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Abstrad

This paper has two gaels: to establish adossthe-board dff erences between a
full language and a semi-language, andto propcse amethod d estimating
languege dtrition. The data @me from American Russan (adramaticdly
reduced version d Rusdan spoken in the United States of America). American
Rusdgan canna be defined solely on geographicd grounds: not all Rusgan
speekerswholive in the USA can beidentified as pedakers of American Russan.
Rather, American

American Russan is shown to dffer significantly from varieties of Russan
spoken by subjeds who maintain full | anguage competence
which is compared to full Rusgan. The paper demonstrates a correlation between
vocabulary lossand attritionin grammar and syntax of American Russan. Based
onthis correlation, the paper introduces a mmpad method d estimating owerall
language dtrition. Representation d attrition as a cntinuum is proposed, simil ar
to the continuum models accepted in creole studies. The morphdogy and syntax
of American Russan are shown to dffer, in asignificant manner, from
morphdogy and syntax of full Russan. The paper demonstrates g/ntadic and
morphdogicd parall els between American Russan, onthe one hand, and
extended pidgins and ealy creoles, onthe other, and propases an explanation for

these parall els.
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This paper examines gructural consequences of language dtrition and the
corresponcences between language-particular and crosslingustic phenomena under
attrition. It also demonstrates the arrelation between lexicd attrition, onthe one
hand, and attritionin morphdogy and syntax, onthe other. Based onthe
corresponcence between language dtritionin lexicon and gammar, the paper
proposes a vocabulary-based method d measuring language dtrition. The aucial
dataintroduced here come from instances of lexicd, morphdogicd, and syntadic
attrition as they occur in ore particular language, American Russan. American
Rusgan is compared to the full version d Modern Russan and then to pidgins and
creoles. The paral elsthat are established between extended pidgins and American
Rusdan, alanguage undergoing attrition, suggest that reduced communicaionis
systematicdly refleded in the lingustic structure.

The paper has the foll owing structure: in the introduction, two types of language
disappeaance ae discussed; basic terms are darified, and dli citation techniques used
in this gudy are described. Sedion | introduces the method d estimating language
proficiency and describes the speekers sleded by this method. Sedion |l presents
structural charaderistics of attritionin morphdogy, syntax, and dscourse. Sedion Il
demonstrates the arrelation ketween lexicd and morphdogicd/syntadic trition,
concluding that the proposed method d measuring lexicd proficiency can reved a
general level of language competence Sedion |V compares the structural
charaderistics of language lossand gdginizaion and propases an explanation for the
observed parall els. The mgjor findings of the paper are summarized in the

conclusion.
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Introduction

1. The problem of endangered languages. Endangered languages are usually
though of asthase with small communiti es of speakers who have been exposed to a
caastrophic environment, a cmpeting community that is more aggressve allturaly
or econamicdly, or to pditi ca presaure. All thisistrue, bu there can be other cases
when the language beammes endangered: a part of alarge and hedthy speet
community can move to a diff erent environment, where their language is no longer
the one of econamic, social, pditi cd, or cultural prestige and where ancther
language is dominant. In this new setting, the ammmunity loses regular contad with
the original speed community and adopts, fully or partialy, the dominant language.
Acoordingly, the nations of hedthy and aili nglanguages are only relative: one
language can be dominant under one set of circumstances and endangered uncer
other circumstances.

The difference between the dea case of complete disappeaance and the
disappeaance of alanguage that remains gpoken elsewhereis probably most relevant
for lingusts. If alanguageis goken in just one environment andis gradually
disappeaingin that environment, it certainly requires a salvage study. In this slvage
study, havever, alingust shoud bea in mindthat the language may already have
feduresthat charaderizeit asdying. In particular, the remaining spedkers of the
language may have been expaosed to another, daminant, language for some time, and
their language has changed because of the interference at ayet later stage when orly
asingle spe&ker remains, thereis nolonger a speet community to test that speeker’s
intuitions. Thus, unessahedthy version d adyinglanguage exists elsewhere, the
language that is sudied canna be compared to afull system. Asa @mnsequence, it
may be impaossbleto deadeif some feauresin thislanguage pertain to its ‘origina’

lingustic structure or result from the reductionin the use of that language. This
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passble diversion shoud be borne in mind undr a salvage study; however, thereis
no way to resolve this problem.

If, onthe other hand, alanguage is gpoken in severa separate environments, the
lingustic description can benefit from comparing the diff erent variants. A
comparison ketween the variants of the same language, one used as a dominant
language, and ancther used as sondary to adifferent dominant languege is
particularly interesting kecauseit allows one to dstingush those lingustic fedures
that arise under limited communicaion and are, therefore, charaderistic of language
disappeaance

If such a comparisonis possble, it can gve promising resultsin a dynamic
study: the disappeaing variant of alanguage is compared to the stable variant of the
same language. Thisiswhat isdonrein this paper, which compares Russan as goken
by semi-spe&kersin the US to the ‘baseline’ Russan languege.

2. Basic terms. Throughot the paper, the following terms are used. The term
attrition is used as the most general term denating incompl ete language competence
which may be dueto various fadors auch asfirst language loss incomplete
aqquisition, pdginizaion, and pobably some other fadors. A language that
undergoes attritionis cal ed reduced and is oppcsed to afull language, i.e., the
language dharaderized byfull conventionalized knowvledge. (There ae other terms
used to refer to restricted language competence, as well; it i s beyondthe goals of this
paper to evaluate them, thougha uniform terminology would definitely benefit the
field.) Language dedh isthe end result of language dtrition, thoughlanguage deah
can aso beinstant, due to the physicd disappeaance of al the relevant spesers
(Campbell & Muntzd, 1989 182183 Menn, 1989 Wurm, 1997.1

As the paper will discussdifferent variants of Russan, it will maintain the

distinction between Full Russan and American Rusdan. To describe the difference

between these variants, two hinary nations will be used: first/seandlanguage and
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primary/seandary language. Thefirst and secondlanguage ae distingushed bythe

temporal order of aqquisition. The primary and the secondary languege ae
distingushed by the prevalence of usage. Thus, if an individual leanslanguage A as
his/her first language and speasit predominantly throughou the ault life, this
language is bath first and primary. If anindividual dramaticaly reduces the use of
his/her first language A and switchesto using language B as a more important one,
then A is charaderized as the first/secondary language, and B becomes this person’'s
seoondprimary languege.

Full Rusgan is defined as the language spoken in the former Soviet Union by
thase mmunitiesin which it isthe first and pimary language. Importantly, Full
Rusdan isunderstoodin abroader sense than Contemporary Standard Rusgan. Thus,
Full Russan includes different ledal variants, na necessarily spoken onterritories
popuated by ethnic Russans; for example, it includes Rusgan as gpoken in Ukraine
or Central Asia. Of course, Contemporary Standard Russan is aso included in Full
Rusdan.expand on FR

American Russan isthefirst language that becomes sondary; it is poken by

those who aqquired it as thelr first language and then switched to English astheir
primary language. Importantly, the degreeof attritionin American Russan varies
aaossindividual speers: for some, it isawell-maintained secondary language,
whil e others can be described at best as smi-speakers. This paper concentrates on
those spedkers who demonstrate ahigher degreeof attrition. However, they co-exist
with more fluent and competent speakers who do nd demonstrate the significant
structural changes discussed below.

There is also ancther variant of Rusgan spoken in the US, Emigr Russan,

defined as the Russan language & oken in North Americaby the first generation
of immigrants, who gew up spe&ing Full Rusgan and came to America & adults.

For these spe&kers, Russan remains their first and dten primary languege; thus, the
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distinction between Full and Emigr Russanisrooted in territorial criteria. For a
description o Emigr Rusdan, see(Benson. 1957 Andrews. 1993 1994 Polinsky.
1995.

In the previous treaments of Rusgan in America(Wells. 1932 Benson. 1957,
196Q Andrews, 1990, the terms Emigr Rusdan, Immigrant Russan and American
Rusgan are used withou much dstinction. Thus, Benson spe&ks of Immigrant
Rusdan press(Benson, 1957 and American Russan (Benson, 196(. The latter
work seemsto include dataon bdh Emigr Russan and American Rusgan though no
clea distinctionis made.2 Polinsky (1995 introdices the distinction and describes
charaderistic fegures of Emigr Russan.

3. Elicitation techniques. Deding with areduced language poses certain problems
unanticipated in amore traditional fieldwork setting where the linguist dedswith a
full language. This sdion describes the dicitation techniques used in this gudy and
focuses onthe speda problems that arise with regard to areduced language.

Full language fieldwork relies heavily onacceptability judgements where the
spedker is presented with several lingustic expressonsandis asked to determine
which expressons are ill -formed, which are marginal, and which are goodbest. This
can be dore ather diredly, by asking the speder to expresstheir opinion d the
expresson a by using the paraphrase technique when the spe&ker is asked to say
something in a different way and to comment on the gpropriatenessof eah
expresson. Expanding this type of database eventually leals to the wre of a
comprehensive grammar; accetability judgements dlicited from full speeers also
shed some light on style and language norm. Anather fieldwork technique commonly
used with full languages, espedaly at theinitial stages of fieldwork, is elicitation d
trandation equivaents. Finaly, full language fieldwork is based on dred dlicitation

of data, in narrative texts andin a conwversational setting.
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Of these threebasic techniques, the first two are virtualy impossblein working
with areduced language. Unlike competent language spedkers, spedkers of areduced
language caana be acarately tested for use of ungrammaticd forms or for
accetability judgements. If asked *Can yousay so...7 or ‘I sthe following corred?,
spedkers usualy agreeunless ®me very basic principle of grammar isviolated. To
ill ustrate this, let us present an interview where ax American Russan spegker 1 was
offered ameleeof non-normative, marginal, and clealy ungammatica expressons.
At the time of the interview, Jwas 25 yeas old and hed lived in the US for 14 yeas.
The interview dorein English and Russan. Below, translations are given only for
the Rusgan comporents of the interview. A commentary on some forms foll ows the

interview transcription.

(2) interviewing an American Rusdan spe&er, 25 yeasold, female, b.in
Moscow; US resident for 14 yeas (I - investigator; S - spe&ker; numbers
indicate lines)

1 |: coud yousay in Russan

javsegda zes” kuesaju?

| alwayshere ea
‘| dways ed here.’
2 S da jakuesau
yes| ed
‘Yes, youcansay ‘| ed’.’
3 |: how abou

javsegda zZles” em?

| always here ed
‘| dways eat here.” (adifferent word for ‘ed’)
4 S that'sOK



5
6

10
11

12
13

14

on
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I which ore do you pefer, which ore would yousay more often?

S: | don't know, people say bath, | don't cae

|: can yousay

pokusav, umenja zda e *zivot?

having eaen byme began to ache stomach
‘Having eden, | got astomad ache’

S: yeah

|- what do youthink of

Sin-ij pa’to?

blue-MASC coat:NEUTER
‘blue oat’

S: that’sfine

I: a_dadk-oe kofe?

and swed-NEUTER coffeeMASC
‘What abou ‘swed coffe€?
S. sure
|: how abou

ty  duma-et, €to ja gova-ies glupaosti?

2SG think-3SG:PRES that 1SG say-2SG:PRES fodli sh things
“Youthink that | am saying fodlish things.’
S no,

duma-et # ja_gova+u

15

3G think-3SG:PRES 1SG say-1SG:PRES
‘Hethinks that | am saying.."

|: which form do you pefer:

VY prav_Oor vy prvaor vy pr vy?

“You(fem. sg.) areright.’
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16 S: | don't know

17 |: haveyouever head any o these?

18 S: | don'trecdl

19 |: what'sbetter: p naa or ponal ?

‘understood (past fem.)’
20 S: both are OK

21 |: could yousay
javidel nikogg?

| saw noore
‘| didn't see aybody:

22 S: | don't knowt# javidel nikogo# somethingis missng here

23 |: could yousay japobedju?

Tl win.

24 S: like'l' Il win’?yes

25 |: do you lave any preferenceregarding the foll owing threephrases:

exat’ v_avtobuse, na avtobuse, avtobusom?

go in bus:PRP on bs:PRP busINSTR
‘go by b
26 S: 1 dontknow

Thisinterview, which was used as part of a standard preliminary interview with
all speers, tests svera grammaticd feaures, some of which areindicaive of core
grammar and ahers pertain to finer grammaticd, lexicd, and phondogicd paoints.
Standard Russan has obligatory gender agreament between the ajedive andthe
nounin the singuar; obligatory agreement between the subjed andthe verb in
person (non-past) andin gender (past); obligatory doulle negation, where the

negative pronouncanna be used withou the verb in the negative. These fegures
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weretested in the interview in the following way: in line 9, the investigator presents
asequencewith aviolation d the aljedive-nounagreanent (the aljediveisinthe
masculi ne, the nounis neuter); in line 13, the investigator presents a sequencewith
theviolation d verbal agreement (thefirst verb is 3 person singuar, and the pronoun
is oond person singuar; the seand \erb is £mnd Erson singuar, and the pronoun
isfirst personsinguar); in line 21, the investigator presents a sequencewith a
violation d doule negation (the verb isin the dfirmative and a negative pronoun
nikogoisused). All threesequences would be dedared ungammetica by any
speder of Full Russan.

J, however, accepts the violation d adjedive-nounagreanent (line 10). She
corredstheviolation d verbal agreement (line 14); interestingly, here she keegps the
form of the verb and changes the personal pronounfrom secondto third person; this
isunratural from the viewpoint of parsing and suggests that she does nat retain the
entire sequencewell enough.(Five speders of Full Russan who were interviewed in
the same manner al started with the personal pronounon and correded the form of
the verb.) Finally, thoughshe feds some inadequacy of the exampleinline21,Jis
unableto corred it (line 22). Thisindicaesthat at least part of J s core grammar is
lost.

Expededly, J accets deviations from Full Rusgan in more peripheral
phenomena, for example in the control of the gerundclause. Standard Russan
requires that the subjed of the gerund ke cntrolled bythe subjed of the main clause
(Rappaport, 1984. In the ungammaticd examplein line 7, repeaed in (2a), the
underlying subjea of the gerundis‘l’ andthe subjed of the main clauseis

‘stomadh’;
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(2) a. *@ pokussav umenja zdole ezivot

@ havingedaen byme beganto hut stomach

lit.: *Having eden, my stomach began to hut.’

In (2b), which presents the grammaticd version d (2a), the two subjeds are

coreferential: 4

(2) b. Dpokusav  japoscuvstvoval bd’ v ezivote

@ havingeden| felt pain in stomacd

‘Having eden, | developed a stomach adhe.’

Note that J accepts the exampleinline 7.

Similarly, the nounkofe, which is masculine acording to Russan namative
grammars but which has the form of a neuter noun,istreaed as neuter by many
spedkers of Full Russan. J accepts the sequence where kofe appeas as a neuter noun
(line 11). In line 23, the investigator uses the verb polbedit’ ‘win’ in first person
singuar, aform that this verb dces not have (Wade, 1992 245). J, however, accets
this form.

Finally, several examples throughou the interview indicate that it is virtually
impossbleto dicit J s acceptability judgements. Sheis offered different variantsin
lines 1 and 3(two dfferent verbs‘ea’), 15and 25 in these caes, she accets all
variants.®

Acceptability judgements, therefore, are of littl e help in fieldwork onareduced
language. Trandational elicitations also prove futil e because American Russan
speers ladk the vocabulary necessary for trandations.

