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1. Introduction

The paper presents an overview of the Russian language variety used by bilingual speakers of
Nanai and Ulch (Southern Tungusic, Russian Far East). The first aim of the paper is descriptive:
to give a consistent survey on the language variety that has not been documented yet. The sec-
ond aim is practical: to test the corpus of this variety which is being created now and especially
the system of annotation used in this corpus. The third aim is theoretical: to distinguish be-
tween different types of “peculiarities” attested in the variety and to prove (or disprove) their
contact nature.

1.1. Nanaic languages and their speakers: general information

I use the term Nanaic languages for the sub-group of closely-related Tungusic lects? spoken in
the Russian Far East (Khabarovsk Krai, Primorsky Krai, Sakhalin) and in China: Amur dialects
of Nanai, Kur-Urmi, Bikin Nanai, Ulch, Uilta, Kilen, and Hedzhe. All the Nanaic varieties spoken
in Russian territory are in contact with the Russian language; all of them are endangered to a
greater or lesser extent. All (or almost all) speakers are bilingual. All speakers are of the older
generation, at least for the majority of the lects. There are 1347 speakers of Nanai (including
Bikin Nanai and Kur-Urmi), 11% of the Nanai ethnic group, and 154 speakers of Ulch, 6% of the
Ulch ethnic group (Census 2010, presumably overestimated).

In the paper, [ analyze the data from speakers of different Amur Nanai dialects (mainly Naikhin
Nanai and Gorin Nanai) and Ulch, see Appendix 1. The term “Nanaic Russian” is used in the
paper with reference to their Russian speech.

1.2. The data

The data used in the study come from the Contact Russian Corpus of Northern Siberia and the
Russian Far East3. This is a transcribed and annotated collection of oral spontaneous Russian
speech of the bilingual speakers of indigenous languages of the area (Samoyedic, Tungusic, Chu-
kotko-Kamchatkan). The subcorpus of Nanaic Russian contains ca. 7.5 hours of transcribed texts
(see Appendix 1). These texts are a by-product of the documentation projects on Nanai and Ulch
(fieldtrips to Khabarovsk Krai and Primorsky Krai, 2011-2018). The whole audio collection of
Russian texts contains ca. 50 hours of records*. Non-transcribed texts as well as field observations
were also involved as auxiliary data. The majority of the texts are short spontaneous narratives

" The paper was prepared with support of RSF grant No. 17-18-01649.

* Some of them are traditionally estimated as dialects and some others are known as separate languages. However,
there is no clear distinction.

? The corpus is being created together with I. A. Khomchenkova and P. S. Pleshak within the larger project “Dy-
namics of language contact in the circumpolar region” (led by 0. V. Khanina): iling-ran.ru/main/departments/ty-
pol_compar/circumpolar/eng. It is partly available online at: web-corpora.net/tsakorpus_russian_nonst/cor-
pus.html. The Nanaic part was transcribed and annotated by the author.

* The texts were collected by the author together with S. Oskolskaya. The audio collection is kept in the repository
of the Russian Learner Corpus (web-corpora.net/RLC).




and descriptions (folklore, biographic texts, ethnographic texts), some texts are everyday dia-
logues with the linguist. For some texts there are also parallel versions in Nanai / Ulch.

The transcription is made in ELAN in standard Russian orthography. A simplified system of
pitch marks is used to reflect the intonation. Texts are also provided with a special manual
annotation of the features that are not typical of Standard Russian. The features that are
presumably of a contact nature are marked in the most consistent way possible, the regional,
dialectal, and stylistic features are marked only if they are striking and undoubted.

The corpus data come from 19 speakers of Nanai and Ulch (17 speakers of Nanai, 2 speakers
of Ulch) with different competence in Russian (see Appendix 1). The main portion of the data
involved in the study comes from 4 speakers with the most non-standard Russian: vsg (Gorin
Nanai), fna (Naikhin Nanai), oab (Ulch), spk (Ulch). All of the 4 speakers have a similar
sociolinguistic background:

1) they are fluent speakers of Nanai / Ulch;

2) they are of the 1930s years of birthday;

3) they have no more than 3 classes of school education;

4) they had not been familiar with Russian before school;

5) nowadays, their dominant language (the language that they use in communication with
younger generations) is Russian.

An interesting point is that the speakers of the older generation use both non-standard
Russian, which was imperfectly acquired after Nanai / Ulch and was influenced by Nanai / Ulch,
and non-standard Nanai / Ulch, which goes out of use and shows some evidence of language
attrition. Cf. Grenoble (2010: 149) on a similar situation in Evenki?.

All the examples used in the paper were taken from the corpus. The text sample collected
from one of the speakers, namely vsg, is used in the study for some illustrative calculations
because it is the largest (ca. 2 h.)2.

1.3. Nanaic Russian and other varieties of Russian

It is necessary to draw a border between the variety of Russian that will be discussed in the
paper and some other language varieties and to clarify the status of Nanaic Russian.

1.3.1 Nanaic Russian vs. Russian Pidgins

The variety in question is not a pidgin. Its use is not restricted by any specific communicative
situations and its lexicon and grammar are not extremely simplified. It does not reveal the strik-
ing features of the Far East Pidgin Russian as it was documented for the area (cf. the description
in Perekhvalskaya 2008): for example, neither the use of frozen imperative-like verbal forms,
such as desaii and noHumatii, nor the use of possessive pronouns instead of personal ones, mos,
meos and others, is typical of the modern Nanaic Russian. However, it is very probable that the
parents or the grandparents of my informants had spoken the Far East Pidgin Russian or some
similar pidgin. It may be reasonable to estimate the speech of the oldest speakers of the sample
under investigation as being something close to a mesolect, but for the speech of younger speak-
ers it is clear that this is the Russian language with some contact-based fdatures, not any form
of a pidgin.

1.3.2 Nanaic Russian vs. contact-influenced monolingual Russian

Nanaic Russian shares some features with monolingual Russian varieties influenced by Tun-
gusic languages, such as the dialect of Russkoje Ustje (cf. Krasovickiy & Sappok 2000). However,
in the case of Nanaic Russian we deal with a more recent process: this is the speech of fluent

' use further the terms L1 and native language with reference to Nanai and Ulch, however it is rather a technical
use and the terms do not reflect the real situation.

? Calculations based on the whole text sample are less informative in this case, because the sample is unbalanced
and the inter-speaker variation is very high.
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speakers of Nanai and Ulch. Probably some contact-induced peculiarities under discussion pen-
etrate also into the speech of a younger generation of the Tungusic population that does not
speak Nanai / Ulch any more or into the speech of Russian monolinguals of the area. Their
speech was not consistently analyzed. Nevertheless, the general impression is that such “ex-
pansive” peculiarities are very few in number. -

1.3.3 Nanaic Russian vs. regional monolingual Russian

The paper deals only with contact-induced features of the speech of bilinguals, and not with
regional features which are not of a contact nature and which also occur in the speech of Rus-
sian monolinguals. In some cases, however, it is problematic to distinguish between these two
types of features without further investigation of the regional monolingual speech, see below.
An important point is that Russians who live in the villages where the data were collected are
recent immigrants (since the 1930s and later) from very different parts of Russia, so there is no
stable non-standard monolingual variety that would be in a permanent contact with Nanaic.

1.3.4 Nanaic Russian vs. regional non-monolingual Russian

For some regions one can postulate a stable conventionalized variety of Russian with evident
contact-induced features, which is used by a wide range of bi- or multilinguals with different
L1s. Such a situation presumably takes place e.g. in Daghestan (cf. Daniel et al. 2010; Daniel &
Dobrushina 2013 on “Daghestanian Russian”). This is not the case of Nanaic Russian. The data
collected in different places from speakers of different L1s are very similar; however, this is
rather due to the similarity between their native languages or dialects, than due to the
conventionalization of the variety as a regional variant of Russian. Nanaic Russian is not a stable
conventionalized system and speakers do not realize it as a separate variety. For example, there
are no speakers that can consciously switch from Standard Russian into Nanaic Russian, and
vice versa. There is also a very wide continuum from the most non-standard Russian speech of
older speakers of Nanaic to the near-standard Russian speech of younger speakers. The
consistent description of this continuum was not the aim of the study. In this a brief overview, |
concentrate mainly on the most striking features attested in the speech of older speakers. Not
all features described in the paper are equally typical of all the speakers of the sample.

1.3.5 Nanaic Russian vs. Learners’ Russian

Nanaic Russian cannot be considered Learners’ Russian either. It may be not a conventionalized
variety at the level of the community; however, it is quite stable at least at the idiolectal level.
For a particular speaker it is his or her main everyday language which was acquired in child-
hood and which reveals no tendency to significantly change later.

1.3.6 Nanaic Russian and similar contact-influenced varieties

The data collected from the speakers of a small genetic sub-group of Tungusic lects were chosen
for the description. However, I do not claim that the variety under discussion is clearly distinct
from other Tungusic Russian varieties. For instance, the contact-induced features that were at-
tested by M. Khasanova (2000) in Negidals’ Russian speech are very similar to those observed
in our data. I do not claim that there are no differences between the patterns of Russian speech
within our sample. In this paper, I mostly describe the features that are shared by speakers of
all Nanaic lects under consideration and can be explained by reference to the features of Nanaic
languages that are common for all of them?. In some special cases I comment the differences.

1.4. The analysis of peculiarities: some problems
The variety of Russian under consideration is non-standard in different senses:

" In the paper, I refer mainly to Naikhin Nanai and give illustrative examples from this dialect because it is the best
described.
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a) it reveals the evidence of interference with Tungusic languages (features that have clear
parallels in L1);

b) it reveals the evidence of incomplete acquisition of Russian (features that have no clear
parallels in L1);

¢) it reveals regional or dialectal features (which are shared with monolingual speakers of
the same area);

d) it reveals features that are typical of oral spontaneous speech (they might seem non-
standard compared to written Russian monolingual speech; however, they are, in fact, not
non-standard at all).

Only contact-induced features, namely, those of Type a) and Type b) are in focus of the study.
However, in some cases it is problematic to distinguish them from Type c) and Type d). Another
problem is to distinguish between Type a) and Type b). The problems will be demonstrated on
some particular examples.

