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The Case Governed by the Preposition na in Byelorussian
BY
P J MAYO

Already in the Common Slavonic period the polysemantic preposition
po, of uncertain etymology,' was capable of combining with three
cases: accusative, dative and locative (prepositional). Its distribution
among these three cases according to meaning is not, however, reflected
uniformly in the individual modern Slavonic languages; in particular
this applies to the distribution of meanings between the constructions
‘po + dative’ and ‘po + locative’. While the combination of po with
the accusative case to convey purposive meaning (‘for’ = ‘to fetch,
get’), spatial limit (‘up to’) and, to a lesser extent, distributive meaning
(‘each’) is widespread and generally uniform, in other meanings (spa-
tial, temporal, objective, causative etc.) there is variation both as to
the particular meanings within those categories that the preposition
can convey and as to the case with which it is combined in doing so.

Part of the reason for the latter may well lie in the historical origins
of the dative and locative cases. V.N. Toporov, in his study of the loca-
tive in the Slavonic languages, takes issue with the still predominantly
accepted theory that the locative case originated in Indo-European,
was inherited by the languages which developed therefrom, but was
subsequently (though still in prehistoric times) lost by some of them
(e.g. the Celtic and Germanic languages). Toporov’s view is that the evi-
dence of Hittite, Greek, Latin and the Mesopotamian languages points
rather in the direction of the original non-differentiation of dative and
locative, and the development of a separate locative case, most probably
of adverbial origin, at a later stage in the history of some languages or
language-groups from the eastern part of Indo-European territory.

Whether or not Toporov is correct in this view, historical and dia-
lectological evidence certainly points to the construction ‘po + dative’
as generally predating ‘po + locative’ in the Slavonic languages. Thus
in the earliest texts in Old Church Slavonic, Russian, Ukrainian, Bye-
lorussian, Polish, Bulgarian and Serbo-Croat the dative case is the
norm for most constructions with the preposition po; only in the spatial
and temporal meaning of ‘after’ can the combination of po with the
locative be reasonably postulated for the Common Slavonic period.?

Since the early historical period, however, there has been a general
shift from ‘po + dative’ to ‘po + locative’ so that in modern times it is
the latter construction which predominates (except in Russian, where
the reverse is true). Thus in the West Slavonic languages as a whole
the construction ‘po + dative’ is confined to a few fixed expressions in
Lusatian and with the meaning ‘according to’ to a limited number of
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adverbial expressions in Czech. In the South Slavonic languages the
question of ‘po + dative’ versus ‘po + locative’ does not arise in Bulgar-
ian or Macedonian, since they do not have a case system, nor in Serbo-
Croat which does not formally distinguish dative and locative. Slovene,
like Serbo-Croat, does not formally distinguish dative and locative in
the singular, and though it does so in the dual and plural po, when not
combined with the accusative case, is found only with the locative. It is
thus chiefly in the East Slavonic languages that competition between
the two constructions is to be encountered.

Even within the East Slavonic languages, however, the differentiation
comes down essentially to one between Russian and Byelorussian; in
Ukrainian the use of ‘mo + dative’, though still the norm as late as the
16th-17th centuries (as indeed it was in Byelorussian),* is restricted in
the modern standard language to adverbial combinations of the type
no-moemy etc. In modern Russian, alone among the Slavonic languages,
the construction ‘mo + dative’ has all but ousted ‘mo + locative’ and is
showing distinct signs of aggression towards other syntactic constructions,
both prepositional and prepositionless.” As Toporov points out:

In general the loc. with the preposition no received little development
in the system of the Russian locative and over the course of 8-9 cen-
turies has significantly contracted the limits of its spread; moreover, in
the literary language in not one of its meanings is the loc. with the
preposition mo the sole or even the basic means of expressing this or
that relationship.®

Indeed, so rare has the construction ‘mo + locative’ become, in stan-
dard Russian at least, that the author of a recent monograph on prep-
ositions in modern Russian does not even see fit to mention the exis-
tence of such a construction.”

