  

  if part. water NOM was fire NOM and fire NOM water NOM, then part.  

  vodoj zažigali, a ognem tušili.     (5;1)  

  water INST burn fire INST put out 

‘If water were fire and fire were water, then, water would be used to start a 

fire and fire would put out fires.’  

  b.  Počemu cvetočki nazyvajutsja kolokol’čiki?   (4;6) 

  why flowers NOM are called bells NOM?  

 

Colloquial Russian (Sirotinina 1980, 1983) also gives preference to second case in 

some contexts, where normative Russian forces the use of an instrumental case, 

especially with adjectives and complex NPs (see Chapter 4, Sections 2.1.1, 2.2.1, 

2.4.2, and 2.4.4). 

 

Within the analysis I have proposed above, colloquial uses of second case are a 

strong argument against an analysis in pure I-terms of instrumental case on AP 

predicates. Colloquial second case can even override the semantic and pragmatic 

rules present in some Russian grammars (see Chapter 4, Section 2.4.4.3). For 

example, standard and normative language prefers instrumental case in case the 

event of the main clause and the event of the adjectival predicate are 

“subordinated” (in the sense of Richardson 2001b, 2003b).  

 

But colloquial language prefers second case on AP predicates, even when they 

involve clear transitions (subordinated events, in Richardson’s account), as 

illustrated in the examples in (6.54): 

 

(6.54) a. Umnye vse stali!     (Colloquial Russian) 

  clever NOM all became 

  ‘They are all too clever by half!’ 

 b. Vse dumali, čto on umnyj, no okazalsja on polnyj durak. 

all though that he clever but turned out he [complete fool]NOM 

‘All though he was clever, but he turned out to be a complete fool.’ 
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Descriptively speaking, these data can be evidence of a third step in the process of 

development and change of Russian case marking in non-verbal predication, a step 

further into the “biological” level of UG (i.e. into a simpler pattern). This should 

mean the return to a more universal system, to a more general parameter, i.e. 

taking a step higher in the hierarchy in Table 1 of this chapter (even if resulting in 

a loss of functional advantage). This implies the “return” of both AP and NP 

predicates to the second case pattern (Parameter 3), the more extended system 

cross-linguistically (Comrie 1997), within the acquisition process of Russian 

language itself (Gvozdev 1961), and in Russian colloquial language.38 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2.64.2.64.2.64.2.6. . . . PPPPREDICATES RELATED TOREDICATES RELATED TOREDICATES RELATED TOREDICATES RELATED TO OBLIQUE ANTECEDENTS OBLIQUE ANTECEDENTS OBLIQUE ANTECEDENTS OBLIQUE ANTECEDENTS    

    

Richardson (2001a) and Bailyn (1995) analyze the puzzling fact that, while English 

depictive secondary predicates cannot refer to PP complements and indirect objects 

(6.55a), Russian predicates can (6.55b). In the last case, however, depictives must 

undergo second case, even if they express a change of state, which is the typical 

context for instrumental marking: 

 

(6.55) a.  * I did not look at Johni drunki.    (English) 

 b. ? Ona smotrit na Arsenai p’janogoi / * p’janymi.  (Russian) 

  she looked to Arsen AC drunk AC / *INST 

  ‘She looked at Arsen when he was drunk.’  

 

                                                
38 This “backward” process affects only a part of the set of predicative instances, so it is difficult to say 

whether this transition to a more universal parameter (from Parameters 3-4 to Parameter 2) is really 

having any success in Present-day Russian or not. In any case, it seems that sociological, normative 

and functional pressures still make possible the –late– acquisition of the micro-parameter of the 

instrumental predicate case (Parameter 4) in most Russian speakers. 
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Why did not the instrumental case spread to these contexts, if the instrumental is 

the most suitable case to express a change of state? I want to argue that, if we look 

at the data from a diachronic perspective, the problem disappears. The 

instrumental case does not encode predicates of indirect objects and PPs, and never 

encoded them. Instrumental case never spread to such predicates because, 

according to our COR Principle, there was no need to extend the reanalysis to 

them, as I will show below. 

 

First of all, recall the position of PP complements and indirect objects in the 

predicative structure assumed in Chapter 4, Section 3, repeated here as (6.56): 

 

(6.56)   TP     (from Bowers 1993) 
  wo 

 Subject        T’ 
         wo 

   T       PredP 
     ei 

    (subj)            Pred’ 
         ei 

         Pred   VP 
            ei 

          Object     V’ 
                ru 

        V        Indirect object  
               / PP complement 
 

Now recall the position I have assumed for instrumental secondary adjunct 

predicates in this very same structure (cf. Bailyn 2001, Richardson 2001b, 2003b): 

they are adjoined to VP or higher (to TP), but never below VP. Structure (6.57) 

represents the structure I propose for example (6.33b):  

 

(6.33) b. Vaxtang ženilsja molodym.    

   Vahtang NOM got married young INST 
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(6.57)         TP 
      qp          

 Vahtang           T’ 
     ei 

           T    VP 
             wo 
                     VP       PredP (adjunct) 

     6         ei 

     got married  PRO  Pred’ 
                        ei              

               Pred     AP 
                             young 
   

The secondary PredP in (6.57) is adjoined to VP (it is an adjunct). A PredP adjoined 

to VP (or higher) is out of the scope of the complement position of the main V: that 

is, it is not c-commanded by the indirect or PP complement. One of the basic 

properties of predicates is that they be c-commanded by their antecedent. This 

condition is not met in structure (6.58), which corresponds to the ungrammatical 

version of (6.55b), where the predicate is intended to refer to the NP inside the PP 

na Arsena ‘at Arsen’:  

 

(6.58)   *   TP 
   qp          

T    VP  not c-commanded by the NP Arsen 
       Vahtang i  qp  
             VP          PredP (adjunct) 

             ei   ei 

          V            PP         PRO         Pred’ 
    looks         ru      ru                       

     P    NP        Pred        AP 
          at        Arsen j                 drunk j 

 

On the other hand, elements merged higher that VP (e.g. the NP inside an adjunct 

PP or an oblique DP) can be modified by a non-verbal predicate, which is inserted 

in a kind of “last resort” structure (Bailyn 2001, Madariaga 2006); namely, by 

adjoining the AP predicate directly to the PP / oblique DP modified we want to 

modify, as represented in (6.60), corresponding to example (6.59): 

 

(6.59)   Vaxtang smotrit na mat’ ??% grustnuju / * grustnoj. 

   Vahtang looks at mother AC sad AC.FEM / *INST.FEM 

   ‘Vahtang looks at his mother, which is sad.’ 
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(6.60)  TP   (Based on Bailyn 2001, Madariaga 2006) 
qp     

      T   VP 
       wo 

V             PP   
                 looks        wo          
          P         DP (Small Clause) 
    at   ei 

    DP    AP 
             6        6 

 mother AC           sad AC 
    

The existence of this “Last Resort” effect, first noticed by Bailyn (2001), suggests 

that the AP predicates marked with second case can be merged at different levels 

in the sentence, while PredP including NPs with instrumental case cannot (cf. 

Richardson 2003b, who reaches the same conclusion on independent grounds). 

From the point of view of our parametric account, it is an additional piece of 

evidence if favour of the fact that that second case (and not instrumental case) is 

the only available case marking option on AP predicates, which surfaces in almost 

any configuration, even in “last resort” contexts. 

 

 

 

    

4.2.7. 4.2.7. 4.2.7. 4.2.7. SSSSEMIEMIEMIEMI----PREDICATIVE ELEMPREDICATIVE ELEMPREDICATIVE ELEMPREDICATIVE ELEMENTSENTSENTSENTS    

 

The so-called Russian semi-predicative elements, odin ‘one, alone’ and sam ‘-self, 

same’, obligatorily undergo second case in predicative instances and cannot value 

instrumental case, as shown in (6.61).  

 

(6.61) a. Taras prišel odin / *odnim. 

  Taras NOM came one NOM / *INST 

  ‘Taras came alone.’ 

 b. Tarasi prišel sam / *samim. 

  Taras NOM came –self NOM / *INST 

  ‘Taras came by himself.’ 
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The syntactic, morphological and semantic properties of the semi-predicative 

elements were first investigated in detail in Madariaga (2006). Before, they have 

been studied only in connexion to the phenomenon of the so-called Second Dative 

(cf. Greenberg 1983, Franks 1990, 1995, 1998, Franks & Hornstein 1992, 

Kondrashova 1994, Babby 1998, Babby & Franks 1998, Moore & Perlmutter 1999, 

2000, Fortuin 2003). The set of second dative semi-predicative elements include 

odin ‘one, alone’ and sam ‘-self, same’. These elements are marked with dative case 

in infinitive constructions, such as (6.62).  

 

Dative case is an instance of second case, like those in (6.66); the difference is 

that dative case does not “agree” with an overt antecedent, but with a null dative 

PRO: 

 

(6.62)  Ja proposil Tarasai [PROi prijti odnomui / * odnim].  

 I asked TarasACC PRODAT to come oneDAT / *INST 

 ‘I asked Taras to come alone.’ 

 

In the previous section, I discussed Bailyn’s (2001) proposal that Russian elements 

marked with second case in secondary predicational instances are appositions (a 

kind of last resort) to the element they refer. Example (6.55b), repeated below, is 

ungrammatical if we try to encode the predicate related to a PP with instrumental 

case. However, if we mark it with second case, the structure becomes acceptable: 

 

(6.55b)  Ona smotrit na Arsenai ?% p’janogoi / * p’janymi.  (Russian) 

  she looked to Arsen AC drunk AC / *INST 

  ‘She looked at Arsen when he was drunk.’  

