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0. Statement of the problem

This paper presents further evidence of a phenomenon already
observed by scholars: functional reduction associated with lan-
guage death may also be accompanied by reduction in grammatical
structure. The discussion will be based on field-work carried out
in the wvillage of Ninilchik, EKenai peninsula, Alaska during
summer 1985. I will present a brief history of the Russian-
speaking settlement there, a socielinguistic overview of the
community at present, and a summary of the principal features of
the dialect. The body of the paper will be devoted to gender

agreement and evidence for its loss as a grammatical category.

1. The History of Ninilchik

The precise date of the founding of Ninilchik i1s unknown. It is
thought to have been settled by retired members of the Russian-
American company and their Sugpiaq Eskimo wives between 1810 and
1835. Descendents of the five original families still live in
Ninilehik, and a wvariety of Rugsian ig still maintained by some
members of the older generation. The history of Ninilchik has not

been thoroughly studiedt'but the village seems to have remained

largely free of outside influences until the construction of the




seward highway (1950}. Thus while commercial links were main-
tained with other parts of Russia's Alaskan colony (e.g. the
transport by boat of coal from Ninilchik's “krasnoj mys' to
English Bay [Alexandrovsk]) there is little evidence of language
contact with the indigenous Tanaina (Athabascan) Indians. The
Ninilchik Orthodox Church (dedicated to the Transfiguration) was
serviced by clergy stationed at Kenai. After the sale of Alaska
to the U.S. in 1869, the connection with the Russian patriarchate
was still maintained and Russia provided priests for Alaska. This
practice was discontinued after the 1917 revolution. Since then
Alaska's clergy has been provided by the Orthodox Church in the
U.S8., and no direct linguistic contact with Russia remains. The
Russian schoel in Ninilchik was also closed circa 1917. The
eductional reforms associated with Sheldon Jackson discouraged
the use 1in Alaskan schools of native languages other than
English: many Ninilchik residents recall schoolteachers placing
soap on their tongues as a punishment for speaking Russian. The
present revival of native Alaskan languages“hill certainly not
affect Ninilchik Russian (itself a colonial relic), and the

dialect will die out with the death of its present speakers.

Ninilchik was one of several retirement outposts of the Russian-
American company, the only one in the Cook Inlet. The remainder
were centred around Kodiak island, headguarters of company opera-
tions: on Afognak, Spruce Island and Weodyplsland?iﬁowever, the
tenacity of Sugpiag Eskimo in this area coupled with the intense
English-speaking activity of the King Crab industry. has already

led to the disappearance of Kodiak Russian as a medium of com-



munication. Field interviews with a number of informants suggest
that Kodiak Russian is substantially the same as its Ninilchik

counterpart.

2. The present situation of Ninilchik Russian

It was the geographical and social iscolation of Ninilchik Russian
(NR) which led to its long term survival. With the large influx
of English speaking settlers since 1950 these conditions no
longer hold, and the community is at present in a stage of lan-
guage shift. That this process is already nearly completed can be
seen from the fact that there are no more than 15 fluent speakers
of NR, the youngest 45 yrs. Moreover none of these are monolin-
guals: all speak a variety of English with phonological inter-
ference from NR. The extreme functional decline of NR in the last
generation has led to the present state in which an estimated 2
of these 15 speakers are NR dominant. The majority of NR speakers
are of the Kvasnikoff and Oskolkoff families. Use of NR is
regstricted to domestic, in-group situations. The presence of an
English monolingual dictates the choice of English as language of
communication. However, NR is not being passed on to the younger
generation. Most NR speakers marry outside the community. Thus
the need for internal solidarity has given way to the need for

integration with the modern world.

Speakers of NR have absorbed the negative attitudes to their



dialect inculated by English monolinguals (e.g. schoolteachers,
see 1. above). This is commonly observed within ~language is-
lands' undergoing shift. NR is associated in the minds of 1its
speakers with peasant culture and a subsistence lifestyle. Its
speakers are illiterate (since the closing of the Russian school
no formal education has been offered in Russian}). Most important
the context for complex linguistic behavior has been withdrawn:
NR is seen as divorced from the economic and social reality of
the surrounding English-speaking society. NR is not encouraged by
official or covert language pelicy. There is a feeling that the
dialect has no historical continuity with Standard Russian, that
it is contaminated by outside influence (particularly lexical
loans from English) and 1is therefore inferior to all other
varieties. No longer is there any tradition for story-telling or
religious instruction in NR. Other studiesihave shown that this
lack may have an effect on the grammatical structure in child
language acquisition: such traditional texts and complex speech
situations often provide the language learner with forms other-
wise rarely encountered, and thus with the means of learning

them.

It is significant that there is very little contact between NR
speakers and the Russian-speaking 0ld Believers, who settled
around Nikolaevsk from Oregon after 1969. 0ld Believer Russian is
a standard Russian dialect, but NR speakers'claim Lo have great
difficulty 1in understanding it, complaining particulérly‘ about

the rapidity of speech. It 1is typical that an NR speaker in

conversation with an 0l1d Believer will "give" English, but




. . . . 2
"recelve” Russian. Such interactions are commonly cengged around
fishing, a semantic area in which NR and OB terminology substan-

tially coincide.

