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Concurrence of Case Forms — Lapse or Norm in Standd Latvian
Andra Kalnac¢a

Abstract. The grammatical and semantic systems of noun gaésgare undergoing obvious changes in
modern Latvian. The most vivid example of such geais in the category of case and it's semantiesire.
There is a concurrence between case forms forreliffesyntactic functions, e.g., for negat®fIN ‘maka nav
naudas//naudéthere is no money in the wallet’; in debitive mstruction (these constructions express
necessity in Latvian, e.g., Man #lasa gimata ‘I must read a book’. Debitive belongs to $istem of moods
in Latvian) N//A *man ir ilasa gamata//gamatu/'l must read a book’; and for a negated direceabG//A
‘neteikSu nevienaada//vardu’/'I'll not say a word'.

These grammatical processes are handled incortgysterLatvian grammar-books. The concurrence @& th
accusative and the genitive is treated as an afiemzariant, while the concurrence of the nomiretwnd the
genitive or the nominative and the accusative aresidered as a lapse in Standard Latvian. Thisrpageds
with the reasons for the concurrence of case famastries to ascertain why there are ambiguous metival
descriptives in Latvian.

The language material in this paper has been sbdroen “Masdienu latvieSu liteiras valodas gramatika
(1959:388-408) and Aléds Gaters ‘Lettische Syntax/Die Dainagl993:70-205). Insofar as Latvian linguistics
lacks extensive research into the semantics ofctise system, the theoretical basis of this paperbkan
derived from the monographs and scholarly researohéithuanian as well as other linguists — JoSakys
“Lietuviy kalbos linksniai ir prielinksniai”(1998), Elena Valiuly “Dabartines lietuviy kalbos sintaksiniai
sinonimai” (1998), Aldona PaulauskieriLietuviy kalbos morfologija’(1994) and'Lietuviy kalbos kulira”
(2000), Barry J. BlakéCase” (1997), Jerzy KuritowicZThe Inflectional Categories of Indo-European”
(1964), Sturla Berg-OlsefA syntactic change in progress: The decline in tis® of the non-prepositional
genitive in Latvian, with a comparative view orhidnian” (1999).

The case classification of nouns is complicatetdtvian.  gramata/'| must read a book’; and the function of address
The declension system consists of seven case ferms— ‘Aija, nac Surp!/‘Aija, come herel’.

nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, instrutagn . .
Grammatical synonymy causes a polysemy of gramaiatic

locative and vocative. Every case form (excludingf S :
. . . .. forms. The synonymy of case forms is linked to rthei
vocative) has a rich polysemy of meanings, which is

closely associated with the semantic and gramrﬂaticgﬁntacnc usage — in formggrepresentanon .O.f qeml;l?;
structure of utterance. The case system, therefame,be 0 L?Ct orf In negation, ab r%sshor appos_mon. ;
classified as morphologically syntactic (Paulausje subject of utterance can be both nominative andtigen
1994:105). There is one semantic invariant amorey thand .the. direct object can be accusative, genitind a
different meanings of every case form. The semantic"?om'nat've etc. Such grammatical synonymy creates
invariant is the paradigmatic meaning, whereasothers c¢oncurrence of case forms. One case form triegptace

are derivative syntagmatic meanings. The paradigmat"’anther or both function in paraIIe_I. The_ concucerof
. ; . : case forms had already been established in Latolkiore
meaning depends directly on the syntactic and stman

: : : texts, especially in thedainas (Gaters, 1993). ahis
fmuggz?nn;sjréhfssgﬁ; Jg:ir\?eg] f?gﬁﬁr;‘gfg&i;—rﬂgti?gm Endzeins and kKrlis Milenbahs had discussed this topic in
the synonymic relationship is definable betweenmnthe their e‘?‘”'.eSt grammar bOOkS (Endne| Mienbahs, 1907).
(Kuritowicz, 1964:179-206), e.g., the paradigmaticvery i'm'lar m?nlfelstatlins of synonymy hgvle( beaumtl