Writing a quarter of a century ago V.S. Bondarenko, while mention-
ing the use of the construction ‘no + locative’ after such verbs of feel-
ing as cKy4daTb, TOCKOBaTh, B3/lbIXaTh, IPYCTUTb, CTPaJlaTh, TOPEBATH
etc., notes that already it was being referred to in grammars and text-
books as archaic or dialectal, with preference being given to ‘mo +
dative’ or, as an alternative, ‘o + locative’.®? The only meaning with
which ‘mo + locative’ is regarded by Bondarenko as standard is that of
‘after’ in such expressions as 110 OKOHaHMM, IO IIPUE3RE, II0 YXOHe etc.,
though even this usage is generally limited to the scientific, technical
and administrative styles of language.® In combination with the per-
sonal pronouns, however, mo was consistently used with the locative
case even for meanings which were conveyed by ‘nmo + dative’ where a
noun was involved.!? In a statistical analysis of grammatical usage pub-
lished in 1976, L.K. Graudina et al. confirm the picture painted by
Bondarenko and show furthermore that even where personal pronouns
are concerned ‘o + dative’ is now overwhelmingly the norm (o Hemy
91.66%: no Hem 8.34%), only mMe1 and BbI appearing regularly in the
locative case after no in modern Russian.'!.

In Byelorussian, by contrast, apart frorn those meanings in which it
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is combined with the accusative case, ma is used predominantly with
the locative, indeed in the plural exclusively so. If the evidence with re-
gard to the plural is incontrovertible, that concerning the singular is
much less clear-cut. Untangling it is not made any easier by the (not
wholly unjustified) suspicion on the part of some Byelorussians that the
use of the dative can be put down to Russification, nor by the frequent
coincidence of form between dative and locative, nor yet by the some-
times conflicting recommendations that appear in some textbooks and
other scholarly writings on the subject.!?

In this article we shall examine agreement with the preposition ma in
modern Byelorussian under various semantic headings (spatial
meaning, temporal, objective, etc). The data are provided by a number
of works of literature which span the period of the modern literary lan-
guage. They are, with abbreviations of the authors’ names in brackets:

Micha$ Zarecki, Sciézki-darozki, published 1927 (MZ);
Kuzma Corny, Trecigje pakalerinie, published 1935, and Luba
Luk’janskaja, published 1936 (KC);

Ivan Mielez, Ludzi na batocie, published 1960 (IM);
Viadastai Adamiyk, CuZaja bacékaiuséyna, published 1978
(VA).

The corpus of material by each author is of approximately the same
length (c. 360 pages).

As was mentioned above, quite apart from the fact that in the plural
the preposition ma is never combined with the dative case in Byelorus-
sian,! there are many instances in the singular in which dative and
locative are not formally distinguished. This is true of all nouns belong-
ing to the first and third declensions, as well as certain categories of
masculine and neuter nouns of the second declension which take the
ending -y(-10) in the locative case (all those with a stem ending in a k;
those with a stem ending in x, 4, w1, 11, p or a soft consonant which de-
note human beings)'* and, among pronouns, a, Tel, AHa and the reflex-
ive pronoun. In the case of second declension nouns (and masculine
nouns of the first declension) it is, however, possible to determine the
case where there is an accompanying adjective. In the statistical tables
data on ‘ma + locative plural’ and ‘ma + undifferentiated dative/loca-
tive’ are included for the sake of completeness.

All the evidence provided by our sources is compared with what one
may reasonably take to be a recent authoritative statement by Soviet
Byelorussian scholars on the subject of the case governed by the prep-
osition na: the entry for that preposition in the third volume of Ttuma-
¢alny stoiinik bietaruskaj movy (hereafter TSBM).*®

* K ok ok Ok
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1. Spatial relations

Table 1
ma in constructions expressing spatial relations
Meaning Construction MZ KC ™M VA Total
1. 'up to’
sg./pl. + acc. 3 5 7 11 26
2. direction/location of action
(with the nouns 6ok, crapaHa,
Kpa#t, pyKa)
sg. + acc. — 21 3 — 24
s%. + loc. 1 — — — 1
pl. + acc. — — 1 — 1
pl. + loc. 3 — 6 — 9
3. ‘along, over, across’
sg. + dat. 5 — — — 5
sg. + loc. 33 10 13 22 78
sg. + dat./loc. 38 42 37 28 145
pl. + loc. 4 1 3 5 13
4. confines of action
sg. + dat. 2 1 7 — 10
sg. + loc. 32 24 13 10 79
s%. + dat./loc. 26 14 24 13 1
pl. + loc. 24 41 23 7 95
5. following a route
sg. + dat. — 1 1 — 2
sg. + loc. — — — 1 1
s%. + dat./loc. — — — — —
pl. + loc. 3 1 — 1 5

1.1 Spatial limit (‘up to’)

With this meaning nma combines only with the accusative case (see
Table 1) and this is also the sole construction shown in TSBM. Exam-
ples:

In3i 6apaHi «cBabogy». . . MaKapMi BOLLLI, ITACAA3] na wwio § Baase,
naacTay cBOi IIMBLIPhI J0O napx HAMeukyw kKymo (MZ); HesHaémer 3
MACIIOBACI}0 4YaJjaBeK y KpbIHIYbIIYaX MOr Obl JIJIbIUbL na 20p.aad
(KC); Apn3iH 3 ix BeJbMi pocJibl, 3JaJIéK Bifjaub, APYriA ABa JeA3b na
nasvo amy (IM); lapaAa kKajaMylb CHery 3acliijlajla MACTI4YKa, 3aMf-
Tarw4dbl N 80KHbL HI3€HBLKIA aTbIHKOBaHbIA XaTKi (VA).