Given the wholesale bilingualism, the extreme social and func-
tional restriction of NR and 1its small number of speakers,
whether it is possible to speak of NR having a "grammatical
structure" is itself debatable. It could be that the linguist is
here dealing with a community of semi—speakers%’i.e. with people
who aquired a target language (standard Russilan!) imperfectly,
possibly due teo lack of exposure to crucial structures, to lack
of prescriptive speech norms, and for other reasons. The con-
tinuum of speakers normally available to the student of language
death 1is not available in the case of NR. However, sufficient
gimilarity emerges across speakers (from study of a taped corpus)
to justify the term "grammatical structure". It is a fact that NR
speakers share certain structural features - however they may
have come about - which are shared by no other attested Russian
dialect past or present. Thus NR represents a cluster of
idiolects of such similarity that they may be taken to represent

a single Tabstract' variety NR.
3. General features of NR
Before proceeding to the grammatical category of gender in this

dialect, it is important to have some impression of its general

structure. The following inventory highlights those features




which present divergence from standard Russian. Significant
features are found on all levels: discourse, syntax, lexicon,
morphosyntax, morpholegy and morphology. Brief examples will be
given of each, though each could form a paper topic in 1ts own

right.

a) Discourse level. The functicnal restriction of NR was em-
phasized in 2. above. This has had an impact on the range of
stvlistic options available to the NR speaker. NR speakers seem
to command only a single ~informal register' in NR. For formal

. , i 5.3
discourse they must switch codes { e, from VR fo Eh?hsé/,

Code-switching is universal among NR speakers. While the precise
preconditions for code-switching have yvet to be determined (e.g.
degree of intimacy between interlocutors) for NR, it seems To be
the case that group-external activity, itself experienced 1in
English, is also preferably narrated through English. One inform-
ant interpolated into hig NR local reminiscences a lengthy
English account of his war experience in Asia. It is not clear
how frequently or in what contexts NR speakers code-switch when
outsiders (e.g. field#workers) are not present, and given the
closed nature of the speech community it would be hard to test
this. From the informal, relaxed style of the material recorded
(especially in conversations between two NR speakers with minimal
promptin%/interference from the field-worker) I would judge that

the difference between “observed' and “non-observed' states is

insignificant.




Intrasentential code-switching 1is also frequent, and seems to
follow the same constraints pogited by linguistssto cover this
phenomenon universally (e.g. a code-switched constituent 1is
grammatically acceptable only if it violates the syntactic rules

of neither language).

Code-mixing (the switching of languages at morpholeogical, esp.

inflectional boundaries) is common in NR, because of wholesgale

borrowing of English roots on which NR endings are preserved,

e.g. prée?pjg = "priest". This is further illlustrated in ¢)
gl

below. PRi&st! &'K pl. marked ¥ used zs
ending in NR foem e ifstoad

of Eng.s- [Prf:st-}

b) Syntaxs The &stylistic restrictedness® of NR is best ex-
emplified by its lack of complex syntactic structures. In the
entire corpus (10 hrs of tape) there are only two non-adverbial
relatives clauses (i.e. where “kot&ryj' iz uged 1in CSR):
relativization is commonly avoided by speakers. In general subor-
dination is limited in NR: there are few conditional sentences;
the get of conjunctions, prepositions is limited (e.g. “nes-
motryg' "in gpite of" is unattested). Participles are very infre-
quent and almost all restricted to past-passive. A general ten-
dency to analicity and “simple'’ structures, parataxis rather than

hyvpotaxis, 1s observed.

This is Jjust what would be expected where literacy 1is not main-

tained, and where the sccio-cultural environment needed to foster



syntactically complex behavior in conditions of language shift
{e.g.an NR oral narrative tradition) is lacking. NR speakers seemn
never to have acquired the complex syntactic structures typical
of Russian dialects (by no means monopolized by CSR). Factors in
the language contact situation of NR must be responsible for

thisg.

It is an interesting feature of NR that the unmarked wordéorder

Mooy ,
appears to be SOV. Thus: tyletix rusakovivstrelal?

2 | o . v P
Yo P ofhese Russians mebt Did /M" oot ’%05{,,
' A ‘ ' Russians?
(i) jafvﬁeré*sétkg*postd§11
51 e o Ty o ouh ol ik ickeidin”
v lyesteday nek o placed T opura net ovk justanday
/ [aee
i . f . o .
(rﬂ') 3;1 :s]{g}_u rXr:?jil T used to a{é—o schsol .
T ! sthes! 1 went [* prepos. Aot swmitled v VK ]
i [&5{ J i

While CSR also permits this word#order, it is usually interpreted
as marked vis-a-vis SVO. In NR, however, SOV is the more fre-
quently attested. The factors governing the distribution of SOV

and SVO in NR remain to be studied.

c¢) Lexicon

Peculiarities of the NR lexicon may be divided into i) loanwords,
ii) Russian archaisms/dialectalisms/prostorecie, 1iii) semantic
shift/interference, though the boundaries between these are often

fuzzy.

1) Loanwords Although many NR speakers believe that their speech




contains many Eskimo and Indian words, this is not in fact the
case., The only reliably attested Eskimo loan in NR is “mamdi’
("razordclam"). The suffix -ik is frequently considered proof of
Ezkimo origin (cf. Esk. nominal suffix -ig), but in all attested
cases 1t is best interpreted as a Russian diminubtive (e.g. stolik
= table). The word “téjga' ("dried#fish") 1is of unclear origin:

it may be Native Alaskan, but could just as well be Siberian.

The number of loan-words from English is considerable. All parts

of speech are represented, from conjuncticns ("but") to such
L . . /
participial predicates as "cleared-up" (as in: SOVWPT c¢leared-up
L.aﬁ'\ﬂp E,)/
;

gtalo"). Moreover all points on the scale of integration are
(it} became

represented: "but" is a fully-integrated loan - it 1is percieved
by the speaker as part of NR ; "cleared-up" is a nonce-borrowing

- it is perceived by the speaker as borrowed from English to fit
the present contingency of the speech situation. The degree of
phonological integration - usually a reliable diagnostic for the
status of a given loan - is unreliable here since NR speakers use

identical phonology in their English speech.