1.5. The structure of the paper

In the paper, [ describe contact-induced features of Nanaic Russian at different levels: phonetics
(Section 2), inflection (Section 3), derivation (Section 4), grammatical categories (Section 5),
syntax (Section 6), lexicon (Section 7). The main focus is on grammar: Section 2 (on phonetics)
and Section 7 (on lexicon) are very brief. In Section 8 I provide some quantitative corpus data
to estimate the frequency of different features discussed in the paper. Section 9 contains brief
concluding remarks.

2. Phonetics

The phonetic and phonological peculiarities of Nanaic Russian as well as non-standard intona-
tion patterns require separate research. In this section, I give only a brief overview of the most
striking ones. Most of the features under discussion (but not all of them) are clear cases of in-
terference with Nanai and Ulch. Very similar features are described in detail for the unrelated
variety of the dialect of Russkoje Ustje, which emerged under the influence of Northern Tun-
gusic languages (Krasovickiy & Sappok 2000).

Phonetic peculiarities are the most stable ones in our sample: unlike morphosyntactic ones,
they are attested across speakers of different ages and levels of education including those with
a very standard morphosyntax.

2.1. The vowel system

The vowel inventory of Nanaic is quite close to that of Standard Russian. The main differences
are the presence of long vowels and diphthongs and the presence of nasal vowels. However,
long vowels and nasal vowels tend to go out of use (to different degrees in different Nanaic
varieties), probably under Russian influence. They are not attested in Nanaic Russian either.

Very few peculiarities are attested in the vowel system of Nanaic Russian. The most striking
feature is the use of [i] instead of [i] after hard consonants, especially [r]: pu6a ‘fish’l.

Some speakers pronounce [0] in the unstressed position. Two alternative explanations can
be proposed: 1) it is a feature of the “learned Russian” or 2) it is a non-contact feature, which
comes from Russian dialects with the so called «okanye» pronunciation. The first explanation
is more probable (see Section 1.3 on the absence of the permanent contact with Russian
dialects).

2.2. The consonant system

There are three possible sources of peculiarities of the consonant inventory of Nanaic Russian:
1) the Russian consonant is absent in Nanaic; 2) the Russian consonant and the corresponding

' give the examples in the “naive” Russian orthography, which is in fact used by some older speakers, to reflect
the features under discussion. The transcriptions and the spectrograms for some of them are given in Appendix 2.
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Nanaic one are slightly different; 3) the Russian consonant has more than one correlate in
Nanaic.

1. The Russian consonant is absent in Nanaic. This mismatch explains the following
peculiarities of the Nanaic Russian:
a) The use of the affricate [t] instead of [t]]: usinka (‘chopper’), uuiep (‘tiger’), poduvenu
(‘parents’).
b) The use of the closest Nanaic correlates [s] and [dZ]] or [3] instead of the Russian hush
consonants [s], [¢:] and [z] (xopoco ‘well’, nucem ‘writes’, 03encuna ‘woman’).
A more interesting case is the use of [z] instead of the Russian [7] attested in the data
(ypozaii ‘harvest’). The fact is that the consonant [z] itself is also absent in Nanai and
Ulch, see below.
c) The use of [s] instead of the affricate [ts] (capb king').
Two more Russian consonants are absent in the consonant inventories of Nanai and
Ulch — [f] and [z]. However, there are no uses of any other consonants instead of them
in our data. For [f] before vowels this fact can be explained by its infrequency in Russian
(so we simply have not many uses in the sample). The standard or near-standard
pronunciation of [z] is more intriguing?.
2. The Russian consonant and the corresponding Nanaic one are slightly different.
One of the most remarkable features of Nanaic Russian is the alveolar [l] instead of the
dental one used in Standard Russian (ma.*o ‘few’).
3. The Russian consonant has more than one correlate in Nanaic

In Ulch and Nanai there are the following consonants which are absent in Standard Russian: 1)
the nasal [n] (along with [n] and [n/] which are also present in Standard Russian), 2) the uvular
consonants [y], [q], [x] (along with [g], [k], [x] which are used also in Standard Russian). In
Nanaic Russian, one might expect the use of the nasal [g] instead of [n] and the use of the uvular
consonants instead of [g], [k], [x] in some contexts. Nevertheless, such cases are not attested in
our data.

2.3. The word level

In Nanai and Ulch there are stronger restrictions a) on consonant clusters; b) on word-final
consonants in comparison to Russian. There are also c) the low vs. high vowel harmony system
([i], [u], [3] vs. [e], [0], [a]) and d) some restrictions on word-initial consonants which are not
typical of Russian. All these features are reflected in Nanaic Russian.

a) In the clusters C-voiceless-fricative + C-stop the first consonant can be omitted (kycHo
instead of skycHo ‘tasty’, neyuasvHo instead of cneyuasbHo ‘intentionally’)2 The clusters
C-hard + C-soft can be realized as C-soft + V-front + C-soft with the assimilative
palatalization and an epenthetic front vowel (3emes instead of ames ‘snake’, numuuka
instead of nmuuxka ‘little bird’).

b) A final unstressed vowel can appear in consonant-final nominal stems and in some verbal
forms (this feature is more typical of Nanai Russian than of Ulch Russian):cyna instead of
cyn ‘soup, ambapa instead of ambap ‘barn, secnpomxosa instead of siecnpomxoz ‘timber
industry enterprise’, kocmu instead of kocmb ‘bone’, damu instead of dams ‘give’s.

c) Traces of vowel harmony: [u]-harmony is attested in such articulations as kak 6ydmy ‘as
if’, yeypyst ‘cucumbers’.

"The use of [dzj] instead of [z] is not attested in our collection of modern Nanaic Russian speech. However, it is
attested in ad-hoc loans from Russian in Ulch texts from the speakers of the previous generation (the 1900s y. of
b.): cf. [dzjimowa] (rus. 3umosse).

*See Section 6.2.1.0n the differentiation between the phonetically based cluster simplification and the morpho-
syntactically based preposition drop.

*See the discussion on the phonological vs. morphological nature of this process in Section 3.
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d) The initial [r] is not attested in Nanai and Ulch. In Nanaic Russian the uses with initial
[uru] instead of [ru] occur: ypyoHa instead of pyson ‘roll, ypyauaa instead of pyaus ‘ruled,,
ypyeaau instead of pyzasau ‘(they) scolded’ In other initial r-syllables this process is not
attested (e.g., the Russian pwi6a ‘fish’ is never pronounced with any initial vowel). The
reason for such a restriction is unclear. -

2.4. Prosody

2.4.1. Intonation

Some non-standard intonation patterns are attested.in Nanaic Russian speech. For example, the
phrasal accent can be on the head of the focused phrase, and not on the dependent, as in Stand-
ard Russian (e.g., the accent on the verb, not on the object in the verbal phrase). And vice versa,
the accent can be on the dependent, not on the head as in Standard Russian (e.g., the accent on
the attribute, not on the head noun in the noun phrase). Cf.:

(1) A rtam [kpacusstil\ desyuwku]rueme TOHSOT\ UX (SpKk) — expected: A TaM 3a HUMM T'OHATCA [kKpacugsle

aeeywxu\]RHEME

However, it is not clear whether such patterns come from Nanaic languages, because the pros-
ody of these languages is underdescribed.

2.4.2. Vowel lengthening

Evaluative meanings can be expressed in Nanai and Ulch by vowel lengthening. In Standard
Russian, this is also possible (6osabwoooti-npeboavuioti ‘very large’). Nevertheless, this process
is not as regular and widespread as in Nanaic?.

The lengthening with the evaluative function has not been consistently annotated in the
corpus of non-standard Russian. However, the first impression is that it is more frequent in
Nanaic Russian than in monolingual Russian.

(2) eHa xyyydenvkuii\ Takoit 6blua (vsg)

(3) Ona ewe dooo120\ nocsie 3TOTO elLe KU (vsg)
This is one of the cases in which a special corpus-based investigation is necessary to attribute
it with confidence to a contact-induced feature or to a simple feature of oral spoken Russian.

3. Inflection

Peculiarities of the inflection system demonstrate a clear case of the under-acquisition of the
Russian grammar and cannot be treated as pattern borrowing. A more complicated problem
here is to differentiate between the contact-induced under-acquisition and the variation within
colloquial Russian. Another problem is to differentiate between morphophonological features
and phonetic ones. The main peculiarities in the inflection system attested in our data are listed
below.

3.1. Noun inflection

A noun can change its declension class along with its gender (on the non-standard gender as-
signment see Section 6.5 below). The following patterns are attested.

¢

1) C-@ masculine instead of C-a feminine:
(4) MUlyk-To BOT TakoM 60OABLION ... 60AbILOH J0BAT/ (vsg) — instead of wyky.
Such nouns only occur in our data in the nominative/accusative case. Other case forms
typical of declension class 2 (¢ wykom, k wyky) are predicted but they are not found in the
corpus.

2) C-@ masculine instead of C-o neuter:
(5) Mer1 BTOpOI\ nokosenuli (vsg) — instead of nokosenue

"1t is notable that V. A. Avrorin mentions this lengthening in his grammar of Nanai among derivational evaluative
suffixes of adjectives (1961: 210).
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Such variants are attested only for o-unstressed and a-unstressed nouns with perceptu-
ally weak endings (noko.ienuii instead of nokosienue and not ko.ec instead of ko.1eco).

3) C-@ masculine (2 declension class) instead of Ci-@ feminine (3 declension class):
(6) Tlepepn cMmepmen ckazan\ crapuk (spk)

4) Ca-nouns instead of C-nouns masculine: -
(7) noansli ambapa.. (fna) — instead of ambap
This case is similar to the previous ones. However, there are some reasons to treat it as a
phonetic feature rather than a morphological (morphophonological) one. First, such
stems do not change the agreement pattern from masculine to feminine (which is typical
of a-stems) (cf. (7)). Second, there is one more case of noun stem epithesis in our data,
which is formally parallel to this one and which cannot be explained as declension/gender
shift, namely:

5) C-i (which are not attested in Standard Russian at all) instead of C- @ feminine:
(8) Kocmu\ ctasa BeIXOAWTH TYT (vsg) — instead of kocms

Both cases 4) and 5) can be explained from the point of view of the Tungusic phonological sys-
tem. Ca-forms and Ci-forms in question are generated probably in order to avoid final conso-
nants, which are severely restricted in Nanai and Ulch (see Section 2.3).
The cases of stem-unification are attested for irregular stems:

(9) Mamepyw pyraet\/ (vsg) — instead of mams

(10) ToI e c Heli cToabko gpemu [i]\ (vsg) — instead of epemenu
Examples (9) and (10) show the border between the variation that is possible within the Stand-
ard Russian system (9) and clearer cases of the contact-induced under acquisition (10). Mor-
phological rules of Standard Russian can be broken in the contact-influenced variety to a much
greater extent. In colloquial Standard Russian the irregular stems ending in -ms can behave as
undeclinable ones (cmosbko epems), but they are very unlikely to take the -u ending of 1 de-
clension class which is typical of feminine nouns, not of neuter ones. Note, however, the pho-
netic difference between gpems and gpemu is very little.