 

The structure corresponding to the ungrammatical variant of (6.55b) was 

represented in (6.58). The appositional second case variant proposed by Bailyn 

(2001) is shown in (6.63): 
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(6.63)      TP 
   wo          

 DP        VP 
       Vahtang        wo   
         V     PP 

          looks   wo 

             PP     AP 
                      ru  5                 
                  P    DP  drunk AC  
          at  5 

     Arsen AC 
 

In Madariaga (2006), I argued that the elements odin ‘one, alone’ and sam ‘self, 

same’ share the properties and distribution of elements such as oba ‘both’ and vse 

‘all’, which are of the category “quantifier”.39 Then, I also showed that inherent 

instrumental case cannot be valued on semi-predicatives, and Q elements in 

general, because Pred can only take a NP or AP, but not a QP or a DP as 

complements.40 Therefore, predicate QPs are integrated in appositional structures, 

such as (6.63), where only second case can be valued. Let us briefly summarize here 

some of the arguments developed in Madariaga (2006). 

 

1) 1) 1) 1) Predicate Qs and semi-predicatives can never be inserted in secondary argumental 

structures, where PredP is obligatory. Consider example (6.64a): the argumental 

AP predicate comes in two forms: (i) inherent non-lexical instrumental case valued 

by a null Pred head, and (ii) structural second case AP when preceded by an overt 

predicator, which cannot value the case features of its complement (Bailyn 2001, 

2002). Both are PredP structures. Semi-predicatives (Qs) cannot be inserted in this 

type of structures, as shown in (6.64b-c): 

 

(6.64)  a. My sčitajem ego svoim / za svojego.  (From Bailyn 2002) 

  we consider him AC ours INST / as ours AC 

                                                
39 Arguments in favour of the quantificational nature of the semi-predicative items are offered in 

Madariaga (2006). Along these lines, in Madariaga (2007), I explore another quantificational use of 

the semi-predicative item odin ‘one, only, alone’, related to the phenomenon of floating quantification 

in Russian. 

40 The fact that DPs in predicative instances could not trigger instrumental case historically has been 

shown in Sections 4.2.1 (equative sentences), and 4.2.3 (nationality nouns, and proper names). 
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  ‘We consider him as ours.’ 

 b. * My sčitajem ego odnim / za odnogo. 

  we consider him AC one INST / as one AC 

  Intended meaning: ‘We consider him as being alone.’ 

 c. * Il’dar stanet odnim / odin. 

  Ildar NOM will become one INST / NOM 

  Intended meaning: ‘Ildar will be alone.’ 41 

 

As we can see, what happens is that Q elements cannot be inserted in PredPs, 

either when they are headed by a null Pred (instrumental case) or by an overt 

predicator. Q-elements can be used only in appositions.  

 

2)2)2)2) Another argument to differentiate nominative / accusative predicates, which are 

integrated in a PredP, from the other second case predicates that can be inserted 

only in appositions, comes from the mobility of the antecedents with respect to the 

related predicates. Nominative / accusative antecedents can be extracted to an A’-

position, without pied-piping the related predicative, as shown in the wh-

extractions in (6.65a, 6.62a), and topicalizations in (6.65b, 6.62b).42  

 

(6.65)  a. Ktoi tancujet p’janyji / odini? 

  who NOM dances drunk NOM / one NOM 

 b. Arseni |tancujet p’janyji / odini. 

  Arsen NOM dances drunk NOM / one NOM 

  ‘Arsen, he dances drunk / alone.’ 

 

(6.66)  a. Kogoi ty uvidela p’janogoi / odnogoi? 

  whom AC you saw drunk AC  / one AC 

 b. Arsenai | ja uvidela p’janogoi / odnogoi. 

  Arsen AC I saw drunk AC / one AC 

                                                
41 Odin can be used in this context only as a part of a larger a DP. Odin as part of a DP structurally 

and semantically differs from the pure QP predicate in (6.64b-c): 

(i) Ja stanu [DP odnim iz nix]. 

I will become one INST of them 

‘I will be one of them.’ 

42 Similar facts have been noticed by Richardson (2001b) in English secondary predication. 
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  ‘Arsen, I saw drunk / alone.’ 

 

However, secondary predicates in the shape of appositions referred to dative 

indirect objects –or PPs– cannot undergo wh-movement (6.67a) or topicalization 

(6.67b) without pied-piping also the related predicate (6.67c):  

 

(6.67) a. * Komui ty peredala privet p’janomui / odnomui? 

  to who DT you gave regards drunk DT / one DT 

 b. * Arsenui | ja peredala privet p’janomui / odnomui. 

         Arsen DT I gave my regards drunk DT / one DT 

 c. ? Arsenui p’janomui / odnomui | ja peredala privet. 

  Arsen DT drunk DT / one DT I gave my regards       

  ‘To Arsen when he was drunk / alone, I gave my regards.’ 

 

3)3)3)3) An additional argument for the special structure of the semi-predicative elements 

odin and sam can be found in the semantics / pragmatics of Russian predicates, 

following the proposals discussed in Chapter 4 of this thesis (Ionin & Matushansky 

2002, Filip 2001, and Richardson 2001b, 2003a, 2003b). In few words, the event 

structure of the predicate can interact with the one of the main verb in the 

grammars of some Russian speakers (our Pattern 3) in the following way: 

instrumental predicate case denotes properties of the antecedent at different 

subintervals of the reference time, yielding a ‘transitory state’ and ‘change of state’ 

reading (denotes a subordinated event, in Richardson’s words); second case 

predicates do not convey transitory properties, they denote a property that lasts 

during all the reference time (parallel events, according to Richardson).   

 

In Madariaga (2006), I argued that semi-predicative elements are Qs, and that 

the structural requirement that the morphological category Q must be always 

inserted in an apposition (marked with second case) overrides any other possible 

semantic or pragmatic effect. No matter whether the main event can be divided 

into different subintervals or not, the Q predicate is invariably marked with second 

case. Let us now analyze this proposal under the present analysis, keeping in mind 

that instrumental case is highly favoured in Russian when there is a change of 

state conveyed by the non-verbal predicate. Consider, for instance, Madariaga’s 
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(2006) example (6.73), where there is a clear contrast between the situation 

involving ‘before’ and ‘after’ (change of state, subintervals reading of the main 

event). Notice that even in this context, common Qs are allowed only when they are 

marked with second case (6.68b): 

 

(6.68)  a. Kogda roditeli ujexali v Ameriku, mama byla bol’na, a čerez mesjac, ona 

  when parents left to America mum was sick but in a month she 

  vyzdorovela i oni oba vernulis’ zdorovymi. 

  recovered and they both returned healthy INST 

‘When my parents went to America, Mum was sick, but she got well within 

a month and they both returned healthy.’ 

 b. Kogda roditeli ujexali v Ameriku, mama byla beremennaja, a čerez mesjac, 

  when parents left to America mum was  pregnant but in month 

  ona rodila. Itak, ix ujexalo dvoje, a vernulis’ troje / *trojimi. 

  she gave birth so they GN left two and returned three NOM / * INST 

‘When my parents went to America, Mum was pregnant, but she had the 

baby within a month. So there left two of them and returned three.’ 

 

The fact that Qs must always undergo second case is dependent on their category 

and has little to do with the event structure of the predicates involved. Consider, 

for instance, individual-level adjectives, such as glupyj ‘fool’, and umnyj ‘intelligent’ 

in (6.69), which in principle lack the event structure that depictives, such as 

zdorovyj ‘healthy’ in (6.68a), are provided with. As Richardson (2001a) already 

noticed, even individual-level adjectives can undergo instrumental case, if we force 

them into a context with very prominent subinterval readings, as shown in (6.69): 

 

(6.69) Kogda on ujexal v Ameriku, on ničego ne znal, a tam mnogomu naučilsja. Itak, 

   when he left to America he nothing not knew but there a lot learnt so        

 on ujexal glupym a vernulsja umnym. 

 he left fool INST but returned intelligent INST 

‘When he went to America, he knew nothing, but there he learnt a great deal. 

So when he left, he was stupid, but when he returned, intelligent.’ 
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Semi-predicative elements, just like the Q in (6.68b), must surface in second case 

also in subinterval reading contexts where instrumental should be, otherwise, 

strongly preferred (6.70): 

 

(6.70) Kogda on ujexal v Ameriku, on byl s Martoj, no ona jego tam brosila i vyšla   

   when he left to America he was with Marta but she him there left and got 

 zamuž za drugogo. Itak, on ujexal s Martoj no vernulsja odin / *odnim. 

 married to other so he left with Marta but returned one NOM / * INST 

‘When he went to America, he was with Marta, but there she left him and got 

married to another man. So he left with Marta but returned alone.’ 

 

4)4)4)4) A final argument in favour of the analysis I put forth in Madariaga (2006) is that 

Russian semi-predicative elements are Qs is a distributional argument: Russian 

depictive adjectives and noun predicates –and even some adverbs– can be modified 

by certain degree words called predicate specifiers or preverbs, as illustrated in 

(6.71). Some of the Russian specifiers are očen’ ‘very’, sliškom ‘too (much)’, bolee 

‘more’, tak ‘so’ (with adverbs and short adjectives), and takoj ‘so’ (with long 

adjectives): 

 

(6.71) a. Tvoj rebënok segodnja tak krasiv! 

        your child NOM today so pretty NOM.SHORT ADJ. 

  ‘Your child is so pretty today!’ 

 b.  Tvoj rebënok takoj / očen’ krasivyj! 

      your child NOM so / very pretty NOM.LONG ADJ. 

  ‘Your child is so / very pretty!’  

 

Qs and semi-predicative elements cannot be modified by such predicate specifiers, 

as shown in (6.72):  

 

(6.72) a. * Ja segodnja tak odna! 

        I today so one NOM 

  Intended meaning: ‘I am so lonely today!’ 

 b.  * Ja čustvuju sebja očen’ odna. 