Congider the following examples of English loans in contexts of

’ _
code—switching( ja garbage ne ubral T xodidn't clear Away
1 ans  cieaged Ha 9&1&:399 b
[i] oni eti priest/y stationed v Tyonek/e .
R ol uJM? ._ R- Pﬂ}pa‘j. .r? Emcfmf
“Those PRiests Zabivned in Tyon ek o
/H) my mousse/a pUJmaem ) _
we will catch (1pl) gy cqpoh 2 mousse "

R. acé.animate 5. tma’m?

In each case the English noun (garbage, priest, mousse) seems to




have been more "accessible" to the sgspeaker than 1its Russian

: g wad . !
equivalent, though the Russian forms (musor, sv'ascennik, saxat)
GARbRGL PRI LTE ity S 5e

were both known and used. This suggests that code-switching and
nonce-borrowing are characteristic of certain speech situations,
but that in other contexts a speaker may avoid them. In NR at
present such code-switching is perceived to be the neutral speech
mode. Excessive use of the Tappropriate' Russian term 1is felt to

be normative and unnatural.

L} T

It is significant that the words for Tyes and “no in this

-~ v

dialect (and in Kodiak Russian) are borrowed from English: Tva

and "no'.

There 1s a restricted amount of borrowing into NR from other
varieties of Russian. There are two principal sources for these
leoans: i) CSR as taught in higher educational establishments in
Anchorage, or other American universities. Some NR speakers have,
at some point in their lives, taken formal courses in Russian.
ii) The Russian of neighboring 0ld Believers. At least one NR

-

speaker claims that he has “improved' his Russian by listening to
OB fishermen communicating to each other by short-wave radio.
There has been one case of NR/OB intermarriage, but in general

(as indicated in 2. above!}! contact between the two speech com-

munibties 1s sparse,

s . . . i,
ii) Archaisms, dialectalisms, prostorecie

-10-



The NR lexicon contains elements which are recognizably Russian,
but not part of CSR. However, no single Russian dialectal area
seems tTo be represented. The presence of “xéta' and absence of
“1zb5' {(both "hut") would suggest a southern origin, but “Jgjda'
("beach") is Finnic and “evrgﬁka' ("ground-sguirrel") Siberian.
It is possible that the NR lexicon represents a composite,
reflecting the diverse geographical origin of the original set-
tlers. Their social origin seems to have been similarly diverse:
a large number of NR lexical items are marked “prostoregie' ("the
speech of common folk") in Russian dialectal dictionaries, .05

/

~budevit' ("to behave violently™).

An important feature of NR is 1its use of 3rd pers. possessive
A : / i 1 , - . . . ;
adjectives: evonoj, eenoj, ixnoj. This is shared by many Russian

dialects.

Non-standard influence 1is apparent on all levels of the lexicon;
e.g. idiom: t& mﬁﬂ%éj5$§5£;k°2é5¥iﬁm}¢ﬁy guts are mighty short"
{an example of code-switching); adjectives: xudéj ("bad", cf. CSR
"thin"), suxoj ("thin,dry", cf. €SR "dry" only); nouns, where -ka
“diminutive' suffixation is particularly common: sélka ("net",
cf. CSR set', unattested in NR), na v;gke ("upstairs"): conversa-
tional particles: suffixation of -eka (esp. to adverbs of loca-
Eion: téﬁeka, zdéé'eka} 15 a characteristic feature of NR, one

“Hhese There "
maintained even by the most English-dominant semi-speakers.

Precise study of the NR lexicon will certainly reveal a great

deal about the social and geographical origin of Ninilchik's

-11-




original settlers.

1i1) semantic leans / interference

That words shift in meaning in situations of language contact has
z.

been well-documented for many languages. A bilingual typically

uses the lexical tokens of language A to represent a idiom from

language B. NR exhibits many caseg of this:

I 5:3- phes. Reflexive pakf-fcfe,
‘. £ t
Ja lomajug' "I'm broke”
4 beak |

my davnoe odin druga znaem "we've known one another for a long
we %éfwf““ vne a%ﬂeﬂ? Kiavw L pt ;
iy, v - £ . - i ; L
p—— [ M]L_ﬁ_‘[f_'i_*_g; . CSR idiom &'{f“(x’ﬁ ﬂ/,euﬁé LE. pther -other

B B . - . o

filipini tégé kurjat .1 edjat 1x ”Phlilppnos also smoke them
Pinifspainos ase seorelivi A eat 324, 1 thewm ; ,

and eat them [0{033], (Zonly ‘swoke & c.iﬁ&(ﬂf’fe i” 05»‘8/

&%ﬁ%k——%dngﬁ%ﬂ The most
remarkable case is that of “karaulit', which in NR has the same
range of wusage as English "watch", i.e. its primary meaning "to
keep watch, to guard” has been complemented by the sense of CSR
“smotret' (also present in NR, though “gl'adet' is more common)

a0
"to watch". Thus NR speakers EH?E%% heard to say: Jja sevodnija

televigion karaulil ("watched the T.V.")

d) Morphosyvntax

The morphosyntactic features of NR are of interest because their

origin cannot he traced back to any Russian dialects. They must

-12-



be a direct result of the contact situation. These features are
1) case government, ii) gender agreement. Since gender agreement
forms the focus of the present paper (section 4. below) no ac-

count of it will be given here.