Cf. a corresponding construction in Russian (1o nosc, no koJsienu etc).

1.2 Direction/location of action (with certain nouns)

According to TSBM there are four nouns which can combine with ma
in the accusative case to express the direction or location of an action:
6ok, crapana, kpa# and pyka. Our data involve exclusively the noun
6ok and are largely accounted for by Corny’s predilection for the phrase
na Toit 6ok (ma ratel 60K). There is also a clear contrast between sin-
gular and plural usage (see Table 1) with ‘ma + accusative’ in all but
one instance in the former, ‘na + locative’ in all but one instance in
the latter. Examples:
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Cxyparosiua y6aubLti na 29mwut 6ox enpriky (KC); Aner imni na
Opyzi 6ox Byaiusl (IM); Hixtro He npmimeniy, ak Kapaa... ckakay
uAnep na muwm 6axy — y HampamKky napg craHubiio (MZ); Cuexka
NpbIroKad — Ha €/ MAKEHBKIi XKOYThI NACOYaK, a na 6axar CBeXbIA
kBeTKi (MZ); TBaHb MOKJa TOJBKI na 6axar (IM); Beuio 6 3 éit 3ycim
nobpa, kaji 6 na abodsa 6axi 'aHHbBI He il XMypHBI, HACLIAPOXKAHbI
cycen Bacigb. .. i — raBapJiBbl, ynayHeHbl, Haxabub1 Ayxim Toymiak
(IM). '

In the corresponding construction in Russian no is combined with
either the accusative or dative case (10 Ty CTOpPOHY, IO TOJ CTOPOHE).

1.3 Movement along/over/across

Of the large number of examples of this construction provided by
our sources (see Table 1) only five (fractionally over 2%) indisputably
involve the dative case. Perhaps significantly all five occur in MZ, the
earliest of the sources; for present-day Byelorussian TSBM shows only
the construction ‘ma + locative’. Examples:

with dative: Mozka, TaM MiTycAIlla aKpayKi KaJMaThIg XMap, Y
MeparoHKi ryifwnb na wopHamy Heby? (MZ), ax naxkyJs He Nepaky-
Jiyca €H Ha Toit OOK i He nanreibaBay na noaro yeiaen 3a cBaiMi xapo-
6pbiMi TaBapbiiami (MZ);

with locative: Ila Hebe nérka bl OGeseHbKiA nApacTbiA baja-
ybmKi (MZ); rpeIMaca mpaiiiiia § fe na meapst (KC); apobHbia Kpoki
3HOY 3acTyKaui na dsaps (KC); xamaius na 6aroue aapoasinaca yaxo
Hamada (IM); Kani Ayxim npaBoasiy ae na sazysenni (IM); Hexra 1ap-
Kay HaraMmi na ainansim maxy (VA); Ila ranse minbrHyy 1 3iaiyesa 3
NOIeMKaM y KyTKax uLeHb (VA).

1.4 Confines of action

Again, the number of examples of nma combined with an indisputably
dative form is small (see Table 1) — ¢. 4% of the total number of exam-
ples of this construction and only c. 11% of those singular forms which
are clearly identifiable as dative or locative. None of these examples oc-
curs in our most recent source (VA) and once again TSBM shows only
the locative case. Examples:

with dative: i AHa maitia Xax3ine na sax3aay i HaBokan aro (KC);
Kani agzsapayca, kab maxaasiub na saposnamy BAUIPHAMY 084DY
(IM);
with locative: XTo cax3ey, XTo cTrafAy, XTo Xaa3iy na naxoi (MZ); Iaze
aj fAe [nyaki] BoaryJuie, na ycis ceeye pa3HOCIIa, HaBy4yae JIIOA3€eH
(MZ); yBecs mpaMOKJIBLI ajJi A36HHara BaHApPaBaHHA na 6asoye (KC); a
36ipaio na yaaviu paére yee pectki (KC); Miocup pacrusiBaiacs i na
ycim yene (IM); [AHA] yMee raHdAlb NAPS3Manaxi, Ka4yaloybl na ikviaaue
anom (VA).