        I feel myself very one NOM  
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  Intended meaning: ‘I feel very lonely’. 

 

Baltin (1995), in his analysis of these predicate specifiers in English, characterizes 

them as QPs, and observes that floating Qs and these specifiers have a very similar 

distribution and behaviour in English. Predicate specifiers are in complementary 

distribution with other Q predicates, as both belong to the same morphological 

category. If the semi-predicative elements odin and sam are also QP predicates, as 

I propose in Madariaga (2006), the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (6.77) 

follows straightforwardly: it follows from the fact that the two predicate specifiers 

used there (the Q predicates tak ‘so’ and očen’ ‘very’) are in complementary 

distribution with the semi-predicative Qs odna ‘one (alone)’ and compete for the 

same position in the structure, thus, yielding ungrammaticality when they coexist 

in the same sentence.    

 

 

    

    

    

4.2.8. 4.2.8. 4.2.8. 4.2.8. IIIIMPERFECTIVE VERBS OFMPERFECTIVE VERBS OFMPERFECTIVE VERBS OFMPERFECTIVE VERBS OF MOTION AND STANCE V MOTION AND STANCE V MOTION AND STANCE V MOTION AND STANCE VERBSERBSERBSERBS    

 

This last section does not explain an instance of “irregular” marking with respect 

to Table 6, but the fact that second case encoding of AP with imperfective verbs of 

motion and stance verbs is the only possible way of case marking in this contexts 

because of semantic reasons. APs in these contexts strictly follow the expected 

pattern, second case, and can never undergo instrumental case, despite all 

pragmatic considerations. Consider the examples in (6.73): when the main verb is 

an imperfective verb of motion (6.73a-b) or a stance verb (6.73c), the depictive 

adjectival predicate can surface only in second case: 

 

 (6.73) a. Voda tečet / tekla xolodnaja / *xolodnoj. 

  water NOM pours / poured IMPF cold NOM / *INST 

  ‘Water is flowing / flowed cold.’   
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        (From Judina 2004: 283) 

 b. Studenty xodjat dovol’nye i ščastlivye / *dovol’nymi i ščastlivymi.  

  students NOM. go IMPF [happy and cheerful]NOM. / *INST. 

  ‘The students are walking happy and cheerful.’  

c. Studenty sidjat dovol’nye i ščastlivye / *dovol’nymi i ščastlivymi.  

  studentsNOM. are sitting IMPF [happy and cheerful]NOM. / *INST. 

  ‘The students are sitting happy and cheerful.’  

 

According to Ionin & Matushanky (2002), imperfective aspect in Russian verbs can 

convey a subinterval reading, while in perfective verbs the subinterval reading of 

the reference time (determined by the main verb in the sentence) is obligatory, as 

shown in Chapter 4, Section 3.2.3.43 I will argue here that in imperfective verbs of 

motion and stance verbs the subinterval reading is not ever available, therefore, 

instrumental case cannot encode AP predicates in these contexts.  

 

The Russian verbs of motion and stance verbs display a special property with 

respect to the forms they can take: they have three aktionsart forms instead of two 

aspectual forms.  

 

(i)(i)(i)(i) Verbs of motion have a perfective form expressing movement in one direction, an 

imperfective form also for movement in one direction, and a form denoting 

wandering / round-trip movement (imperfective). For example, the verbs pojti / idti 

/ xodit’ ‘to go walking’, poexat’ / exat’ / ezdit’ ‘to go on a land transport’, poletet’ / 

letet’ / letat’ ‘to fly’, poplyt’ / plyt’ / plavat’ ‘to swim, to go on a sea or river 

transport’, etc.  

 

(ii)(ii)(ii)(ii) Stance verbs (verbs of position) have the following forms: “taking a position” one 

time (perfective), taking a position many times or habitually (imperfective), and 

being in that position (imperfective). Some examples are: sest’ / sadit’sja / sidet’ ‘to 

                                                
43 If the aspect of the verb of motion or stance verb is perfective, the related secondary predicate can 

be instrumental (Judina 2004, Petrovskaja 2004), because perfective verbs of motion (unlike their 

imperfective counterparts) can denote transitions or activities (display what Matushansky calls a 

subinterval reading). 
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sit, to be sitting’, leč’ / ložit’sja / ležat’ ‘to lie, to be lying’, vstat’ / vstavat’ / stojat’ ‘to 

get up, to be standing’, etc. 

 

Consider the third form (imperfective) of these verbs (xodit’ ‘to be walking’, 

ezdit’ ‘to be travelling on transport’, sidet’ ‘to be sitting’, stojat’ ‘to be standing’, 

etc): it always involves the expression of a state, an atelic event.44  

 

Richardson (2001b), following Pustejovsky’s (1991) work, shows two properties 

of Russian events in this respect: (i) processes and states in Russian can refer only 

to subjects, and (ii) predicates with subject antecedents of atelic main verbs are not 

sensitive to the event structure of the utterance. From these two properties, we 

draw the following conclusion: as the Russian imperfective verbs of motion and 

stance are the expression of a state and atelic, if a secondary non-verbal predicate 

is combined with such a verb, it will not be sensitive to the eventive structure of 

the sentence.  

 

On the other hand, the stative reading of a verb of motion or stance verb, which 

is atelic, is expressed through the third form of these verbs (6.74a), in contrast to 

the transitional reading of these verbs, which in Russian corresponds to perfective 

aspect (6.74b): 

 

(6.74) a. Maksim stojal v uglu dva časa / *za dva časa. 

  Maxim stood IMPF in corner two hours / in two hours 

  ‘Maxim was standing in the corner for two hours / *in two hours.’ 

                                                
44 Let us apply the classic test to distinguish atelic and telic forms to these verbs: for-phrases modify 

processes and in-phrases, transitions: I was studying Russian for two hours (process) vs. I learnt all 

the verbs in two hours (transition). A for-phrase is suitable to Russian verbs of motion and stance 

verbs: 

(i) Studenty xodili dva časa / *za dva časa. 

  students walked IMPF two hours / in two hours 

  ‘The students were walking for two hours / *in two hours.’  

(ii) Studenty sideli dva časa / *za dva časa. 

  students were sitting IMPF two hours / in two hours 

  ‘The students were sitting for two hours / *in two hours.’ 
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 b. Maksim vstal v ugol za sčitannye sekundy / *dve sekundy. 

  Maxim stood in corner in counted seconds / two seconds 

  ‘Maxim stood PERF in the corner in a few second / *for two seconds.’ 

 

The observations made above are coherent with the claim that adjunct predicates 

are compatible with an atelic main verb only if both are simultaneous events in a 

non-trivial way (McNally 1993). If the event of the main verb and the one of the 

non-verbal predicate have the same extension (the third form of verb of motion and 

position and the secondary predicate are both stative), no subinterval reading is 

possible, and second case on the predicate is strongly favoured, as shown in 

(6.75a), in contrast with the perfective verb in (6.75b) (cf. Ionin & Matushanky 

2002, previously reviewed in Chapter 4, Section 3.2.3): 

 

(6.75) a.  Maksim stojal v uglu zloj / *zlym.  

  Maxim stood IMPF in corner angry NOM / INST 

  ‘Maxim was standing in the corner looking very angry.’ 

 b. Maksim vstal v ugol zloj / zlym.  

  Maxim stood PERF in corner angry NOM / INST 

  ‘Maxim stood in the corner looking very angry.’ 

 

Instrumental case is not available in (6.75a) as the semantic factor that lies under 

the special spell-out of the instrumental case on AP predicates does not apply: 

verbs denoting a state with a secondary predicate related to their subject have a 

single event interpretation, with no subinterval reading available.  

 

Returning to the fluctuations in the syntactic vs. semantic / pragmatic 

interactions, an interesting issue arises at this point: the semantic constraint 

discussed in this section is so strong that instrumental case marking on these APs 

is almost completely out. However, even if the constraint is semantic, and not 

dependent on the morphological category of the predicate, it can still be overridden 

by certain external factors, in this case, by stylistics or syntactic / lexical priming. 

Recall the surveys presented in Chapter 4 of this thesis: one speaker (out of 22) 

admitted an instrumental AP in the contexts of an imperfective verb of motion, 

where second case should be the only option. The context was the following: 
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someone opens the tap of hot water; he did not expect water to flow cold, but it 

does, and he says:  

 

(6.76)  Čto slučilos’? Otkryvaju gorjačuju vodu, no voda iz krana tečet % ledjanoj. 

  what happened open hot water but water from tap flows freezing INST 

‘What happens? I opened the tap of hot water, but water flows freezing.’ 

 

Any other speaker would prefer second case rather than instrumental case on the 

secondary AP predicate, for the reasons explained above. Example (6.76) is the 

hyper-corrected production of a quite young speaker (20 years-old, university 

trained), who always trusts the normative (peripheral or non-formal) pattern: he 

applies instrumental case where he considers that the predicate conveys an 

unexpected event from a pragmatic point of view (even if we have seen that second 

case is the expected option from a semantic point of view). As said before, most 

Russian speakers do not have a clear structural pattern related to these 

constructions, but resort to more peripheral considerations (Patterns (1) and (2) of 

mw surveys): vague pragmatic factors, or even normative-stylistics factors. 
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4.3. 4.3. 4.3. 4.3. AP PREDICATES: PATTEAP PREDICATES: PATTEAP PREDICATES: PATTEAP PREDICATES: PATTERNS (1) AND (2) OF ARNS (1) AND (2) OF ARNS (1) AND (2) OF ARNS (1) AND (2) OF AP PREDICATE CASE P PREDICATE CASE P PREDICATE CASE P PREDICATE CASE 

ENCODING: THE ROLE OENCODING: THE ROLE OENCODING: THE ROLE OENCODING: THE ROLE OF PERIPHERYF PERIPHERYF PERIPHERYF PERIPHERY 

    

In this section, I intend to shed some light on the reasons that underlie the 

variation observed in the Russian AP predicational system. Putting together the 

data presented so far (the data provided by previous studies and my surveys, 

discussed in Chapter 4, the historical data from Chapter 5, and the observations on 

parameters and core syntax vs. peripheries, presented in this chapter), I will now 

account for the phenomenon of Russian AP predicate encoding in a global way.  