3.2. Verb inflection

There are a lot of attested cases when speakers avoid irregularities in the verb paradigm. A more
transparent form (11) can be used, a more productive present tense stem can be chosen (12).

(11) Hepexpecmio/ Tam Bcé (vsg) - instead of nepekpeuyy

(12) Bynouka\ pesatime kymaiTte\ (vsg) - instead of pexcsme
Examples (11) and (12) are also possible in non-contact colloquial Russian. Such forms as in
(13)-(15) are more remarkable:

(13) Huxro He xomem\ (vsg) - instead of xouem

(14) Y Bce\ Bce\ HopMaabHO\ cmaém (vsg) - instead of cmanosumcs

(15) To ot rosioga\/ nyxaem (vsg) - instead of nyx+Hem
In data from one of the speakers (vsg), the forms which are equivalent (or similar to) Standard

Russian imperatives occur in the indicative context:

(16) Ony 2comoeb BOT Tak\ (vsg)

(17) Korga ... oxoTHuKa-sal* xodu/ oxotutsesa\ (vsg)
Such forms were described as a feature of the Far East Pidgin Russian which had been spoken
in the area and which is supposedly extinct now (cf. Perekhvalskaya 2008). It is interesting that
such uses in vsg's speech are attested only in some texts containing a lot of code-switches with
Nanai. It is probable that they appear when the speaker tries to switch from Russian to Nanai,
but she switches to another language variety (which she probably remembers from the older
generation) instead, namely, to the Far East Russian Pidgin Russian.

¢

' -Sal is the Nanai plural marker.
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Sometimes the infinitive form is realized as -mu instead of -ms, (18). This feature is also
attested in Russian dialects. However, in this variety of Russian it seems to be of a phonetic

nature (cf. such forms as kocmu, cmepmu above and Section 2.3).
(18) A yo BaMm cotn/ damu, fa/? (vsg) — instead of dameb

4. Derivation
4.1. Denominal derivation

Nouns can take diminutive and possessive affixes of some other declénsion/gender class that
are typical in Standard Russian:

(19) Bot Takas kamywka/ (vsg) — instead of kamywex

(20) uyesoseuka\ Takoit — yepHbii\ JoxMaTbiil\ (spk) — instead of vesoseuex

(21) xoTb Tako# 6pouwopuux\ (oab) — instead of 6powropka, 6powropouka

(22) Po6epman\ 6pat (vsg) — instead of Po6epmos
It is not clear if the initial noun in question changes its gender and / or its declension type be-
fore the derivational process (kamenb-masc, 2 decl. >kameHb-fem, 3 decl., cf. Section 3.1) or not.

The inappropriate choice of quasi-synonymous affixes also occurs in the data:
(23) Oii aTa psi6Has WKypa fociofa/ BOT Tak, BOT Tak\ (vsg) — instead of pui6bs wkypa

Examples (19)-(22) illustrate the under-acquisition, while example (24) below can be
considered a rare case of pattern borrowing within the domain of derivation:
(24) 310\ ... KTO KOCOU 221a3bili\ KTO KPUBOIL poT\ a KTo /bIckli/ (spk) — instead of kocozaaszwiil
The standard model Adj-o-N-bili (kocoesaswtii) is realized in (24) as kocoli eaa3wtil. In Nanai and
Ulch there is the productive comitative suffix -ku (ulc. -¢u) ‘with N’. Being attached to the noun
this suffix has the whole noun phrase in the scope (25). The exact same pattern is observed in

(24) for [kocoli 2s1a3]-blil.
{(25) [mangu-%i xosin]-¢u [ajsin-3i  xats]-Eu bi marga
silver-INS skirt-COM gold-INS  hunting.robe-COM  be.PRS hero
‘... a hero with [a silver skirt], with [a golden robe]’. (Ulch, Sunik 1985: texts)

4.2. Deverbal derivation

There are two main types of mismatches in the verbal derivation attested in our data: the non-
standard choice of the verbal prefix and the omission or the overuse of the reflexive -cs.

4.2.1. The non-standard choice of the verbal prefix

This feature can be interpreted as under-acquisition rather than a direct calque from Nanaic.
Tungusic languages, including Nanai and Ulch, have a rich system of verbal derivation. How-
ever, 1) all derivational markers are suffixes, and not prefixes as in Russian; 2) Nanaic verbal
suffixes express a range of aspectual, modal and valency-changing meanings, but, unlike Rus-
sian, they have no spatial meanings. So, they cannot be estimated as correlates of Russian pre-
fixes either formally or semantically.

Different types of non-standard prefix choice occur in the data. An interesting fact is that
prefix mismatches are attested not only across the most opaque uses of verbal prefixes (aspec-
tual), but also across the most regular ones (spatial). In example (26) the semantics of the prefix
is aspectual rather than spatial, so the choice of a particular one is more or less idiosyncratic.
The non-standard choice of prefixes in this kind of contexts is the most expected.

(26) Hy... on cuflna/ 3amontaa/ {xup} (vsg) — instead of pacmonusa
In example (27), the meaning of the prefix is spatial; however, its use is not fully transparent:
(27) Cropa sakneum/ (vsg) — instead of Hakseum, npukaeum
Example (28) illustrates inappropriate prefix choice in a transparent spatial use, namely the
use with motion verbs:

(28) Marb 6oabHUIA N0A0XWAN,/ — OHA Moel kopoBo#\ Beipocia <CMEX> Mosnokom\ To aea\ yrecem To
A\ no6ery yHecy {eil monoka} (vsg) — instead of npunecem, npunecy
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Some examples reveal not a semantic under-acquisition. of Russian prefixes, but a
morphophonologically motivated under-acquisition. In (29), there is a mismatch between
phonetically similar nodo- u do-, in (30) 6es- is used instead of 0-6e3-:

(29) Ho Bpemsa nukak\ He Mory do6pams (vsg) — instead of nodo6pame
(30) 9T0\ 6esbaausarowyee\ kax ero HazpiBaeT\ AecsiThb WTYK\ (vsg) — instead of ebesbousarouee

A stable pattern of using the prefix s- instead of iz- (as well as the use of the preposition s
instead of the preposition iz) is attested in the corpus:

(31) Tpy roaa cnoaHumcs/ TOTAA XOTh KOMY\ CKaxH (Vsg)
(32) XoTb AecaTk JieT oHa He cnopmumea\ (vsg)

The prefix pere- is sometimes realized as pre- (npexkpecmuaa, npe6opoaucsw). These two features
seem to be dialectal / regional rather than contact-induced.

4.2.2. Omission or overuse of the reflexive -cs

The postfix -cs1 can be omitted, as in (33), or, on the contrary, overgenerated, as in (34).

(33) ¥ mens/ undero cmecHsams He Hafo\ (vsg) — instead of cmecnamobca
(34) Onum BOT BOT TaK WIKOJA,/ cMokCch i caMmoit tepBoi\ (vsg) — instead of cmoio

There is no clear semantic correlate of -ca in Nanai and Ulch. However, there are two suffixes
that have a partial semantic overlap with it, namely the decausative / modal passive -p and the
reciprocal -maci (Avrorin 1961: 41-42). Itis not clear how exactly this fact influences the use of
-cs in Nanaic Russian'. The preliminary observations are the following:

a) The omission of -cs is more frequent than its overuse (23/7 uses in vsg’s speech).

b) The attested omissions of -cst correspond to non-derived verbs in Nanaic, cf. (35), (36).
Sometimes they correspond to labile verbs (37). No cases of omissions clearly
corresponding to -p or -maci were found.

(35) Tl Agymaelub kMBoi/ 9T0 i ocma (vsg) — instead of ocmascs (corresp. to the Nanai dara3i(gu)- to
stay, to remain’)

(36) Hy kak\ »e 5 He Mory, s e AepeBHe\ podusa (vsg) instead of podusacs (corresp. to the Nanai bal3i-
‘to be born’)

(37) Y mene mapanuu\ yxe nHauasa (vsg) instead of Hauascs (corresp. to the Nanai darii-, tapciu- ‘to start,
to be started”)

c) In reflexive contexts, which are not covered by the Nanaic verbal derivation, the use of

cebs instead of the expected -cs is attested:
(38) Bropoii 6pat cam\ 3acmpeauna cebe (vsg) — instead of sacmpeauacsa

d) Some overuses of -cs can be explained by interference with the Nanaic p-derivates (39),
some others are more likely cases of overgeneralization (40):

(39) Oi#-0ii ... Hy IPSIM... Ha HEM YK€ N0AUSAMCS\ OHH, y Hell )ke BATAMMH\ MHOTO TaM y Hee (VSg) — noJu-
saromcs in the modal passive use ‘can be (effectively) watered’

(40) A Kyna/ oHO jiescsa, y Hac 40 yxe Bhi= ebi3dopogesoch\ (vsg) — a possible analogy with the
Synonymous nonpagumaocs)

Cf. also Section 6.7.2 on reflexives in impersonal constructions.

5. Grammatical categories ‘

Some of the peculiarities attested in our data are connected to the non-standard use of Russian
grammatical forms.