1.5 Following a (usually predetermined or prescribed) route
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Here the number of examples in our sources (see Table 1) is too small
to be statistically significant, but for what it is worth both dative and
locative are found in the singular. TSBM has only the dative case (lo-
cative in the plural). Examples:

with dative: Tpaba icui ynepan i ynepan, na AeHIHCKAMY MAPULPYMY
(IM);

with locative: Ane Ayeca Aro y2xo He 4yna, Gerna na pasapsanvism
aanyyxcxky csaix caapoy (VA).

2. Temporal relations

Table 2
na in constructions expressing temporal relations
Meaning Construction MZ KC M VA  Total
1. ‘after’
sg. + dat. — — 1 — 1
sg. + loc. 2 1 — 1 4
sg. + dat./loc. — 1 — 3 4
2. expressing time of regular
action
pl. + loc. — — 2 — ]

2.1 ‘After’

TSBM shows only ‘ma + locative’ for this meaning, but our sources
(see Table 2) did throw up one example of the dative singular:

— Jlak AKoe K IAnep jA3ajeHHe?! — KphIKHYY XoHAa. — Ila
maxomy crezy? (IM).

More usual is the locative:

JlacHinki He na Jdoyzim wuace pasBitayca i Benmuay (MZ); AnsiH
TIKiHel] KiHyJcA TyABl 1 na HesAaiukim wace NPHIBAJIOK Ja Kpalo
36auTIkaHara b6acAaka (MZ); Ila nojjoxi Jlroba BhIHecsa CBairo CbIHA
Ha IBOp, Ha COHIA (KC).

It must be said, however, that (as in 1.5) the number of examples is
insufficient for any firm conclusions to be based on them.

2.2 Time of regular action

For both singular and plural TSBM has ‘ma + locative’; our sources
contain only two examples with the noun in the plural (ma madax ‘at
night(s)’).

2.3 Other

There are two further types of temporal relationship expressed with
the aid of the preposition ma for which our sources provide no exam-
ples: temporal limit (‘up to’, ‘until’) for which, as with spatial limit, ‘na
+ accusative' is the norm; and something not dissimilar to 2.2 — re-
peated but not necessarily regular action (‘at a time’) for which TSBM
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records the use of the dative singular as in, for example, He
NPBLIXOA3ILE IIa THIAHIO, 114 L3JIaMy MECHILY.

3. Objective relations

Table 3
nma in constructions expressing objective relations
Meaning Construction MZ KC M VA  Total
1. ‘at, on, against’
sg. + dat. 2 1 — — 3
sg. + loc. 14 10 11 27 62
s%. + dat./loc. 5 20 18 30 73
pl. + loc. 4 5 8 19 36
2. with verbs of emotion
sg. + dat. — 1 — — 1
sg. + loc. 3 3 5 — 11
sg. + dat./loc. 1 7 8 2 18
pl. + loc. 1 1 — — 2
3. type, sphere of action
sg. + dat. 3 — 5 — 8
sg. + loc. — — — — —
s%. + dat./loc. 10 3 8 1 22
pl. + loc. — — — — —
4. ‘according to, in accordance
with’
sg. + dat. 7 — 20 1 28
sg. + loc. 3 — — — 3
s%. + dat./loc. 20 10 22 1 53
pl. + loc. 7 1 1 1 10
5. basis of action (‘by, from’)
sg. + dat. 3 2 2 — 7
sg. + loc. 3 3 12 3 21
sg. + dat./loc. 3 3 3 3 12
pl. + loc. 7 1 5 3 16

3.1 Action aimed at object (‘at, on, against’)

Here TSBM has ‘na + locative’ without qualification and the over-
whelming majority of examples from our sources (see Table 3) support
this. There are three isolated instances of ‘na + dative’ in the earlier
works:

aye paboubl, Mabbillb, He 3pa3yMeyIUbI raTara, 3A3€y AMY LIAIKYy
JIETKiM yaapaM gaJsioHi na uyemro (MZ); I BbIpa3Ha, ryJKa IICTpbIKae
csabe na zo0pay (MZ); Bana aanuyy cabe na xasqeny (KC).