; ' T e Y ; in Lithuanian (Paulauskien 1994, 2000; Sukys, 1998;
meaning of the nominative is the subject of utteean Valilyte, 1998, etc). Russian (Jakobson, 1971:

(‘Berni rota/ajas/The children are playing Saule o N ] .
spd/‘The sun shines’). Derivative syntagmatic mearsing (Cégieemfggz22@%”3071;}11; 1?836‘;9%?3\3 ;r?c?atil_o&:]tm

of the nominative are: that of a direct object @msgive that the svnonvmv of case forms is an old and usale
voice — Nams tiek celtsThe house is being built’; as a ynonymy . . e
process, which is associated with the unificatioh o

direct object in debitive construction Man ir jalasa functions and specialisation of semantic, gramrahtad



morphonological systems of language.
manifestation of this process can differ in differe
languages, but the guidelines are common. The synpn
and concurrence of case forms are linked to th@sifipn

of central N, G, A) and peripherall¥, I, L) cases and
occur mainly in these groups. Central or grammhbtiaaes

SpecifidcNonetheless, an analysis of Latvian language nadteri

shows that the concurrence of case forms is assdordth
more capacious processes in language — the separdti
the subject and object domains in utterance. Spaltyf,
the unambiguous tendency to establish the subjedt a
object domains with one case is the norm in Latvigme

are the backbone of the semantic and grammaticaubject of utterance always tries to be nominativiile

structure of utterance. Peripheral or semanticxcpeavide
differing additional information about the relatgip
between the subject and the object, but these eaisasot
obligatory to the structural plot of the utteranckhe
vocative stands outside central and peripheralkscase

The most typical occurrences of concurrence of t@sas
in Latvian are:

e Vocative — Nominative for the function of address —
‘tev!//tevs!/'Father!’;

e Nominative — Accusativein debitive construction —
‘man ir jalasa gamata // gamatu/‘l must read a book’;

e Genitive — Nominative in negation — makz nav
naudas//naudédthere is no money in the wallet’; for a
partitive meaning with indeclinable numeralswizam ir

desmit gadu//gadihe is ten years old’; and for adverbs of

measure —Sovasar saules//saule bija tik nYathere was
so little sunshine this summer’;

e Genitive — Dative for meaning indicating purpose or

content — puku vaze/\aze pudem'/'vase of flowers//for
flowers’;

e Genitive — Accusativeas a direct object in negation —

‘neteikSu nevienaavda//vardu’/'I'll not say a word’; for a
partitive meaning -Bérns grib siera // siery'the child

wants cheese’; and for a meaning indicating purpese

‘iesim zivju//zivis zvejotllet's go fishing’;

e Genitive — Instrumental to function as a subject
adjacent to an adjective -ddrzs ir pilns abolu//(ar)

aboliem/'the orchard is full of apples’; or a subject

adjacent to a verkpagalms ir egu//egeém pieaudzigthe
courtyard is overgrown with fir-trees’.

The above mentioned examples lead to the dedutien
the concurrence of case forms and the development

polysemic and synonymic systems are closely adsacia

with the transformation of the polysemy of the gesi It
declines as some of the primary meanings of théigen
are substituted, or sometimes functions in paralligh
other cases or prepositional constructions. Alingfes are
primarily linked to the peripheral meaning and not
semantic invariance.

Replacement of the genitive by other cases is lysual

explained as a departure from formal homonymy oheor
to function as a direct object. Thus in Latviamisas can
be a form of the genitive singular and the accusatiural
(‘Es neredzu aisas/‘'| don't see my sister/sisters’)koku
can be accusative singular and genitive pluias$ (\eredzu
koku/'l don't see the tree/trees’) (Lepika, 1967:10751
Berg-Olsen, 1999:175-178). The accusative gradually
substituted for the genitive precluding formal hamymy.

the direct object is accusative, but the genitivesprves
only it’s attributive function.