5.1. Nominal categories: Number
The main peculiarity within the nominal domain is the use of number forms. In Nanai and Ulch,
in contrast to Russian, the plural marking is optional, as in (41). The plural form, which is also
acceptable in this context, would be taonzoan-sal-ba (ich-PL-ACC):

(41) 35 agda-xa-pu=nu toj  taon3oam-ba wa-xa-pu

'A potential influence of non-standard monolingual Russian input is not totally excluded either. The postfix -cs1 be-
haves differently in some social and dialectal varieties of Russian (cf. Kasatkin 2005: 154 on -cs in Russian dialects).
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very be.glad-PST-1PL=PART.EMPH  that = ich-ACC kill-PST-1PL
‘We were very glad to catch these (two) iches’ (Nanai, field records)

In Nanaic Russian, the uses of singular forms instead of plural forms are also attested. However,
the range of such uses is narrower than in the source languages. These are the uses that are
problematic in the number assignment in Standard Russian itself and in many languages of the
world: non-specific indefinites, including those in special syntactic contexts: (42), (43); names of
fruits and vegetables (44); mass nouns (45); names of multipart objects (46):

(42) Tako# pocaniit\ kak pycckuii\ oun (vsg) — sg pycckudl instead of pl pycckue
(43) Oun noaxy aenann/ u noexanu\ sceHy nckats (spk) — ‘each of them went to search for a wife for him-
self’: sg sceHy instead of pl awen
(44) Momudop\ Ha Hee NOJIMBaEllb, OTYPLbI\ HoAKMBaellb (Vsg) — sg nomudop instead of pl nomudopet
(45) Takoit xe gos0oc\ (vsg) — sg gosoc instead of pl gos0cb!
(46) A TyT anuuuHubIA\ Hapa (vsg) — sg Hapa instead of pl napet
There are no uses of plurals instead of singulars. However, examples with the semantically
motivated plural agreement are attested!:

(47) Wac mosa0deics coBceM dpyaue (vsg)
(48) CeHoit\ nukTA\ Bce Tyza BOT amu eda\ (vsg)

The general picture looks more like a case of contact-induced under-acquisition of the
Russian number system than a direct calque from Nanaic.

5.2. Verbal categories: Tense-Aspect-Modality

5.2.1. Aspectual mismatches

Examples (49)-(54) illustrate the non-standard choice of perfective (49)-(52) vs. imperfective
(53)-(54) verbs.

a) a perfective verb instead of an imperfective one:

(49) Yke B KOHLe npuuia/ oHa AaBait MHe nomoub\ (vsg) — instead of nomozame
(50) Bynem mbl ero pazdeaums\ (vsg) — instead of deaums

(51) Typa\ exarb — HaZ0 Bcerga BoAKy\ a3ams (vsg) — instead of Gpame

(52) BoT Tak MBI BClo fopory\ suipocau (vsg) — instead of pocau

b) an imperfective verb instead of a perfective one:
(53) HeT a 3ToT 6yThI1I04KY\-TO & KAKOH-TO aaa 3a Hefeto\ TaM aaa nu\ (vsg) — instead of gbinua
(54) Onum noxky desaau/ M noexanu\ eHy UCKaTh

Such mismatches are typical of contact-influenced varieties of Russian and this fact is usually ex-
plained by difficulties in the acquisition of such an exotic category as the Slavic-type derivational
aspect. Our data are quite interesting in this respect, because the aspect system of Southern Tun-
gusic languages is quite similar to that of Russian and it can be also interpreted as derivational or
semi-derivational (Oskolskaya 2017). Some lexemes are characterized as perfective / imperfec-
tive in all their uses, like in Russian; however, many of the lexemes (much more than in Russian)
belong to the class of biaspectual verbs (i.e. have both aspectual interpretations).

One can expect the class of verbs with the biaspectual characteristics in Nanai / Ulch to be
the main scope of aspect mismatches in Nanaic Russian. However, the real picture is not so
simple: e. g. nums in (53) corresponds to the biaspectual ome- in Nanai, and desams in (54)
corresponds to the perfective ango-. A remarkable type of mismatch attested in the data is the
inappropriate use of the perfective / imperfective verb in special forms / constructions that
have strong aspectual restrictions in Standard Russian, e.g. 6simb-future in (50), dasaii+inf.-
construction in (49). It is important that in Nanai and Ulch there are no comparable
constructions with strong aspectual restrictions.

Another clear type of mismatch is the inappropriate choice of the perfective / imperfective
verb in the context of in-adverbials (imperfectives) and for-adverbials (perfectives), cf. (52) and

"Such uses as uepHbill epubbl, in which the singular adjective is used with the plural noun form, seem to have no
reference to the number semantics; they are observed in Section 6.5.
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(53). A non-trivial feature of Nanaic languages is that they do not have the opposition between
these types of adverbials, both temporal meanings are expressed by the same case form. This is
one more motivation for the aspectual mismatches attested in Nanaic Russian. What is
remarkable in the data is that there is no clear preference for any type of mismatch (reported
e.g. for Daghestanian Russian in Daniel et al. 2010). Cf. the distributiorr in the sample of the
speaker vsg: 16 uses of imperfectives instead of perfectives vs. 10 uses of perfectives instead of
imperfectives.

5.2.2. Tense: the present tense in past habitual contexts

In Nanaic Russian, quite a free use of the present tense with reference to the past is attested in
narratives. For instance, in (55)-(56) the present tense refers to a habitual event in the past. In
Standard Russian such contexts are marked with the past tense. In Nanai and Ulch, however,
the present tense is acceptable, so this case can be considered as a case of pattern borrowing.

(55) Bot kneit oHu desiarom/ BOT 3TH Kiael\ — aTuM kaeuan (vsg) — with reference to the past
{(56) 3to BCe oM 2o0mossam/ netoM\ uTo6b! ecTh Korjia ecthb\ Hevero\ 6n110 (vsg) — with reference to the

past
Cf. example (57) from Nanai:
(57) toj toke=tani naj mana ango-i-ni=goa
that sledge=and human self do-PRS-3SG=PART

‘And people used to make this sledge by themselves’ (Nanai, field records)

5.2.3. The pluperfect be-constructions

In Nanaic Russian the construction “V-PST + be-PST” is attested, cf.:
(58) AnoToM GpaT\ Moii poguicsa... Ans6epT\ Hy on xHana ... 2Kernuscsa\ 6bi10 XKenartoiii\ Mansimeso\ xxhia

ela
(59) I(/I 3'314 yexanu\ TyAa Janviue\ ganoiue\ Tyga yexann OTkya/ nosguscs 6bi40 He 3Haw\ g (fna)
(60) UM paBanu\ —Bewu\ JaBasiu A MeHe-TO HUKTO He dasasu/ 6biau Hy\/ Takoe Bpems\ 6bLi10 (fna)
The verb 6bimb ‘be’ can take the frozen form 6bi10, (58)-(59), or it can agree with the subject
(60). The semantics is typical of a pluperfect marker (cf. Sichinava 2013): ‘V1 before V2’, 'V long
ago’, 'V (and then anti-V)'. Some uses (such as (60)) are rather discoursive: they mark back-
ground information.

The construction seems to be of a mixed nature. It has prototypes both in Russian and in
Nanaic. In Standard Russian there is a construction with the frozen 6s110. However, it has quite
a narrow meaning (namely annulative, cf. Barentsen 1986; Knjazev 2004). Be-constructions
with a wider range of use are attested in some Russian dialects (cf. Pozharitskaja 1996;
Sheveleva 2007).

In Nanai and Ulch similar constructions with the verb ‘be’ (both in a frozen form and in an
agreeing one) are also attested (cf. Oskolskaya 2015). Semantically, the construction of Nanaic
Russian is quite close to the Tungusic prototype (cf. Oskolskaya, Stoynova 2017b for more detail).

There are also occasional uses of three more constructions of the same series. The first one
is “V-PRS + be-(PST)” (61), the second one is “V-PST + become-(PST)” (62), the third one is “V-
PRS + become-(PST)” (63). The first one has a correlate in Nanaic (Oskolskaya 2015). The
source of the others is unclear.

{(61) ¥ nac Tam nudero\ He 6b110 Hu Bpaun\/ Hudero\ He 6b110 Meacecrpa\ uro\/ Moauum\ <HP3B> Bce
paBHO 6biau Moayuuum\ TyT 6bi1u-To (fna)

(62) llpuwna/ cmaaa — MaMka JaBai poxaTh (vsg)

(63) Babyiuka cudum\ cmaaa (vsg)

5.2.4. The prospective want-constructions

The infinitival construction with the verb xomems ‘want’ is used in Nanaic Russian speech not
only in its direct meaning, but also in the prospective meaning ‘to be likely to V, to be about V.
In particular, it can be used with non-volitive verbs:

(64) 3abosems\ xouem... (aek’s daughter) - ‘(she) is about to fall ill, lit. (she) wants to become ill'
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Such uses have two parallels in Nanaic, both are, however, indirect. The first one is the con-
struction with the verb ta- ‘to do’. The second one is the desiderative affix -jca. Both markers
have the polysemy pattern desiderative + prospective. It is interesting that the Russian verb
desams ‘do’ is not attested in such uses in our data.

6. Syntax

6.1. Non-standard argument and adjunct encoding

In some cases, the argument and adjunct encoding in Nanaic Russian is calqued from Nanai /
Ulch. Cf. some examples.

1) In (65) the prepositional phrase k Hemy, which is reserved for the endpoint of the motion
event, is used instead of the dative emy:
(65) K Hemy ckazana (fna) — instead of emy ckazana
In Nanai and Ulch the spatial lative case (nan. -¢i, ulc. -ti) marks the addressee of the verb of
speech:
(66) mapa=tani un-%i-ni=go mama-ci
oldman=and  say-PRS-3SG=PART old.woman-LAT
‘And the old man says to the old woman’. (Nanai, field records)

2) In (67) the dative case manme is used instead of y Mamb! in the essive meaning (‘where’):
(67) A cecTpa mame/ wuBeT? (fna) — instead of y mamsi

In Nanai and Ulch the suffix -du is polysemous for dative and essive. Cf. a comparable ex-
ample with this case form:
(68) bun-du=tani exon-do-pu bi-¢i-ni sagsi  onia
1PL-DAT=and village-DAT-1PL be-PST-3SG old mother
‘At our place, in our village, an old woman lived’. (Nanai, field records)
3) In (69) the accusative form 3umy is used instead of the instrumental 3umoti:
(69) 3To gesno 6bL10 3umy/ — instead of zumoli
In Nanai and Ulch the frozen accusative form tua is expected in the temporal meaning.