 

Recall the semantic accounts presented in Chapter 4; most of the analyses 

discussed there address the issue of the extreme variability of case marking on AP 

predicates in an explicit way. Hinterhoelzl (2001), for instance, recognizes that 

there is a high degree of variation in the data regarding AP predicate case 

marking. In fact, among my informants, not all speakers agree on which the most 

suitable case encoding pattern is for an AP predicate in specific contexts.  

 

For example, those of my informants who display Pattern (3) (see Section 2.4.4) 

prefer second case on the predicates in (6.77a). The possibility of having different 

subintervals of the reference time plays a crucial role on the case marking pattern 

chosen by these speakers, as proposed by Ionin & Matushansky (2002), 

Matushansky (in press). Thus, if the imperfective verb in (6.77a) is changed into a 

perfective form, as shown in (6.77b), the effect is exactly the one Ionin & 

Matushansky would expect: now the instrumental case is strongly preferred (recall 

that perfective verbs in Russian, unlike most imperfectives, include subintervals of 

reference time, cf. Chapter 4): 

 

(6.77)  a. Ja pokupaju slivy spelye / ?? spelymi.  (Pattern (3) of my surveys) 

  I buy IMPF plums ripe NOM / ??INST 

 b. Ja kupil slivy spelymi / ?? spelye. 

  I bought PERF plums ripe INST / ?? NOM 
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But the structural and semantic factors do not always determine the differences 

found in case marking on Russian AP predicates. So far, we have been able to 

account in purely structural terms for the reason why NP predicates are 

consistently marked with instrumental case (the exceptions have been explained 

also in structural terms in Section 4.2). I have also argued that, from a syntactic 

point of view, we expect that AP predicates undergo second case as the default 

option. In this sense, Russian conforms to Parameter 4 in Tables 1 and 2 of this 

chapter.  

 

However, as I represented in Tables 4 and 5 in this chapter, AP predicates can 

also undergo instrumental case marking. In the next paragraphs, I want to argue 

that, except for the grammars with the semantic contrast (Pattern (3) of my 

surveys), instrumental case on AP predicates does not correspond to a core 

syntactic pattern, but is triggered by non-structural –peripheral– factors. This is 

shown by the following facts: 

 

(i)(i)(i)(i) First, in neutral contexts, instrumental case is never the preferred case on AP 

predicates in Colloquial Russian and, leaving aside the grammars that display 

semantic distinctions (Pattern 3), it is only used for stylistic or syntactic / lexical 

priming reasons (for a purely stylistic account of the instrumental marking on APs, 

the reader is referred to the data in Zolotova 1964 and Křížkova 1968). Colloquial 

contexts, in any case, strongly favour second case on APs.  

 

(ii)(ii)(ii)(ii) Second, unlike NP predicates, AP predicates do not have a referential index, 

(Baker 2003, Panagiotidis 2003); consequently, they did not need to be assigned a 

theta-role so, from the point of view of the history of Russian, they did not enter 

into any relation where they value an inherent case –instrumental case–, when 

both the theta-role and case are valued by Pred (cf. Chapter 5). As we explained in 

Chapter 5, the extension of the instrumental case to APs was late and 

unsystematic and, for the speakers of Patterns (1) and (2), it really seems to be an 

E-extension, which has no effect in the internal syntax of Russian.  
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Based on these facts, the hypothesis I want to defend is the possibility that 

instrumental case on AP predicates in the non-semantic patterns results from a 

special “peripheral” spell-out rule; in other words, that the insertion of the crucial 

phonological material  (the instrumental m-case) can be determined not only by the 

interpretable formal case features that reach PF, or by the semantic factors 

described by Filip (2001), Ionin & Matushansky (2002), Matushansky (in press), 

and Richardson (2001b, 2003b), but can be also conditioned by E-factors, such as 

style, and pragmatics (cf. Sigurðsson 2003: 244, cited in Chapter 2: “like so many 

other morpho-phonological phenomena, m-case is preconditioned by many different 

factors. One of the factors is deep case, but other factors are for instance 

idiosyncratic lexical (or PF) case-selection, lexical semantics, aspectual semantics 

and even style or register factors like ‘formal’”).  

 

With this in mind, recall the surveys on Russian native speakers’ grammatical 

judgements about non-verbal predicate encoding, discussed in Chapter 4 (Section 

2.4). The existence of three different patterns shows that variation in case marking 

on Russian adjectival predicates cannot be explained in a univocal way, but rather 

that we need to attend to different factors: 

 

a)a)a)a) Semantic factors: for some speakers (Pattern 3), the distinctions in case marking 

on APs seem to reflect different underlying semantic properties. What seems an 

arbitrary pattern can have real semantic grounds, at least in some Russian 

grammars, as explained by Filip (2001), Ionin & Matushansky (2002), 

Matushansky (in press), and Richardson (2001b, 2003b). 

 

b)b)b)b) Areal or dialectal factors: some of the differences observed in the use of 

instrumental vs. second case can be dependent on dialectal variation. These 

dialectal differences mirror different development of Russian in different areas, 

reflecting the influence of surrounding languages in some varieties of Russian, as 

we will se later. 

 

c)c)c)c) Generational variation: the different patterns of case marking can also correspond 

to generational differences (from our point of view, to different mental 
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representations, or different grammars). Here, it is difficult to distinguish whether 

the preferences are really grammatical changes from one generation to another, or 

whether they are determined by stylistic factors. Descriptively speaking, it seems 

that young people tend to prefer second case rather than instrumental case in 

certain contexts –specially, in colloquial contexts–, where older generations accept 

only instrumental case. The preference for instrumental case in many contexts can 

be rather due to the language style level (instrumental case corresponding to a 

higher style level, and second case, to a more colloquial one).45 

 

In Chapter 2, I proposed that these are the three ways in which a change in 

progress can have an impact on the productions and grammatical judgements of 

the speakers with respect to a certain area of their grammars. A change in progress 

(i) can be responsible for different grammatical judgements in the same context 

(due to double coding in that area of the grammar); (ii) can give rise to variation in 

different regions, and (iii) can be manifested as differences between generations. 

 

I observed all these factors in the surveys on Russian non-verbal predication I 

carried out. My surveys were carried out in different geographical locations within 

a three-year period of time (cf. Chapter 1, Section 2): Moscow (19 informants from 

European Russia, mostly Moscow and surrounding areas), Western Ukraine (3 

native speakers of Russian), and Byelorussia (1 native speaker of Russian).46  

 

                                                
45 Comrie, Stone & Polinsky (1996) report on a generational fight within a Moscow family, where the 

son accepted an instrumental variant on the adjectival predicate in avtobusy idut perepolnennymiINST 

‘buses travel crowded’ –though he preferred the agreeing variant perepolnennyeNOM –, and the mother 

rejected it (accepting only second case on the AP, as expected under my account). Unfortunately, 

nothing is said about the educational level of these two people, or about their proficiency at a literary 

or ‘higher’ speech level, but the discussion seems to reflect a clear generational difference. 

46 Regarding statistics or socio-linguistic matters, I want to emphasize that, through these tests, I 

only want to investigate which the exact syntactic structures of these sentences are in different 

speakers’ mental systems. When the data are consistent, the data of a few speakers can be enough for 

us to define an existing pattern. When, on the contrary, the data are not consistent and present a 

certain degree of optionality, we need to further investigate the reason underlying the variation 

observed.   
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I found variation in the grammatical judgements offered by my informants not 

only among members of the same community of speakers, but even among speakers 

belonging to the same family.47 There were also generational coincidences among 

the younger speakers of Moscow and Western Ukraine, which distinguished them 

from the older generations. Finally, I also found a great amount of what seems 

random optionality, purely dependent on the lexical item involved, which is due to 

the phenomenon of lexical / syntactic priming, as discussed in Chapters 2 and 4. 

 

In order to illustrate this situation, let us analyze two examples of socio-

linguistic variation. Under the theoretical account I defend in this thesis, variation 

should be understood as a property of a phenomenon still in progress: the 

coexistence of two different codes or, more exactly, the existence of one I-grammar 

and several E-language chunks, inherited from the literary tradition and learnt in 

an “unnatural” way (mostly through formal speech, written texts, academic rules, 

etc). The first of the examples refers to NP primary past predication (which was 

also subject to certain variation, cf. Section 3.2.2.4), and the second one, to AP 

predication: 

 

A)A)A)A) Example 1: NP primary past predication (and example of areal / dialectal 

variation, i.e. different grammars according to the geographical area of a 

community of speakers): geographical factors seem to be crucial in some Russian 

linguistic phenomena, but not in the case non-verbal predication, as I did not find 

striking areal differences between the speakers of Western Ukraine vs. those of 

Moscow.  