Examples with the locative (singular):

AnapanasgbHika nepabij 3HOY TOM IT'fIHBI, BbIUAYIILI 3HOY KyJaKOM
na cmaae (MZ); Auppsyt ynapbly cabe na inbe (MZ); Toit Gecriepa-
nemHHa 61y TBaprnigkara na maapst i aaage (KC); na 3aiiunixasvis
Kaxcyce 3amnackaii Kyaaki (IM); IlanauaJsa sicie Ha aybKy, i Beiga-
Bajia, WITO na im cAY? APobHBI moxkmxk (VA); ubl MHEM na case, 4bl
caBol na nHi, — TO caBe Oa7a (VA); éH agkpyliy 3 Ba3oBail py4Ki
KaHell CBIpPaMATHLIX Jieiay, uerHyy imi na xani (VA).
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3.2 With verbs of emotion

Verbs expressing sadness or longing such as 6emaBarns, niakaus,
cymaBaub, TyXbInb etc. (and nouns associated with them e.g. cym,
tyra) are followed by na and the object of these emotions. TSBM indi-
cates ‘ma + locative’ but adds the rider ‘but also with the dative in the
singular’. Our sources show an overwhelming preference for the locative
case (see Table 3), with a single indisputably dative example:

Bbly y micue i cym ma crapbx Gaupkax i na doauy (KC).

Examples with the locative (singular) include:

fK 1ixi cyM na ainyavin (MZ); A AHa ALY na cbhine HbLUIA, ILITO HA
paitne Hemse (KC); Bamwa mecua na sac cymye, aayuo e 6puni (KC);
yce 3pasymMmedi, KiM 3axannAenua i na xiu xypomua (IM).

3.3 Type, sphere of action

This is the semantic area in which ‘no + dative’ has become so ag-
gressive a construction in modern Russian (see fn.5) and it appears that
the same may well be true of modern Byelorussian, for not only does
TSBM show only ‘ma + dative’ in the singular, but also of the thirty
examples in our sources (see Table 3), in not one instance is the con-
struction ‘ma + locative’ found. Some examples:

ITa nepwasy nvimamnio pabiy makian HeBBICOKI TOHKI xJjomer
(MZ); Ila nicomy A cambl nepuinl ¥ kjaace (IM); cnoBa Mae CTapUIbIHA
KaMmicii na semuejnapadxasarmro O3auen Mikanop (IM).

3.4 ‘According to, in accordance with’

As with 3.3 TSBM shows only ‘ma + dative’ for the singular and the
evidence of our sources (see Table 3) is substantially in agreement. Only
the earliest (MZ) has occasional examples with the locative case:

MOJKHa 3HaMCIll canmpayAHbl cTapajayHl ILIaH, nad AKiIM BbIXOA3iLb,
LITO JIyKa HaJeXbIl[b Ja CAJAHCKaM 3AMJi, a He Aa maHcKail; Pas-
HamépbiA na csais acabosdvim cxaadize. .. TIThIA aTPaAbl BbIAYIAJIL
caboi1 canpayabl HeNayTOPHYIO KapliiHy.

Examples with the dative case:

TyT g3esa fACcHae: CAJIAHe Kaclal JdyKy na npasgy (MZ); a Xaxnima na
csatimy Yarobaénamy 3svivaro pas3MmallbicTa Kypbly (MZ); Bacias y
JomMme ctaHaBiycAa AK Obl cTapasnmbiM na 4wuiny (IM); Xamocbka, aa-
crawubl na Mixanopasamy 3a:ady 4bICTYIO JaTKy, 6oikkana (IM); Mg,
He CaKpaT, ycé npaBepbiM i 3pobim na 3axony! (IM); Ila sepacaycxamy
38btvar0 He 3HiMalO4hbl 3 rajaBbl INAMNKi ¥ 4yxkoit xaue (VA).

3.5 Basis of action (‘by, from’)

TSBM indicates ‘na + locative’ as the norm but, as with 3.2, adds the
rider ‘but also with the dative in the singular’. Qur sources give a fair
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reflection of this, splitting 3:1 in favour of the locative case in the
singular (see Table 3). Examples:

with dative: ITa mony Aro rojacy HifiK HAMOXHa ObLIO IagyMalb,
IITO r3Ta €H raBophilb npa cAbe (MZ); yce na s20 8bvizasdy Mardi
faybIlb, AK iX Makpbryasiai (IM);

with locative: A 4y mna Ovime, WITO HeWKi A3iyHBI THITYHB (KC‘);
MIOTBIM nNa wxacai8sim Bacinésvim mesapni, na raBopkax XKaHYBIH
[mani] 3pa3symena ycé (IM); T'anma. .. na zoaace Aro 3ragaJjacsd, IUTO
6bL10 3 iM (IM); Ila mbim, AK NpaMoOBiy CbIH, ... crapbl aymak ycé
spasymey (IM); flHa nmaz3Haza Aro... NG YEMHLIK, HAKIHYMDBIK Ha-
anawxi ninxcaxy (VA).

3.6 Means of action

Our sources have no examples of such constructions as BbmBy4aip na
CBaiM NaJpy4HiKy, icii ma Kommacy, nepagaBaub na pagbié, for which
TSBM has ‘na + locative’ as the recommended norm, but allows also
‘ma + dative’ in the singular (cf. 3.2, 3.5).