Thisleaves the lingust working onthis type of language situation mostly

confined to observation. In ather words, the most efficient and probably the only way
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to record the language is to record sportaneous geed. However, such dlicitationis
not withou difficulties, either. With American Rusdan spedkers, it was very difficult
to elicit asizedle and coherent narrative. The best solution foundin this sudy was
theretelling d abook a amovie; because the informants in this groupwere fairly
young,the life story narrative, which usualy works well with dder spe&ers, did na
prove particularly useful. The other choicewas the discusson d the generation gap
and the spe&kers’ differences with their parents.

In addition to the interviews condwcted by the investigator, the speskers were
followed in two cther types of environment: conversations with ather American
Russgan speders and conversations with people who spoke primarily Russan
(usually the spe&kers relatives). Only the spoken language was gudied.

The next sedion dscusses the procedure used in the seledion d subjeds and the

charaderistics of the American Russan spe&ersinvolved in this gudy.

I. Proficiency as a aiterionfor the seledion o spedkers

1. Estimating proficiency. Proficiency isunderstood tere the level of lingustic
knowledge as represented in the cmmmand d the vocabulary; proficiency is
distingushed from competence- the overall set of internal rules, phondogicd,
lexica and structural, that enables a person to spesk and undrstand alanguege.

It isfairly easy to asessthe lingustic competence of someone who spegks a
language well-known to the investigator; such assessmnent is based onintuition.
However, the red problem liesin assessng competencein ojedive terms and also
asessng competencein alanguege the lingu st does not know well.

To formally asssstheir language proficiency, the speakers were asked to
translate 100words of the basic vocabulary list (the Swadesh list; seeTable 1) from
English into Russan. The number of corred trandlations was taken as a measure of

anindividual’s proficiency in Rusgan. Thelist of corred tranglations was establi shed
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using a omprehensive English-Russan dictionary (Galperin, 1977; if an English
word had severa trandations into Rusgan, the translation listed first was chosen.
Theresulting list, presented in table 1 below, was then rechedked in consultation
with two spekers of Contemporary Standard Russan.

It has to be remembered that the English words in the basic vocabulary list are
used as words of a metalanguage (to indicae this below, such words appea in
quaes). If the spegkers primary language had been ore other than English, the li st
would have gpeaed in that language. The way the wnceptsin English arelisted in
the tables below, one might consider some of them ambiguous (for example, ‘bark’);
this ambiguity isonly superficial, and such words were presented to speakers with
relevant explanations. Similarly, if an English word could be interpreted as anoun @
asaverb (‘drink’, ‘bite’), the speakers were informed beforehand which
interpretation was requested. All the translations were dicited in the spoken form in
adired interview with the investigator. Where possble, visual suppat was given to
make sure that the speaker understoodthe mncept unambiguolsly.

The statisticd procedure used to measure proficiency onthe basis of the Swadesh
list isvery similar to the one employed in historicd lingustics: the trandations
elicited from agiven spe&ker are mwmpared to the Full Russan list. One paint is
deducted for awrongtrandation (e.g.,‘liver’ translated as poscka ‘kidney’; the
corred trandationis pescen’) or for ablank answer. If aword istranslated bythe
corred root form but the choice of the word form was wrong (for example, if the
singuar was translated as the plural), 0.5is deducted.

The total number of wrongformsis then deducted from the number of items onthe

list (100); the result is taken as the numericd value of a spedker’s proficiency. Thus,
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(3) ESTIMATING PROFICIENCY BY THE BASIC VOCABULARY LIST (100items)
wrongword = &;
notrandation=;

wrongform = @.5
100- Nyyrong= numericd value of lingustic proficiency

To ill ustrate this procedure, let uslook at the test performance by the female
spedker Le (thelist of speekersisgivenin Table 2 below). This gpedker failed to
trand ate from English into Russan the words ‘claw’, ‘liver’, and *bark’. She dso
trandlated ‘grease’ asmaslo ‘butter’, insteal of the wrred ezir; instead of the wrred
e’ ‘ed’, sheused kuesat’ (a non-standard word, seefn. 4); and she translated ‘ seae’
asz rnyesko ‘littl e kernel’, instead of the corred semja. Finally, she used the plural
vesi, to trandate the singuar Russan ‘louse’.

Anacther common ceviation from Full Russan that Le dso had isthe doice of
gender in the dtation form of adjedives. Full Russan spe&ers, including young
children, standardly use the masculine &s citation form for adjedives; aso, the
masculineisinvariably used by Russan dctionaries. Meaawhile, American Russan
spedkers apparently oscill ate between the masculine, onthe one hand, and the neuter
(or feminine), onthe other. To dscussthis oscill ation, we need briefly to review the
phondogy d Russan adjedival endings.

Rusgan has threegenders, masculine, feminine, and reuter, and American
Rusdan speders retain most of the gender paradigm. However, if we ignare some
dialedal varieties, the mgjority of Full Russan spe&kers do nd distinguish between
the pronurciation d the feminine and reuter adjedives with urstressed endings

(Panov, 1967 27t .; Polinsky, 1999; thusin (4a, b):
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(4) a sinjgja[|ginjajo] ‘ blue (fem.) - sinee[|ginjojo] * blue (neuter)’
b. malgja[|malsja] ‘small (fem.)’ - maloe [|[malgjo] * small (neuter)’

Thedistinctionis easily perceptible in adjedives with stressed endings, as siown in
(40):

(4) c. bd’engja [bolj |ngja] ‘sick (fem.)’ - badl’ence [bolj |soja] ‘ sick (neuter)’

The same pronurciation dstinctionis retained in the speed of American Russan
subjeds. Thus, at the dicitation d adjedives with urstressed endings, if a speker
did na use the masculineg, it isimpassble to determine which gender, feminine or
neuter, was adually used. Thereisindired evidence coming from the aljedives
with stressed endings, that American Russan spedkers tendto use the neuter form,
e.g.,they use bd’s e ‘big (neuter)’; see &so example (25a) below. However, it would
be more acarate to charaderize the nonmasculine aljedives with urstressed
endings as epicene. In Table 1 below, the gpicene forms have atil de in the placeof
the ending.

Le used the gicene, instead of the standard masculine, for the following
adjedives: ‘long, ‘red’, ‘yellow’, ‘gree’, ‘white’, ‘blad’; the fad that she used
masculi ne to translate several other adjedives, e.g.,'new’ and‘big’, indicaes that
she has sme @ncept of theright citation form. Overall, Le had the following

deficienciesin the basic vocabulary list:

(5) a. 3absent + 3wrong+ 7 wrongformsx 0.5=9.5.

b. proficiency: 100- 9.5=90.5

Accordingly, Le s proficiency in Russan was estimated at 90.5 per cent.



Grammar of Language Loss17

2. How basic isthe basic vocabulary? Of course, the procedure described in
sedion 1 tesits drawbadks, some of which it shares with the basic vocabulary
procedure & applied in historicd lingustics. To anticipate possble aiticisms, let me
discussthreeisaues here. First, aswas dated abowve, the goal of this gudyisto
investigate language dtrition at diff erent levels of language structure, with speaal
emphasis on gammar and syntax. One might objed that the dtritionin grammar and
syntax would na necessarily correlate with lexicd attrition, and it is the latter that
the basic vocabulary technique is geared to. This correlation was empiricdly
sustained, which in itself is one of the major findings of this gudy. Thiswill be
discussed below (sedion i) .

Sewond,with regard to the procedure, orne might objed that thereisa cetain
degreeof arbitrarinessin taking df points for the wrongcitation forms; if Russan
were compared with some language withou a lexicographic traditi on, this might
bewmme ahindrance However, any language, either documented or not, has
establi shed citation forms for major word classs. In languages like Russan, these
citationforms are adified by dctionaries; otherwise, citation forms can be eaily
establi shed in interviews with fluent competent speekers. The very absenceof a
standard citation form indicates some dissociation from the dominant linguistic
environment, and this can lead to attrition.

Third, the list used here was apparently designed for non-urban cultures; the
spe&ersinterviewed in this gudy commonly stumbled over words such as ‘bark’,
‘louse’ or ‘ashes’. Thoughthese ae not the most common concepts for atwenty-yea
oldin New York or Chicago, any competent speaker of the language would have no
problem trandlating these words into Russan. The interesting question, d course, is
whether or nat the most common gaps observed in the American Russan word lists

can be somehow projeded to wider applicability. To dscussthis question, let usfirst
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look at the acual discrepancies between the Swadesh listsin American Russan and

in Full Rusdan. These ae summarized in Table 1.

[Table 1 here]

The two major reasons for gaps in the Swadesh list are the lac of the right word
or the misuse of the word form, in particular, the ladk of knowledge of the atation
form. Amongthe misused citation forms, the threemost common cases an to be
the wrongform of the aljedive (see dowe); the plura, instead of singuar, form of
thenoun(e.g.,ves, insteal o voes for ‘louse’; uss ‘eas’, instead of uxo‘ea’), and
the incorred aspedual form of the verb. With regard to the latter, the Full Russan
citation form requires that the verb be given in the imperfedive; meanwhil e,
American Russan spe&kers demonstrate significant variation between perfedive and
imperfedive. Thus, verbs‘die’, ‘kill*, ‘say’ were only used in the perfedive
(umeret’, instead of the imperfedive umirat’, ubit”, instead of the imperfedive

ubivat’, and skazd’, insteal of the imperfedive govait”). The oscill ation ketween

perfedive and imperfedive in citation forms of American Russan suggests that the
caegory of asped, which penetrates the grammaticd system of Full Russan,
bemmes lexicdized in American Russan (see &so below).

Possble reasons for the ladk of words beaome deaer if we divide the American
Rusdan word list into threegroups: thase cncepts the words for which are the same
asin Full Russan; concepts that all ow some variation, and concepts that all ow most
variation. Asthe namesin thefirst group do nochange from Full Russan to
American Russan, this groupcan be charaderized as gable. To distingush between
the two ather groups, a simple procedure was used: if the concept was rendered in

American Russan bytwo dfferent words, it was classfied as all owing some



Grammar of Language Loss19

variation; concepts rendered by more than two words were dassfied as alowing
most variation.

Unlike the procedure used for measuring proficiency, no pants were deducted
here for awrongcitation form; thus, the use of two dfferent aspedsfor ‘swim’ (the
iterative plavat” and the unidiredional plyt") courted as one form; the singuar zub
and the plural zubyfor ‘tooth’ were treaed as asingle word. The &senceof a
tranglation courted as a (zero) word. The results of this classficaionallow usto
distingush between basic vocabulary items of highest stability, intermediary
stability, and lowest stability. These groups are presented in Table 2.

[Table 2 here]

The stahility of words can probably be explained in terms of the pragmatic
importance of the respedive concepts. Given that all the subjedsinterviewed in this
study represent the urban environment, poa retention o words describing reture or
animalsis probably understandable (seeGonzo & Saltarelli, 1983 ,for similar
observations based onthe data from Immigrant Italian). However, there ae
significant paral els between stability of conceptsin American Rusdan and in several
creole languages, which are dharaderized by a diff erent habitat. According to the
lexicd study d severa pidgins and creoles (Belikov, 1987, Sranan, Jamaican
Creole, Krio, Tok Pisin, Bislama, Haitian, Mauritian Creole, and Negerhadlands are
guite similar with regard to relative stability of the basic vocabulary concepts. In
these languages, the mncepts ‘long, ‘roat’, ‘sead’, *hat’, ‘bark’, ‘claw’, ‘louse’,
‘breast’, ‘liver’, ‘belly’, ‘grease’ are unstable, just asin American Russan. This
simil arity suggests that under restricted communicaive drcumstances charaderizing

both areduced language and apidgin or an ealy creole, the need for some ncepts
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may na arisetill | ater, which explains the ésence of such words or their ad hac
formation.

The fad that stable itemsin American Russan ounumber the two ather groups
suggests that the processof attritionis dill i nitsrelatively ealy stages. alarge
number of Full Russan lexicd items are retained. Hypotheticdly, aslanguage
attrition progresses, the group d stable concepts would become smaller. However,
this propasition reedsto be examined further using data from several |anguages.

3. Sped&ers of American Russan. The spe&ersin this sudy were relatively
young people, now in their twenties and thirties, who aiginaly spoke Russan as
their first language but for whom communicaionin Russan is now severely limited
or isclose to entirely passve. Thus, Rusgan has become their secondary language.
For all these subjeds, English is now their primary language. All the subjeds
consulted in this gudy spee Russan oy when prompted and orly as a seamnd
choice thus, they would spe& it to their parents or grandparents or to people whom
they dorit exped to spes English. Incidentally, they always use Engli sh with
siblings, and the numericd results (seebelow) indicate agreaer language lossfor
thase dhildren who gew up with siblings. With the exception o one cae, the
attitude towards the reduced language ranged between indifference and feding o
inferiority. Usually, nored stigmawas attadhed to spe&ing Russan; sometimes the
subjeds even expressed the wish they spoke Rusgan better.

Thoughthe sociology d American Russan is beyondthe scope of this paper, it
isimportant that the speaersin this gudy have had noexposure to Full Russan
sincetheir arrival in the US. (The speders canna write Rusgan at al; threepeople
in the sample studied dd na know Cyrilli ¢, the rest had problems reading.) From the
lingustic viewpaint, this presents a unique oppatunity of studying areduced

language completely separated from its nonreduced variant.
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The spe&ersleft the Full Russan environment between the ages sx and
fourteen. The genera pdlicy of initial seledion d spe&kers establi shed the threshold
age of expaosure to Full Russan as twelve. However, ore exception was made for a
speeker who left Rusga & 14 and who now spe&ks remarkably poa Russan. In this
case, the speaker seaned to have some leaning dsabiliti es and probably could na
maintain two languages smultaneously becaiuse of her limitations.

A note on code-switching and code-mixingisin order here. Aswill be obvious
from the examples below, code-switching, even within a sentence, isa mwmmon
phenomenonfor American-Rusdan spedkers, primarily becaise of their restricted
Rusdan vocabulary. It is generally assumed that bili ngual speakers can control code-
switching, modifyingits level to suit a spedfic communicative situation (on code-
switching undbr attrition, seeSeliger & Vago, 19917, 10. American Russan
spekers ®an to lack this ability: there was no dfferencein the number of English
words and expressons that were used in the speed addressed to another American
Rusdan speder, to the investigator, or parent/relative whaose knowledge of English
was viewed as very limited. The subjed of the conversation seemed to be the only
fador affeding the degreeof mixing; thus, the number of English words definitely
increased when the subjeds goke éou their educaion a caea and dopped when
they spoke éou their family.

If code-switching control may serve as avalid dagnaostic of adive bili ngualism,
American Russan spedkers are definitely passve bilinguals. It would be interesting,
however, to establish a statisticd procedure that would all ow usto measure mde-
switching effeds, in particular by ranking vacabulary items, the wntent of an
individual text, and the speed situation. Since such a procedure was not avail able in
this gudy, code-switching phrenomenawere excluded from detail ed analysis.

Sincethe degreeof mixingwas nsiti ve to the subjed of the mnwversation,

American Russan may refled register variation. To determine this, however, ore
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needs more varied interviews than were available in this gudy. All in all, the
spe&ersin this sudy were ale to maintain alimited conversation onany topic, and
this allows us to trea American Russan as arestricted language, nd as aregister.

The preliminary seledion d American Rusgan spe&kers was based onthe
sampleinterview, similar to the oneill ustrated in (1) above, and onthe proficiency
assesanent described in this ®dion. On the basis of these aiteria, 18 speskers were
drawn from alarger pod of abou one hunded speakers who undrwent preliminary
testing bythe basic vocabulary technique described above. The speakersarelisted in
Table 3. Asthistable indicaes, the highest proficiency in Russan was 90.5.This
proficiency threshold was establi shed based onthe empiricd evidence where these
spekers were compared to thase with higher proficiency. Spedkers with proficiency
over 90 per cent did na demonstrate significant structural diff erences from spedkers
of Full Russan or Emigr Russan and were, therefore, rejeded.