4) In (70) the instrumental case is used to mark material with verbs of creation (wkypoii
instead of us wkypo!):
(70} Kneit penanu... aToT... keta\ wkypoll\ (vsg) — instead of us wkypsi
The same encoding pattern is attested in Nanai and Ulch:
(71) 3ulim-bs  naj ango-si-ni=goa moo-%i
idol-ACC  man make-IPFV.PRS-3SG=PART wood-INS
‘People make idols of wool’ (Nanai, field records)
5) The case of (72) is not so clear. The form oxouwke is used instead of 8 okowko / uz okowka
/ uepes okouiko. It can be the dative case or the locative case with the omitted preposition
8 (8 okouike)l. The second option is more probable.
(72) lloTom oHa okouwke BoilLIa/ (spk)
In Nanaic the “locative” case -Ia is used in such contexts (73). The main functions of this
case are prolative and essive?. .
(73) Suga-i %apa-go-ra, pawa-lalugktu pag%eala-go-xa-ni
tongs-REFL.SG  take-REP-CVB.NSIM window-LOC  throughrun-REP-PST-3SG
‘He took his tongs and escaped through the window' (Nanai, Avrorin 1986: 239)
The closest correlate to the essive-prolative -la in Russian is the locative (“prepositional”)
case. It has no prolative function (attested in (72)); however, it has the essive one.

"See Section 6.2.1 below on preposition drop.

? For Nanai the locative is a default option in such contexts. However, this particular example (72) is from a speaker
of Ulch. In Ulch one more case form, namely, the dedicated prolative -ki (that has no evident parallels in Russian), is
possible here.
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Some other non-standard patterns of argument encoding attested in the data can be
interpreted rather as under-acquisition of the Russian system. In (74) the instrumental form
spavom ‘doctor.INS’, as far as I know, has no parallels in Nanai and Ulch. Conversely, it is
generated due to the analogy with the Russian pattern “pa6omams + INS” (‘to work as INS’). In
(75) the preposition neped ‘before’ takes the genitive case (instead of the instrumental one).
This encoding pattern probably arises due to the analogy with nocze ‘after’ that normally takes
the genitive case in Standard Russian.

(74) ... Tam gpayvom/ yuuics (vsg) — instead of Ha epaua, cf. apaiom paboman
(75) ... nepea cmepmu (vsg) — instead of neped cmepmeto, cf. nocae cmepmu

6.2. Prepositional phrase
6.2.1. Preposition drop

A remarkable feature of Nanaic Russian is the preposition drop. For example, in (76) the loca-
tive case, governed by the preposition g ‘in’, is used. However, the preposition itself is absent.
Cf. also examples (77)-(79) for some other prepositions.

(76) Msi c AMypa\ npuexanu cioja.. cembdecsim emopom 200y\ (nsz) — e ‘in’ is omitted

(77) Cxosnbko semae\ <HP3B> cuasar (vsg) — Ha ‘on’ is omitted

(78) Tyna pe6amam nay/ (iao) — k 'to’ is omitted

(79) Mb1 mecme\ kumaiiyenm s»wnu Tyt (fna) —the etymological 8 ‘in’ is omitted in emecme, c is omitted in

Kumaliyem

Two factors may play a role in the process observed. The first one is the morphosyntactic
influence of the native language: dedicated Nanaic case forms correspond to the Russian prep-
ositional phrases in (76)-(79) (spatial cases in (76)-(78), the instrumental / comitative case in
(79)). This factor was mentioned as relevant for the same process in Daghestanian Russian
(Daniel & Dobrushina 2013) and in Erzya Russian (Shagal 2016). The second one is the phonetic
influence of the native language: in Nanai and Ulch, initial consonant clusters are much more
restricted than in Russian, see Section 2.3. Such uses as cembdecim emopom 200y instead of 8
cembdecsim emopoM 200y can be predicted as a simple cluster avoidance (the initial [s/] instead
of [vsi]). The data show that both factors are involved and the phonetic one seems to be
stronger.

Only the morphosyntactic factor can explain such cases as (77) with the longer preposition
Ha. However, such cases are occasional and omissions of one-consonant prepositions (¢, k and
especially 8) are instead very frequent. The quantitative analysis of the presence or the absence
of 8 ‘in’ in 180 ‘in’-phrases from 7 speakers shows that:

a) phonetic parameters are significant: the preposition-drop is less likely for V-initial stems
than for C-initial ones; and it is less likely for stems with initial soft (palatalized)
consonants, than for those with initial hard consonants: V-stems < Ci-stems < C-stems.

b) semantic and morphosyntactic parameters are not significant:

- there is no difference between time-expressions and spatial expressions with g ‘in’;

- there is no difference between inessive groups (g8 + LOC) and illative ones (8 + ACC);

- there is no difference between nouns with the locative-dative syncretism (e depesHe / k
depesHre) and with no syncretism (8 okHe / k okHy): the first group is expected to be more
affected if morphosyntactic factor plays a central role, because in Nanai and Ulch the
locative-dative polysemy is attested;

c) there is no difference between speakers with different degrees of morphosyntactic
interference in their Russian speech, and there is a difference between speakers with
different degrees of phonetic interference;

d) word-level cluster simplifications (such as kycHo instead of 8kycHo ‘tasty’) are attested for
some speakers; however, they are less numerous than preposition omissions.

See Khomchenkova et al. 2017 for more detail.

6.2.2. The use of spemsi as a postposition
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Nanai and Ulch use postpositions, while Standard Russian uses prepositions. In Nanaic Russian
one might expect the use of Russian prepositions as postpositions. One such case is in fact at-
tested in our data: the postpositional use N-ACC + spems ‘time’ instead of the Standard Russian
8o epema + N-GEN ‘during N'. The preposition go ‘in’ is omitted (see Section 6.2.1 above), the
noun takes either the nominative case (80a), as in Nanai / Ulch, or the accusative case (80b)

instead of the expected genitive casel:
(80) a. Boiina epems Bcé\ MHe == TosibKO BoiHa nadAscs/ Hac HUKy/a\ poAuTenn He nycKanu... (vsg) —
instead of 8o epems goliHbi
b. Boliny spema\ paxe... nocse Boiisbl\ (vsg) — instead of eo gpems goliHbl

6.3. Possessive constructions

In Nanai and Ulch, the possessive noun phrase is very different from that in Russian. Unlike the
Russian one, it has a) the word order “possessor + possessee”, b) head marking: the possessor
is unmarked, the possessee is marked with a person-number marker according to the person-
number of the possessor (see Avrorin 1959: 155 ff.):
(81) mapa bag3i-ni (bear foot-3SG) ‘bear’s paw’
In Nanaic Russian the following patterns which are intermediate between the Nanaic one
and the Russian one are attested.

1) The pattern possessor-NOM + possessee reflects the Nanaic prototype up to the possessive
affix:

(82) Tawm ewe 6pam\/ dom 61 ... 1 6pam-mo dom-mo ycnena\ (vsg)

2) The pattern possessor-GEN + possessee inherits the Russian genitive marking and the
Nanaic word order?:

(83) NMorom BuauT/ omya dom\ (spk)

3) Another compromise strategy is the overuse of the Russian possessive suffix -un. The
possessor marked with this suffix takes the left position, so the use of -un allows the
speaker to save the word order typical of Nanaic languages. In fact, this suffix is used by
Nanai and Ulch speakers quite often and wider than by speakers of Standard Russian. For
example, it can mark a more than one-word possessor group, cf. (84). See also Section 4.1
above on the use of -ux with inappropriate morphologial stems.

(84) Xodacep\ Tro6una aaa gouka\ (fna) — instead of douka /Iro6ei (the first name) Xodowcep (the last name)

6.4. Numeral constructions

The syntax of numeral constructions is one of the most complicated fragments of Russian gram-
mar. There are two formal types of the constructions: 1) type 1 which is used with the paucal
numerals dea ‘two’, mpu ‘three’, uemnipe ‘four’, o6a ‘both’, nonmopa ‘one and half, 2) type 2
which is used with the other numerals. In the nominative case (and the nominative-like accu-
sative case), numerals behave as syntactic heads and the dependent noun takes the genitive
singular form for the first group of numerals and the genitive plural form for the second one. In
oblique cases all numerals behave as dependents and agree with the head noun in case, like
adjectives. A simpler system is attested in Nanai and Ulch. All numerals behave as adjectives.
They are used in preposition to the head noun and take no inflection. The noun can be used in
the plural or singular form. Table 1 shows the non-standard numeral constructions attested in
Nanaic Russian in the nominative case in comparison to the Standard Russian constructions
and the Tungusic ones.

" The noun (eoliny) presumably gets the accusative case from the omitted preposition & ‘in’, in the same way as
spems ‘time’. It is possible that two synonymous prepositional constructions of Standard Russian are contami-
nated here: 8 + N-ACC (8 soiiny) and 8o apemsi + N-GEN (80 gpems golinsi). A more complex case of contamination
is attested in the use 80 epems goline. In this example, the locative case (one more case appropriate for the prepo-
sition g} is used.

®The word order “Gen + N” is not forbidden in oral spoken Standard Russian. It is, however, very rare.
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Table 1. Non-standard numeral constructions in Nanaic Russian

Nanaic Russian Standard Russian Nanai and Ulch

paucal numerals | NUM + N-SG-NOM, NUM + N-GEN.SG NUM + N-SG-NOM, NUM + N-PL-NOM
NUM + N-PL-NOM
other numerals NUM + N-GEN.PL

Itis clear from the table that the non-standard patterns attested are exact calques from Nanai
and Ulch: the numerals behave as adjective-like dependents, the noun can take plural or
singular marking, there is no difference between two groups of numerals (paucal ones vs.
others). Cf.:

a) Paucal numerals

(85) a. ¥ Hux 6b110 mpu ambap\ (vsg) — NOM.SG, instead of mpu ambapa
b. [oexanu dsa 6pames\ (vsg) — NOM.PL, instead of dea 6pama

b) Other numerals
(86) Bot tam nams dom/ (vsg) — NOM.SG instead of GEN.PL (nsmb domos)
(87) ¥ mene yxe uemeepo\ demu 6u11n (vsg) — NOM.PL instead of GEN.PL (uvemsepo demeii)!

One more type of non-standard numeral constructions stems from the under-acquisition of
the Russian system. Examples (88) and (89) demonstrate the genitive singular marking instead
of the expected genitive plural one. Opposite examples (the genitive plural marking instead of
the expected genitive singular one) are absent in the data.

(88) Jroe nananumka\ (vsg) — GEN.SG instead of GEN.PL (dsoe nayan4ukog)
(89) Aeectu uenthepa\ (fna) — GEN.SG instead of GEN.PL (dsecmu yenmHepos)

In this case there is neither a semantic motivation nor direct parallels in Nanai and Ulch. The
most probable explanation is overgeneralization: the Russain numerals deoe and dgecmu take
the singular marking in the speech of bilinguals due to the analogy with dea, which in fact takes
the singular marking in Standard Russian.