4. Distributive relations

Table 4
na in constructions expressing distributive relations

Construction Mz K¢ ™M VA  Total
1. with nouns

sg. + dat. — — — — -

sg. + loc. — — —_ — —

s%. + dat./loc. 3 4 — 2 9

pl. + loc. — — — — —
2. with the numeral ‘one’

sg. + dat. — — — —

sg. + loc. 3 4 — 2 9

sg. + dat./loc. — — — 1 1
3. with the numerals ‘two

and upwards’
pl. + acc. 2 1 2 1 6

4.1 With nouns (including numeral-nouns)

TSBM has only ‘ma + dative’ for the singular. The evidence of our
sources is inconclusive, since all the examples of this construction
which occur (see Table 4) involve nouns which do not formally dis-
tinguish the dative and locative singular, e.g.:

i yce yTpaix BeINiJIL gpyXxHa na wapydvt (MZ); Hag aByma n3BsapbIMa
Bicesna na xapyine ¥ pamax i 3a mkuom (KC); — A wmro-taka yK0
TaKoe, KaJii My:K4bIHbI na Kiaiwxy BbII'oLL? (VA).

4.2 With the numeral ‘one’
Here TSBM gives equal weight to ‘ma + dative’ and ‘na + locative’.
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Our sources, however, show a strong preference for the latter construc-
tion and contain only one example which is capable of being inter-
preted as a dative form (see Table 4). Examples:

with locative: KB ma4yay raBaphIllb I'y4Ha i MepHa, BbIKiIaloubl na
aoKbiM 3 CBaiX MaryTHBIX TpyA3el BaxKKiA miypmaTtela cioBbl (MZ);
HecnaApoBid IaTak CNakoiHa micay AaBeAKy, na adHbuLM CA08e Mamix
rabitkami 4ato (KC); 3noy 36ipaicA My»4YbIHBI, na GOHbIM AJTyHalO-
ypicA an Kynki (VA),

with dative/locative: KaJji AHBI [KaH4YBIHBI| yBaiiai § BécKy i na
adnoil agaydadica an xynel (VA).

4.3 With the numerals ‘two and upwards’

The sole construction is ‘ma + accusative’, both in the examples
which occur in our sources (see Table 4) and according to TSBM. TSBM
adds that even where animate nouns are involved the form of the ac-
cusative case is usually that which is identical with the nominative,
though accusative = genitive is ‘also permitted’. Examples:

nactpoisi na dsa waaasexi ¥ pan (MZ), Kapuinbl MecraykoBara
VIKBITKY, NQ Kaneex wamuipvl KOXKHAA ¥ JaBaeHHbI 4ac (KC); msaci,
TpbIMalo4bl CHafbICIafy PyKami, na dsa nasckamuia #axi (VA).

5. Quantitative relations
Table 5

na in constructions expressing quantitative relations
Construction Mz KC ™M VA  Total
1. with nouns

sg. + dat.

sg. + loc.

s%. + dat./loc.
pl.

L]

[ =] =

=l

+ loc.
2. with the numerals ‘two
and upwards’

w
—
—
(-]
(3]
—
[=-]

pl. + acc.

5.1 With nouns

For the singular TSBM indicates ‘ma + dative’. Our sources contain
no examples which are indisputably locative (see Table 5), but since
there are only two in all, this is not conclusive:

with dative: Hy i yHuep: Kynaki na nydy! (VA);

with dative/locative: €éH apnay MHe Bac na MbICAYDL MAPAK 3a
yajiaBeka (MZ).

5.2 With the numerals ‘two and upwards’

As in 4.3, the sole construction is ‘ma + accusative’, both in the exam-
ples from our sources (see Table 5) and according to TSBM. Examples:

xJjonuaM ObLIO na AKiT 08ayuayd yi serei adoy (MZ); 1 ¥ KoxKHai
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Xale na copax 08a axusl § cusaHe i na waysépa 038apas (KC); I'pabna
rarad 3BaA3Bae KypaHi, AKiA na najio0a, MoxkHa cKasalb, ObuIi aapa-
3aHBl aj gpyrix céu, 3 Anemmikami, 3 IOpasiuami, ca Jcim cBeram
(IM); Ha BapTy ¥ BepacaBe Bbxoasini na d3se ramwt 3acab (VA).