Another question concerns the lowest proficiency threshold: is such athreshold
needed? Of al the subjeds originaly interviewed, orly two could na spegk any
Russan whatsoever; both fail ed to translate over 70 words of the list, which
indicaied proficiency of abou 30 per cent. One of these subjeds arrived in the US
from Moscow when hewas ®ven yeas old; he was 23 at the time of the interview.
The other spe&ker emigrated when he was nine and was 30 at the time of the
interview. Both of them were unable to produce any sentences in Russan and could
hardly understand spoken Russan. When asked to repea simple sentences in
Russgan, they foundit very difficult.

There were no spegkers with intermediate proficiency, between 30and 70,which
of course may be the dfed of the pod that was avail able here. All the subjedslisted
in Table 3 could construct Russan sentences and short texts and adequately readed

to questions in Rusgan.
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[Table 3]

In addition to the older spedker (L) mentioned above, ancther remarkable spegker
isN, wholost much of her Russan after having been in the USfor only threeyeas,
dueto the extremely high value she dtades to English and extremely low subjedive
assgnent of Russan, which she viewed as a stigmatized language.

The next sedion describes lexicd, grammaticd and syntadic change in
American Russan compared to Full Rusgan. Phondogicd and tonal differences
between American Russan and Full Rusgan were not studied; some important

comparisons can be foundin (Andrews, 19931).

II. Dimensions of attrition: American Russan

1.Lexicon The major fegure of the American Rusdan lexiconisits deficiency:
speers ladk significant portions of the vocabulary, na only at the level of
performancebut also at the mwmpetencelevel, which findsits refledionin their
inability to understand words or shades of meaning. The experiment with the basic
vocabulary list aready reveded significant gaps in the vocabulary of American
Rusdan speders. The asenceof lexicd itemsis compensated for by switching to
English. Thus, the dicitations from American English spe&ers are full of English
words. These words are not adopted into the Russan soundsystem but are
pronourced as normal English words. Accordingly, we ae deding with extensive
code-switchingwhichisin general indicative of language loss

Often the spe&kers know a Russan word passvely but ladk dired accessto it.
Thisinaccesshbility resultsin the slow tempo d speed: it takes time for a speker to
recdl theword. (Anather reason for the slow tempoisthe lack of grammaticd
confidenceon part of aspedker.) In the time an average Full Russan speaker will

usually say ten words, an American Russan spedker averages sx. Slower paang o
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American Russan finds parall elsin extended pidgins and ealy creoles, which dffer
from languages with the discontinuous tradition in a similar manner (M hlh usler,
1986 151). Accordingto M hlh udler , the reasons for this may be twofold: first,
speekers of apidgin are lesscertain of their communicants' proficiency andtry to
seaure proper deaoding bycleaer and slower speed, seamnd spekers are uncertain
in their own language aility.

In additionto itsrelatively slow tempo, American Rusdan is charaderized by
numerous lengthy pauses between words, in particular between the dements of a
single constituent. In (6a), (7a) below, pauses occur between the preposition and the

nominal in the foll owing examples (code-switched Engli sh words are unerli ned):

(6) a. American Russan

moja sestraona# u<it v# elementary eskol-a

my sSister she studies in elementary schod-NOM
b. Full Russan

Moja sestra uecit-sja #v_rmeecd’ng  eskol-e

my sister studiesREFL in elementary schod-PRP
‘My sister goesto elementary schod.’
(7) a American Russan

vsegdajapouecdaAsot #  tot professor

aways| gaot ‘A’sfrom thissNOM profesor:NOM
b.Full Russan

javsegdapoduecdapjaterki u to-go  pofessor-a

| always got fives by this-GEN profesor-GEN

‘I dwaysgat ‘excdlent’ grades from this profesor.’
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It ispassble to explain the pausesin (6a), (7a) by the fad that the speker islooking
for aRussan word (incidentally, in bah cases the spe&er ends up switching to
English).6 Ancther outcome of the lexicd inaccesshility is the misuse of words; see
Table 1 for the incorred translations of basic vocabulary items and also (8a), where

the intransitive verb ‘to dsappea, belost’ isused instead of the transitive ‘to lose':

(8) a. American Russan

ecasto moja mama propadad den’ gi

often my Mom disappeas money
b. Full Russan

moja mama ecasto terjad den’ gi

my Mom oftenloses money

‘My mother often loses money.’

A common reason for the misuse of the word is the interference of English,
espedaly if the Rusgan and the English words are cogretes. In Full Russan,
nervnyj ‘nervous can denate only a permanent charaderistic, whil e the English
cogrete nervous may refer to atemporary state. The interference of the English word
explains the misuse of nervnyj in (9a); as s1own by (9b), Full Rusgan requiresa

verb, nd an adjedive, to describe atemporary state of nervousness

(9) a American Russan

segodrjaon ocen” nervnyj

today ke very nervous(ADJECTIVE)

b. Full Russan



Grammar of Language L0oss26

on segodrjaoecen’ nervnicad

he today \ery isnervous(VERB)

‘Heisvery nervoustoday.’

The English charader in the meaning’ personality in adrama, nowel’ corresponcs
to the Rusgan gergj ’hero’; the Russan word xarakter can orly mean a set of traits
that distingush an individual. In American Russan, howvever, xarakter is used in the
meaning d gergj.

The interference of English is even stronger in dred translations from English

into Rusdan, for example:

(10) a. American Rusgan

oni_byli v ljubwv

3PL were inlove
b. Full Russan

oni_ljubili drug duga

they loved ead ather
‘They werein love!’
(11) a. American Rusgan

segodrjamojamassinaona _ne nascinalas’

tody my ca she nat began
b. Full Russan

u menjasegodrjane zavodilas maesina

by me today nowinded ca
‘My ca wouldn't start today.’
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The tendency to translate from English into Russan is aso present in the use of
discourse markers. American Russan spedkerstry to avoid English forms, with the
exception d OK. Instead, they literally translate English discourse markersinto
Rusdan. Predictably, the following dscourse markers and fill ers ocaur: ty znaes
‘you know'; xoroeso/ladno‘well’; tak *so’. Compare (12) with its English
trandation, where well isnormal. In Full Russan, the word xoroeso is less
desemanticized than the English well; acordingly, a sequencesuch asin (12) would
be unacceptable because of the pragmatic conflict between the word xoroeso ‘well -

dore; nicé andthe word neudobno'embarrassng'.

(12) American Russan

to budet # xoroeso# nreudobn@

thiswill be well embarrassngNEUTER

‘Thiswill be, well, embarrassng.

The description d lexicd processesin American Rusgan gven hereisby no
means exhaustive but it allows usto ouline the mgjor lexicd charaderistics of this
variety, namely: code-switching (due to lexicd gaps), incorred use of words, and
dired trandation from English into Russan.

2. Morphdogy. The discusson d the grammaticd system of American Russan
begins with case distinctions. Full Russan maintains, under asimplified view, asix-
case system (nominative, acasative, dative, genitive, instrumental, prepasitional).
American Russan abandors this case system; importantly, the lossof the cae
system is g/stematic and can be represented in terms of a cae shift rule (see(48)
below).

2.1.Lossof theinstrumental. In Full Russan, verbsbyt” ‘be’, stanovit'sia

‘become’, ostavat'gja ‘remain’, umirat” ‘di€’, can assgn either the nominative or the
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instrumental case to the predicaive nomina and predicdive ajedive (Comrie,

Stone & Polinsky, 1995 127t .; Wade, 1992 108), for example:

(13) a Mocat byl kompozitor-g

Moza was compaoser-NOM

b. Mocat byl kompozitor-om

Mozat was composer-INSTR

‘Mozart was a compaoser.’

These verbs and verbs of motion also take predicdive aljedives, again either in the

nominative or in the instrumental, asill ustrated by (14a) and (14b) respedively:

(14) a Mocat umer niesc-ij

Mozat died poa-NOM:MASC

b. Mocart umer niesec-im

Mozat died poa-INSTRIMASC

‘Mozat died in powerty.’
With predicaesin the future tense, Full Rusgan shows a preferencefor the
instrumental case onthe predicaive nominal (Comrie @ a., 1995 117-122 Wade,

1992 108 Timberlake, 1993 862), thus:

(15) a. _tot mal"scik budst poezarnik-om

this boy will be fireman-INSTR

b. ?tot mal ecik budet poszarnik-g

this boy will be fireman-NOM
‘Thisboy will be afirefighter.’
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In American Rusdan, predicaive nominals and predicaive aljedives are dways
used in the nominative. For example, with the verb in the future (16) and with the
patential (17), the predicative nominal isin the nominative; in (17), the second

predicae dso takes the ajedive in the nominative:

(16) on buat zvez-a

hewill be star-NOM
‘Hewill be amovie star.’

(17) onaxoecet byt” model”, i onabudet tonk-aja dija @0

she wantsto be model:NOM and she will bethin-NOM:FEM for that

‘She wantsto be amodel and sheistryingto lose weight for that.’

In standard Rusdan, the instrumental caseisrequired for predicaive nominals and
predicdive ajedivesin the agument structure of such verbs as pomnit” ‘remember’,
znat” ‘know’, zestavat” ‘find', secitat” ‘consider’, nazyvat” ‘name; cdl’,

predstavlj at”sebe ‘imagine’, voolrasza™ ‘imagine’, ostavljat” ‘leave behind', videt”

‘sed, naxodit” ‘find, rastit” ‘raise; bring up, vospityvat” ‘bring up educae’,
posessecat” ‘visit’ (Wade, 1992 165). Structuraly, these verbs can be analyzed as
governingasmall clause with the NP in the acwsative andthe VP in the

instrumental. For example:

(18) a. my secitali [scelo skuecn-ym scdovek-om]

we onsidered  ler:ACC dull-INSTR:MASC person-INSTR

‘We onsidered her abore’
b. on vospitali [screbenk-a  kaprizn-ym]

they brough up child-ACC caoricious-INSTR
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‘They brough up the child naughty.’
The constructionill ustrated in (18) islessfrequent than the cnstruction with the
intransitive verb and predicaive aljedive or predicaive nominal. In American

Russgan, the adjedive in the transiti ve verb constructionis invariably in the

nominative;

(190 japomnju [gcdeduesk-u bbn-gj]

| remember grandfather-ACC sick-NOM:MASC

‘I remember my grandfather sick.’

(200 _totgorod javidel [gcon giam-yj]

thiscity | saw it:NOM dirty-NOM

‘| saw thiscity dirty.’

Example (20) invites an dternative analysis, acwrding to which the sentence

results from the linkage of two coordinate dauses, as siownin (21):

(21) [cpljptot gorodjavidel] & [;pon gazn-yil

If American Russan were nat charaderized by excessve and dten unpgedictable
pausing (see dowe), the choice between the two passble analyses could be
determined onthe basis of the pause. However, sincethis canna be dore, bah
analyses, shownin (20) and (21) respedively, remain pcssble.

Asauming the small clause analysis of (20) is corred, this example points to two
other fedures of American Russan, namely, the g@osion d the acasative (the NP
and the ajedivein the small clause aein the nominative, urlike the respedive

formsin the full language, which must be in the acwsative), and the dimination d
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the null element (_tot gorod governs on, whilein the full anguage the tracemust be
empty). The acaisative-nominative distinctionis discussed in 2.3, lelow, and the
absenceof the enpty traceisanalyzed in 3.2 telow.

In Full Rusgan, ancther common function d the instrumental is to encode the
passve gent. In American Russan, nosportaneous passves were dtested; even
when trand ation €li citation was used, spedkers translated English passves by adive
clauses. Thus, the English examplein (22) was translated by (23a), which isan adive

sentence

(22) This bookwas bougtt by Tanya

(23) a. American Rusgan

Tanjaonakupla ta kniga

Tanyashe bough thissNOM bookNOM
b. Full Russan

Tanja kupla tu kigu

Tanyabough thissACCbookACC
‘Tanya bough this book!

This suggests that the pasgve @nstruction, nd just the coding d the passve aent,
islost.

Besides the predicdive instrumental, some spe&kers of American Russan
eliminate the instrumental governed by prepositions. However, sincethe lossof the
prepositional instrumental is paralleled bylossof other oblique caes governed by
prepositions, this processis discussd in the next subsedion.

2.2.Development of the prepasitional nominative. In Full Russan, prepositional

phrases require that the noun ke in ore of the oblique caes: instrumental,
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prepositional, dative, genitive, and acaisative. Spedkers of American Rusdan tendto
replacethese caes by the nominative.
Thus, speakers with lower proficiency levels (seeTable 3 abowe) fail to usethe

instrumental with the prepositions s ‘with’ (24a) or pered ‘in front of’ (254):

(24) a. American Rusgan

japridu S moj boyfriend (L, 84.9

I will come with my:NOM boyfriend
b.Full Russan

japridu SO svo+m nolodym ecd ovek-om

| will come with self stINSTR boyfriend-INSTR
‘I' Il bring my boyfriend.
(25) a. American Rusdan

pered [@eS dom est” baol"esoe lawn (Ma, 74)

infront of our:NOM houseNOM is big:FEM/NEUTER lawn
b. Full Russan

pered [@eS-im dom-om bo’esoj gazon

in front of our-INSTR house-INSTR big:MASC lawn

‘Thereisbig lawnin front of our house.’

Most American Russan spe&ers occasionally use instrumental forms, for example:

(26) a. v kitajskij restoran onedjat pal oeck-ami

in ChineseNOM restaurant:NOM they ea chopstick-INSTR:PL
‘They use chopsticks when they ea in a Chinese restaurant.’

b.japloxo pesu rueck-oj

| badly write pen-INSTR
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‘| write poaly with apen.

The use of afew instrumental forms suggests that they are retained na as
elements of the respedive nominal paradigm but as lexicdized adverbials. For
instance, the use of ruesckoj in (26b) does not necessarily mean that the respedive
American Russan spedker retains the paradigm or even parts of the paradigm of the
nominal ruecka‘pen’. This gedker ismorelikely to have, as sparate lexicd items,
the non-dedinable nominal ruscka andthe alverbial rueckoj. Similarly, some other
prepositional phrases are dso retained as adverbials.

Thelossof the prepositional caseisill ustrated bythe locaive phrasein (264),
repeded in (27a) below:

(27) a. American Rusgan

v kitajsk-ij restoran

in Chinese-NOM restaurant: NOM
b. Full Russan

v kitajsk-om restoran-e

in Chinese-PRP restaurant-PRP

‘in a Chinese restaurant’

Some other examples:

(28) a. American Russan

V universitet knig-i budet dorogo

in university:NOM bookNOM:PL will be:3SG expensively

b.Full Russan



Grammar of Language Loss34

vV unversitet-e knigi budu doroge/dorogimi

in unversity-PRP books will be:3PL expensiveeNOM:PL/INSTR:PL
‘Books will be astly when you goto the university.’
(29) a. American Rusdan

moj deduesska byl namirov-aa vojn-a

my gandfather was onworld-NOM:FEM war-NOM
b. Full Russan

moj dedueska voeva/byl namirov-0j vojn-e

my grandfather faught/was onworld-PRP.FEM war-PRP
‘My grandfather fought in World War [II] .’