I do not have enough data on numeral constructions in oblique cases. Rare examples of non-
standard uses show a pattern of overgeneralization from the more frequent nominative
construction:

(90) lo mpex 2z0da/ nukomy\ (vsg)—GEN.SG instead of GEN.PL {mpex sem), cf. the nominative (mpu 2oda)

6.5. Disagreement

One of the most frequent types of peculiarities attested in the data is disagreement of different
kinds. In Tungusic languages person-number agreement is attested on verbs and on head nouns
in possessive constructions. There is no agreement on adjectives; there is no gender agreement
atall. The main differences between the Nanaic agreement system and that of Standard Russian
and the patterns of agreement mismatches attested in Nanaic Russian are summarized in Ta-
ble 2.

Table 2. The agreement system in Nanaic languages, in Standard Russian and in Nanaic Russian

agreeing word Nanai and Ulch | Standard Russian Non-standard patterns
attested in Nanaic Rus-+
sian

adjective in attribu- | no agreement gender-case-number | gender mismatches, de-

tive position fault m.sg.nom

possessee person-number | noagreement -

adjective in predica- | no agreement gender-number gender mismatches, num-

tive position ber mismatches

verb, past tense person-number gender-number gender mismatches, num-
ber mismatches

" The collective numerals, such as deoe ‘two’, mpoe ‘three’, vemsepo ‘four’ are of type 2 in Standard Russian, and not of type 1.
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verb, other indica- person-number number mismatches
tive forms

The table shows that mismatches occur in those parts of the agreement system that do not coin-
cide in the languages in contact. Different types of agreement mismatches are described below.

6.5.1. Gender disagreement

The gender disagreement is attested in the data in all poessible morphosyntactic contexts: on
adjectives both in the attributive position (91), (92), (93), (94) and in the predicative position
(95), and on verbs in past tense forms (96). The non-standard choice of personal pronouns also
takes place (97). All possible types of transitions, except those to neuter, occur in the data: f>m
(91), m>f (92), n>m (94), n>f (93)L In the speech of “the most non-standard speakers” gender
disagreement is quite frequent: for example, in the sample of vsg, 34% of all agreement contexts
contain gender mismatches.

(91) Aenoukar MaseHbruiim nouiia 3a Boaoi/ (spk) - instead of masenvkas

(92) Bot makyror cTakaH4YMK\m MaJleHbKHH (vsg) - instead of makoil

(93) Hy Tam 51 == emopasis MeCTon Mbl 3aHsinu 6b1u (fna) - instead of emopoe

(94) On y Hac koHdowckulim 03epon\-T0 Tam/ (vsg) - instead of koHdorckoe

(95) Myakm xopowas\r (fna) - instead of xopowuii

(96) MaTbr Tak ciaenast ymep\m (vsg) - instead of ymepaa

(97) Lenyiikam craaapenbknit/ Takod CTapeHbKU\ 6b11 OHar ellie J0OOJIr0\ II0C/Ie 3TOTO ellle Kl (Vsg) -
instead of on

The following tendencies are revealed in the data:

1) The rate of mismatches? is the highest across adjectives and the lowest across personal
pronouns (adj>verb>pron).3.

2) For adjectives, there is no significant difference between the attributive position and the
predicative one.

3) Mismatches are attested both for non-human nouns and for human (sex-differentiable)
nouns. Moreover both transitions f>m (91), (96) and m>f (95), (97) occur across human
nouns. However, the rate of mismatches is lower for humans (non-human>human).

4) The rate of mismatches does not depend on word order. However, it is higher if the noun
is overtly expressed within the clause.

5) The following hierarchy of genders is observed: m>f>n. The masculine is the most stable,
the neuter is the least stable, i.e. the rate of masculine nouns that take a non-masculine
agreement is the lowest, and the rate of neuter nouns that take a non-neuter agreement is
the highest.

6) Anon-standard and standard gender agreement sometimes occur within the same clause.

' f. quite a different picture observed in some Russian dialects in which only the neuter gender is “eroded” (see
Kasatkin (2005: 116-117) for the overview.

*The part of non-standard uses in the sample of all agreement uses (standard + non-standard) is meant.

*The hierarchy adj > verb > pron is similar to the agreement hierarchy proposed by G. Corbett (1991: 225-260):
attributive > predicative > relative pronoun > personal pronoun. Corbett’s hierarchy predicts the behavior of hy-
brid nouns (nouns with gender agreement splits resulted from the conflict between the morphological motivation
and the semantic one, such as German Mddchen). Right positions in the hierarchy are more likely to take semantic
agreement than left ones. The same hierarchy is relevant for semantically motivated diachronic changes of gender
systems: right positions change agreement first. The general explanation for the empirical facts is that left posi-
tions in the hierarchy are syntactically closer to the noun that controls agreement than right ones (see Corbett
1991 for more detail). One can assume that the same syntactic mechanism determines the difference in frequency
of gender mismatches observed in our data. However, 1) it is unclear why the positions that are syntactically closer
to the noun (adjectives) are less stable in gender agreement, and not more stable as one might expect; 2) our
empirical hierarchy is formulated in part of speech terms and not in syntactic terms as that of Corbett (see obser-
vation 2); 3) the competition between semantic gender and morphological gender, which is in focus in Corbett’s
study, seems to be not very relevant for gender mismatches in Nanaic Russian (see observations 3 and 7). So,
probably, the similarity to Corbett’'s agreement hierarchy is not substantial.
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7) There is no clear correlation with the morphological type of the noun, at least in the data
sample available (e. g. more marginal a-masculines such as dedywk-a ‘grandfather’ are not
more likely to change the gender than the more standard @-masculines such as mysic-@
‘husband’)1.

For more detail and for quantitative data see Khomchenkova et al. (2018).

'6.5.2. Case and number disagreement

Sometimes a non-agreeing default form of the adjective is used in accordance with the Nanaic
pattern. In Nanaic Russian the masculine singular nominative form acts as such a default form.
Cf.
(98) Imom depesHe C pOACTBEHHHUKOM ... pOACTBEHHHUKOM HeJlb3s1\ weHuThes (spk) - instead of amoii
However, such examples are very rare in the sample. A more frequent pattern is the singular
form in the plural context. Cf. examples with adjectives in different syntactic positions (99),
(100) and with a verb (101):

(99) Baaa6ywku\ 6614 661 Hcugoll (vsg) — instead of scugbie or scusst
(100) Ilo xkHure Korga pa3roBapuBaellb/ coBceM dpyzoli pa3roBopsl\ (vsg) - instead of dpyeue
(101) HexoTopble ocmascs\ TyT, Hy/ (fna) - instead of ocmasuce

6.6. Differential object marking and other uses of the nominative case

Differential object marking (DOM) is attested in Nanaic Russian: a free variation between the
accusative case (as in Standard Russian) and the nominative case in the direct object position
is observed in our data, cf. (102a) and (102b).

(102) a. To nnoxyto puify.ACC\ npuHecsa — 4o\ Tam, cobakam\ 6yay BapuTh (vsg)
b. Poi6a.NOM cpaem/ (vsg)

Cf. some more examples of nominatives in the direct object position:

(103) U 20.108a.NOM\ konuT, 1 MsACO\ KONUT (vsg)

(104) A s BaM 11ac pacckaxy kak gefia Haull... Medsedb.NOM\ y6uBan (vsg)

(105) Boiina cayumics/ — 6pames.NOM 3abpanu/ (vsg)
Such uses are quite frequent across speakers of older generation. In the sample of vsg the rate
of nominatives in direct object position is 44% (41 uses of the nominative vs. 50 uses of the
accusative and some unclear cases)?.

The preliminary analysis shows that:

1) there is no correlation with such crosslinguistically relevant factors as animacy and the
human/non-human opposition, definiteness and specificity, word ordey; and the properties of the
predicate (see Witzlack-Makarevich, Serzant 2017 for an overview of crosslinguistic patterns of
DOM);

2) there is a weak correlation with the information structure: the nominative case is more
likely to mark left-dislocated foci (104);

3) there is a correlation with the noun stem type: a-stems with unstressed endings, such as
pui6a ‘fish’ in contrast to 2os108d ‘head’, are more likely to take the nominative encoding.

For more detail see Stoynova (2018). ‘

On the one hand, there is a clear parallel to the pattern of DOM discussed in Nanai and Ulch.
In these languages a free variation between the dedicated accusative form and the unmarked
nominative form is attested (Oskolskaya & Stoynova 2017). On the other hand, the correlation

' The opposite is reported for gender mismatches in child speech (cf. Gvozdev 1961; Ceitlin 2006; Rodina,
Westergaard 2012) and in heritage Russian (Polinsky 2008). The morphological type of noun is mentioned as the
main predictor of gender mismatches: nana-m > nana-f (like mama-f), sepkan[al-n > zepkan[a]-f (like kyka[a]-f),
kocTb-f> kocmu-m (like 2ocme-m).

* Only the contexts in which the accusative form differs from the nominative one in Standard Russian were taken
into account.
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with the noun stem type argues for under-acquisition of the Russian system as a relevant
factorl. The Russian system has its own complicated distribution of accusative forms, which can
be formally equivalent to the nominative or to the genitive, depending on the animacy and on
the declension class. A possible explanation of the correlation attested is that the nominative
and accusative forms are less perceptually distinctive for stems with unstressed endings (psi6a
= pblby, 2041084 # 204108Y), so they are more difficult to acquire.

6.7.Voice and valency changing constructions
6.7.1. The causative construction

An interesting case of contact-induced grammatical features is a causative construction pre-
sented in Nanaic Russian:
(106) XKuByT MeHs JalT ciokokHo\ (vsg)
Example (106) has the following prototypes. In Nanai and Ulch, there is a causative affix
(-wan) with a wide range of meanings including the permissive one presented in (107). The

causee is marked with the accusative case: V-CAUS- + CAUSEE-ACC.
(107) tuj puju-ci bumbi sea-wa-nda-jci
SO cook-IPFV.PRS 1PL.ACC eat-CAUS-PURP-DES.PRS
‘So he cooked, he wanted to let us eat’. (Nanai, field records)

In Standard Russian there is an analytic permissive construction with dams/dasams ‘give’.
The lexical verb is in the infinitive form, the causee is marked with the dative case: dams/da-
eamb + CAUSEE-DAT + V-INF:

(108) OnM JalOT MHE XKUTb CIIOKOHHO.