 

                                                
47 One of the speakers I interviewed displayed slightly different grammatical judgements in a two-

year interval, the interim of time between the first and the last tests. This is explained with difficulty 

if we restrict our hypothesis to the idea that linguistic change is produced only during the acquisition 

of the first language in early age. However, if we keep in mind that the type of irregularities related 

to the periphery can be acquired during our whole life (precisely because it belongs to the linguistic 

“periphery”, and is not part of the speaker’s I-grammar), we can then provide a coherent account of 

variation, even within the intuitions / productions of a single speaker. 
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I only noticed a slightly stronger tendency to prefer instrumental case on 

primary predicative NPs in Western Ukrainian Russian rather than in Moscow 

Russian, probably because of the influence of Ukrainian, which is similar to Polish 

in this respect (the interviewed speakers from this area are bilinguals Ukrainian-

Russian). While Polish and Ukrainian have practically culminated the tendency to 

eliminate optionality in case marking of NP vs. AP predicates  (cf. Parameter 4), in 

Moscow / standard Russian the loss of second case encoding on primary NP 

predicates has taken place as recently as the mid-20th century (Krasovitsky et alii 

2006).  

 

Compare standard Russian (6.78a), where second case on the NP predicate is 

still possible for some speakers, and Western Ukrainian Russian (6.78b), where 

second case on the NP is highly disliked; in this respect, Western Ukrainian 

Russian is close to standard Ukrainian, where second case is out (6.78c): 

 

(6.78) a. Ona byla medsestroj / % medsestra.   (Moscow Russian) 

  she was nurse INST / NOM 

  ‘She was a nurse.’ 

 b. Ona byla medsestroj / %* medsestra.    (Western Ukrainian Russian) 

  she was nurse INST / NOM 

 c. Vona bula medsestroju / *medsestra.   (Ukrainian)  

  she was nurse INST / NOM 

 

In Ukrainian, the instrumental case systematically applies to secondary 

argumental predicates (pracjuvaty ‘to work as’, raxuvaty ‘consider’, etc), and to NP 

primary predicates with the overt verb ‘to be’ (buty); that is, future and past ‘to be’. 

It is plausible that the situation of bilingualism Ukrainian-Russian has had an 

influence on the Russian spoken in the region of Western Ukraine, forcing 

instrumental marking with byl ‘was’ (past tense), in contexts where standard 

Russian does not necessarily have it. 

 

B)B)B)B) Example 2: AP predication (an example of generational / stylistical variation). 

Young people give preference to second case AP predicate marking in certain 
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contexts, where older speakers prefer instrumental case.  This can be sociologically 

explained as a stylistic variation: second case on secondary AP predicates is more 

colloquial, while the instrumental is considered more formal (cf. Sirotinina 1974, 

Zolotova 1964, Comrie, Stone & Polinsky 1996). It seems that, in a way, we are 

dealing with the mechanism of levelling or elimination of the optionality, present 

in other Slavic languages (cf. Chapter 5, Section 3.3). 

 

A grammar marking all non-verbal predicates with default or second case –

Parameter 2 in Tables 1 and 2 of this chapter– is not only a possible grammar from 

the UG point of view, in fact, it is the most common grammar cross-linguistically 

(Comrie 1997). This is also the pattern found in Russian children until they are 4-5 

years old (Gvozdev 1961).  

 

Remember the properties of Pattern (1) in my surveys in Chapter 4, Section 2.4: 

these speakers prefer instrumental case on AP predicates always, if possible. This 

pattern is the less “UG” or the less “biological” of those presented in Chapter 4, as 

it is the most strongly determined by peripheral (stylistic) factors and syntactic / 

lexical priming: the speakers of this group choose instrumental case as the ‘correct’ 

option, and consider second case colloquial.  

 

On the other hand, there are examples that strongly suggest a levelling of case 

marking on APs in colloquial contexts. This is also consistent with the idea that 

instrumental case marking on APs is random and linked to the periphery of the 

language, without a specific underlying structure. One of these examples was 

provided in Chapter 4, and is repeated here as (6.79) for convenience: 

 

(6.79) Trezvyj by ja do Moskvy tri raza sdox, a p’janyj nichego… zhivexon’kij. 

 sober NOM would I to Moscow 3 times snuffed it, but drunk NOM nothing alive NOM  

‘If I drove sober, I’d have snuffed it three times before arriving to Moscow, but 

because I drove drunk, nothing’s happened, I’m alive and kicking.’ 

 

In this highly colloquial example, no matter which the event structure of the main 

verbs and AP predicates is, the young speaker marks all the predicates with second 
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case. Let us take, for example, the first AP secondary predicate trezvyj ‘sober’, a 

common depictive. Its event structure should interact with the subinterval reading 

of the telic perfective main verb sdox by ‘I would die’ in the known way, i.e. being 

marked with instrumental case. Notice that the subinterval reading is clearly 

reinforced by the adverbial expression tri raza ‘three times’. Here, however, second 

case is preferred. 

 

In general, all irregularities in the use of Russian AP predicate marking (except 

for the semantic factors related to the event structure that can be systematically 

accounted for), cannot be explained but by resorting to –sometimes vague– 

preferences of the pragmatic or stylistic context. Russian predicate marking seems 

a phenomenon still in progress, and not all the sentences that are uttered or 

written in E-languages need to exactly correspond to their “core” counterpart 

structures in the speakers’ grammar. In some cases, they even do not have an 

underlying counterpart in the core grammar of a language or in the UG. In these 

cases of variation, therefore, we are not dealing with different core structures, but 

with a pattern of double coding inside a single speaker, which includes one I-

structure and several E-language chunks that can be used according to concrete 

socio-linguistics circumstances. These two mechanisms have a different nature and 

the associated acquisition procedures are also different. 
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4.44.44.44.4. SUMMARY OF SECTION . SUMMARY OF SECTION . SUMMARY OF SECTION . SUMMARY OF SECTION 4444 

 

In this section I have put forth the idea that certain aspects of Russian predicate 

case encoding (Patterns 1 and 2 of secondary AP predicate case encoding) are due 

to peripheral (pragmatic, stylistic, syntactic / lexical priming) factors, and have no 

relation with the UG parameters or the micro-parameters proposed in Section 2.1.  

 

First, I have reviewed 10 uses of predicate case marking which seem exceptions 

to the proposal on predicate case marking I have defended in Chapters 4 and 5. I 

have shown that these apparent exceptions can be, in fact, accounted for in 

structural terms. The first instances were unexpected or “irregular” conservations 

of the old second case pattern on NP predicates, listed in Table 6, namely: (i) 

equative sentences, (ii) primary null copular predication, (iii) nationalities, (iv) 

proper names, and (v) certain complex NPs. Afterwards, I have explained a range 

of different instances where second case marking has been historically preserved 

for different structural reasons: (a) in colloquial and child language, (b) on 

predicates introduced by an overt predicator, (c) on predicates related to an oblique 

antecedent, (d) on Q predicates (including semi-predicative elements), and (e) on 

AP predicates with imperfective verbs of motion and stance verbs.   

 

Based on the COL and the COR Principles, I have explained why the 

instrumental case did not spread to all predicational instances during the history 

of Russian: (i) either the necessary structural conditions were not met (e.g. proper 

names are D-elements and have their referential index internally satisfied, so they 

did not display the syntax-semantics mismatch common NP predicates did); or (ii) 

the conditions for the extension of the reanalysis were not met (e.g. null copular 

sentences did not display s-homophony, so that reanalyzed forms did not spread to 

them). The last phenomenon explored in this section (second case obligatory on AP 

predicates with imperfective verbs of motion and stance verbs) has been accounted 

for also in terms of the properties of the core grammar (semantic factors). 

 

Then, I have focussed on the “unexpected” instrumental marking on APs (cf. 

Table 6), which cannot be explained in terms of core grammar (Patterns 1 and 2). 



 
Chapter 6 – Parameters and Variation 

 
 
 

 

 591 

On the contrary, based on the properties of this type of irregular case marking, 

which I have discussed in this chapter (late acquisition, levelling in colloquial 

language, etc), as well as other socio-linguistic data discussed in this section, I have 

argued that there are well-grounded reasons to propose that instrumental case on 

APs (except for the speakers who display the semantic pattern, Pattern 3) is 

related to the periphery and does not follow from properties of the core grammar.  

 

Following Sigurðsson’s 2003 account of m-cases (cf. Section 4.3 and Chapter 2), 

I have suggested here the existence of a spell-out rule in Russian that would insert 

the crucial phono-morphological material (the instrumental m-case) on an AP 

predicate, not only as a reflect of formal case features or a syntactic – semantic 

structure, but also when certain pragmatic or stylistic conditions are met.  

 

In present-day Russian, the variation in AP predicate case encoding (at least, in 

Pattern 1 and 2) is so large that it seems that the speakers’ productions correspond 

to different levels of a language (I-grammar vs. periphery) with respect to this 

phenomenon. In addition to the Parameter 4 in Table 5 (the structural micro-

parameter of Slavic) and Parameter 5 (the semantic micro-parameter of AP 

predication in Russian), there must be also a series of “E-rules” (pragmatic or 

stylistic) learned by heart after the critical period of acquisition, which enable the 

use of the instrumental case by some speakers on AP predicates in certain 

contexts.  

 

All this points, therefore, to the fact that the instrumental predicate case on 

APs, which arose in the history of Russian as a phenomenon of the linguistic 

periphery in the 16th century (cf. Chapter 5), has been conserved as such for many 

speakers (those displaying Patterns 1 and 2), i.e. as a peripheral phenomenon, 

without integrating into their I-grammar (with the exception of those speakers 

provided with the semantic patterns discussed in Chapter 4). Late and incomplete 

acquisition of peripheral pragmatic / stylistic “rules” would explain why speakers 

can generate contradictory sentences or display a high degree of variation / 

optionality in certain cases but not in others. 
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5555. CONCLUSION. CONCLUSION. CONCLUSION. CONCLUSION    

 

 

In this chapter, I have analyzed the variation observed in the case marking of 

Russian non-verbal predicates from the point of view of the possible parameters of 

predicate case marking, both cross-linguistically and internally to Russian. In this 

chapter, I have teased apart those properties that are related to core grammars 

from those belonging to the periphery of the language.  