Some prepositional phrases retain the standard case form, for example, v dome

‘inthe house', namaesine ‘by car’, navelosipede ‘by bicycle’, v Moskve ‘in

Moscow’, v Italii ‘inItaly’, v Rosdi (in (32a) below). Asthe instrumentals, these

forms gan to be lexicdized ouside the respedive nomina paradigm; thus, they

function as adverbials.

Full Russan prepasitions that assgn the dative ae dso foll owed bythe

nominative in American Russan, thus;

(30) a American Russan

i on posd k roditdli, foster parents

and he went to parentssNOM
b. Full Russan

ion posal Kk roditel+jam, kK pemn-ym roditel +jam

and hewent to parentstDAT:PL to foster-DAT:PL parents+tDAT:PL

‘And he went to the parents’ house, to the foster parents’ house.’
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Full Russan prepaositions governing the acacisative dso get the nominative,

compare (31a) and (31b):

(32) a. American Rusgan

mojamamaona edilav Odessa

my mom shewent to Odesss-NOM
b. Full Russan

moja mama edilav Odessu

my Mom went to Odess=ACC

‘My mother went to Odessa.’

The genitive dter prepositionsis also lost, for example, after bez* withou':

(32) a. American Rusgan

Vv Rosdi onu dumajut # moezno lescit” bez VrasC

in RussaPRP they think is possble be treaed withou doctor:NOM
b. Full Russan

v Rossi dumajut ecto moezno lescit'sja bez Vrasc-a

in RussaPRPthink that ispossble be treaed withou doctor-GEN

‘I n Russathey think that one can be treaed withou a doctor.’

Overal, American Rusdan tends to replaceprepasitional obliques by naminative
forms.

2.3. Attrition d the genitive. In Full Russan, the genitive has alarge number of
uses, which canna be summarized in this paper (for adetail ed discusson d genitive

marking, seeChvany, 1975 Babby, 1980 Pesetsky, 1982 Mustgjoki, 1985 Neidle,
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1988. Of the numerous instances of genitive asggnment, this paper will concentrate
onthelexicdly governed genitive and genitive of negation.

In the standard language, the lexicdly governed oljedive genitive occurs mostly
with verbs of emotional perception, aim, request, or achievement, asiill ustrated in

(33):

(33)a.tri__mesjacaon re ¢zil, a lies oezidal arest-a

threemonths henat lived bu only waited arrest-GEN
‘He spent three months nat redly living b, rather, anticipating his own
arrest.’

b.japrossu u \as stradanij-a

| ask by ZPL compasson-GEN
‘I am askingfor your compasson.

c. rebenok batsa  groz-y

child isafraid storm-GEN
‘The dhildisafraid of thunderstorms.’

Theverbsin (33) can also take an oljed in the acwsative; this objed hasto be
animate and/or highly definite. Thus, the doice between the acaisative and genitive
is determined by the definitenesdindefinitenessof the objed. The accetability of
variation between the acwisative and the genitive depends onthe individual verb,

compare (34b) and (34c):

(34) a. bylo jasno, «<to on ozida Marin-u/?Marin-y

was clea that he expeded MarinasACC/Marina-GEN

‘It was clea that he had been expeding Marina’
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b.japroesu u ves et-u kng-u/ _ *et-g] knig-i vsego radva
dnia
| ask by ZPL thissACC book-ACC/thissGEN book-GEN only for two
days
‘| am asking youto loan me this bookjust for two days.’
c._rebenok batsia svo-ju ueitel "nic-u/ SVO-€j uecitel nic-y

child is afraid saf ssACC  teader:FEM-ACC/saf s-GEN
teader:FEM-GEN
‘The diildisafraid of hisher teader.’

In American Rusdan, the lexicdly governed genitive islost to the nominative and, in

more fluent spe&ers, acasative. For example:

(35) a American Russan

jaezdala plox-uju istori-ju (Le, 90.95

| waited bad-ACC.FEM story-ACC
b. Full Russan

jaezdala grustn-ogo Sjuszd-a

| waited sad-GEN:MASC plot-GEN
‘I was expeding asad story (of amovie).’
(36) a American Russan

v Chicago vse  boitsa prestupnk-i

in Chicago all: PL is afraid:3SG criminal-NOM:PL
b. Full Russan

v ecikago e bojatsa prestupnk-ov

in Chicagodl: PL are draid:3PLcriminal-GEN:PL’

‘In Chicago, everybodyis afraid of criminals.’
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The genitive of negationisoptional in Full Russan, whereit varies with the
nominative or acaisative, depending onthe grammeticad relation d the respedive
nominal. However, the genitive of negation is obligatory after the negative existential

predicae net/ne byt”, as shown bythe mntrast between (37a) and (37b):

(37) a v dome net telefon-a

in hane notelephore-GEN

b. *v_ dome net telefon-g

in hane no telephore-NOM

‘Thereis notelephore in the house!’

American Russan loses the optional genitive of negation, as siown by (38a):

(38) a American Russan

janeecitaju ruskaja kniga

| notread Russan:NOM:SG hookNOM:SG
b. Full Russan

jane ecitaju rusk-ie knig-i/ rusk-ix kig-g

| notread Russan-ACC:PL bookACC:PL/Russan-GEN:PL book
GEN:PL

‘| don't read Russan bools.’

As (393) indicates, American Russan also |oses the obli gatory genitive of negation

in the negative existentia clause:

(39) a American Russan
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u ne net muez
by her no hisband:NOM
‘She has no husband’

b. Full Russan

U e net muez-a

by her no husband-GEN
‘She has no hwsband!

Example (39a) aso includes the phrase u ne ‘by her’, where the pronounisin
the genitive. The u-phrase (the prepositionu ‘by, at’ and the genitive nominal) isone
of the few environments where the genitive is retained by American Russan
speders. In Full Russan, the u-phraseis particularly frequent becaise it encodes the

possesor in the posessve mnstruction with the existentia verb ‘be’, asin (40):

(400 u_ popa byla sobak-a

by piest-GEN was dogNOM
‘A priest had adog:

American Russan spedkers replacethis possessve onstruction by a cdque of

the English have (Rusdan imet”), asin (41a) and (42a):

(41) a. American Rusgan

i ta ezenesecinaonaimela sekretngja  ezizn’

and thiswoman shehad seaet:NOM lifeNOM
b. Full Russan

U toj ezeneseciny byatajnajaezizn’

bythiswoman was <®aet life
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c. Full Rusdan (lessacceptable variant)

taezenesecinaimeatanuju Zizn’

this woman fad seaet:ACClife ACC
‘Thiswoman had aseaet life’
(42) a. American Rusgan

jane imeju maesinu

| not have:1SG ca:ACC
b. Full Russan

U _menja net massiny

byme no ca:GEN
c. Full Rusdan (lessacceptable variant)

jane imeju massiny

| nothave ca:GEN

‘I havenoca.’

Anocther context in which the genitive is well -preserved is the genitive governed
by the numeral: even the poarest speakers in my sample maintained the genitive
when asked to cournt using anumeral and a noun.However, thisform is retained
because of its highly spedalized function as a court form, determined by the genitive
(Babby, 1984 Mél"scuk, 1985 27-34). In a sense, this retention can be mmpared to
the alverbial-like retention d some prepositional phrases. the court form is not
asociated dredly with the overall dedension paradigm of agiven noun.

2.4. Argument case shift. The main verbal arguments are ammmonly encoded by
three caes. the nominative, typicdly assgned to subjeds, the acasative, typicaly
assgned to dred objeds, andthe dative, typicdly assgned to indired objeds. In
American Russan, the dativeisregularly replacel bythe acwusative, asin (43a),
(449), (459).
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(44) a. American Russan

japrineslatebja pictures

| brough 2SG:ACC pictures
b. Full Russan

japrineslatebe fotografii

| brought 2SG:DAT pictures
‘I brought you pctures!’
(45) a. American Rusgan

papa_raskazd devoeck-u istorij-u

Daddytold grl-ACC story-ACC
b. Full Russan

papa raskazd devoeck-e istorij-u

Daddytold arl-DAT story-ACC
‘Daddytold the girl astory.’
(46) a. American Russan

japokazyvaju tebja moj-a sobak-a

| show 2SG:ACC my-NOM dogNOM
b. Full Russan

japokaszu  tebe SVoj-u sobak-u

I will show 2SG:DAT self sACCdogACC

‘I am going to show youmy dog:

The dative remains more or less sable with the first person pronoun,for examplein

(478, b) (see &so (52a) below).

(47) a. pokaezi mne tvoj dom
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show meDAT your house
‘Show me your howse’

b. pozvoni mne z#tra

cdl me:DAT tomorrow

‘Call me tomorrow.’

Better retention d the dative with pronours may be indicative of a general
tendency observed in dff erent languages under attrition: pronaminal paradigms are
retained longer than the nominal ones.

The acwsative is often replaceal by the nominative: examples above ae (23a),
(369), (383), (41a), (46a). Thus, the agument case system of American Russan

undergoes the foll owing case shift:

(48) Dative----> Accusative ----> Nominative (argument case shift)

This ift charaderizes the changes undergore by the caes that encode major
grammaticd relations, in particular, the dired andindired objed (the subjed case,
which is mostly the nominative, remains unchanged). Other cases, which primarily

encode aljuncts, also disappea, and their functions are esumed by the nominative.

Thus:
(49 Genitive
Dative
Acausative  ------ > Nominative
Instrumental

Prepositi onal
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Asaresult, American Russan develops atwo-case system (nominative and
acaisative). Whil e the nominative becomes the multifunctional case, the acaisative
is pedalized asthe cae of theindired objed andin some caes is used to encode
the dired objed. American Russan aso kegxs anumber of prepasitional forms and
the court form of the genitive but these seam to be fixed aslexicd items rather than
forms derived byregular case rules.

The important question, d course, is whether the dramatic reduction d casesin
American Russan, compared to Full Russan, can be explained by the influence of
English, with its extremely shall ow case distinctions, or is due to the general process
of language de&h (seeCampbell & Muntzd, 1989for similar examples of case 10s9.
Anided testing situation would be one where Russan isinfluenced by alanguage
with aricher case system. If in such ahypaheticd situation Rusgan spe&kers aso
used areduced case system, language deah processes would emerge as avalid
reason for reduction. For the ladk of such atesting situation, bah solutions
mentioned here remain entirely speaulative.

2.5.Lossof verbal and naminal reflexives. Full Russan has verba reflexive
formsendingin-gaor -s’; it also hasthe reflexive nomina sebja and the possessve
reflexive svoj. American Russan consistently eliminates reflexives. First of all,
many verbs that have the reflexive ending are used withou it, compare (50a) and

(50by):

(50) a American Russan

jaxoecu pcsmotret” mesta gde  jarodilag

| want see placeswhere | wasborn
b. Full Russan

jaxoecu pamotret” mesta gde jarodilas’

| want see placeswherel wasborn-REFL
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‘I want to seethe places where | was born.
The verb rodit”, used in (508), existsin Full Russan bu only in the meaning ‘to gve

birth’, na ‘to be born’. Some other examples:

(51) a. American Rusgan

tam ny bludili -g

therewe lost our way
b. Full Russan

my tam  zabludili -s’

we there lost our way-REFL

‘We gat lost there.

The verb bludit”, used in (514), is attested in Full Russan, bu only in the
meaning ‘'to slegp around to be promiscuous’, na ‘to get lost’.
In (52a), the verb gotovit” is used in the meaning to ‘ get ready for’, while its Full

Rusdan meaningis ‘to cook; to prepare smth.’.

(52) a. American Rusgan

mne nado gtovit’-g djafinas

me:DAT necessry prepare-g for finals
b. Full Russan

mne nado goovit’-sja  k kzamenam

me:DAT necessary prepare-REFLto exams

‘I haveto get ready for finals.’

Other example of the lossof the reflexive ae given in (6a), where the verb uecit”

(Full Russan ‘totead) isused instead of the verb uscit’-ga ‘to lean, to study’, and
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in (25a), where the verb lescit”'to trea’ isused instead of |escit’ja‘to oktain
treatment’.

American Russan aso usesthe combination d atransitive verb and ohed in
lieu of the Full Russan reflexive; thisis apparently a manifestation d analyticism,

charaderistic of American Russan in general:

(53) a American Russan

japriecesyvaju moi volosy toezeveecerom

| comb my hair also inthe evening
b. Full Russan

vescaom g toezepriecesyvaju-s

inthe eveningl aso comb-REFL
‘I comb my hair in the evening, too.
(54) a. American Russan

on re umyval egolico

he not washed his face
b. Full Russan

on reumyval-ga

he not washed-REFL
‘Hedidn't wash hisface’

Examples such as (53a), (544), can also be explained by adired influence of
English where the objed, in this case abody part, hasto be expressd.

Some fosslized reflexive verbs that have no nonreflexive murterpartsin Full
Rusdan, areretained in American Russan. The spe&ersin this sudy consistently

used smejat’ga ‘laugh (Full Russan *smejat”); ulybat’sja‘ smile’(*ulybat”);

boat'sa‘be draid of(*bgat’), asin (36a) above; zabatit'ga ‘take cae of (Full
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Russan zabatit” ‘to make someone worried’ isvery rare and semanticdly removed
from the reflexive), asin (58a) below.

The possessve reflexive svoj is consistently replacel bythe regular possessve
pronoun @ the respedive person. Thus, in example (46a) abowve, the possessve
pronounmoja‘my’ isused instead of the reflexive; in (47a), tvo] dom ‘your howse' is
used in the placeof Full Rusgan svoj dom ‘self’ shouse'. Next, compare (55a) and
(55by):

(55) a American Russan

oni govait o egoi dela  tol’ko

he spe&sabou his things only
b. Full Russan

oni govarit tol ko o svoixi/eqg delax

he spe&ksonly abou sef ghis things

‘Hei spe&s only abou hisi own/hig business’

In Full Rusgan, the contrast between the possessve reflexive and the regular
pronaminal possessve can be used for referencetrakingin dscourse (for detail s,
seePadusceva, 1985 180-200). In (55b), the mntrast is between the coreferentia
interpretation d the reflexive and the non-coreferential interpretation o the non

reflexive possessve pronoun.Anacther example:

(56) a. lvani proecital Petruj Svoii/ *j stixi

Ivan:NOM read  Peter:DAT self's poems
‘| vani read hisi (Ivan’'s) poemsto Peterj.’

b. Ivani proecital Petruj eqoj/*i stixi

Ivan:NOM read  Peter:DAT his poems
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‘| vani read hig (Peter’s) poemsto Peterj.’

There were no sportaneous American Russan examplesinvalving this contrast.
Skepticism with regard to elicited judgements natwithstanding, example (56h) was
invariably interpreted as ambiguous by American Russan spe&kers, with ego
referringto elther lvan or Peter. The lossof the possessve reflexive can also be
explained bythe dired influence of English, where simple possssve pronours are
used. Incidentally, American Russan has a greaer number of overt possessve
pronours, often in those caes where, in Full Russan, pcssessonwould remain
unexpressed and would be recoverable from the mntext. For example, the sentence
in (54a) above would soundmore accetable to a Full Russan spe&er if lico ‘face
appeaed withou any passessve pronoun,in which case the semantics of possesson
would be recvered from the context.

The only reflexive which isretained in American Russan, a least to a cetain
extent, issebja ‘self’. Its preservationis probably related to the influence of English
oneself, because sebja occurs most commonly where the English courterpart is
needed. However, sebjaloses, partialy or entirely, its nominal dedension paradigm,
asillustrated by (58a), where Full Russan requires the prepaositional case (58b).