Every case form has its representative functioseonantic
invariant (Lyons, 1968:295). The semantic invariahthe
subject is nominative; the accusative is the irararbf the
direct object. The dative and the instrumental seas
indirect objects. The following sections of thisppa will
outline this schema of semantic invariance.

SUBJECT
Nominative (semantic invariant)
G/IN for a partitive meaning ihaka ir desmit

latu//lati’/'there are ten lats in the wallet’);

G/IN in negation (majas nav cukura//cukui&there is no
sugar in the house’);

V/IN for the function of addresstév!'//tevs/‘Father!’).

The concurrence ofs//N for a partitive meaning and in
negation continue to be topical questions of stedigation
beginning at the inception of Standard Latvianhat ¢nd

of 19" century and continuing today. It seems that the
answer must be found in the development of theasfiat
structure of utterance and in the syntactic fumsiof case
forms. All the above-mentioned examples &//N
concurrence are linked to the function of subjelhe
semantic and syntactic invariant of the nominatiase is
the subject of utterance. This is the basic fumcti the
nominative in language. Genitive seldom is the ecibpf
utterance. Other cases are very rarely in the ipasif
subject Perhaps this is the principal reason whg th
nominative tends to challenge the genitive for pibsition

of subject. This process continues irrespective thef
standardisation of Latvian.

@8 word in the vocative case cannot be the subjdct o
utterance, but it points to a significant link: tlecative
always denotes the subject of the text pertainmghe
addressee, e.g.Aija, nac Surp!/‘Aija, come here!’; Ka
jums kbjas, kungi?’How are you, gentlemen?’. It is
possible, therefore, to include the vocative in shwbject
domain, even though the vocative case cannot herdite
subject, object or attribute in utterance (K&hal999:87-
93). In addition, the synonymy of the nominativel ahe
vocative for the function of address also appliesthe
subject domain. The nominative as an unmarked membe
of the case paradigm is used in Latvian to functésna
vocative with specific intonation and within syrtiac
context. This synonymy creates the concurrencewof t
grammatical forms, e.g.L#idzu, jaunkundz(V)/'‘Please,
miss!” and Piedodiet, jaunkundze!(N)'/' Excuse me,
miss!’ (Kalnaa, 2000:180-182). This process is not a
specific feature of Latvian, but is found in evdndo-
European language with different consequences



(Kuritowicz,  1964:197-199;
Coleman, 1976:50).

OBJECT

Direct object
Accusative(semantic invariant)

Jakobson,

N//A in a debitive construction afan ir jalasa gamata//
gramatu/'l must read a book’; man ir jaturpina last
gramata//g@matu/‘l must continue to read the book’;

G//IA in negation — neteikSu neviena awda//nevienu
vardu'/T'll not say a word’;

G/IA for a partitive meaning —bérns grib siera/sieru’/
‘the child wants cheese’;

GI//A for a meaning indicating purpose iesim zivju//zivis
zvejot’/'Let’s go fishing'.

The accusative in Latvian dynamically competes wilitt
nominative in debitive constructions. Endnel already
wrote about this unacceptable synonymy in“Biazadas
valodas kidas”, which was first published in 1928
(Endzetns, 1980:41). NonethelesdN//A synonymy
prevails in both colloquial speech and written $exlbeit
it contradicts the norms of standard language f(fraag,

1993:249; Skujia, 1999:41, 47, etc.). Inconsistency in

standardisation is also seen in debitive constostusing
the infinitive e.g., Valenha Skujha acknowledges only
the accusative if a finite verb in the debitivdaowed by

an infinitive (Skujha, 1999:47). Inta Freimane and Dzintra

Paegle allow both the nominative and the accusatitieis
position, specifically, their synonymy
1993:249; Paegle, 1998:207).