 

Following the hypothesis put forth in Chapters 4 and 5, I have delimited the 

purely I-grammatical patterns of Russian predicate case marking, and explained 

many of the apparent exceptions as being motivated by underlying structural 

factors. As for the properties related to the periphery, I have discussed stylistic 

factors and syntactic / lexical priming.  

 

From the cross-linguistic point of view, I have proposed in Table 1 (repeated 

below) a hierarchy of the parameters involved in non-verbal predication from “more 

symmetrical” to “less symmetrical”, following Jenkins’s (2000) account of symmetry 

in languages. According to Jenkins, parameters that include symmetrical forms do 

not have many functional distinctions, whereas micro-parameters displaying 

asymmetry allow assigning differentiated functions to differentiated forms. In 

Table 1, the lower a parameter is situated in the hierarchy, the bigger its 

asymmetry (i.e. its functionality) in the system.  

 

 

 

 

Table 1: “Breaking points” in the symmetry of the default predicate  

case marking system (Hierarchy of parameters)  
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1- Existence of non-verbal predicates 

NO  YESYESYESYES 

 2- Non-verbal predicates encoded with case 

 NO        YESYESYESYES    

            English 

   3- Special inherent case marking for predicates 

   NO  YESYESYESYES    

                        Oromo 

    4- Special inherent case marking according to the morpho- 

                                       logical category of the predicate (AP vs. NP predicates) 

    NO  YESYESYESYES    

                                   Korean 

     5- Semantic differentiation of AP predicates 

     according to case marking 

      NO  YESYESYESYES  

        Edo             RussianRussianRussianRussian (Pattern 3) (Pattern 3) (Pattern 3) (Pattern 3)    

 

On the basis of the typological data given by Baker (1997b, 2003), Comrie (1997), 

and Stassen (1997, 2001), as well as on the basis of data from language acquisition 

(Gvozdev 1961, Babyonyshev 1993) and colloquial Russian (Křížková 1968, 

Sirotinina 1980, 1983), I have shown that the arrangement of the parameters in 

the hierarchy in Table 1 (from top to bottom) is coincident with properties that go 

from being “a more universal parameter” (i.e. more extended cross-linguistically) to 

being “a less universal micro-parameter” (i.e. typologically rare). 

 

Along these lines, the (micro-)parametric variation of predicate case marking 

that Russian displays has been viewed as an instance of “broken asymmetry” of the 

related linguistic constructions (represented in Table 2, repeated below). As shown 
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in Chapter 5, in Russian, the “breaking points” in this hierarchy were produced by 

historical change, which gives as a result that the new different form gains 

functionality. For example, the breaking point number 4 in Table 1 allows us 

distinguish a predicate that bears a referential index (instrumental case) and a 

predicate without a referential index (second case). Micro-parameter 5 gives the 

possibility to encode a semantic difference and distinguish the type of subinterval 

reading / eventive structure of an AP predicate by virtue of their case marking 

(instrumental vs. second case), etc.  

 

Table 2: “Breaking points” in the symmetry of the predicate  

case marking system in the history of Russian 

1- Existence of non-verbal predicates 

NO  YESYESYESYES 

 2- Non-verbal predicates encoded with case 

 NO                                  YESYESYESYES    

            Old Russian (until 13-14th c.) 

   3- Special inherent case marking for predicates 

   NO                                YESYESYESYES    

                        Old Russian (from 13-14th c.) 

    4- Special inherent case marking according to the morpho- 

                                   logical category of the predicate (AP vs. NP predicate) 

    NO  YEYEYEYESSSS    

      5- Semantic differentiation of AP predicates 

      according to case marking 

      NO                      YESYESYESYES  

        Present-Day Russian        Present-Day Russian 

                                                          Patterns (1-2)                     Pattern (3) 
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We have established that some Slavic languages display micro-parameter 4 (Polish, 

mostly Ukrainian, and some Russian grammars), as they encode their predicates 

on a categorial basis: NPs are case-marked with instrumental case, and APs, with 

second case. Based on Baker’s (2003) analysis of the difference between Ns and As, 

I have argued in Chapter 4 that the morphological category of the predicate 

determines whether it bears a referential index –nouns– or not –adjectives– (cf. 

also Panagiotidis 2003). In the history of Russian (cf. Chapter 5), having a 

referential index made it possible to reanalyze the instrumental case on NP 

predicates as an inherent non-lexical case (valued by Pred together with theta-role 

assignment). The lack of such a referential index gave as a result that, historically, 

default second case continued to be the case marking option on AP predicates.  

 

Some Russian grammars display micro-parameter 5, where a semantic 

specialization of second case and instrumental case on AP predicates took place. 

According to Filip (2001), Richardson (2001b, 2003b), Ionin & Matushansky (2002), 

and Matushansky (in press), instrumental case encodes AP predicates in contexts 

that allow a subinterval reading (with a transitory feature), whereas second case 

encodes events without such a reading (the grammar of the speakers of Pattern 3).  

 

This is not, however, a pattern displayed by all speakers; further variation is 

found in Russian predicate case marking, beyond that concerning Parameter 5. 

Recall from my surveys in Chapter 4 that only 3 speakers seemed to display a 

semantic pattern of AP predicate case marking (Pattern (3) in my surveys), while 

Patterns (1) and (2) were oriented to vague syntactic / lexical priming and stylistic 

considerations rather than to real semantic factors. 

 

In order to account for this type of E-variation in predicate case marking in 

Present-day Russian, I have focussed on the distinction between core and 

peripheral properties of the phenomenon under analysis. This has been done by 

confronting the data of Russian predicate case marking (Tables 4 and 5) with the 

(micro-)parameters in Tables 1 and 2. As represented in Table 6, Present-day 

Russian presents instances of case marking that depart from the properties 

expected from micro-Parameter 4: unexpectedly, some NP predicates can undergo 
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second case, while some APs can be marked with instrumental case. Inside AP 

predication, Patterns (1) and (2) do not display the semantic pattern (Parameter 5). 

 

In this chapter, I have sorted out these “exceptions” into 2 well-defined groups:  

 

(A(A(A(A) ) ) ) Constraints due to syntactic factors (I-contexts) where the instrumental case did 

not historically spread to the non-verbal predicate for structural reasons (its 

extension was banned by the COR Principle). In this chapter, I have analyzed these 

contexts explaining why their structure prevented them from moving towards an 

instrumental-case marking system. These case included: (i) equative and 

identificative sentences, (ii) sentences with a null copular verb, (iii) nationality Ns, 

proper names, and complex NPs as primary predicates, (iv) NP predicates headed 

by overt predicators, (v) colloquial and child uses of second case on NPs, (vi) NP 

predicates related to oblique antecedents, and (vii) semi-predicative elements 

(quantifiers in general). In addition, I have explained from a semantic-structural 

point of view why AP predicates with imperfective verbs of motion and stance verbs 

is the unique AP predicate context where second case is not only preferable, but 

even obligatory. 

 

(B(B(B(B))))    Irregularities attributed to factors related to the peripheral of the language (E-

factors): these are AP predicates, on which both instrumental and second case can 

be used depending on pragmatic, syntactic / lexical priming, or stylistic 

considerations. Looking at variation in this group, we can say that some aspects of 

this phenomenon do not stem from the semantic factors proposed before 

(Parameter 5), but form part of the so-call ‘systematic periphery’ of the syntax 

(Chomsky 1981, Uriagereka 2004, 2007b), external to core syntax.  

 

The typical features of a linguistic periphery (Uriagereka 2004, following 

Chomsky 1981) are coincident with the description of the predicate case encoding 

in Present-day Russian (cf. Section 4.1.1):48  

                                                
48  The predicate case encoding in Russian shares these features, according to what we see in 

descriptive grammars (Švedova 1970, Judina 2004, Petrovskaja 2004), specific studies on the 
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a) From the point of view of language acquisition, peripheral elements are 

acquired late and in specific cultural contexts (as opposed to the parametric 

options of the UG, which are innate and inherent to the mankind). Their 

acquisition is based on a stimulus of the “Optimality” type, and not an 

“eureka” acquisitional mechanism.    

 

b) Peripheral elements are associated to large irregularities in aspect related to: 

(i) the grammatical judgements and productions of the speakers, (ii) 

dialectal variation, (iii) age or socio-cultural factors, or (iv) even depending 

on the lexical item used (syntactic / lexical priming).   

 

c) These elements cannot be explained by means of the parameters derived 

from core syntax or UG (in the case of predicate case marking, those in 

Table 1); they rather belong to an external linguistic level, dialects or 

idiolects.   

 

It is possible that the linguistic periphery is partly composed of elements implied in 

a historical change in progress, i.e. not concluded yet, according to Li (1975), 

Timberlake (1986), and Kroch (1989a). I have argued that variation in some areas 

of Russian predication (Patterns (1) and (2) of AP secondary and primary past 

predicate case marking) can be due to such a change in progress. The symptoms 

that these phenomena are involved in a process of change are the following:  

 

(i) Variation in a language, while other related languages or dialects of the 

same language display the regular UG parameters. In this case, most 

Slavic languages display the UG parameters in Table 1: West and South 

Slavic display Parameters 2-3, while Colloquial and child Russian, and 

Polish / Ukrainian display Parameter 4.  

 
                                                                                                                                          

phenomenon (Babby 1999, Matushansky 2000, Richardson 2001, 2003, Hinterhoelzl 2001), data on 

the acquisition of these Russian structures (Gvozdev 1961) and native speakers’ grammatical 

judgements and productions of my own surveys (Chapter 4 and this chapter).   
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(ii) If a change is currently taking place at a certain point in the evolution of 

a given language, we should be able to trace back a previous stage, 

where a UG parameter was set in that language instead. In the case of 

predicate case marking, this earlier UG-stage is observed in Old Russian 

(cf. Chapter 5), which displayed Parameter 2 in Tables 1 and 2.   