Examples:

(57) a American Russan

ja zatavljgju sebja ecitat” iz ruskie knigi8

| make REFL read from Russan:NOM books:NOM
b. Full Russan

ja za&tavljalu sebja ecitat” po-rusi

| make REFL read in Rusdan

‘I make myself read Russian bools.’
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(58) a American Russan

moj brat on zabatitsiao sebja

my brother he caes abou REFL
b. Full Russan

moj brat sam o sebe zdatitga

my brother himself abou REFL care

‘My brother takes care of himself.’

Overal, the genera dedine of reflexive formsin American Russan pases an
interesting question: can this lossof reflexives be explained entirely by the influence
of English, where morphdogicd reflexivity islessprominent than in Russan, o is
thisamore general tendency of human languege, or bath? Anindired argument in
favor of the influence of English comes from American Swedish: while Full Swedish
has a developed system of reflexive marking, American Swedish losesit (Hassimo,
1974 162).

The posshble non-contad explanation d reflexive lossis suppated bythe
observation that many of the world’s languages do nd have overt reflexives (for
example, Austronesian languages, seeKeenan, 1993. It is possble that the lossof
reflexives under attrition would represent a shift towards the unmarked, basic
situation which might be more representative of language universals than Indo-
European overt marking o reflexivity.

2.6.Lossof the condtional. Full Russan hastwo basic condtiona forms, a
more frequent analyticd form with the particle by, asin the secondclausein (59) and
in (60b), and the synthetic form that, in most variants of Full Rusgan, materialy
coincides with the modern imperative (Wade, 1992 326-328). This form, ill ustrated

in thefirst clause of (59), odigatorily preceles the subjed.
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(59) zng @ totogda jaby s nimi vstretilga

know:COND | thisthen | COND.PRT withthem med:COND

‘Had | known that then, | would have met with them.’

The synthetic form was not attested at al in American Rusgan. Asfor the analyticd
conditional, the tendency isto replaceit with the respedive indicative forms, asin
(60a):

(60) a American Russan

edijazna  to, jaskazd’

if | knew thisl say:INF
b. Full Russan
edi by ja nal 0, jaby skazd
if COND.PRT | knew:COND thisl] COND.PRT say:COND:MASC

‘It I knew this, | would say it.’

Thelossof the wndtiona is paraleled bythe lossof conjunction sctoby (< *scto +

by) ‘so that’ which introduces subjunctive dauses. This conjunctionis replaced by

ecto ‘that’, which introduces indicdive dauses. For example:

(61) a. American Rusdan

jaxoecu ecto ty  \streties moj boyfriend

| want that 2SG med ny boyfriend
‘I want youto med my boyfriend.
b. Full Russan

jaxoecu, «ctoby ty paznakomilas S moim drugam

| want sothat 2SG got acqquainted: COND withmy  friend
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‘I want youto med my boyfriend.

Some of the caes where sctoby is replacead by «cto can be explained bythe influence
of English, where that can introduce both a dause in the indicaive aad some purpose
clauses. However, examples such as (61a) canna be diredly tracel bad to English
and confirm amore general tendency in the lossof the Rusgan conditiondl.
2.7.Generd increasein the use of analyticd form. The lossof the synthetic
condtiond is part of awider tendency to use analyticd forms. American Russan
clealy differsfrom Full Russan in the ladk of synthetic forms expressng complex
meanings; instead, American Russan uses analytica expressons consisting d
several distinct comporents. The use of such expressonsis particularly ndiceadlein
the verbal lexicon. Thus, numerous Full Russan prepositional verbs are rendered in
American Russan by combinations of the phase verb and ndional verb. Compare

(623) and (621); (63a) and (63):

(62) a. American Rusgan

onanikogdaonene nascnt govait” ko mne pervaja

shenever shenaot will beginto spe&k to me first:NOM
b. Full Russan

onanikogdane zafovait SO mng pervoj/pervaja

shenever not INC+spek:FUT withme  first:INSTR/first:NOM
‘She would never spe&k to mefirst.’
(63) a American Russan

v__ Cleveland moja mama nascdabdet’ i ona posav hospita

in Clevelandmy mom began to besick andshe went in hospita
b. Full Russan

v klivlende mojamama za-bdea [ leglav bd nicu
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in ClevelandPRPmy mom INC+was sck andlay in hospita
‘In Cleveland, my mother got sick and went to haspital.’

With regard to synthetic expresson d nominal caegories, spoken Full Russan
seamsto favor the analyticd strategies as well. Thus the fad that no synthetic forms
with the augmentative meaning were dtested in American Russan is not significant:
Full Russan speders also prefer to use oscen’” tolstyj ‘very thick’ insteal of the

synthetic tolstennyj, or ogromnyj dom ‘huge house’ insteal of the synthetic

augmentative domissece

One distinct case where American Russan retains s/nthetic nominal formsisthe
retention o diminutives, particularly in the names of foods. This retention was more
pronourced in the speed of those American Rusgan spedkers who come from
southern Rusgan families; diminutives were dso olserved in the speed of Ko, who

grew upin Central Asia(Tashkent). For example:

(64) a jane ljublju peestet-ik

| notlike pat-DIM
‘| dorit likepat.” (M, from Kharkov)

b. moja sestravsegdaona et mnNogo \arenj-ic-e

my sister aways e eas much jam-DIM-NOM

‘My sister always edsalot of jam.” (Na, from Odessa)

In spoken Full Rusgan, dminutives are dharaderistic of the southern variant and
also of adult speed addressed to children (Zemskaja, 1973 54; 1981 62).

Meanwhil e, example (64a) was recorded at the sscond meding between the
investigator and M, when we had lunch together. The use of the diminutivein such a

formal setting suggests that the spesker was not aware of the pragmatic conndations
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caried bytheform. It is posgble that the diminutive is the only form in which the
names for pat and jam were retained by the respedive speders; hence the
diminutive semanticsis nolonger perceptible to them.

Such fossli zed dminutives most likely occur in American Russan becaise
spe&ers aqquired them as youngchildren and rever reanalyzed them later. In the
speed dlicited from ayoungchild attriter of Rusgan (Turian & Altenberg, 1991
222-223), diminutive forms moloscko ‘milk’, jabloecki ‘apples’, nozka‘leg’,
volosiki “hair’ occur asthe only ores: the dhild repeds them as head from his
Rusdan-spe&ing parent.

2.8 Lexicdizaion d asped. Theincreased use of analyticd verbal formsis
related to another important feaure of American Russan grammar, namely, the
lexicdizaion d asped. Volumes have been written onSlavic asped, and this paper
makes no attempt to resolve the general problems of it. However, if wetry to
summarizethe various views on the Russan asped expressed in the literature, two
major approadies can be distingushed. Under the first approac, asped is viewed as
agrammaticd phenomenon,with the grammar somewhat marred by dadironic
residues and lexicd exceptions (Forsyth, 197Q Academy Grammar |: 583-596).
Acoording to the sesaond approach, asped isalexicd charaderistic, with some
degreeof grammaticizaion (Bulygina, 1982 Comrie, 1979.

If American Russan can serve as alitmustest of any kind, Russan asped is
clealy alexicd caegory. The lexicdizdion d asped isrefleded in the replacement
of the perfedive/imperfedive oppdasition bythe oppasition o telic versus atelic
verbs. Asaresult, verbs nolonger form aspedual pairs. Rather, they are ether
retained as sparate entities or just one verb form, perfedive or imperfedive, is
retained and the other islost. The secondstrategy, when just one form of theverb is
retained and the other is entirely lost, seansto be more cmmmon for American

Rusgan; this drategy is consistent with the general reduction d the lexicon. Under
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this drategy, theretention o a cetain form is determined by the relative frequency
of its use. Thistendency can be demonstrated if we adopt Vender'sdivision d verbs
into those of achievement, acawmpli shment, process and state (Vendler, 1967.
Thereisno questionthat this divisionis avery approximate one; a much finer set of
distinctions cgpturing the aspedua semanticsis suggested by Bulygina (1982.
However, Vender’'sfour-way distinctionis sufficient in providingarough lasisfor
the dasdgficaion d the tendencies observed in American Russan.

In American Rusdgan, verbs of achievement and accomplishment are dealy
favored in the perfedive form, hencethe use of sdelat” ‘do’, smoec” ‘be aleto’,
napisat” ‘writ€', proecitat” ‘read’, otdat” ‘give’, vzjat” ‘take’ in the placeof their
imperfedive crrelates. A number of similar examples were given in Table 1 above:
the informants give the perfedive, instead o the imperfedive dtationform, for

‘know’, ‘die’, “kill ", ‘liedown’, ‘stand’, ‘give’, ‘say’, ‘burn’. Some other examples:

(65) a American Russan

janikogdane proecital fa kniga

| never notread:PERF thissNOM bookNOM
b. Full Russan

janikogda ne ecital t kingu

| never not read:IMPFthissACCbookACC
‘I have never rea this book!
(66) a American Russan

ego dec  snascdaon ddal ego én‘gi i potomon e

his father first he gave:PERF him:ACC money andthen  renct

otdd
gave:PERF
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‘Hisfather wasfirst ready to gve him the money and then he changed his
mind.

b.Full Russan

ego dec snascdadaval/otdaval emu
den'gi..

his father first  wasgivingIMPHwas giving away:IMPFhim:DAT
money

On the other end d the perfedive-imperfedive oppaition, werbs that do nd
imply anatural limit, such as processes and states, are lexicdized in the imperfedive
form. In (67a) below, the spe&ker isretelling ascenein amovie when a dharader

hides for amoment by hanging ouside the window:

(67) a American Russan

on pijataga, on el a okna

he was hidingIMPF he was hanging:IMPFout of windowv
b.Full Russan

onsprjatalsia, svesivesis iz okna

he hid Bnging  ouof window

‘He was hanging ouside the window, hiding.

In (684), the speeker comments on his dort trip to Princeton:

(68) a. American Russan

mne nravilos v Princeton, no jaljublju <zit” v Chicago

me:DAT liked:IMPF in Princeton bu | like  tolivein Chicago
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b. Full Russan

mne porravilos v Prinstore...

me:DAT liked:PERF in Princeton

‘I liked Princeton bu | would prefer to livein Chicago.

Therestructuring o aspedual charaderisticsisaso refleded in the
simplificaion d motion verbs. In Full Russan, motion verbs are oppcsed na only as
perfedive and imperfedive but also, within ead asped, as unidiredional and
iterative or multidiredional (Forsyth, 1970 64; Academy Grammar |: 590-596).

Thisisillustrated in (69) for the meaning ‘to move, to go(in avehicle)':

(69) a imperfedive b. perfedive
i. unidredional i. undredional
exat’ poexat”
ii. iterative ii. iterative
edit” s edit’

American Russan spe&kers lose the iterative orrelates of the motion verbs; thus:

(70) a. American Rusgan

v voskresen' e ja eal v_Washington s

inSunday | went:UNIDIRECTIONAL in Washingtonwith

moi druzja

my:NOM friends:NOM
b. Full Russan

v voskresen'eja edil vVassington s  druzjami

inSunday | went:ITERATIVE in Washington with friends:INSTR
‘On Sunday, | went to Washington with my friends.’
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(71) a. American Rusgan

na dot bouevard ljudi bequt

onthissNOM bouevard:NOM people run: UNIDIRECTIONAL
b. Full Russan

na tom bu’vare begajut ludi

onthis:PRP bouevard:PRP run:I TERATIVE people

‘Peoplejog onthisbouevard.

As far as the perfedive-imperfedive distinction is concerned, some spegers
retain bah aspeds for unidiredional motion verbs; this was attested for speers
with higher proficiencies, namely: Ko, S, Zh, Le, N (proficiency range: 88.590.5,
see Table 3). In (72a), the spe&ker corredly uses unidiredional imperfedive
expressng danned future adion; however, he fallsto use the right word, substituting

idti ‘go,walk’ for exat” ‘go’:

(72) a. American Russan

vV avgust aidu vSedtle

in August:NOM | wak inS
b.Full Russan

vV avgust-e ja edu/poedu vSitl

in August-PRP 1 go/will go inS

‘I an goingto Sedtlein August.’

Spedkers with the lowest proficiencies (Ma, Na, A, Sv; range: 74-77,seeTable 3)

were foundto retain the perfedive unidiredional verbs of motion, for example:



Grammar of Language Loss57

(73) a. American Rusgan

moj djadja ecasto on piexa k nam v Brookyn

my urcle often he cane:PERF:UNIDIRECTIONAL to us in Brooklyn
b. Full Russan

moj djadja scasto priezzd kK nam v Bruklin

my urcle often camelIMPEITERATIVE to us in Brookyn
‘My uncle often came to seeusin Brookyn.’
(74) a. American Rusgan

vy ljubiteidti v cakov'?

2PL like goIMPEUNIDIRECTIONAL inchurch
b. Full Russan

vy ljubite xodit” v cakov'?

2PL like goIMPEITERATIVE inchurch

‘Do youlike to goto church?

The analysis of American Russan morphdogy gven hereis by nomeans
complete. Based onthe data avail able in this dudy, American Rusdan dffers from
Full Russan in greaer overal use of analyticd forms, lexicdizaion d parts of
paradigms (for instance, prepaositional cases) and lexicdizaion d aspedual forms,
andin elimination d certain dstinctions, bah in naninal and verbal morphdogy.

3. Syntax. In the discusson d syntadic feaures of American Russan, a
distinction will be made between those feaures that charaderize dausal syntax and
sentential syntax.

3.1 Clausal syntax. The two major diff erences between American Russan and
Full Russan at thislevel involve verbal agreament and subjed resumptive pronours.

The term resumptive pronounis used hereto denote apronaminal element that is

co-indexed with the subjed of the same dause. Note that the term isused herein a
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broader sense than in some syntadic studies, whereit is sometimes confined to the

pronounco-indexed orly with the relativized NP (Haggeman, 1991 372). In some

studies, particularly thase of pidgins and creoles, the term subjed referencing
pronounis aso used (Keesing, 1988 Crowley, 1990 230-252).

Thelossof the subjed verbal agreement in American Russan is clealy related
to the destruction d conjugation paradigms, a processparall el to the lossof
dedension dscussd above. However, |lossof agreement is most prominent in the
speed o the subjeds with the lowest proficiencies, namely Ma, Na, A, and Sv (see
Table 5 for the numericd data onlossof agreament). These speskerstendto usethe
masculi ne form in the past and the third personsinguar or theinfinitive, asin (76),

elsewhere. For example:

(75) a. American Rusgan

moi roditeli oni kupil drugg dom (Sv, 75

my parents they bough:MASC anather house
b. Full Russan

moi roditeli kupili essece odin dan

my parents bough:PL more onehouse
‘My parents bough another house.’
(76)  American Russan

V universitet knig-i budet dorogo

in urniversity:NOM bookNOM:PL will be:3SG expensively

‘Books will be wstly when you goto the university.” (=(28a))

See &so examples (36a) and (60a) abowe.
Asverbal agreament deteriorates, there aises aneel for some other grammaticd

medhanism marking the relation between the subjed and the predicate. This explains,
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if only partially, another striking feaure of American Russan, namely, the
widespread occurrenceof the subjed resumptive pronoun lefore the verb. However,
there must be some other reason for the rise of the resumptive pronoun lecaise
verbal agreement islost only in the least competent spedkers, whil e the resumptive
pronounis used by pradicdly all the speakers surveyed.