The concurrenc&//A in negation with transitive verbs is

(Freimane

1971:179;lapse in standard Latvian, while the concurre@6@ for a

negated object is classified as an allowable varian

The concurrenceG//A for a partitive meaning is
presumably associated with the fact that the piymar
semantic opposition specific/general has lost it's
grammatical topicality in Latvian. In the partitive
construction berns grib sierd/‘the child wants cheese’,
the genitive indicates a part, specifically — ‘dtéld wants
some cheese’, whereas the accusative denotes jdet ab
a totality, e.g.,, berns grib sieru. The grammatical
expression of this partitive opposition becomesckx In
modern Latvian, specificity is indicated by the usk
adverbs of measuredrusku, nedaudz, mazliksome, a
little bit, somewhat’, etc.

The genitive and the accusative currently coexist a
grammatical synonyms functioning as direct objettas
process can be observed in all possible instamteating
concurrence of both cases.

I ndirect object
Dative (semantic invariant)

G//ID for a meaning indicating purpose or contepugu
vazelhaze pkem/'vase of flowers//for flowers’).

An interesting interdependence of central and perial
cases is observed in Latvian. Specifically, theveatase
has been incorporated in the domain of the sulsjedtthe
object, where the nominative, accusative or gemitiv
typically dominates. A number of dative construetio
provide proof of this fact, e.g.man ir gamatd/‘l have a

"book’; ‘man @ip galvd/‘l have a headache’'man ir jalasa

gramatd/'l must read a book’;'man gribas dzettI'm
thirsty’; ‘man salst'I'm cold’ . All of these constructions

currently an active grammatical process in Latviandemonstrate the syncretism of the subject and Hjecb

however, claiming a victory for the accusative casaild
be premature. Nonetheless, variations in use mdypurel
to exist in the fiction of the #century, the T half of 24"
century, Latvian exile literature and contemporfcyion.
As a direct object in negation, the genitive prettes in
older texts. Analysing parallel instances of grarticah
synonymy in Lithuanian Paulauskienpoints out a
tendency to use the uniform construction of theuaative
for affirmation and negation in Lithuanian e.graSau
laiSkg (A)'/'l am writing a letter’ - neraSau laiSko//laisk
(G/IAYI1 am not writing a letter (Paulauskien
1994:114; Paulauskien 2000:176) There is not a
semantic difference between the genitive and

and are linked to the meaning indicating possessitwe
basic function of the dative serves as an indiodgect in
utterance —Es rakstu @stuli mzsai/‘l am writing a letter

to my sister’. Blake argues that the dative als® ddist of
secondary functions: i.e., as a direct object, raui
subject, as well as indicating possession in differ
languages (Blake, 1997:144-151). This argumentwallo
for the inclusion of the dative in the group of tahcases
(Kuritowicz, 1964:190-194). The listed Latvian dai
constructions tend to support the arguments of élakd
Kuritowicz, demonstrating semantic and syntactical
asymmetry of the dative versus other cases. Thus

th@ossession is expressed by both the genitive andative

accusative in this syntactic position. Hence we tmusn different constructions. This is the semantistdny of

conclude that the genitive has been gradually eedu
from expression of negation in Latvian. This perato
both a negated subject and a negated object, &aglien ir

the synonymy of the genitive and the dative in laiv A
historic link between the genitive’s meaning indiicg
possession or content and the dative’s meaningatidg

saule (N)'/* Today it's sunny’ - Sodien nav saules//saule purpose or the addressegaivus commodi/incommadi

(G/IN)' ‘Today it isn't sunny; ‘Es pazstu Maiju (A)/l
know Maija’ — ‘Es nepamstu Maijas//Maiju (G//A)'/]

don't know Maija’. The only retained expressions of

negation are the particle ie and the verb nehit’ in
Latvian. In the standardisation of Latvian,
inconsistencies can be found in the situation whbaee
concurrenceG//N for a negated subject is classified as

partial

a

has been established.