Case government 1in NR appears to be very much reduced in NR
compared to CSR. Although all cases are attested in NR, oblique
cases (Gen., Instr., Prep., Dat.) are morphologically distinct

only in 1Pxita1i7od expressionsg, rhymes eto,

“On, we let the i:mdm boats, dDuH',' by i ste shoke ™
3 5y &P

ex  my 51'upeck) apuskall kLuto beregu Otherwise
vh e GHfe boats fet dpwa b)’ nge,o k. sg) hphe.
there is a tendency to use a single “unmarked' case (one for each

number, singular vs. plural), e.g. -s'a verbs, which require an

oblique object in CSR govern a direct object in NR:

Jja grammatiku nauﬁlqs a g} ALY 4 %‘yfanqwjgfe ﬁﬁuéde]
QALC. ok DIRECT  “jeakned aef'!ex; I 1 j

po % Dat. case
T fearned ?»éétw?ﬂ/féfﬁ

This may be interpreted either as a colloguialism {spoken Russian
exhibits a similar tendency) or as a case of interference due to
contact with English ("I learned the grammar"). That the latter
is more likely is supported by the loss of case government %ﬂ

many prepasitions:

2
my do mamina dom doglf.
we 0 wew's  house SRKived o G )
[ads. 2l DR case !‘['L CAR o %{u)’ﬂfj‘ AS fark A5 hsvre /
gen T

Particularly striking of NR government is the pattern after
quantifiers. NR consistently replaces the CSR genitive by an
direct case (clearly marked as accusative in the fem. sing.),

r
esp. after “mnogo'

“many”




mnégo r;?_l'l]_ zdeg' r H\QRQI}' 5{"/:9{? Of- /}ﬁ\ heke !
waweh IECC. 84 here

hHh
/ o 7 )
ja mnogo EQ_LQ%Y i i e ol " Hhere ake Aot of prApRs that
; MAN €L . pl. o Know 54, o » L
1 y PRR;mJ' f x don¥ know

% A
kusodek pirog L i o 2o
prece [a‘imfj P}e R f'wﬂ /OH’ﬂafé’ 0//);&

ACC.S"j'-
dva dni i ﬁﬁyb di P
o s fnw Pl Case {af_ CSR, whete numeral 2,3, 4 qovdkn
y L 7UL%P—MGﬁ@ﬁﬁMﬁ,

The genitive in NR appears to have lost all its functions, e.g.
possession is expressed by a preposed indeclinable adjective: moj
deduskina dom. Speech situations which might seem to demand a

genitive are simply avoided.,

The guestion of case reduction in NR - whether or not case is
lost as a grammatical category - deserves independent study. It
is conceivable that the lack of normative enforcement of +the

standard Russian case system (e.g. by literary language) coupled
with intense English-language contact have led to the transfer of
“analytic' speech habits into NR frem English. Thus NR inflection

has become functionally redundant.

e) Morphology

NR morphology appears simplified with respect teo CSR. Analogical
levelling {(particularly of stress) is common in both verbal and

nominal paradigms. Thus, e.g., zeml'a ("land") is stem-gtressed

-14-




vt L i R :" /.f L )
Lin NR (f. CSR zemld nem.sg. « zéml'v acesp.
! # .
throughout; men'a and teb'a appear in dative as well as accusa-
tive function (an example of case syncretism to be examined in

the context of the weakening of the inflectional gsystem as a
the verbs :

. - A . ‘) n n&HJ £ £ow v

whole);/mglad u, gladis', gladit etc. stroke" " mogu, mogis,

- y'a .
mééit, mééim, mégite, mogut C&n"ﬁ%ﬁ bit &l VTUlE T
loss of consonant mvtation (. ¢ $Q g/ozzu 5:/5&7’/4 ; mayu maZfs)

There 1s considerable wvariation in morphology from speaker to

speaker. Thus "they said" appears variously as “govor'ali/
s s Feis s(eve ; i
govoreli /govorili'. The plural of word] (direct case) is

; 8 4 / ; . - 54
variously “slova/sglovy'. Such analogical formations as “docerya'

by analogy with SEandasd Ef CoR 0}02“2)?3

bynDde} are Ccommon.

The radical alteration in gender agreement patterns (see 4.
below) and the loss of phonemic softness (see 3.f ) have had
radical repercussions on the inventory of declension types. The
“soft feminine tvpe' (e.g. CSR dver') has disappeared, its mem-
bers being either reassigned to the masculine hard stems (e.qg.
CSR most) or receiving the -ka suffix and being treated as

feminine hard stems.

£} phonology

The systematic opposition of hard and soft consonants which is a
feature of CSR 1s not present to the same degree in NR, par-
ticularly not in word final position. Thus, e.g. "was" and "hit"

do not present a minimal pair in NR: both are pronounced [bil].

"Now" 1s pronounced [tépér], with no c¢losing of the [e]l vowels

-15-




(in CSR vowels occuring between two soft consonants are
pronounced close [t'ep'er']l but these consonants are not soft in
NR) «

[&,€,%]1 are pronounced with the same “central' articulation. [v]

in NR is a bilabial (rather than a labio-dental} fricative,

Some words reflect idicesyncratic phonetic development: lokégko
("window") features prothetic [1], ydlica {"street”) prothetic
fwl; p&bovica ("button”™) with [b]l for [g] probably reflects
interference from or borrowing through a Native Alaskan language

(e.g. Sugpiag) which did not distinguish between labialg and

velars.
CSR. . . . .
Geminate [nnl ig pronounced as single [n]l in NR: postojanoj /
3 direck
s
peremeno] tok ; derev'anc]
z2ikrnakt ng culRent Woedon

4, Gender agreement in NR compared to Russian dialects

The remainder of the paper will be devoted to gender agreement
patterns in NR. In this area of the grammar NR has experienced
considerable reduction vis a vis the three gender system of CSR.
However, examination of the data - which at first seem haphazard
and contradictory - reveals a system which 1s steadily eliminat-
ing gender as a productive grammatical category. Although
evidence of gender remains {(principally in lexicalized expres-
slions, and 1in certain common attributive adjectives gqualifying

female humans) NR prefers to generalize a single (morphologically

-16-




masculine) form¥E 1in adjectives, verbal past#tenses and for the
numeral “two' (NR “dva' vs. CSR “dva'lM,N] “dve'lFl), i.e. in all
those environments where CSR must distinguish morphologically

between masc., fem. and neuter.