Numerous examples of subjed resumptive pronounappeaed above: (6a), (11a),
(239), (269), (329), (414), (584), (62a), (64b), (66a), (733), (753). Thus, in (75a), the
subjed moi roditeli is co-indexed with the resumptive pronounoni ‘they’. It isclea
from the examples that American Rusdanis dill at a stage where the resumptive
pronoun distingu shes between the person, gender, and number of the subjed. The
resumptive pronounis obligatory, even for more mmpetent spedkers, if the subjed
and the verb are separated byintervening lexicd material, asin examples (64b) or
(66a) above.

All these examplesinvalve third person pronours; the resumptive pronounco-
indexed with first and second person subjeds occurs under the two principal
condtions: if the subjed is sparated from the verb by intervening lexicd material,

asin (77), andif the subed isa compound noun piase, asin (78).

(77) ty veceaa ty pavonila moja mat” dja

manikjur?
2SG yesterday RP: 2SG cdled:PERF my:NOM mother:NOM for
manicure:NOM

‘Did you cdl my mother for a manicure gppantment yesterday?

(78) Dimai jamy byli vmeste v eskole

Dima andl we weretogether at schod

‘Dima and | went to schod together.’



Grammar of Language Loss60

Another posshble explanation for the development of the resumptive pronounis
that the pronaminal copy aiginates as atopic marker (asimilar explanation was
proposed for Tok Pisin in Sankaff, 1977). In spoken Full Russan, aswell asina
number of other spoken languages, the use of the pronaminal topic marker is quite

common (Zemskaja, 1981 150 .), for example:

(79) Petjau vast#t on €to vsegda opazdyvad?

Pete by you rewhat alwaysislate

‘This Pete of yours, is he dways late like this?

However, in spoken Full Russan, the resumptive pronounsignals a change of topic
in dscourse; therefore, it does not appea after any topic. In addition, the resumptive
pronounis clealy separated from the preceading segment by a pause, asindicated by
example (79). In American Rusdan, the resumptive pronounappeas with any
subjed and/or topic, regardlessof topic discontinuity. Asfor pausing between the
resumptive pronounand the precaling segment, it seemsto be lessconsistent than in
afull spoken language: there ae numerous cases where no pause occurs a all; onthe
other hand, aswas $iown above, American Russan is charaderized by aberrant
pauses, which makes this criterioninvalid.

Whileit is probably true that the resumptive pronoun eiginates foll owing the
tendency of the full spoken language, it is grammaticized in the reduced language
and has amuch wider functionin it. That the original function d the resumptive
pronounrelates to topic markingis confirmed bythe fad that objeds usualy do nd
trigger resumptive pronours. The @rrelation between subjed and topic, onthe one
hand, and ohed and nontopic, onthe other, iswell-known (Li, 1976 Givon,

1983.9
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The grammaticizaion d the resumptive pronoun unér language atritionis
probably due to the fad that clausal syntax in the reduced languageis shallow and
thereisaneal to signal the unambiguouws g/ntadic relationship between the
subjed/topic andthe predicae. In addition, kecause of this shallow grammar, thereis
lessconfidence on the part of the semi-spedker that the hearer will be aleto
consistently decode the message. To ensure adequate deaoding, the semi-spegker
increases the redundancy of the message; the regular introduction d aresumptive
pronounis part of thisincreasing redundancy.

3.2.Syntax of the sentence In sentential syntax, two major tendencies
differentiate American Rusgan from Full Russan. One of these tendenciesisadired
continuation d the resumptive pronounstrategy described in the precaling sedion; it
consists of the lossof the anapharic null copy uncer clause linkage.

In full languages, there ae threebasic techniques of referencetradking unaer
coreference replacement of the wreferential entity by the null copy (80a),
replacanent of the coreferential entity by a pronaminal copy (80b), and the repetition
of the full NP (80c), usually when the two ather strategies creae anbiguity (Foley
andVan Vdin, 1984 Comrie, to appea). The following Engli sh examplesill ustrate

these threestrategies:

(80) a Thehouse whirled aroundtwo o threetimes and &; rose slowly

throughthe ar (null copying)
b. Dorothy; felt asif she; were going upin a balloon(pronaminal

copying)
¢. Jackj and Jill; went up the hill to fetch apail of water; Jack; fell down

and lroke his_crown and Jill j went stumbling after (repetition d the

full NP)
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From the viewpoint of econamy of expresson,the null copyis certainly most
efficient; from the viewpoint of processng, the most unambiguows grategy isthe use
of the full NP. However, such reasoningisvalid orly if context isignared, becaise
contextual fadors play a aucia rolein dsambiguation. Oncethe context is
introduced, coreferential reductionis preferred over the unambiguods repetition o
NPs, and such preferencereaurs crosslingusticdly. Thus, the following herarchy of
referencetrading strategies can be establi shed, where the e@namy of expressonis

inversely related to the darity of expresson:

(81) Referencetradking strategies. Full |anguage
null copy > PRO > full NP

In American Rusdan, the use of the null copy undr coreferential reductionis
pradicdly nonexistent. Thus, in examples (17) and (63a), repeded here, the
pronaminal copy in the second clause would be reduncant from the viewpoint of a

full language spedker:

(17) onaxoecet byt” model”, i onabudet tonk-gja dija @0

she wantsto be model:NOM and she will bethin-NOM:FEM for that
‘She wantsto be amodel and sheistryingto lose wait for that.’

(63) a. v_ Cleveland moja mama nascda bolet’ i ona possav haospital

in Clevelandmy mom began to besick and she went in hospital

‘I n Cleveland, my mother got sick and went to the hospital.’

Some other examples:
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(82) onai togda onauvidelamoju mamu,i  onai_govailas moeg mamoj

she then RPsaw my mom andshe spoke withmy mom

‘Then she [ateater] met with my mom andfinally spoke to her.’
(83) my;.videli etotdom i nyjne ljubim tam

we saw thishouse andwenot like there

‘We saw thishouse and ddn't likeit.’

Not only does the use of the pronaminal anaphar increase in American Rusgan bu
also the repetition d afull NP under coreference Thus, in (82), the NP moja mama

isrepeded in the seoondclause instead of being pronaminalized. Ancther example

where afull NP isrepeded:

(84 i _tam nmoj drugg drugi_i moj drugg drugi__on e umel

andtheremy other friendandmy other friend RP not could

drive astick-shift

‘My other friend was there; he didn’'t know how to drive astick-shift car.’

The generalizaionis then that American Russan eliminates the null copy
strategy and replaces athreeway distinction d referencetrading strategies foundin

afull language (82) by atwo-way distinction shown in (85):

(85) Referencetrading strategies: Reduced language
PRO > full NP

The dimination d the null copy is certainly related to the development of a
resumptive pronounat the level of clausal syntax (seesedion 3.1abowe). However,

the resumptive pronounis co-indexed with the subjed (and/or topic), whil e the null
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copy is succesdully eliminated for other grammaticd relations aswell, asin (81).
Again, it seansthat the dimination d the null copy is due to the genera increasein
the redundancy rules observed in American Rusdgan: the spe&er, whoisladking
confidencethat the message would be deaoded properly, introduces more
"instructional” elements that are suppcsed to gude the heaer in the processng.
Given thereduction d the hierarchy to just two elements, PRO and full NP,
ancther interesting guestion arises here: what are the @rresponcdences between (81)
and (85)? In ather words, isit passble to establish a set of rules that would match the
use of eat o the threestrategiesin Full Russan to the use of a cetain strategy in
American Russan? One might surmise that coreferentia null copyingin afull
language would correspondto coreferential pronaminali zationin areduced languege,
and coreferential pronaminali zation and the repetition o afull NP in afull language
would correspondto the repetition o afull NP in areduced language. This
suppaitioniseasily refuted, asthereis clealy no ore-to-one crresponcdence
between the use of the pronaminal copyin Full Russan and the use of afull NP in
American Russan. Compare (86a), which usesthe full NP strategy, and its Full

Rusgan equivalent (86hb), which usesthe null copyin the second clause:

(86) a American Russan

Tanjai ne budet ona govait” potomu ecto Tanjai _ne pomnit rus<ij

Tanyanotwill RP spe&k becaise  Tanja not remembers Rusgan
‘Tanjawon't talk to you kecause she doesn’t remember Russan.’
b. Full Russan

Tanjai ne budet govait” potomu «cto @i ne  pomnit rus<ij

Tanyanot will spe&k  becaise not remembers Russan

‘Tanyawon't talk to you kecause she doesn’t remember Rusgan.
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An oppaite type of exampleis shown in (87a); as (87b) indicaes, Full Rusgan
requires that afull NP be repeaed in the second clause but the speaker uses a

pronaminal copy orly:

(87) a American Russan

moi roditeli oni priglasili alanai sestraj toeze potomu ecto

my parentsthey:RP invited AllassNOM sister:NOM too lecaise
onai/*j_os«cen” poprosila

she very asked:PERF

b. Full Russan

moi roditeli priglasili takeze dli nui sestruj paomu ecto Allai

my parentsinvited aso AllasACC sister:ACC because Alla

iX ocen prosila

them very asked:IMPF

‘My parents also invited Alla's sster because Allabegged them to.

The data olleded for this dudy are nat sufficient for the formulation o predse
rules that determine the distribution d the pronaminal copy and d the full NP under
coreference There seamsto be a cetain degreeof variation between the use of the
two strategies but variation d thiskind can also be foundin Full Russan; compare
again (87a, b). Thus, the only solid conclusion at this gage is that American Rusgan
differs from Full Russan, and from Emigr Rusdan for that matter, in the ésence of
the null copy unabr coreferential reduction.

The other feaure that diff erentiates entential syntax of American Russan from
Full Russan syntax isthe asence of gapping. Gapping, a deletion d the predicae

under co-predicaion a clause linkage, isfunctionally similar to the use of the null
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copy for a coreferential entity. Like null copying, gappingis motivated by econamy
of expresson.

Spoken Full Russan uses gapping very commonly (Pesetsky, 1982 642-660,
Zemskaja, 1981 214ff.). For example:

(88) [my [y/ply1poedem] napljaez]]. a [ty [\/plypoedess’] narabotu] =>

we will go onleadh and you will go  onwork

=> [my [y/ply 1poedem] napljaez]. a[ty [y ply,€] narabotu]

‘Wewill goto the bead, and yous,to the office.’

In American Rusgan, gapping was nat attested; no gapping accursin the

following returaly elicited examples:

(899 mojasestraona  uecit businessi  ja uecu pe-med

my sister she:RP studiesbusinessand| study pre-med
‘My sister studies businessand | study pre-med.
(900 moja___ babueka i _dedueska _poexal v lIsrad,

my:FEM grandmother and gandfather went:MASC in Israd

vse my poexal siuda

al we went:MASC here

‘My grandparents went to Israd and we dl went to this courtry.’

The next example involves code-switching onthe predicae; despite the fad that the
predicates are in English, the spedker failsto delete the predicate on the seaond

occurrence
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(91) mojamama goesmad esli jastay overs  Sharon, moj otecon

my momgoesmadif | stay over with Sharon  my father heRP

goesmad edi moi druzja u menjadoma

goesmad if my friendsbyme @home
‘My mother goes mad if | stay over at Sharon's house and my father, if

my friends day over at my houwse.’

Again, it seansthat the lossof gapping can be explained byincreasing
redundancy of expressonwhichis suippcsed to fadlit ate processng.

4. Discourse phenomena. Elicitation d narrative textsin American Russanis
extremely difficult, given the lad of the vocabulary, frequent pausing, and the
tendency to switch codes. All these difficulties notwithstanding, the dicited
segments that are larger than a sentencerefled the same tendencies that were just
described for sententia syntax; namely, the dsenceof gappingand nul copyingis
also observed for segments larger than a sentence. Ancther interesting tendency that
charaderizes the structure of American Russan textsisthe recaitulation d the the
final clause of the precaling sentence before introducing new information. Thistype
of repetitionis known as the tail -heal linkage (Grimes, 1975 316 Reesink, 1990

301). For example (tail-heal segments are caitali zed):

(920 _tot mal’ciki togdaUBE-ZAL # ONj UBE-ZAL, i vot tot pdiceman]

this boy then ranaway he ranaway and DM this poaliceman
N

U MAL'-CIKA|_DOMA #ONj;U NEGO, DOMA, i tam U NEGO,_DOMA

(&

he:RP by boyGEN home he by hm home ad there by hm home

poicemanj onj  stal kak egoi te  foster parentsk#vot/ tam foster parentsk

paliceman he:RP becane & his those foster parents DM there foster parents
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bd’ese NET #I1X,_NET, ONI,_ MERTVY E # ONI, UMERLI/ potomu cto

more isnot them isnotthey deal they died kecause

policeman; on _ ubil _tix foster parents,

podiceman he:RP kill ed these foster parents
‘The boy then ran away and the paliceman went to his house. At his
house, he assumed the image of the boy s foster parents. The foster

parents were deal because the paliceman kill ed them.”’

The tail-hea linkage, ill ustrated by (92), seemsto be anather manifestation o
the redundancy medanisms which were discussed ealier in relation to the dausa
and sentential syntax.

Ancther feaure of American Rusgan that beaomes more gparent in textsthan in
isolated sentences is the frequency of demonstrative pronours modifying naninals.

Thus, in (92), wefind _tot pdliceman ‘this policeman’; _ti/te foster parents

‘these/those foster parents’. Such use of demonstratives, which would be excessvein
Full Russan, has atwofold explanation. First, it may be aresult of the tendency to
avoid ambiguity: demonstratives provide deaer referential instruction, and,
therefore, asgst the heaer in referencetracking and easier processng d the segment.
Sewmnd, cemonstratives in American Rusgan may compensate for the dsenceof the
definite aticle; thus, the frequency of demonstratives would be diredly related to the
interference of English. (Whether the latter is avalid explanation can be tested by
comparing the use of demonstrativesin the speet o those whose primary and
seandary language do nd differ in the aticle system and also by studying the use of
demonstrativesin the speet of English leaners of Rusgan as a seandlanguage.)
Asfor the redundancy medhanism, some parall els of this phenomenonare
observed in the use of lexicd items. In particular, there is atendency towards

repetition o certain adverbs, for example:
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(93) ploxo doxo on \edet
badly badly he behaves

‘He behaves very badly.’

(94) molokanskie pesni to o«cen” oecen” prekrasno

Molokan  songsthisvery very splendid

‘Molokan songs are @solutely splendid.

Thisredundancy at the level of lexicd itemsis probably motivated by severa related
fadors, namely, semantic vaguenessof ead individual word, which cdlsfor "extra
suppat" coming from additional lexicd items, and the neal to expressead ndion

most expli citly, to fadlit ate processng onthe part of the heaer.

[ll. Correlation between lexicd and structural attrition

Abowe, the evaluation d the speders’ proficiency was based on puely lexicd
data. It does not necessarily foll ow that lexicd change shoud be conreded to
structural change; in theory, the two may be unrelated. However, severa
grammatica changes discussed above were more gparent in the speed of those
subjeds whase proficiency was lower. The goal of this sdionisto verify that the
lossof grammar and the lossof vocabulary are related.

To verify this passhble wrrelation, el even structural variables were chosen,
summarized in Table 4.10 The percentage of occurrences consistent with the
grammar of Full Russan was cdculated within ead variable for eat of the eghteen
spedkers. These percentages were taken as the measure of grammatica competence
For ead individual spedker, these percentages were then compared with the

spedker’ s proficiency score.
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[Table 4 here]

Where possble, fifty tokens of ead variable were transcribed for eat
speeker.The variables for which fifty tokens were avail able ae represented in Table
5. In the two left columns of the table, abbreviated names of spedkers and their
proficiency ranges are given, taken from Table 3; the spe&ers arelisted in order of
descending proficiency. In the foll owing columns, which represent variables, the
occurrence of the Full Rusgan feaureis given, in percentage points, for eat speaker
within eat of the four variables. Thus, 20 per cent indicated for speeker Lein the
column "absence of resumptive pronount means that she avoided aresumptive
pronoun,consistent with the grammar of Full Rusgan, in 10sentences out of 50
(conversely, she used aresumptive pronoun,in acerdancewith the grammar of
American Russan, in the other 40 sentences).