6. Relations of manner

Table 6
na in constructions expressing relations of manner
Construction MZ KC M VA  Total
adverbial, involving abstract
nouns
sg. + dat. — — — — —
sg. + loc. — — — — —
s%. + dat./loc. 10 2 6 1 19
pl. + loc. — — — —

TSBM indicates ‘ma + dative’ for the singular. All the examples from
our sources (see Table 6) are ambiguous, perhaps unsurprisingly so,
since it is almost exclusively abstract nouns which are involved in
this particular semantic relationship and the majority of these are, of
course, feminine in Byelorussian. Some examples:

Konpki xBimiH JlacHiuki 1 na npayjdsze 4nITay, HaBaT pa3yMey
npaybiTaHae (MZ); A packaxy ycé na napadxy (MZ); fAir4ys naraBapy
3 iM na wuwsipacyi (KC); Iapaaki nAmep Takif, IUTO MOTylb Iepa-
A3AJIE na cnpasadaisacyi (IM); Ycaen 3a im yxo 3agaM i, Mycilp,
na 0o6pati soai BuiBaniyca Pricek ITacauki (VA).

7. Causative relations

Table 7
na in constructions expressing causative relations
Meaning Construction MZ KC ™M VA  Total
‘out of, because of’
sg. + dat. — — — — —
sg. + loc. — — — 2 2
S%. + dat./loc. 1 1 2 — 4
pl. + loc. — — 2 — 2

7.

For the singular TSBM has only ‘na + dative’. By contrast our sources
(see Table 7) contain only examples of ‘na + locative’ or ‘ma + dative/
locative’, though (as in 1.5 and 5.1) the total number of examples is per-
haps too small to be statistically significant. They include:

with locative: 3maynanica He TONBLKI na cycedcmee Ui na casasymase
(VA);

with dative/locative: ane na moti npviubive, IUTO €H He IIpblexay,
3HOY Oyxy raBapbiip A (IM).
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8. Purposive relations

Table 8
ma in constructions expressing purposive relations
Meaning Construction MZ K¢ ™ VA  Total
for, to get = to fetch’
sg. + acc. — 11 4 9 24
pl. + acc. — 4 4 — 8

To express purpose (‘to get = to fetch’, usually after verbs of motion)
na combines solely with the accusative case (see Table 8) and this is the
only construction shown in TSBM. Examples:

— Ygpia yapra cénna na raeb icui? (KC); ¥V rakix Bemagkax npbi-
A3IIKAJL CIofbl nad 20HMYy 3[aJEK (KC); Mnapka 36erana AHa y Acai
na cowwa (KC); IMag paniny 6ammKa 3ampor KaHsa, naexay na doxmapa
y 3aramre (IM); — Moxa, na xcandsa tpada 6pw1o0 6 3'e3nsiun? (VA);
En, rate1 CraTKeBid, nacnay msaHe § CioHiM na asxapcmaa (VA).

* %k k Kk *k

What conclusions, then, may be drawn about the combination of the
preposition ma with the accusative, dative and locative cases in
modern Byelorussian? How does the situation compare with that in
modern Russian?

First of all, it can be seen that where the construction ‘ma + accus-
ative’ is concerned usage is straightforward and easily definable. In
modern Byelorussian ‘ma + accusative’ has the following functions:

(a) to express a spatial or temporal limit (1.1);

(b) to express purpose, principally after verbs of motion (8);

(c) in quantitative and distributive constructions where the prep-
osition governs a numeral other than ‘one’ (4.3, 5.2);

(d) to express the direction or location of an action with certain
nouns (bok, crapaHa, Kpait, pyka) (1.2).
Only in the case of (d) is there the possibility of an alternative construc-
tion involving the preposition na (+ locative).

The use of ‘ma + accusative’ to express a spatial or temporal limit
and to express the direction or location of an action with a limited
number of nouns is shared by Russian (cf. BR na kasena, na Toit 60k
— R no xoxneno, o Ty cropoHy etc.). This is also largely true of quan-
titative and distributive expressions in which the preposition governs a
numeral other than ‘one’, but whereas in Byelorussian usage is
entirely consistent, that of Russian is, as yet, less firmly established.
Russian grammars continue to recommend a division between ‘mo +
accusative’ with the numerals 2, 3, 4 (and compounds of these), 200,
300, 400 (and composite numerals beginning with these) on the one
hand, and ‘no + dative’ with all other numerals. Spoken and journal-
istic practice belies this, however, with ‘mo + accusative’
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predominating heavily over the older construction ‘no + dative’ in the
latter group,'® an instance of Russian moving closer to the Byelorussian
position rather than vice versa. The Byelorussian purposive construction
‘ma + accusative’ = ‘for, to fetch, to get’ is found in Russian only in
dialect usage; standard Russian has ‘3a + instrumental’.