In recent decades the concurrer@8D for a meaning
indicating possession is being observed in collalqui
speech as well as in newspapers, on sandwich-hoards
various signage in offices, shops etc., elgte vipai ir
igaunieté/'Her mother is Estonian’;Sampins kerniem/‘a
shampoo for children’; dpgérbi sievieem'/‘women’s
apparel’; ‘materiali celtniegbai’/‘building materials: The



genitive is preferable in all instances, as it espes
possession more clearly (Freimane,
Strazdpa, 1974:129-140).

inconsistency in standardisation implicitly points the
1993:217-21&bjective nature of the changes. The most sigmifica
conclusion is: the concurrence of case forms ishaeia
norm nor a lapse in Standard Latvian — it is thetiomous

Instrumental (semantic invariant)

G/l to function as a subject €drzs ir pilns abolu//(ar)
abolieni/'the orchard is full of apples’; or to functiorsa
verb — pagalms ir egu//egkém pieaudzi¢'the courtyard is

process of semantic and syntactic evolution.

List of abbreviations

overgrown with fir-trees’. A accusative
D dative

This synonymy is another instance of the interddpane G genitive

between central and peripheral cases. It demoastthe :_ :gzgtti’\?;emal

syncretism of a subject and an indirect object, aof g nominative

performer and the means of action. The primary fngan Vv vocative

of instrumental is the means of or the guide tdoacfThis

semantic invariant contains a reference to arReferences

indirect/adjacent subject. For this reason therumséntal 1.
case is used in passive constructions to expressijact
(Kuritowicz, 1964:188-190; Blake, 1997:156). To the 5
subject of utterance is one of the genitive's sdaoy
functions. The genitive or instrumental in constioes
such as in pagalms ir egu//egkm pieaudzigthe 3
courtyard is overgrown with fir-trees’;c&S ir ozolu 4
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Conclusions

All the analysed grammatical processes depend oty

syntactic usage of the case form. The nominatiws tio
make the primary genitive function as a subje¢chansame
way as the accusative substitutes for the genitiveéhe

nominative functions as an object. Hence the pofyse 12

structure of every case undergoes certain chaniyeosh

all changes are closely associated with different3.

constructions for the genitive in Latvian. An adnoah
genitive continues to function as an attribute, nels an

adverbial genitive is replaced by the accusativeriter to 14

function as an object and by the nominative to fiamcas

a subject. Examination of the case structure revéa  15.

unification of functions for the surface structuif

utterance, though the core structure remains umgglthrit  16.

appears that the assumption of German influence on
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Dabartiss lietuvy kalbos sintaksiniai



Andra Kaln&a

Linksni y formy sutapimas — klaida, ar norma bendriréje latviy kalboje

Santrauka

Dabartirgje latviy kalboje pastebimi gramatia ir semantias daiktavardij kategorijy pokyiai. RysSkiausias pavyzdys — linksnio kategorijos ir
semantigs strukfiros pokyiai. Straipsnyje analizuojama skirtipgsintakss funkciy linksnio formy sutapimas, pvzneiginyje G//N ‘maka nav
naudas//naudépinigin ¢je nera pinigy’; debityvineje konstrukcijoje N//A ‘man ir jalasa gamata//gamatu/‘AS privalau perskaityti knyg’; ir
tiesioginio papildinio neiginyj&//A ‘ neteikSu nevienamda//vardu’/'‘AS nepasakysiu éiZodzio’.

Sie gramatiniai procesai latvkalbos gramatikose traktuojami priestaringai. @ako ir kilmininko linksniy sutapimas yra galimas, o vardininko ir
kilmininko arba vardininko ir galininko linksni sutapimas bendrje latviy kalboje yra laikomas klaida. Sis straipsnis analja linksnio form
sutapimo prieZastis ir siekia nustatyti, kbldtviy kalboje yra dvipramidkgramatini deskriptyw.
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