Astheresultsin Table 5indicate, high percentages of Full Russan grammaticd
fedures (prepaositionally governed oliques, corred choice of asped, subjed-verb
agreement, and the dsence of aresumptive pronour) are diredly related to higher
proficiency scores. In ather words, spegkers with higher proficiency show less
deviation from the structural feaures of Full Russan, and low proficiency speakers
demonstrate greder structural deviation from Full Russan. This correlationis not
boundto ore variable but reiterates aaossthe four variablesin Table 5.

Table 6 lists those variables for which the number of tokens obtained from an
individual speeker was lessthan 50 in such cases, the avail able number of tokens
(for eadth spedker) was transcribed. For example: speeker Sv produced 26tokens
where condtional had to be used. Of these 26 cases, Sv fail ed to use the condtiona
form with the particle by in 23cases and wsed it in 3 cases. The spedker’ s percentage
of the @rred use of condtional, i. e. the use cnforming to Full Russan, was 12 per

cent.
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The results presented in Table 6 also confirm the crrelation between the lexicd
and structural loss speakers with higher proficiency have ahigher percentage of Full

Russgan structural feaures than low proficiency spekers.

[Tables 5, 6 rere]

The statisticd results, therefore, confirm a positive arrelation ketween the
proficiency level, established onalexicd basis, and more genera language
competence @ refleded by structural fegures. Of the structural variablesintroduced
abowve, the most relevant ones seem to be syntadic variables, the lossof prepaositional
case forms, and the lossof dative. It isthese variables that most clealy distinguish
spekers with dfferent proficiency levels.

The oorrelation between lexicd and structural feaures, demonstrated by the data
in Tables5 and 6, pantsto two important conclusions.

First, since dtritionin the lexicon and structural attrition are related, the basic
vocabulary technique, proposed above & amethod d roughapproximation, is
relevant for the general assessment of language competence In ather words, lexicd
proficiency can serve & arepresentation d structural knowledge and owerall
competencein agiven language. Accordingly, the proficiency assessment method
propcsed above dlows usto oltain a preliminary ideaof the speeker’s general status
with regard to language cmpetence This seemsto be avery important finding,
which must certainly be tested against the material of other reduced languages. Some
preliminary results obtained from semi-speékers of Polish, Kabardian, Tamil
(Polinsky, 1993, 199% sean to confirm the crrelation between lexicd and
structural attrition.

The secondconclusionis, in away, related to the first one. Sincelexicd attrition

corresponds to structural attrition, the lexicd proficiency scores can serve & abasis
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for the dharaderizaion andranking o semi-speaker in terms of a continuum model.
Such amodel, which can be patterned onthe synchronic aeole continuum models
(DeCamp, 1971 Bickerton, 1973 Rickford, 1987, will distingush between
aaoleda, mesoledal, and lasileda varieties of areduced language. In the case of
language dtrition, aacoledal spedkers are thaose whose language system is least
removed from the respedive full |anguage. At the other extreme, basileda spedkers
demonstrate gredest deviation from the full language. The intermediate varieties are
then charaderized as mesoledal.

Within these threegroups of spekers, thereis sme variationin percentages
obtained for individual spegers. Most conspicuously, individual spegkers may have
very high a very low percentages by some variables but score amnsistently within
their group bythe majority of other variables. Thus, speser | differsfrom the rest of
his group byan unwsualy high percentage of the predicative instrumental (at 21.4
per cent, seeTable 6); otherwise, I’ s percentages agreewith those of the rest of the
group. Spedker P, whose scores are fairly low, stands out in the use of the corred
possessve construction (at 22.2 per cent, Table 6). Asuming that the number of
tokensis not too small to hinder the statistics, it can be suggested that the speekers
within aled may still differ. Therelevant fad, however, isthat diff erences between
speskerswithin aled are less sgnificant than the differences aaossleds. Thisis
particularly evident in the cae of spedkers with lowest proficiency, whose scores
within eat variable drop significantly compared to the rest of the pod.

If we correlate the data on the structural variables with the proficiency scores,
American Russan speakers with proficiency scores 88+ can be identified as
aaoledal speers. Basiledal American Russan spe&kers are charaderized by
lowest proficiency scores, in this case 74-82. The mesoledal groupincludes gedkers
with proficiency scores between 82and 88.0ne of the spe&ers, namely, G, whose

proficiency scoreis 82, seansto occupy an intermediary position ketween the
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basiledal spesers and mesoledal speakers. He resembles mesoledal spe&kersin his
use of prepaositionally governed oliques, use of aspedual forms, agreament, and use
of the dative. Meanwhil e, his use of the possessve cnstruction and hislow scores
on the genitive of negation and nul copying identify him with besiledal speers.
The structural changes discussed above (and summarized in Table 4) are most
prominent for basil edal speekers (speakers with higher attrition). Of course, the
spedfic numericd scores might change if more informants are studied and people
with scores lower than 70are found(see dove onthe gap between scores of 30,
which corresponckd to total lossof Russan, and 74,the lowest scorein this gudy).
Based onsuch a score bregkdown, the individual idioleds gudied here can be
represented as elements of the dtrition continuum, as shown in (95) (the spekers are

listed in table 3 abowe).

(95) Attrition continuum: American Russan

basiledal mesoledal aaoledal
spedkers spedkers spedkers
70-82 82-88 88-90+

(Ma, Na, A, Sv) (G,B,K,P,Z,L)  (Ko,S,zh E,I,Le M,N)

Maintaining the continuum representation, it is possble to spe& of these
structural phenomena & tendencies that increase dongthe dtrition continuum.

The dtrition continuum model, as represented for American Russan, paes
several further questions. First, asis evident from (95), aadoledal speders are more
numerous and hesiledal spegers constitute aminority. For the spedfic cese of
American Russan, this can be explained by avariety of idiosyncratic fadors. the
speders are sufficiently young,which helps them maintain better memories of their

first language; thoughthey have no accessto the Full Russan speet community,
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they are expaosed to Emigr Russan, spoken by their families. On the whole,
however, the questionis whether the numericd ratio o basiledal, mesoledal, and
aaoleda semi-spekers can beindicaive of the degreeof overall | anguage lossor
removal from the respedive full language.

Other questions that arise with regard to the dtrition continuun concern the
relationship between the acoled and the full | anguage: what is the borderline
between the acoled and the full anguage?Can the proposed numericd procedure be
employed in dstingushing between the full language and such an aadoled? What
structural and lexica variables are necessary and sufficient to distingush between
the two?

Going badc to the datain Table 5 and 6,it is clea that some structural fegures
differ acossledsin amore pronourced way than cthers. This greder variation may
be interpreted in the following manner: these feaures are more indicative of
language dtrition than athers, which vary less sgnificantly. In light of this, the
relevant questionis whether it is necessary and passble to rank structural variables
acordingto their diagnastic weight. It would be reasonable to develop amore
general list of structural variablesindicative of attrition such that structural variables
determined bythe internal grammar of an individual language would foll ow from
it.11 Judgng bythe data presented abowve, the variables that are most sensitive to the
degreeof language dtritioninclude dl the syntadic variables and those

morphdogica variables that are the dired outcome of paradigm levelli ng.

IV. Language lossand pdginization
Aswas just mentioned, there ae cetain structural variables that may be more
sensitive to the ledal variation and to the overall degreeof language dtrition.
Interestingly, some such feaures observed in American Russan find dred parallels

in extended pidgins and ealy creoles. Pidgins and creoles typicdly do nd have cae
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paradigms, na do they have developed verbal agreament; however, bah of these
fedures are dso foundin languages with a continuous tradition.

The situation with syntadic feguresis different; it seemsthat the heavy use of
resumptive pronours and the ésenceof null copying and gapping are quite unusual
for languages with a continuous traditi on; thus, one might establish urique syntadic
simil ariti es between American Russan and pdgins/creoles.

The goal of this dionisto dscuss yntadic simil ariti es between American
Rusdan and pdgins and creoles and to propcse some tentative explanations for
these.

1. Clausal syntax: resumptive pronours. The issue of resumptive pronoursin
pidgins and creoles has been dscussed in gred detail, primarily with regard to the
Neo-Melanesian i, which in the literature is cdl ed either the predicate marker (M hlh
usler, 1985 373375 1987, 199)or the subjed referencing pronoun(Keesing,
1988. For example, in Bislama (Crowley, 1990 240):

(96) maki hem i golongmaket

Maki 3SG RPgoto market
‘Asfor Maki, he went to the market.’

A very goodsummary of the Neo-Melanesian i development isgiven by T.
Crowley (1990 231-260). Crowley and, ealier, M hlh usler (1987 1990, have
demonstrated that there have been changes in the status of | asit evolved in the ealy
pidgins, stabili zed in extended pidgins, and is possbly undergoing attritionin
modern Tok Pisin. Based ontheir data, the following line of development may be
suggested:
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stage 1: ealy (restricted) pidgin: the null was much more frequent than i; the
occurrences of i1 were sporadic and were probably determined byits function as the
marker of topic change (Sankoff, 1977%;

stage 2: extended pidgin > semi-creole: | was used as aresumptive pronoun

stage 2a (unclea): grammaticized i used as an agreament marker

stage 3 (currently in Tok Pisin): post-creole, undergoing agradual lossof i which
is again lessfrequent than the null pronoun(i < @); asnoted in a number of recent
Tok Pisin studies, thistendency is particularly strongin netivized Tok Pisin (M hlh
usler, 1985 375).

What isrelevant for this dudy isthat i functioned as a resumptive pronounat the
stage when Tok Pisin functioned as extended pidgin. The ongang creolizaion d
Tok Pisin seansto bring abou adedinein the use of I.

Thedistribution d i in Neo-Melanesian and the distribution d resumptive
pronours in American Russan have both simil arities and dfferences. First of all,
American Russan, urike Neo-Melanesian, dd na develop asingle resumptive
pronounfor al persons: asthe examples above indicae, al personal pronours can be
used in the resumptive function, and the dhoice of the pronounis determined by the
person and number of the subjed. Apparently, Neo-Melanesian went througha
simil ar stage when there was more than ore resumptive pronoun thus, for Bislama,
mi, yu,i andali (Crowley, 1990 231-233, 237.

Next, American Russan and Neo-Melanesian dffer in that American Russan
permits resumptive pronours co-indexed with anon-subjed if the nonsubjea

nominal undergoes frongtopicdization. For example:

(97) topat'ejastirda g0 s xolodnaa voda

thisdressl| washed it:RP with cold-NOM water-NOM

‘| washed this dresswith cold water.’
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Similaritiesin the distribution d the American Russan resumptive pronounand
the resumptive pronounin Neo-Melanesian include:

use of the resumptive pronounwith bah verbal and nonverbal predicdes,

regular use of the resumptive pronounco-indexed with the mmpoundsubjed (in
example (78) above, where the subjed isDimai ja‘Dima and I') ;

use of the resumptive pronounwhen the subjed is sparated from the predicae
by intervening lexicd materidl;

use of the resumptive pronounwhen the subjed undergoes drongtopicdizaion;

more cnsistent use of the resumptive pronounin the nonfirst clause under
clause linkage (see &so below on perall els between American Russan and pgdginsin
sentential syntax).

American Russan dffersfrom Tok Pisin in that it does not have resumptive
pronours in imperatives (seeM hlh usler, 1985 374, onthe retention d i in Tok
Pisin imperatives) and seldom has resumptive pronours after modals. The latter
differenceis based onthe sssumptionthat Tok Pisin modal structures, such as (98),
are moncclausal; thus, (98) would be comparable to amonaclausal modal structure

in American Russdan, asin (67a), repeaed in (99) here:12

989 em i mes i Qo

3SG RP must RP go
‘Hemust go. (M hih usler, 1985 374)

(990 _mne nado gtovit’ dljafinals

me:DAT necessry prepare for finals

‘I haveto get ready for finals.’
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Regular resumptive pronours are dso used in Hiri Motu, where they are till
differentiated by number. Compare (1008), with the subjed in the plural, and (1000,

where the subjed isin the singuar:

(100 a sisiaidia diho
dog 3L go dawvn
‘The dogs went down.” (Dutton & Voorhoeve, 1974 15)
b.kekeniia tai
girl  3SGcary
‘The girl cried.” (Dutton & Voorhoeve, 1974 27)

Thedistribution d Hiri Motu subjed pronoursis smilar to that in Tok Pisin
(Dutton & Voorhoeve, 1974 see &so Dutton, 1976 52-4, onstructural simil arities
between Tok Pisin and Hiri Motu). ThoughHiri Motu seemsto belosing goundto
Tok Pisin, it functioned as an extended pidgin ealier, probably in the 1940196G
(Holm, 1989 585), and its descriptions refled this dage (Wurm & Harris, 1963
Dutton & Voorhoeve, 1974.

Severa explanations have been propcsed with resped to the origins of the
resumptive pronounin Neo-Melanesian. One of the popuar explanationsis that the
pronounwas initialy condtioned by pragmatic (discourse) fadors and then
grammaticized as a predicate marker (Sankoff, 1977). This sansto be mnsistent
with the fad that resumptive pronours are obli gatory under the dislocaion a
topicdizaion d the subjed and undr the focusing d other clause constituents (seg
for example, Crowley, 1990 240, on peposed focused comporents that require a
resumptive pronour). More generally, the rise in the use of the resumptive pronoun
can be explained, aswas suggested ealier, by the genera increase in the reduncdancy

of expresson, which results from speakers’ incomplete mmpetence
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Interestingly, resumptive pronours take some time to develop. There aeno
resumptive pronours in ealy, restricted, pdgins; abowve, references were given for
the ealy stages of Neo-Melanesian. Anather example of ahighly restricted pidginis
Japanese Pidgin English in Hawaii, described in (Nagara, 1972. This pidgin dces
nat have any resumptive pronours and is generally charaderized by astrong
tendency to omit both naninal and pronaminal constituents (Nagara, 1972 182
183). Similarly, there ae no resumptive pronoursin Russenorsk, which isalso a
restricted pidgin (Broch & Jahr, 1981, 198%

2. Sentential syntax. In sentential syntax, American Russan resembles extended
pidgins and ealy creolesin the avoidance of the null copy undr coreference and
absenceof gapping.