The structure attested in (106) is a contamination of both constructions: the construction is
analytical, with the verb dasams, as in Standard Russian, but the lexical verb is finite and the
causee is marked with the accusative case, as in Nanai and Ulch.

6.7.2. The impersonal construction

Grammatical interference with Nanai and Ulch is observed in impersonal constructions attested
in the data. Examples such as (109) are close, but not identical to the two types of synonymous
constructions in Standard Russian: a) the passive construction: the verb on -cs + the patient in
the subject position (nominative, 110a), b) the impersonal construction: the verb in the 3PL-
form + the null-subject + the patient in the object position (accusative, (110b)).

(109) Takcy\ penaetca (fna)
(110) a. Takca penaercsa
b. Takcy pesaioT

(109) looks like a contamination of these two constructions: the verb on -ca + the null-subject
+ the patient in the object position (accusative). A clear parallel to (109) in Nanaic languages is
an impersonal construction illustrated in (111). The verb in the construction is marked with a
dedicated suffix (-wu~-u). The argument encoding has no changes (the patient takes the accu-
sative case). See for more detail Stoynova (2016).
(111) soakta ¢olom-ba-ni xoni puju-u-ri
sagebrush soup-ACC-3SG how cook-IMPS-PRS
‘How does one cook the sagebrush soup?’ (Nanai, field records)
The only difference is that -wu in Nanai and Ulch is reserved for this particular construction,
while in Nanaic Russian the postfix -cs has a very wide range of meanings (as this is the closest
parallel to -wu in Russian).

' One more hypothetical factor is the influence of Russian dialects. The use of the nominative case in direct object
position is in fact attested in the monolingual dialectal speech (cf. Kasatkin 2005: 182 ff. for the overview). It is
especially frequent in Northern dialects (Ronjko 2017). However, 1} Nanai’s and Ulcha’s have never been in the
permanent contact with speakers of this dialectal group, 2) in Nanaic Russian, DOM has no predisposition to infin-
itive constructions, as in Northern dialects. So this factor seems to be irrelevant.
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6.8. Reflexives

Example (112) illustrates a non-standard use of reflexive pronouns in subordinate clauses:
(112) Onaixe 3HaeT/ 0HUM yMe= cgoU; 6paThs\ Bce ymep/u\ (vsg)

In (112) the reflexive ceoti ‘of herself instead of the anaphoric ee ‘her’ is used with reference to

the subject of the main clause (so called long-distance reflexives). )

This syntactic pattern is borrowed from the Nanaic languages. In Nanai and Ulch exactly the
same rules apply to the same syntactic position (possessive affixes on the subject of the
dependent clause), (113), (Stoynova 2018b).

(113) mapa sa-ri sogdata-i n'a-xam-ba-ni
bear  know-PRS fish-P.REFL  go.bad-PST-ACC-3SG
‘The beari knows that hisi fish (lit. the fish of himselfi) went bad’. (Nanaj, elicit.)

6.9. Negative existentials

In Standard Russian the subject of the negative existential construction is marked with the gen-
itive case. This is quite an exotic grammatical feature.

(114) K Beuepy y»e kpacHOMbl HET.
In our data the nominative case is attested in such contexts:

(115) CMoTpuT/ K Bevyepy yxe kpacHoma HeTy\ (vsg)
The same pattern is attested in Nanai and Ulch, (116). The genitive case is entirely absent in
these languages.

(116) arun bal%e-xa-pu=goa tatus aba bi-¢i
suffering  live-PST-1PL=PART clothesNOM  NEG.COP  be-PST
‘We lived poorly. There were no clothes’. (Nanai, field records)

6.10. Coordination
In Nanai and Ulch there are the following noun coordination patterns!:

a) monosyndetic, postpositive, the second conjunct marked (A B-co);
b) bisyndetic, postpositive (A-co B-co).

Two markers are used as coordinators in both cases: 1) the emphatic enclitic =da~=da and 2)
the instrumental (comitative) case affix -3i. The bysyndetic pattern is more widespread than
the monosyndetic one.

In Standard Russian there are also 1) the conjunction strategy and 2) the comitative strategy.
The comitative one has only a monosyndetic variety, which is structurally the same as in Nanaic
languages. The conjunction strategy, on the other hand, differs from the Nanaic one: the
coordinator is prepositive. The neutral pattern is the monosyndetic one with the conjunction u.
See the comparison in Table 3.

Table 3. Coordination: Nanaic languages, Standard Russian

Russian Nanai, Ulch | examples (‘frog and mouse’)
conjunction strategy | monosyndetic | A co-B A B-co x9ra singara=da .
JATYIIKA U=MblIIKA
bisyndetic co-Aco-B | A-coB-co xara=da singara=da
H=JIATYIIKA U=MBbIIIKA
comitative strategy monosyndetic | A B-co A B-co Xara singara-3i
JIAITYUIKA C MBIIIKON
bisyndetic = A-co B-co xara-3i singora-3i
*C IATYIIKON ¢ MBILIKOH

Non-standard coordination patterns attested in Nanaic Russian follow both the source-
language model and the Russian one to some extent.

'See Haspelmath (2007) for the terminology used below.
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6.10.1. The conjunction strategy

The first feature of Nanaic Russian is wide use of the coordinator da. It is used in Russian dia-
lects. However, in Standard Russian its use is quite restricted in the monosyndetic construction
(Mbiwka da aseywika) and totally forbidden in the bysindetic one (*da mbtwka da as2ywka). The
neutral conjunction is u. The use of da is probably supported in Nanaic Russian by the formal
coincedence with the coordinator of the source language (=da~=da). The second feature is the
position of the coordinator. There is a continuum of patterns: some of them are similar to the
Russian ones; some others are similar to the Nanaic pattern. Cf. different examples from one
speaker (fna):

(117) ..s ogesa kypTka/ da=aTo\... (fna) — A co-B, = Standard Russian

(118) ..nmubka\=0a Bcaxuit cura\ 6nia0, Hy/ (fna) — A-co B, mixed

(119) ...mecsaTb KWJlorpaM MyKa/ U=AecATb KUaorpam kpyna\=da... (fna) — A col-B-co2, mixed

(120) ...taM cxoabko\ B Mock= opuuep\=da maiiop\=da (fna) — A-co B-co, =Nanai
Example (117) is expected for Standard Russian excluding the choice of the conjunction (da
instead of u). Example (120) instead copies the source-language bisyndetic pattern, which is
absent in Standard Russian!. Examples (118) and (119) are of a mixed nature; (118) differs
from (117) in the prosody: the conjunction is between the conjuncts as in Standard Russian,
but it is an enclitic to the first one as in the source-language, not a proclitic to the second one as
in Standard Russian. So the example illustrates the compromise pattern A-co B thatis absentin
both languages. In (119) both the Standard Russian prepositive u= and the Nanaic-like post-
positive =da mark the second conjunct. Such a pattern is not attested in Nanai and Ulch or in
Standard Russian and it is quite unusual crosslinguistically (cf. Haspelmath (2007) for the ty-
pological overview of coordination strategies). See Table 4. The Tungusic pattern A B-co in a
pure form (*oguyep matiop=0da) is not found in the data. The explanation is that this pattern is
very different from Russian and also marginal for Nanai and Ulch. The information on coordi-
nation patterns in Nanaic Russian in comparison to Russian and Tungusic languages is summa-
rized in Table 4.

Table 4. The Nanaic coordination patterns

Nanaic Russian: da- | also attested in
construction

A co-B attested Standard Russian

A B-co not attested Nanai, Ulch

A-coB attested not attested

A-co B-co attested Nanai, Ulch

co-A co-B not attested (Standard Russian u)

A co1-B-co2 attested not attested

6.10.2. The comitative strategy

The monosyndetic coordination construction is generally the same in Russian and in Nanaic
languages. In the sample such non-standard examples as mama nanoii (instead of mama c
nanoti) ‘mother and father, lit. mother father.INS’ are attested. They are formally closer to the
Nanaic prototype; however, this case can be interpreted as a regular preposition omission (see
Section 6.2.1 above). Such examples as (121) and (122) are more interesting:
(121) Jedywra\ 6a6ywkodl\ ... MaTb\ ... BCE\ ==... 51\ ==... == cecTpbl Bce yMmep.u\ (iao)
‘My grandfather, my grandmother, my mother (totally == me ==) my sisters - they all died’.
(122) Mama\ nana\ 6pamom\ Ha 6e=(per) aTo0... Ha AMyp e3auau/ TaM ... (fna)
‘My mother, my father and my brother went to Amur’.
The features of these examples are 1) the intonation which is typical of juxtaposition and not of
the Russian comitative construction, 2) the use in three-component coordination structures,

' An interesting fact is that exactly the same pattern A=da B=0a is attested in Taimyr Russian Pidgin (Govorka),
see Stern (2012).

28

e




which is impossible in Standard Russian. I am not sure that exactly the same structures are pos-
sible in Nanai and Ulch. However, these examples show that the instrumental form is realized by
speakers as a neutral means of coordination. This is true for Nanai and Ulch but not for Russian.

The Nanaic-like bisyndetic construction with two instrumental case forms (dedywkoti
6a6ywkoii) is not attested in the sample. In the source languages it is very frequent. However, it
is very atypical in languages of the world (Stassen 2000; Stolz et al. 2006; Arkhipov 2010 on the
comitative coordination; Oskolskaya 2008 on comitatives in Nanai). It may be the reason why it
does not penetrate into the Russian speech of the Nanai/Ulch-Russian bilinguals. (For more
detail on the coordination in Nanaic Russian, see Stoynova 2017).

7. Lexicon

Lexical borrowing is discussed very briefly: see Section 7.1 for pattern borrowing (lexical
calques) and Section 7.2 for material borrowing (loanwords).

7.1. Lexical calques

Some clear examples of lexical calques that follow Nanaic polysemy models and are absent in
Standard Russian are given below. The Nanaic parallels were checked in the dictionaries
(Onenko 1980 for Nanai and Sunik 1985 for Ulch) and also in the text sample.