 

The fact that Russian AP predicate case encoding is related to a change in progress 

is an old intuition already present, for example, in Georgieva (1952). When 

discussing the different uses of Russian adjectival forms, she says:  

 

Actually, the process of grammatical specialization of the expression of different 

relations, denoting a general process of delimiting the grammatical expression of 

mental categories, has not really finished in Present-day Russian. (Georgieva 1952, 

translation from Russian) 

 

Historical changes still in progress provide speakers with “two codes” for a certain 

phenomenon: a strictly I-grammatical pattern, and a variant associated to the 

periphery. A speaker that has two ‘codes’ of these types can resort to one or the 

other depending on the concrete performance needs and the socio-linguistic 

situation.  The second of these variants is not a structure acquired according to the 

habitual process of language acquisition, but is learned thank to a process of 

repetition, test and error, corrections, memory, etc. Following Sigurðsson’s (2003) 

definition of m-cases, I have argued in this chapter that the instrumental m-case 

can be inserted on AP predicates at the PF interface, by a special morphological 

rule, when the crucial stylistic or pragmatic factors are met.  

 

Russian colloquial language, as well as Russian child language, provides an 

important piece of evidence in favour of this hypothesis: children and colloquial 

registers ignore normative rules or stylistic considerations, displaying a more 

“consistent” UG-pattern, where default case marking is preferred (Parameters 2-3 

in Tables 1 and 2). The special morphological rule inserting instrumental case on 

AP predicates in certain pragmatic / stylistic situations are learnt later (in the case 

of children) or totally overridden in the case of colloquial speech. 
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CHAPTER CHAPTER CHAPTER CHAPTER 7777    

CONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSION    

    

    

 

In this thesis, I have analyzed the nature of syntactic change with the help of 

several case studies of change in the history of the Russian language. The goal of 

this thesis was to provide an answer to the following questions, posed in Chapter 1: 

 

(i) What is syntactic change?  

(ii) What triggers syntactic change?  

(iii) How is syntactic change carried out?  

(iv) How does a new syntactic structure spread through a language?  

(v) Which are the consequences –if any– of syntactic change? 

 

The answers I have offered in this dissertation can be summarized as follows:  

 

1- Question (i): what syntactic change is. Following standard assumptions, I 

have proposed that syntactic change is the effect of the discontinuity of 

transmission of a language between generations. Adopting a cue-based 

model of acquisition (Lightfoot 1999, 2006, Fodor 1998), I have argued that 

more than one cue is needed for learners to acquire certain syntactic 

structures and, conversely, that syntactic structures are subject to change 

when all the relevant cues pointing to a given pattern disappear. 

 

2- Questions (ii) and (iii): what triggers syntactic change, and how it is carried 

out. In order to account for the way syntactic change is triggered and 

carried out, I have proposed two principles which play a fundamental role in 

syntactic change; these principles are derived from the general principle of 

Economy active in syntax (Chomsky 1995). The principles are: (a) the 
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Condition on the Operation O of the Lexicon (COL principle), which states 

that any superfluous PF / LF symbol in the PLD is eliminated from the core 

syntax of a learner during the language acquisition period (either by not 

acquiring it or by integrating it in the linguistic periphery as an E-element); 

and (b) the Condition on Reanalysis (COR principle), which restricts 

reanalysis only to those cases where, in addition to the conflict in parsing 

the PLD addressed by the COL, either all the cues that made possible to 

acquire the old structure have disappeared, or the new variant presents a 

functional (parsing) advantage over the old one.  

 

3- Questions (iv) and (v): how a new syntactic structure spread through a 

language, and which are the consequences of syntactic change. The 

spreading and further consequences of syntactic change are related to my 

proposal about E-languages, namely, that E-languages play a double role in 

syntactic change: namely, they can modify the PLD that will constitute the 

input in young learners (thus, creating new cues that can eventually lead to 

reanalysis), but they are also responsible for the extension of a reanalyzed 

new structure over an older one. In this thesis, I have proposed that 

syntactic change can give as a result either the replacement of an old 

variant with the new reanalyzed one, or other “collateral” effects, such as 

semantic specialization of the old vs. the new variant. 

 

These hypotheses have been tested with the help of two case studies in Russian:  

 

(i) The change in case that affected the objects subcategorized by two 

specific verb families in different moments of the history of Russian: 

namely, by the verbs of taking care in Middle Russian and by the 

reflexive psych verbs in Present-day Russian. These families underwent 

a change in the type of complements they took: they stopped taking 

objects which valued inherent lexical genitive case and started taking 

objects which valued structural accusative case. 
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(ii) The rise and extension of the instrumental case as the case of non-verbal 

predication, as compared to the system involving second case, a process 

that started in Old Russian and is still in progress nowadays.  

 

The common property that unifies these case studies is the nature of the change 

underlying the relevant data: the instances of change analyzed in this thesis are 

due to a mismatch between the relevant syntactic structures and the semantic 

(thematic) representation assigned to them by learners during the language 

acquisition process. The syntactic structures under analysis in this thesis all 

involve a lexical head (a verb or a preposition) and its NP complement; a mismatch 

between the theta-role assigned to this NP and the case features it values triggered 

a parsing conflict in learners which, eventually, led to the reanalysis of the crucial 

structures, which consisted on the elimination of the conflicting elements in the 

relevant PLD, or to the peripheral acquisition of them.  

 

These syntax-semantic mismatches had an immediate effect on the status of 

the grammatical case valued by the NP complement. Adopting Baylin’s (1995, 

2004) and Woolford’s (2006) classification of grammatical cases, I assumed that 

inherent lexical case is valued on an NP by the lexical head that assigns that NP 

its theta-role; non-inherent lexical is valued on an NP by the functional head that 

assigns it its theta-role, while structural case is valued by a functional head that 

does not assign the NP a theta-role. Changes in the patterns of theta-role 

assignment in the case studies presented here correlate with changes in the type of 

case valued on the relevant NP complements. Let us recall these changes shortly: 

 

1)1)1)1)    Change fromChange fromChange fromChange from    inherent lexicalinherent lexicalinherent lexicalinherent lexical genitive genitive genitive genitive to structural to structural to structural to structural accusative accusative accusative accusative case case case case on  on  on  on NP NP NP NP 

complements of V.complements of V.complements of V.complements of V. This change can be observed at two different moments of the 

history of Russian: in Middle Russian, in the group of verbs meaning “taking care” 

and, much later, in Colloquial Present-day Russian, in the case of the psych verbs 

of fear (bojat’sja ‘to be afraid’) and the verb slušat’sja ‘to obey’.  

 

As shown in Table 1 below, initially, the case valued on the complement NP of 

such verbs was an inherent lexical genitive case (valued directly by V, which 
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assigned it the semantic role of “departure”, inherited from Indo-European), as in 

(7.1) below. Afterwards, because of independent changes in the PLD, the cues 

pointing to the old structure in (7.1) were lost. I have argued that the cues that 

changed were the following ones: (i) the reinforcement of inherent non-lexical 

genitive –quantificational– cases, such as the genitive of negation, the 

quantificational genitive of the objects of na-verbs, and the genitive case on 

abstract complements of verbs of aim and desire; (ii) the reinforcement of inherent 

lexical genitive cases inside PPs headed by an overt P; and (iii) the syncretism 

between the accusative and genitive morphemes on animate DPs.  

 

As a result of all these changes, the inherent lexical genitive case disappeared 

from the language, and the Q heads became the unique source of inherent genitive 

case. All inherent genitive cases became, then, non-lexical, and associated to the 

theta-role “partitive”, assigned by Q. As shown in (7.2) below, the role assigned to 

the complement of the verbs of taking care was not be interpreted as “partitive”, 

but as “theme”. Learners, then, reanalyze this structure by eliminating the 

offending element in (7.2), the Q head. As a result of this, theta-role assignment 

became dissociated from case valuing: while the NP receives theta-role “theme” 

from V, structural case –accusative– is valued on it by little v, as shown in (7.3).   

 

Table 1: Change in the verbs of “taking care 

 

  (7.1)    vP (Old Russian: lexical case)  (7.2)   *   VP     (Middle Russian: mismatch) 
       ei               ei 

    v     VP          V             QP 
     wo      take care     wo 

V   θ-role“departure”    DP     Q  θ-role         DP 
      take care      brother GN    Ø  “quantificational”  brother GN 
  

θ-role “theme” 

 

  (7.3)       vP   
        wo  (Reanalysis: structural case valuing) 

   v          VP 
     wo 

      V            θ-role      DP [uv] 
    take care       “theme”        brother AC  
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The same process of change is taking place in Colloquial Present-day Russian in 

the psych verbs bojat’sja ‘to be afraid’ and slušat’sja ‘to obey’. As argued in this 

thesis, these two verbs did not change earlier because of their medial-passive 

morphology, which made them observe Burzio’s (1986) Generalization. In fact, 

these verbs lacked an external subject, and their passive suffix -sja (formally, an 

accusative pronoun) blocked accusative case valuing on their NP complement. 

Since accusative case valuing was not available for these verbs, they were not able 

to change in the way shown in Table 1. I have argued that, later on, these verbs 

evolved in a way such that the internal subject started to be interpreted as an 

external subject (an experiencer), and the suffix –sja, formerly a passive suffix 

derived from an accusative pronoun, was reanalyzed as a medial (deponent) suffix. 

It was only after these changes that accusative case could be licensed in these 

constructions, and that the change represented in Table 1 could apply to these 

verbs, too. 