This section examines precendents in attested Russian dialects
for such a develcpment in NR. The following sections examine the

particular grammatical contexts where gender is morpholegically

expressed 1n CSR: adjective-noun agreement (5.), verb-subject
agreement {(6,) and numeral expressions (7.)
i &

Handbooks of Russian dialectology point out that the Russian
dialects display no single constant system of gender. The most
common systems have three members {(masc., fem. and neut.), though
the inventory of nouns belonging to each gender may vary from
dialect to dialect. A restricted number of dialects (principally
in South Russia and in areas bordering on non-Russian speaking
areas) display only two genders (masc. and fem.). In such two
member systems 1t is invariably the neuter which disappears,

distributing its constituent nouns among the other two genders.

Dialectologists attribute the weakening of the neuter gender to

the functional redundancy inherent within the gender system as a

whole: for most non-animate nouns there is no semantic correla-

tion between grammatical gender and real-world gender charac-
. . a4 . fo.

teristics. N.A.Mescerskij goes as far as to say that only the

influence of the literary language in the Soviet Union prevents

this tendency from being carried to its logical conclusion. In

_17..
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Alaska, where literary norms have been lacking for two gener-
ations, this "logical conclusion" seems to have been reached,
though the reason for such a radical development must be sought
not Sole& in factors “internal' to the Russian of the Alaskan
colony but principally in its prolongued exposure (through bilin-
gualism) to languages without the grammatical category of gender:

Sugpiacq, Tanaina and principally English.

In addition to the general functional motivation for the losg of
gender, phonetic and morphological factors are often cited. Thus
in Southern “akan'e' dialects, where the neuter has merged with
the feminine, the precondition for merger is held to be the
phonetic identity of unaccented word-final [o] and [al: Stédg,

“herd"

- i ; I
spno, delo etec. are reinterpreted as stada, séna, dela and appear
“hay ol bed v 2

with ending-acecented feminine attributes [bol dea stadal. Note
that the phonetic similarity of stem—btressed adijectives
“begutifl” 2

(klas{vajd / krasiyoje, both [krasiv@j®]) adds further impetus to
e 5¢. AoM. Nt . 5q. e

the neut./fem. merger. As a further development in such dialects

even end-stressed neuters (Bbdro, pls mo) take feminine at-
“pucket "retteR’

tributes (\udd ‘Wédro, bol'saja pls‘mo), although there is some
}fr bucket big [F.]  [eHer

variation.

Frequently, however, in the oblique cases Southern dialects

preserve merger of the neuter with masc. (iz xud6q0 M%dré, &

Feom b,} d . bucket

bol'géﬁ selé}, i.e. as in CSR. gen i :C
4 il WH .
biﬂ(nw/—)wf age
P‘Q@Poﬁ'«MajL i

Much rarer are dialects in which the neuter merges totally with

the masculine (i.e. 1in direct cases too). Such dialects are

<




attested around Smolensk and in areas of contiguous Russian and

non-Russian populations (e.g. the foothills of the Urals).

Weinmwich (1964:39) cites an example of apparent feminine verb
agreement with a masculine subject, in the Russian of Chuvash
speakers: svn ne pila caj. Chuvash 1itself has no gender agree-

ment .

As has been indicated, gender agreement in NR is more radically
reduced than in any attested Russian dialect. NR behaves in this
respect more like a contact variety of Russian (e.g. the Chuvash

example}). The NR data is presented in the sections below.

5. Adjective-noun agreement

Degspite overall tendencies towards the generalization of mor-
phologically masculine agreement patterns for all lexical items
in all cases, the picture of adjective-noun agreement in NR
remalins complex. In certain contexts standard agreement patterns
are maintained. Precisgsely what these contexts are would be
clarified considerably by gquantitative analysis of the corpus.
However, the factors influencing the retention of standard pat-

terns seem to include the following:

a) personhood; an adjective modifving a noun denoting a female

person is more likely to display feminine agreement: e.d.
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! f vt . . .
xudaja ona, mucitis'a ona, staraja (said of a bitter old woman)

bad _she Fortues she old [nam-ff,/fmj

[ﬁom.:ig] self "Shes a bad one, -
fors z}lfwalﬂs agi)i’?-lz'imtj oiel &‘éﬂ?ﬁ}ﬁﬂ
He old wyoman
e i £ é P
ona xoroéaja povar }Agirch70m4 cook '
gh& jf}ﬂd r{;&m‘f? OOD}( ; ¢
Noni | [ma st J
i J ~ s , Joodd. W
my DQEE_Q;%L& poter'ali, ej bylo fest let " um_/off oL CJVﬂfgjég
we 0ne  Chtl fost o was  Six eary Was Sik yeanJ old "’
(e 5y 'Femf-\) E’WK 4 I/
In the last example {from Kodiak Russian) a feminine counterpart
Csh. nevbir
to ~dit'a' 4is gualified by feminine {(accusative) adjectival

agreement.

b} frequency of adjective; more frequently occurring adjectives
tend to display standard agreement more frequently. #This
analysis 1implies that gender is inherent in nouns though the

speaker is not always obliged to display it morphologicallyé:

ZZ

/ ! / *F.p f A o
Stargoj sestra drugaja tam Hie E”d@f_jﬁfffﬁr%%ﬁé'oéégi aPL
elder sisted otherR
vipw . SG. MASC. nom.fq.ﬁgg.
s w s ’ ! L |

u teb'a bol'%aja golova a u nego malenkoj Xbu have 5\ény head byt
wikh  you ‘big'nom.sy. hedd bk st pim el has 2

y AP el g e has & (it ane ]

In both of these examples one of the two attributes displays
“standard' agreement whereas the other does not. The "frequency”
hyvpothesis 1s plausible in the case of “druggja' {which 1is
statistically more frequent than “stérggj') hut hardly explains
the data in the second example. This suggests that a number of
contradictory factors mayv be operating at the same time, their

relative weight determining the actual agreement pattern in any



given utterance, e.g. bLhe "frequency" factor might be comple-

mented by other factors:

c¢) an "attributive" factor, whereby attributive position is more
conducive to standard agreement bthan predicative position (or
qualifying non-overt constituents). The wvalidity of many other

possible factors would have to be tested statistically, e.q.

d) multiple agreement: only one modifier preferably displavys

i/

standard agreement Cf ﬁde,D/-{’; '.C'?'!fd.{-)’vé:) .fésf/‘?c_a_’ér 07’1‘309@/_6_2 tam
Frem b) Rbove |

e) case: nominative disgplays standard agreement more frequently

than accusative

v 8] i 4 Pt

zajdes! tako]j budk 5 i i ) -
;ﬂ’ﬂg; }nv sf_;;} lbloaL’L;i [QCC-J yDU 60 H’?L!,r) A Kind 9% booth
[pent-] Lmdsc.] fom.

/ . " W N . R o

d tal dyrock s 2. (1) ;
vl vouel mEdin you see that Kind-of /itHe hole

(mase] 3. fom.

bol'soj fabriku stroili yr 2 é]U!/ﬁ R éf‘ £ Céﬁf@ !

big [maic-]  facrory built 3p]. ZHI jj g r 4

At femn
f) position of stress: end-gtressed adjecbtives tend to displavy
standard agreemenlt; end-stressed nouns tend to take attributes
with standard agreement. The phonetic weakness of the last syll-
able of stem-stressed adjectives may account for the loss of

agreement where other factors (e.g. personhood) may encourage 1it,

2. g .

ja ego grerlndma, ja gréndma eg{;na_j “Tiw) his QRQW(J{MR.

roof ey 1 qrandma his [2imesc aom 9] T'w i gRANAMA
fatim . 3 J .

Lyes: PRy ) B




However, vet

g) loan-words; a loan-word

another factor may be operating here,

will

Viz.

alwavs tend to display mor-

phologically masculine agreement:

‘/ .
bol'soj bakery

555 [masc]

It is possible too

agreement in CSR do not in

as expressed in h):

h) lexical factor; the

gender agreement: 1)

- . .‘-f
appears as 1nvariant eto!

invariant possessive adjectives in -ina/-ova:

A g !

i) Jja pdmn u kogda eto vtoroj vojna nacalg'
T Remuwbit wWhen  Hhab  second o wWAR o befan mf World War Two sEanted”
vEM. [ thj [{_am-j | po /hitle
inyaesink 14
(cf. on eto gérnogo petuxé svn@gé na fair taskal) ”%Q-bﬂﬁu ht Jhat
Ho Hab  black  cockeel f’W” to  fair dRagged black cécF ﬁ’ﬂ 5%
DEM, A, Acc.gem. AL, w's Aloy fo fhe
VAR ANy Y ?
AR
i1} Ja rdfﬂ Iﬁpéeku pusf(l lot k
: o © I, LB .
T e vmm«» Relexsed %ocff(ﬁ&sw‘% ¢R
[wage . ace [‘m{ Fm ouay
/ i
ugmmen'a odin ruka T hve ore }7317&{
with me  one  hand . CSR :
Lﬂ‘}iib;;l.lj (Rom. ﬁﬂ\f ,t Odi’[:j
i !
iz odnogo 10dki # ; i
from  one From one boat )
L M&JL/ﬂPME'J LS} fem] (%' CSR Qdﬂ(y
G814 Sprg93}na mat' *‘§ - u B
IRy 5 b
1) JU{ﬁPf—‘RaG motho R jo) 3 wother

M&H‘\i

that certain

"a bry batery

modifiers which display gender

NR. This would be a ~lexical factor’
following modifiers inhibit standard
‘ mas’- , /}m ek -

the demonstrative CSR “etot/eta/ etn {which
in NR}; 1ii) th nu eral on@ 1ii)

prhith |J/; vf )(efv Jar

cale ng Herk

agréemenf /n C5R

/ P

" T RemembIR  when



i A . gy J i
Mikﬁhal/]_ri na brat M.l k/mﬁ/ 5 é?z(ﬁé‘éé/&
Mikhail lP‘”’.{Fﬁ] bus g

a{i; [ novia.s J

. {8 o i [
3 moj bratina syn nn b}ﬁﬂ(’h@?_) Son”
) my ,ﬂgﬂof‘ffae?{; FA sen /
f:ﬁﬁf '

: H " { T}
4) eto moj déduék/ina dom byl +his wWar W’/ jﬁ&/’?ﬁ/prﬂf house
Has  my jﬁdhdpéi} PA  hevit was
l

ka
—

L]
5) Simeén va brat
Simeen| PA bprother

(The third and fourth examples here suggest that -ina is suffixed

to the entire nominal phrase in the nominative case: [moj

deaudecay1=ena dom%."(}q}i m_ﬁﬁfq_;_é Fhus be dﬁﬁf/mg( ,@jjr-goﬁ,&?///, EITHER a5 1
% minal Nt - ; ] i ) .