Secondly, though we have come a long way from Taraskievi¢'s
Bietaruskaja hramatyka dla $kot, which did not even admit the possibi-
lity of combining ma with the dative case in Byelorussian,'’ and
though examples of ‘nma + dative’ are to be found in our sources for all
the semantic constructions expressing objective relations and all but
one (that of spatial limit) expressing spatial relations, there are only
two in which it clearly predominates over ‘ma + locative’: in the expres-
sion of the type or sphere of action (3.3) and with the meaning ‘accord-
ing to, in accordance with’ (3.4).'% It is significant, however, that both
these semantic categories are ones in which ‘mo + dative’ has been
particularly aggressive towards other constructions in modern Russian,
as was noted above. They are also the two major categories for which
TSBM unequivocally indicates the use of ‘na + dative’' in the singular.
What we appear to be seeing is a parallel development in Byelorussian
and the fact that both constructions are especially characteristic of the
journalistic, technical and scientific styles of the language, in which the
influence of Russian is most strongly felt, would tend to confirm this.
Thus, in a recent book on linguistics (reviewed in the previous issue of
The Journal of Byelorussian Studies),'® among a total of 102 such con-
structions not a single one has an indisputably locative form (63 show
‘ma + dative’, 39 ‘na + dative/locative’). What we are dealing with here,
though, is not so much a switch from ‘ma + locative’ to ‘ma + dative’
but, as in Russian, the ousting of other prepositional constructions, for
example, ‘na + dative’ in place of ‘naBoane + genitive’ in the sense of
‘according to, in accordance with’.2°

Elsewhere the use of the dative case remains, for the present at least,
generally marginal. Thus, in all constructions expressing spatial rela-
tions (leaving aside spatial limit which is conveyed by ‘ma + accus-
ative’) ‘ma + dative’ accounts for only 17 out of 422 examples encoun-
tered in our sources (just over 4% of the total); moreover, not one of
these occurs in our most recent source (VA). In constructions denoting
objective relations, other than the two discussed in the preceding para-
graph, ‘nma + dative’ is similarly sparsely represented; in this case 11
times out of 208 (a little over 5%). Nevertheless, the situation does ap-
pear to be changing: TSBM gives ‘na + dative’ in quite a number of
semantic constructions either as an alternative to ‘ma + locative’ (see
3.2, 3.5 above) or as the sole (singular) form (see 1.5, 3.3, 3.4, 4.1, 5.1, 6,
7 above). Interesting, if semantically not very discriminating, light is
thrown on this development by the two editions of M.S. Jaunievi¢ and
P.U. Sciacko’s Sintaksis sufasnaj bietaruskaj movy. In the first (1969)
edition it is stated that in Byelorussian with the aid of the preposition
na verbs and nouns denoting actions (as opposed to feelings) ‘govern
the locative case of a noun both in the plural and in the singular’ (my
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italics — PJM),?! but in the second (1980) edition this has become ‘gov-
ern the locative case of nouns in the plural’ (my italics — PJM).??

Finally, the question arises as to how far the use of ‘na + dative’ can
be put down to the influence of Russian and how far it may repre-
sent a specifically Byelorussian development. It would, of course, be
unreasonable to deny altogether the influence of Russian on Byelorus-
sian in this as in so many other areas and, as was mentioned above, this
is particularly true of the journalistic, technical and scientific styles of
the language. In this connection it is interesting to note that P.P. Suba,
in his book on the preposition in Byelorussian, sees the use of ‘ma +
dative’ as very much a ‘borrowing’, confined predominantly to these sty-
les.?® There is, however, one big question mark remaining against the
thesis that the use of ‘ma + dative’ is entirely the result of Russification:
if that is the case, why has it affected only the singular? After all, Rus-
sian does not discriminate between singular and plural in the way
that Byelorussian does in this area; indeed, so far as one can ascertain,
in the Slavonic languages as a whole there is no evidence of any pre-
position in the same semantic construction governing different cases in
singular and plural. It seems likely, therefore, that while Russian has
clearly had a role in this development, at least part of the reason for the
spread of ‘ma + dative’ at the expense of ‘na + locative’ may be found
in the frequent coincidence of form between the two cases in the sin-
gular, giving rise to morphological analogy. This would certainly help to
explain the discrepancy between the singular and the plural. It is even
not inconceivable that, as has happened with the nominative/accusative
plural of neuter nouns (vis-a-vis masculine and feminine) and to a con-
siderable degree with the genitive plural of feminine and neuter nouns
(vis-a-vis masculine), the forces of analogy could eventually lead to a
situation in which dative and locative singular cease to be formally dis-
tinguished at all in Byelorussian.
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