 

 

2)2)2)2)    Change from Change from Change from Change from inhinhinhinherent lexical instrumental modal case erent lexical instrumental modal case erent lexical instrumental modal case erent lexical instrumental modal case to inherent nonto inherent nonto inherent nonto inherent non----lexical lexical lexical lexical 

instrumental predicative instrumental predicative instrumental predicative instrumental predicative casecasecasecase. I have first studied in detail the patterns of 

predicate case marking in Slavic, paying special attention to Russian; I have 

concluded that not all the patterns of Russian predicate case marking belong to the 

same linguistic “level”: while NP predicate case marking is accounted for under a 

purely formal (syntactic) perspective, AP predicate case marking needs additional 

linguistic “levels” (E-lannguage factors such as pragmatics, stylistics, etc) to be 

accounted for.  

 

In this respect, I have proposed that NP predicates are provided with a 

referential index (Baker 2003, Panagiotidis 2003), and referential indexes on NPs 

can be valued through theta-role assigning (Higginbotham 1985). NP predicates, 

then, discharge their referential index through theta-role marking and, 

consequently, can have inherent case valued on them (instrumental case) by the 

head Pred, which assigns them the theta-role.  
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I have shown that all the apparent exceptions to this rule, i.e. NP predicates 

marked with second case (NPs in equative and identificative sentences, and in 

sentences with a null copular verb, nationality Ns, proper names, and complex NPs 

as primary predicates, predicates introduced by overt predicators, and predicates 

related to oblique antecedents) can be accounted in purely formal terms. 

 

On the other hand, I have shown that A predicates, lacking a referential index 

and theta-role assigning, cannot value inherent instrumental case, and that the 

“unexpected” instrumental case marking on AP predicates obeys then to different 

(not purely syntactic) factors. I have shown that there are at least three different 

grammars (what I have called Patterns 1, 2 and 3) regarding AP secondary 

predicate case marking. I have also shown that only one of these three patterns 

(Pattern 3) follow semantic (formal) motivations (explored by Filip 2001, and Ionin 

& Matushanky 2002, among others). The other two patterns (Patterns 1 and 2) are 

determined by non-formal or peripheral considerations, such as pragmatic, stylistic 

factors or syntactic / lexical priming. 

 

The historical data analyzed in this thesis confirm the following hypothesis 

regarding the synchronic distribution of predicate case marking in Russian: 

instrumental case was reanalyzed as the case of nominal predication, while 

adjectival predicates did never uniformly undergo instrumental case marking.  

 

This observation follows from my proposal on the rise of the instrumental 

predicate case marking: the original structure is the one illustrated in (7.4) in 

Table 2 below, where all non-verbal predicates were marked with a default case 

marker (here, second case), the most extended pattern cross-linguistically. Later 

on, as represented in (7.5), a PP including an inherent lexical instrumental case 

expressing manner or comparison was introduced in predicative instances (PredPs 

under designative verbs). The null P heading the PPs of manner and comparison 

assigned to its NP complement the semantic role “modal”; however, this theta-role 

was not semantically adequate for the NP predicates in designative contexts like 

(7.5), because there, the NP was perceived as receiving the role “predicate” from 

the null Pred. 
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The mismatch between the case valued on the NP (instrumental lexical case 

from P) and the theta-role assigned to it (“predication” by the Pred head) created a 

sequence that was difficult to be parsed by learners of Old Russian, because of the 

mismatch between the syntactic representation and the semantic representation 

they assigned to it. This is represented in (7.5) in Table 2 below. 

 

Table 2: Change undergone by the structures involving NP predication 

 

  (7.4)  vP (Early Old Russian: Second case)  (7.5)    VP  (Designative Vs: mismatch) 

         ei             ei 

    v   VP       V  PredP 

     ei        put  ei 

V     PredP           DP[uv]         Pred’ 

       put ei     6    ei  

     DP[uv]      Pred’     Varlam AC Pred            PP 

6 ei      Ø      ru 

Varlam AC       Pred         NP [uv]     P       case        NP 

        Ø  θ-role “predication”5            Ø   θ “modal” 5 

  case            abbot AC          θ “predication” abbot INST 

  

 

  (7.6)           VP    
             wo     (Reanalysis: instrumental case valuing Pred) 

   V       PredP 
put              wo      

     DP[uv]       Pred’ 
  6   ei 

   Varlam AC          Pred        case           NP[uPred] 
         Ø [+inst]  6  

θ-role “predication” abbot INST 
         

 

As a result of this mismatch, the conflicting element in the structure, the P head, 

was eliminated, and the instrumental case was reinterpreted as being valued on 

the predicate NP by the Pred functional head (the head that assigned this NP the 

theta-role); as a result of this reanalysis, the Pred head was reinterpreted as 

valuing inherent non-lexical case on its NP complement, as shown in (7.6) above. 
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As for the development of case marking on AP predicates, I have argued that it 

must be analyzed as corresponding to different linguistic “levels”: 

 

((((iiii)))) The grammar of some speakers display semantic (formal) distinctions, 

analyzed by Filip (2001), Richardson (2001b, 2003b), and Matushanky 

(in press), and corresponding to Pattern (3) of secondary AP predication 

in my surveys: these speakers make use of the instrumental case to 

encode AP predicates with a subinterval reading, while second case is 

favoured in contexts without that subinterval reading. 

 

((((iiiiiiii)))) I have analyzed other patterns of AP case marking (Patterns (1) and (2) 

of secondary AP predication in my surveys, which do not seem to be 

conditioned by the semantic distinctions mentioned before) as displaying 

the typical features of peripheral phenomena. 

 

In this thesis, I have stressed the interest of the phenomenon of Russian predicate 

case marking from the point of view of linguistic variation. In Chapter 6, I proposed 

a hierarchy of parameters, which classified the cross-linguistic patterns of 

predicate case marking according to an increasing level of formal asymmetry and 

its associated increasing level of functionality (i.e. the more distinct the forms are 

in a pattern, the more functional they are, following Jenkins 2000).  

 

There, I showed that the grammar I have referred to as Pattern (3) in AP 

predicate case marking, the one displaying semantic contrasts, is placed in the 

“lowermost” point of that hierarchy. The formal asymmetry and the functionality of 

the case morphemes in this pattern are both very high, i.e. different case marking 

forms on AP predicates involve semantic specialization of the different variants. As 

for the Russian NP predicate case marking, I have argued that it is less 

“asymmetric” in this global hierarchy and, therefore, it displays less functionality 

(it does not give rise, for example, to different specialized semantic meanings). 

 

I would like to conclude this thesis by emphasizing a theoretical result that 

derives from the phenomena and facts analyzed in the preceding chapters: the idea 
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that syntactic change introduces order in the linguistic system is an illusion (contra 

the classic typological approaches, which consider that linguistic change 

approaches a language to a more “harmonic” or “equilibrated” state).  

 

This observation follows from my Condition on the Operation O of the Lexicon 

(COL), put forth in this thesis. Recall that the COL stated that superfluous / 

conflicting elements in the PLD must be excluded from the core syntax of learners 

during the process of language acquisition. The possibilities to exclude conflicting 

elements from the core syntax were two: (i) either to acquire them as peripheral E-

elements (by heart); or (ii) to reanalyze them, in order to integrate them as a (non-

conflicting) part of the learners’ core syntactic structures. This two possibilities 

correlate with the fact that reanalysis, in fact, introduces disorder in a linguistic 

system in the following way: 

 

((((iiii)))) Speakers introduce partial order in a language by “cleaning” the 

system when they acquire conflicting elements by learning these 

elements by heart. However, at the same time, those learners waste an 

extra amount of energy / effort in learning those elements by heart and 

increase the disorder in the system by creating morphological 

irregularities in order to integrate in the system those conflicting 

elements. 

 

((((iiiiiiii)))) Speakers introduce partial order in a language when they reanalyze 

the PLD and reinterpret conflicting structures as part of their core 

syntax. But at the same time, they increase the disorder in the system, 

because the integration of formerly conflicting structures breaks the 

asymmetry of forms and thus, creates a micro-parameter or, at least, a 

parameter lower than the previous one in the hierarchy of parameters 

(such as the one proposed in Chapter 6). 

 



 

Chapter 7: Conclusion 
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Two examples of these two possibilities have been given in this thesis:1 

 

1) The reanalysis of the instrumental inherent lexical modal case as the case of 

non-verbal predication created a micro-parameter that determined a contrast 

in case marking between NP predicates (marked with instrumental case) vs. 

all other predicates –APs, QPs– (marked with second case). In this way, the 

symmetry of Old Russian case marking (all non-verbal predicates were 

marked with second case) was broken, introducing a higher degree of 

disorder / complexity in the system of Russian non-verbal predicate case 

marking.  

 

2) The reanalysis of the inherent lexical genitive case on complement NPs into 

structural accusative case gave rise to an asymmetry between the verbs 

bojat’sja and slušat’sja which, despite the suffix -sja, take accusative objects, 

and other verbs with the suffix -sja, which continue to take inherent lexical 

case-marked complements. The fact that verbs that use to trigger the same 

structure start to give rise to differentiated structures is also a factor 

introducing disorder in the linguistic system. 

 

This observation about the continuous introduction of disorder in a linguistic 

system is reminiscent of the principle of entropy which, in a nutshell, determines 

that the disorder in a system increases continuously; the order you put in a system 

wastes and then, the disorder in that system increases in a higher degree. The 

spirit of the entropy is reflected in the COL principle (and its results), as shown in 

this thesis. In particular, the continuous breaking of the formal asymmetry in 

languages (gaining functionality of the forms) gives us the clue of why languages 

never reach a typological ideal state: the reason is that languages never introduce 

order without disordering the system ever more. 

                                                
1
 Other examples of this, mentioned in Chapter 2 of this thesis, could be the loss of verbal inflection in 

Old English, which gave rise to morphologically regular vs. irregular verbal forms, or the asymmetry 

in V-to-T movement after reanalysis of certain forms in Middle English. 
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