a ﬁwn'érvaim.;;e ending, later exeending iEs PoSSEISI Ve Aunthor fo

Hhe whole NF ok as 1) & fem. ady. ending y&né&a/’f&ed /o COVER

2l genders & cases. oM. 5g:

i) phraseological factor: in remembered idioms, verses, sayings

etc. standard agreement patterns are more likely to be preserved:

Béﬁa Jagéﬁ kost'angja nogg; nog v potolék ros "Bhba‘yé_a had 2
Baba Yags | boney[;lm. leg. nose & iling  gRew beney /{5 . hEr noge
u " ! 200 . = : ¢ : »
Fﬁ*} 2] Imﬁéj grew fo fha C{r/mj

It must be emphasized that the wvalidity of the above factors is
vet to be tested. This can only be done by examining each item in

the corpus individually.

In some cases there 1is apparently random variation bebtween agree-
ment and lack of agreement, where no factor other than permis-

sible wvariation itself (both from speaker to speaker and within a

single idiolect) seems to be responsible, e.g. tvoj im'a vs.
) JOUR [msc ] e
russkoje im'a {both said by the gsame  speaker in  quick

Russian [nevt] name.
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succession) .

attested ,gxﬂm//“

In the vast majority of “cases, however, there is no variation 1in
agreement patterns: the agreement is simply lost. Thus for nouns

which are neuter in CSR:

bol'%0] zemletr'asdnie byl " There war 2 /7;'9 ea&{éfuﬂ%e, !
bi ast)  earthouike 2 . :
A [Csf?nwbj W3 [mase:]

A . / it H

teplo] moqto 2 AR /O/.ﬁ'f:e.

WA f’[v nevt ]

gri_mf;nfskoj p{vo "German beer" (with metathesis)
GELRA AN

tmase ] [-EJF not.]

Nouns which are Fem.II (soft-conscnantal) in CSR:

4

u vsex 1‘L;.SSl{Oj cerkov' est’ ”Ei/e(d/ome hay 0?. K vssin

with 'l” RuUSHAN  chukth i
f] / T chvR
[mage] [k
& 4 /7

u men'a nemr_logko russkoj krov' I have R A&‘/_’e ;(ju LU

with e fittle Russian  bjved /0/000‘

[wase.acc.]  [fem i J

Nouns which are Fem. hard stems {(in -a) in CSR:

o Rk i eAsy”

-

’ s
nikakoj rabota ne loqkog (cf. gender marking on co-referential

no wokKk[t] Aok €25y [wase.] ‘
pronouns in: rabota sam ne pxifdé'et, ego nado iskat) " Weg k o't ARRIve
Ll spl will € necessky )
WDR‘{’LJ s[fwﬁ noe Come fmm] / fTok on 1E5 swn; one .
ks MUt fook faR it
/ / 4
u negcfa palo?‘/noj noga, derev'ano]
" ’
with him  shtk N,%F] woodeh He has a p /@7
(now. s noM.59 .
fﬁmi) mﬂ-ﬁ’j o] wuoa/m 0re.
ad -



. / o - Coo
v voennom slusbe o) FWJ(&RR}’ RV

i wWar[ad]  servile

&

s wischut. F)

v xolodnon vodé : UW] C@A# ﬁkiégfi;
gofd wWattk(f |
EFRQP.. WA S }]

! ’ s
ja .spustils'a po glavnomu doroge; russkaja baba ego nazyvala
7|2] descended [m.] by mainfw-]  Road[f] Russianfg] teman it cailed [£ 7
[V i

~glavngj doroga'; Jja ne znaju pocemu ~glavnoj', on sovsem ne

main[m.]  Roxd[f.] r e kunpw why Tmain fm] .‘g[m] géfu‘uhﬂf}r it
glavaals down by He mai i S
PR ] I Lame Y TR MaiN Reae. Some

Russign aoman vred & cal It "He AR
poad. T denf Knoyr why "wiain' It not
g P _ w ' ‘main’ ag il
xorosoj vsegda malenkoj dorozka byl tuda

ﬁond{m.) always  liftle (w) Read wae to- Hhee .
fdim] (F] b "Thete was Q?_/wdyf a good

[ittie Rocﬂﬁ’"/‘/ﬁﬁdf‘wff ere "

6. Verb-subject agreement

NR exhibits the general tendency in singular past tense forms to
generalize an unmarked (morphclogically masculine "-0") ending
correspnding to CSR -0/-a/-o. However, as with noun-adijective
agreement, the data presents a more complex picture, with con-
siderable survival of standard agreement patterns. These seem to
be conditioned principally by the factor of “personhood', i.e. if

the subject of the verb is a feminine person, then standard

agreement patterns are likely:

s # i : %N‘B'
ona u%}ar ona skazala, ona bylg:q she Mféijdid,oJﬁi ote.” ai%fﬁxiuﬁ?f
i : i : N U bre -
she X pfjﬁ. she SAi &ib{,,j she was[,l«q] onal s (;o—(’efe(‘?nf?.

with fema/e hyman
Svbiect

This general tendency may be overruled by other factors, e.g. the

~reflexive' suffix "-s'a" seems to inhibit feminine gender agree-

ment :




!
/
ja spustilis'a (said by a female speaker)
1 descended ;:ZEH
[w-] = partile

Where the subject is non-personal, especially inanimate, standard

agreement is generally lost:

a}) CSR neuters:

IV ~ I f; v

elektricdestvo pogas, potux, op'at poSel 7} €AH%%MJ/}’tUQW#c%¥

eleckrs aty (1] 8,\%@14«4 stopped _ 2g3in wenk [pect] s ol o

iy gy " e
vee pogorel : ; ¢
all 5) };ljzng&'z:mﬂ’mm_] ;EVM/V'%JW Z)U’/Qf?éﬁ/ {//0 !
(nevt
(m
lokoéko slnmdl% T A
& ¢v/HAv D

window ;?o,{'._f R\?// 4 /4 HR /{'@

[dimffn] ]
) CSR Feminine IT declension:
“vnzqtrennost sgorr—jl ot pog;ra qu/,r;(" i'ﬂ)”/'ﬂfﬁj‘ év/{//}gﬂg A(.’)M

i e A i dr ' i

fnferion [;r;] Wf%% frem f"?’fgm;_ﬁ] the ﬁf?é ‘
¢} CSR Feminine I thard):

s L , &

pééta priefZal ne mail vsed fbeﬁﬂ%yy@
Ptlf] ARl ]

‘./ '/ . § 4 v / /_ - )
masina peresZF], masina zaexal he can fégéaa#““
c&ﬁ_é@] stoppe [m] caﬁﬁ%/ ARpve the car 4ﬂ€0%€ o BB

in [m] 4

Thus verb-subject agreement in NR 1s restricted to the category

of number, except for female personal subjects, where feminine



agreement tends to survive. This supports the tendency - already
indicated in 5. above - for a purely merphological concept of
gender to be replaced by a one based on the real-world sex of the
referent. The reasons for such a development are probably to be
sought 1n the speech behavior of bilinguals: given two language
systems, bilinguals tend to generalize whichever pattern from
each language 1is the simplest. In this case English non-
agreement, being morphologically simpler than CSR gender agree-
ment, is the preferred strategy. It is likely that modern day NR
speakers, rather than [censeieusly]| simplifiying CSR patterns,
simply never acquired them. Thus lack of gender agreement in NR
may be interpreted as part of the semi-speaker phenomenon:

simplification through imperfect acguisition,

7. Numeral expressions

" "

It was indicated in 5. above that the numeral one doeg not

exhibit gender agreement in NR (though it does inflect for case).

Similarly the numeral "two", which in CSR appears as “dva' when

governing a neuter or masculine object (dva okna, dva stulal, but
Zh] w:ﬂfﬁiﬂxlgg,] Z[m] ‘;hgﬁrglﬂjﬁ’
“dve' when its object 1s feminine (%ge knigi), 1is an invariant

B;] hoak

"dva" in NR. Moreover, 1t governs not the genitive singular f(as

in CSR) but the direct plural case:

7
dva dni, dva négi, dva nedéli, dva gestry

fwo days 2 legs 2 weeks 2 sister o .
] gl ] O] [F] %excophion = gensg- [ORA




This is further evidence for the weakening of gender as a gram-
matical category (possibly through interference from English
"two"). It is interesting that in EKodiak Russian bthe collective
numerals “dv%é' and “tréje', regtricted in CSR to male persons,

are generalized to cover female persons also:

dvée synovjé but also: dvge seéstry, tro docer'a
i sl i i
2 s 7 27 sists 37 Adavghters
tonem iy [DK.p/] [DiR. 17
DIRECT pf.

8. Conclusion

The above evidence from adjective—-noun agreement, verb-subject
agreement, and government by numerals indicate that, despite
vestigial traces, gender has systematically disappeared as a

grammatical category in NR.

Comparison with Russian dialects, where the erosion of this
category has nowhere been so severe, suggest that gender loss in
NR was not a purely internal development, i1.e. a natural develop-
ment of the sort that a language might undergo when cut off from
the normative influence of a literary tradition. Most likely the
reason 1is due to bilingualism through contact with languages
without the grammatical category of gender. Though Sugpiag and
Tanaina are 1in principle plausible candidates for this influence,
it seems that the major contact of NR was with English. It is
significant that the lack of gender agreement is apparent even in

the sgspeech of the e¢ldest informants, born circa 18%10. IL 1is




likely that even at this early stage Russian-English bilingualism
was prevalent in the wvillage (through contact with teachers,
traders, government administrators) and that even before 1920
children growing up in Ninilchik acquired both NR and.é%mﬁNinil—
chik Englishfﬂﬁimultaneously. The absence of written norms for NR
coupled with the lack of grammatical gender in NE may have en-
couraged learners to generalize the simpler NE patterns, i.e. to
abandon a system of morphological agreement that was morpholegi-

cally redundant.

The intensified contact of NR with English since 1950 has further
strengthened this tendency. The fund of lexicalized expressions,
folkloric texts where standard agreement patterns are preserved,
has further diminished through the massive functional reduction
of NR. Present-day NR speakers may be described as “semi-
speakers', their acquisition of the language ~imperfect': this is
true both in terms of function (NR alone is not a sufficient tool
for their communication needs, but needs must be supplemented by
English), and of structure (the inflectional system as a whole
and the category of gender in particular are weak in comparison
to those in all other varieties of Russian). The problem of
causality remains: it is hard to decide whether structural reduc-
tion in NR is a direct result of interference from English (i.e.
the transferral of grammatical categories from “dominant lan-
guage' to “language of low prestige'), or whether such
simplification is a natural result of severe reduction in func-
tion (in which case English would not necessarily provide the

“model', rather NR would be following some universal principles

3




of gsimplification). It is possible that both of these factors are
operating simultaneously. Either way, Ninilchik Russian repre-
sents an interesting case of functional and structural reduction

in language death.
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