(123) .. Tam pasHbie Kpynbl\ BOT Tak BOT Has1Haa/ (0ab) — naauaa ‘poured (liquid)’ instead of Hackinasna
‘poured (dry substance)’; cf. ulc. xilu- ‘to pour (in the both meanings)’

(124) ... korga JIIOAH ... 3TO ... AeHb PO= 3TO... BOCbMOEe MapTa ... darom/ 4o-unbyas (fna) — darom ‘give’ in-
stead of gapsaTt ‘make a present’; cf. nan. bii- 1} ‘to give’, 2) ‘to make a present’?

(125) ... Ha naptax nowsu\ 3a jgpoBamu\ (vsg) — nowuu ‘went on foot’ instead of noexaau ‘went by
transport’; cf. nan. ana- ‘to go (in both meanings)’

(126) Ba6ka\ nxuss s1 He ycneaa\ (vsg) — ‘haven't been in time’ instead of He 3acmasa ‘haven’t found alive’;
cf. nan. dobda- ‘1) to be in time, 2) to find (smb. somewhere)’

However, not all uses that seem to be candidates for calques are real calques. For example,
the non-standard use of ciedum ‘look after’ in the meaning ‘follow (traditions)’ as far as [ know
does not correspond to any polysemy model in Nanai. It can be explained rather as the
contamination of two Russian verbs caedums ‘look after’ and caedosams ‘follow’2.

(127) Mnl cBoe o6bruan Bcé\ caedum\ (vsg)

7.2. Loanwords

The loanwords attested in the data mostly belong to two large classes: ethnographic terms spe-
cific for Nanaic culture (names of traditional meals, clothes, rituals etc.) and the most frequent
everyday words, such as ‘sister’, ‘Russian’, ‘old man’, ‘to cook’ etc. The second class is more inter-
esting. It is evident that speakers are familiar with the corresponding Russian words and they do
use them along with these loans. However, in the situation of language shift, such loans are pre-
sumably realized by speakers as an important marker of the cultural and language identity.

Borrowed nouns in Nanaic Russian often take the form “Nanaic stem+-wxa” (or -wku for
plurals). Cf. seawka (nan. aga ‘sister’), xapakawka (ulc. xaraka ‘frog’), cyeduwika (nan. sugzin ‘a
ritual meal’), souawka (nan. loca ‘Russian’), manawxka (ulc. mapa ‘old man’), coaumawixa (nan.
solima ‘a meal of berries and bread’, noxtowmku (nan. dokton ‘leather socks’)3.

Most of the adopted borrowed verbs belong to the Russian i-final type stems: uekmepumuo
(nan. Caktari- ‘to sprinkle with vodka ritually’, yHropadums (ulc. uniurazu- ‘to cook’), cytiaums
(ulc. syjli- ‘to shuffle’), kacuzaaums (kasi gala- ‘to perform a special rite, lit. to find a fortune”).
The verbs mentioned above are all derived from Nanaic verb stems ending on vowels. Some of

"In the dictionary of Nanai (Onenko 1980) the Russian loan podarila- is proposed for ‘to make a present’.

*The special tag “nonstand_lex” is used for such unclear cases in the corpus annotation. The tag “calque” is reserved
for undoubted proven calques.

*This model as a strategy of loan adaptation is also used in Standard Russian, cf. kagew ka, npesviowka, anumewxa.
However, in Standard Russian, it is quite restricted and has a clear evaluative nuance, while in Nanaic Russian it is
frequent and neutral.
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them have the final -i in the source language itself, but not all of them (cf. kasi gala- > kacuzsau-
mb). In the data we have no examples of the adaptation of consonant-final verbs, which also
exist in Nanai and Ulch.

8. Statistics

Table 5 contains the corpus data on the frequency of different type; of morphosyntactic pecu-
liarities attested in the Russian speech of Nanais and Ulchas that were discussed above. All the
data in the table come from the text sample of ene speaker (vsg) with the most non-standard
Russian. :

Table 5. The frequency of different types of morphosyntactic peculiarities in Nanaic Russian (data for the
speaker vsg)

domain % (N)
number 21% (42)
inflection: nominal 17% (34)
reflexive 17% (34)
aspect 13% (27)
derivation 11% (23)
gender (excluding agreement) 10% (20)
inflection: verbal 8% (17)
tense 3% (6)
other 0,5% (1)
morphology: total amount 100% (204)
agreement: adjectives 21% (172)
argument encoding (excluding differential object 15% (121)
marking)

agreement: verbs 13% (111)
preposition drop 12% (103)
numeral construction 7% (55)
differential object marking 6% (50)
dependent clause 4% (34)
possessive construction 4% (30)
topic construction 2% (20)
voice 2% (20)
coordination 2% (17)
negation 2% (17)
use of anaphoric pronouns 2% (14)
serialization 1% (12)
Part of speech changing 1% (8)
verb construction (6simb, cmams and others) 1% (8)
prepositional phrase (excluding preposition drop) 1% (7)
other 4% (30)
syntax: total amount 100% (830)

The data show that:

a) there are many more peculiarities in syntax than in morphology (80%);

b) the most frequent morphological peculiarities are number mismatches, non-standard
nominal inflection and non-standard uses or omissions of the reflexive -cs;

c¢) the most frequent syntactic peculiarities are different types of disagreement (36%).

Table 6 gives an estimation of how “non-standard” the Russian speech of a particular speaker
is. The table contains the number of morphosyntactic peculiarities per 100 clauses attested in
texts for 4 older speakers: vsg and fna (Nanai), spk and oab (Ulch).

Table 6. The number of morphosyntactic peculiarities / 100 clauses: speakers’ individual profiles

N peculiarities / 100 N peculiarities / 100
clauses clauses
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ulc_spk 48,2 147/305
gld vsg 48,07 832/1731
cld_fna 29,35 189/644
ulc_oab 28,34 195/688

9. Conclusions

This grammatical description of the contact-influenced Russian speech of Nanais and Ulchas is
an attempt to systematize fragmentary observations that emerged during the fieldtrips to the
area and especially during the transcription and the annotation of the corresponding text col-
lection. The main ideology of annotating the “peculiarities” of contact-influenced Russian was
to mark with some tag all the features that have a chance to be of a contact nature. In practice,
it means to mark everything that deviates from Standard Russian. This is a reasonable way to
not bring too much subjective interpretation into the corpus data. However, while analyzing
these data, one should be very careful.

The detailed comparison to the data of the languages in contact, Nanai and Ulch, shows that
quite a low rate of these potentially contact-induced features are clear and undoubted cases of
phonetic, grammatical or lexical interference in the narrow sense (i.e. calques, pattern-
borrowing)?. Even those features that, in fact, have the probable contact motivation, often reveal
a more complex nature. Particularly, there are a lot of cases attested which can be explained
rather as mixed patterns inherited in part from the native language, and in part from Russian.
One more empirical fact is that the cases of pattern borrowing from L1 are less prominent in
the data than the cases of under-acquisition or non-standard acquisition of Russian.
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1,2,3 — 1, 2, 3 person; ACC — accusative; CAUS — causative; COP — copula; CVB — converb; DAT — dative;
DES — desiderative; DO — direct object; DOM — differential object marking; EMPH — emphatic; GEN — genitive;
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PART — particle; PL — plural; POS — part of speech; PRS — present; PST — past; PURP — purposive; REFL —
reflexive; REP — repetitive; SG — singular; TAM — tense-aspect-modality; V — verb.

Appendix 1. Narrators, texts

code sex L1, dialect year of place of place of Russian L1 education texts
birth birth residence (1..10) (1...10) (hh:mm:ss)
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eim f Nanai, Sikachi- | 1927 Sikachi-Aljan | Sikachi-Aljan 7 secondary
Aljan school 0:06:04
fna f Nanai, Naikhin 1930 Dada Daerga 10 primary
school 1:26:17
spk f Ulch 1930 Udan Bulava 10 primary
school 0:21:16
vsg f Nanai, Gorin 1932 Kondon Kharpichan 10 primary
{Sorgolj) school 2:12:45
ssb f Nanai, Naikhin 1933 Naikhin Naikhin 10 high
school 0:10:46
nsz f Nanai, Naikhin 1934 Dzhonka Dzhuen 9 secondary
school 0:06:07
oab f Ulch 1935 Dudi Bulava 10 primary
school 0:36:28
znb f Nanali, Naikhin 1936 Muhu Troitskoje 10 secondary
school 0:09:06
nchb m Nanai, 1937 Naikhin Naikhin 9 high
Naikhin/Dzhuen school 0:10:59
rchk f Nanai, Dzhuen 1942 Achan Achan 9 secondary
school 0:06:29
sds f Nanai, Gorin 1944 Kondon (Ja- 9 high
mikhta) school 0:11:59
itg f Nanai, Naikhin 1945 Sira Troitskoje 10 secondary
school 0:34:51
Ivd f Nanai, Sikachi- | 1946 Krasnosel- Naikhin 10 secondary
Aljan jskoje school 0:06:12
lak £ Nanai, Bolonj 1947 Achan Achan 10 high
school 0:15:25
zgh f Nanai, Dzhuen 1948 Dzhuen Dzhuen 10 secondary
school 0:04:27
tbo f Nanai, Naikhin 1953 27? (Anjuj) Daerga 9 secondary
school 0:01:43
1fs f Nanai, Gorin 1954 Kondon (Ja- | Kondon 5 high
mikhta) school 0:05:01
ivg f Nanai, Dzhuen 1955(7) Dzhuen Dzhuen 9 high
school 0:13:54
aek f Nanai, Dzhuen 1958 Dzhuen Dzhuen 8 secondary
school 0:03:59
gak f Nanai, 1961 Troitskoje Dzhuen 8 secondary
Naikhin/Dzhuen school 0:26:08
20 f- Nanai & Ulch 1927-
speak- 19, 1961
ers m-1 7:29:56
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Appendix 2. Spectrograms
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Picture 1. [riba] ‘fish’ (fna)
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Picture 3. [radiiteilii] ‘parents’ (oab)
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Picture 4. [xaraso urazaj davali] ‘well gave harvest (it used to yield)’ (spk)
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Picture 5 [sari saltan] ‘king Saltan’ (vsg)
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Picture 6 [i _tuteit] ‘and knocks’ (fna)
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Picture 7 [pittiiteka] ‘bird’ (spk)
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Picture 8. [kagbuttu] ‘as if (fna)
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Picture 9. [a uruliilia] ‘and ruled’ (vsg)

36