The asenceof the null copy unar coreference dtested in American Russan, is
also foundin anumber of extended pidgins and some aeoles. This tendency was
already mentioned in the precaling sedionin relation to Neo-Melanesian pidgins,
where the resumptive pronounruleis observed much more strictly in nonfirst

clauses under clause linkage. For example, in Tok Pisin:

(102 mani kam na en i sindaun

man RP come and 35G RP sit down

‘The man came and sat down.” (M |h usler, 1985 399)

Similarly in Pitcarnese (103) and Jamaican Creole (104):

(103 aha pa?aleAnn# es KjutAn, €s wawAn, €s _wohuwohu

that small one RP:3SG shy RP:3SG well-dressed RP:3SG conceited
‘That undersized ore?Sheis 1y, well dressed, all ddled up! (Ross&
Moverley, 1964 124)
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b. hem graamma bin  e?wAn ogli... an dem bam a tApa... do de

those old women havegot a poundr andthey bea thetapa & day
‘Those old women had a pounder and they bed the doth all day.” (Ross
& Moverley, 1964 134)

c. afilenski/ a tsuso/ ai fiva

| fed sickltoo sore | fever
‘I amfedingsick, | amveryill, | have a old.’ (Ross& Moverley, 1964
121)

(1049 im_ faddongan im brok im fut

3SG fell and 3SG broke 3SG leg
‘Hefell and lroke hisleg.’ (Bailey, 1966 131)

The asenceof the null copyreaursin pidgins and creoles based onlanguages
other than English; thus, it isimpassble to explain this feaure by the influence of

English. Thus:

(1095 Hiri Motu

sisia idia diho- idia daekau tano dekenai, ma inal taunadiba

dog RP:3PL go dovn RP:3PL go up land POSTP andthis man arrow

pevaia bia vadan ia lao ddladekena

bow RP:3SG take dl right RP:3SG go road POSTP
‘The dogs went down and upthe land, and the man took hs arrows and
bow and aso went his way aong the tradk.” (Dutton & Voorhoeve,

1974 15)
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(106 Kristang

japang _ja_ rinta nus @ kaza di falanus tagadiaropianu

Japanese TNS enter 1PL POSShouse 3SG say 1PL T keep European

narentu kaza di ngge korfia, i ke dwuchu ku Ieinat

ku yo
in inside houwse 3SG NEG:want believe 3SG want stab PREP bayonet

PREP 1SG
‘The Japanese entered the house and said that we were hiding a European;
he did na believe us [that there were no Europeans in the house] and

wanted to stab me with a bayonet.” (Baxter, 1983 149

Other examples of preference of the pronaminal anaphara over the null copy are
foundin Guadeloupan creole (Raleigh, 1981 92-93); Nigerian Pidgin English
(Barbag-Stoll, 1983 95); Cameroonian Pidgin English (Schneider, 1967 114, 117,
118, 123, 13}, Kenya Pidgin Swahili (Heine, 1973 203-205).

Again, there seemsto be an interesting parall el between the reduced language,
which American Russan clealy is, and extended pidging/ealy creoles: they al use
resumptive pronours and avoid ndl copying unar coreference acossclause. The
tentative explanationfor the avoidance of the null copy, again, resides in incomplete
confidencein the grammar and the neal to avoid paential ambiguity. As aresult,
redundancy medhanisms are establi shed; the preferencefor more explicit codingis
one such mecdhanism.

There seansto be at least one non-creole language the description d which
mentions preferencefor avoiding nul copying uncer coreference Thislanguageis
traditional Dyirbal, as described in (Dixon, 1972 71-73, 130, 133L34, 153.
According to Dixon, thoughcoreferential reductionis allowed, it is nat the preferable

strategy under clause linkage. Compare the following Dyirbal example, where afull
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NP isrepeaed under coreference, and the English trandation, where the null copyis
used:

(107) bayi yarai baniNu bayi yarai_ bagu dugumbilgu kelgalnanu

the man came the man the woman It

‘The man came here and @ hit the woman.” (Dixon, 1972130

Traditional Dyirbal, just like pidgins, often retains a pronaminal head in the
imperatives (Dixon, 1972 111). If the a&senceof the null copy uncer coreferenceis
indicaive of language dtrition, the situation in Dyirbal as described by Dixon can be
charaderized as incipient attrition: the avoidance of the null copyis gill optional
rather than aregularity of the language.

In astudy o Dyirbal done dmost two decales later and based on dita olleded
from younger spe&kers, attrition is much more prominent (Schmidt, 1985. Schmidt
herself indicaes that the language is neaing extinction and that most spe&ersin her
sample ae acualy semi-speders. In Y oungPeople’ s Dyirbal, the tendency to avoid

null copying kkecomes even more prominent, for example:

(108) ban mugiyam yanunjayil-qu ban banaganyu rext yea

sheName go jal-to shereturn

‘Lilli an went to jail, she will return next yea.’ (Schmidt, 1985 239

Pronaminal copyingis nat limited to clause @m-ordination; it also occurs under

embedding:
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(109 guyhgun &naga-nyu Bn wawu-lay-gu

female ghost return-NON-FUT she fetch-ANTIPASSVE-PURPOSE

guyi-gu

male ghcst-DAT

‘The female ghost returned in arder to fetch the male ghast.” (Schmidit,
1985 114

Y oungPeople s Dyirbal has sme occurrences of resumptive pronours, asin the

following example:

(110 ginyan oregirl Phyllisginyan kan-ban lil bit birabin gen

she-here she-here she-she alittl e bit scared also
‘Phylli s here was a bit scared too.” (Schmidt, 1985 149

The @senceof gappingin American Russan also finds paralelsin pidgins and
creoles. the avoidance of gapping byextended pidgins and creoles has been naed by
anumber of authors, starting with Robert Hall (1966. For example, in Jamaican

creole:

(117) Jan cgena madkit an Mieri *(gaan) a shap

Johnwent to market and Mary  went to shop

‘Johnwent to the market and Mary, to astore.’ (Bailey, 1966 131)

Again, thereasons for avoiding gapping are similar under language lossand
under pidginizion: the speaker lads confidencein his or her own competence and

triesto avoid ambiguity of expresson.
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3. Discourse phenomena. Tail-head linkage has been foundin several regiona

varieties of Tok Pisin, for example:

(112 mibihanimrot i go# mi_golongrot na mi...

| follow pathPROGRESSVE | go on pthandl
‘I went ontheroad. | went ontheroad and|... (Reesink, 1990 301)

In the dted paper, Reesink explains Tok Pisin tail -head linkage by substrate
influence (Reesink, 1990 300-302). However, the fad that similar linkageis found
in areduced language like American Russan (compare example (92) above) may
indicae that reasons other than substrate aeinvolved here.

To summarize, the reduced language and extended pidgingealy creoles dare a
general syntadic tendency to reducelesslanguage material than dofull and non
creolized languages. This redundancy is consistently observed in the syntax of the
clause, sentence, and dscourse.

It is notable that American Russan corresponds to extended pidgins and ealy
creoles, and nd to developed creoles or post-creoles, onthe one hand, a to restricted
pidgins, onthe other. This agrees with the numericd estimates of attrition, which
indicate that American Rusdan haes not readied the terminal stage. It would,
therefore, be interesting to examine deegper attrition levels and to compare these with
diff erent stages of the pidgin-creole wntinuum.

If the @rrespondences between American Russan and ddgins are not acadental,
they can have abeaing onthe study d pidgins and creoles themselves; for instance,
the development of resumptive pronours and pronaminal copying acossclause can
serve s asign d pidgin extension. A subsequent replacement of these pronaminal
elements by the null copy, acurring against a more general badground d language

expansion may, in turn, beindicaive of creolizationand past-creolizaion. This
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seamslogicd in view of the fad that the expansion d language functions all ows
spe&ersto produce more diverse and lengthier texts, and therefore, contributes to the
emergence of grammar and syntax beyondthe dause. Data from full languages with
continuous traditions indicate that such syntax invariably includes sophisticaed
strategies of information compresgon; null copying and gapping are particular cases
of such compresson tedhniques.

Ancther corollary of the correspondences between areduced language and an
extended pidgin hasto dowith the relationship between unversal tendencies and
substrate influencein pidgins and creoles. For instance, tail-heal linkage in Tok
Pisin has been explained as aresult of substrate influence However, the occurrence
of asimilar phenomenonin alanguage which isnat, by itsorigins, apidgin, may
indicate amore universal tendency of spoken language.

Of course, the mrrespondences established here aejust preliminary. Whether or
naot they aretypologicdly valid, can be verified bythreebasic reseach strategies:
first, including more reduced languages, preferably with dff erent degrees of attrition;
seoond,introducing more structural parameters (in particular, embedding, Wh-
Movement, relativizaion, word order); third, examining adinary conversation and
building corpora of continuum languages, rather than relying exclusively on retive

spedker intuitions (espedaly in highly literate societies).

Conclusion
This paper examined American Russan, areduced variety of Russan, spoken by
immigrants who leaned Russan as their first language and then switched to English
astheir primary language. American Rusdan is charaderized by pofoundstructural
changes, brough abou by the fad that spegkers no longer maintain Russan as their
primary language. A stable arrelation between the level of lexicd attritionin the

language and the level of structural (morphdogicd and syntadic) lossisfound.This
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finding allows usto propose a @mpad methodfor assessng language dtrition; the
method, kased ona simple lexico-statisticd procedure, proves adequate & a more
general lingustic tod of evaluating language competence

In studies of language dtrition, a distinction is made between externally and
internaly induced changes in the grammar (Seliger & Vago, 1991 6-10). Externally
induced changes are explained bythe dired influence of the interfering language,
whileinternally induced changes are motivated by unversal principles or by the
internal grammar of the language undergoing attrition.

Externaly induced changes certainly play an important rolein American
Rusdgan, bu their primary domain is the lexicon; throughou this paper, we have
shown that American Russan structural properties canna be explained by the
influence of English.

Similarly, structural changes observed in American Russan canna be explained
asarefledion d tendencies charaderistic of Full Russan. Rather, these dhanges
derive from restricted language cmmpetence, which leadsto the levelling d
paradigms, increased analyticism, and increased redundancy in morphdogy and
syntax. Thus, if we maintain the mntrast between externally and internaly induced
change, the latter change in American Rusdan is seemingly motivated by some
universal principles.

The syntadic redundancy demonstrated for American Russan is paraleled by
similar tendencies in extended pidgins and ealy creoles, which pdntsto amore
general corresponcdence between language lossand gdginization. It can be suggested
that reduced language competence, whatever itsits cial circumstances are, results
in redundancy rules as away of restricting pdential ambiguity of lingustic
expressons.

The material of American Rusgan proves that areduced language isindeed

structuraly different from the full language. Languege dtritionisindicaed bya
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series of structural fedures. If we ignare feaures internal to the grammar of Russan,
the following structural properties are indicdive of language dtrition: lossof case
distinctions; lossof verbal agreament; elimination d the condtional; lossor
smplificaion d reflexivizaion rules; development of resumptive pronours; lossof
null copying uncer clause linkage; increased redundancy in discourse. Some parallels
between reduced Russan and languages with the discontinuos tradition are drealy
clea but it would be important to study aher reduced languagesin arder to verify

the properties tentatively listed here a diagnastic.
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Notes

* Acknowledgements.

Throughou the paper, the following abbreviations are used:
ACC - Accusative; COND - Condtional; DAT - Dative; DIM - Diminutive; DM -
Discourse marker; FEM - Feminine; FUT - Future; GEN - Genitive; IMPF-
Imperfedive; INC - Inceptive; INF - Infinitive; INSTR - Instrumental; MASC -
Masculine; NOM - Nominative; PERF - perfedive; POSTP - Postpasition; PREP -
Prepaosition; PRES - Present; PRP - Prepositiona (case); PRT - Particle; REFL -

Reflexive; RP - Resumptive pronoun.

1 Asthisexplanation d terms hows, the major focusin the study o attritionis
on the resulting situation rather than the processitself. The processof language
decay or lossis aso sometimes cdled attriti on; another common term is

obsolescence (Dorian, 1989.

2 Benson,whointerviewed bah *old’ and ‘new’ immigrants, mentions "marked
differencesin the extent of English linguistic penetration amongthe various

spekers’ (Benson, 1960 163).

3 A large number of spekers were extremely reluctant to work with the
investigator and oljeded even to the use of their first names; thus, here and

elsawhere, spedkers are referred to bytheir first name initial.
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4 The choiceof the verb ‘ea’ makes this example lessacceptable, bu for
normative, na grammaticd reasons. kuesat’ is charaderistic of baby talk and d the

southern variant of Rusgan; the standard Russgan word isest’.

5Inlines1and 3,theverb kuesal’ ‘ed’ is charaderistic of children’s peed and
aso of the southern variant of Full Russan; theverb est’ is dandard. In line 15, the
grammaticd sequenceis vy pravy, where the verb agrees with the pronounin number
(for adetail ed discusson d the semantic and formal properties of Russan
agreement, seeCorbett, 1983 30-39). In line 25, al the forms are accetable, bu the
instrumental form is alittl e outdated (see éso Comrie & al., 1995 91 for a
discusson d these forms).

6 There ae other reasons for pausing, as well: spegkers of American Russan lack
lingustic confidence and probably assume that other speakers are like them. To
ensure better understanding, they try to maintain aslower tempo d speed. Thisis
confirmed bythe fad that pauses occur even in nunericd expressons, between the
preposition and the numeral, asin (i). Given that numerals are retained well, it is

extremely unlikely that the spe&ker pauses to recdl the numeral.

(i) American Russan

i my poexat’ V# tri mesiny

andwe togo in threeNOM cas:NOM
‘Andwewill gointhree cas.’
(i) Full Russan

i my poedem nhatrex masinax

andwe will go onthreePRP cars:PRP

‘Andwewill gointhree cas.’
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7 Here, the genitive plural is undstingushable from the acasative plura but the

American Russan spe&ker uses the nominative, uraccetable in Full Rusgan.

8 In Full Russan, the prepositioniz governs the genitive cae

9 This correlation may explain why resumptive pronours are typicdly co-
indexed with subjed NPs; their co-indexation with nonsubjedsis confined to those

cases where the non-subjed is atopic (Polinsky, 1995.

10 Some of the structural variables discussed above were |eft out, for instance,
tail-head linkage. The reasonisthat such a phenomenonis more difficult to compare
with the respedive structures of Full Russan; under certain stylistic condtions, for
examplein afolksy narrative, Full Russan would also all ow tail-head linkage
effeds. Some subtler distinctions, for example, the mntrast between the genitive and
the acaisative in the dedarative (e.g., after such verbs asbgat’ga‘to be drad’),
were left out aswell, because Full Rusgan speders, too, show variationin the use of
these forms. The @senceof gappingwas nat included in the list of variables becaise

of its general low frequency.

111t seemsthat those variables whose diagnastic value isless sgnificant also
show more variationin the full | anguage; with regard to Russan, ore such variable is
the use of the lexicaly governed genitive and genitive of negation, which is
diminishingin Full Russan aswell.

12 American Rusdan dften expresses modal meanings by hiclausal structures,
with the modal matrix verb, asin (i). In such structures, the enbedded verb hes a
pronoun,which can be explained by the referencetrading strategies of American

Rusdan (see(85) abowe).
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(i) jaxocu ecto jaezit’s roommete, no tol’ko bez moi roditeli

| wantthat | livewith roommate but only withou my parents

‘I' d rather live with aroommate but withou my parents.’

It is possble that monoclausal modals in Tok Pisin developed from biclausal
structures as well; however, a synchronic comparison d (98) and (i) would be

unjustified.
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Table 1. American Russan and Full Russan: Basic vocabulary list
(American Rusdan trandation variants are listed in deaeasing
frequency; ~ - epicene ending in adjedives)*

concept
I

you
we
this
that
who
what
not

all
many
one
two
big
long
small
woman
man
person
fish
bird
dog
louse
tree
sedd
led
root
bark (of atree

American Russian
ja

ty

my

to

to

kto/ecto

scto/kak

ne/net

vselvs

mnogo

odin

dva
bal"esoe/bal”“*soj
dlinn~ /dlinnyj
malen”k~/ malen’kij
szeneseCinaltetja
muezecina/scdovek/djadja
scdovek

ryba

ptica

sobaka

-- Ivesa, vesi/muxa
derevo

-- [zernd/z rnyesko/semescka

list/listik
koren’/--
--/lkoralkoeza

_FuI | Russian
ja

ty

my

tot

tot

kto

cto

ne

vse
mnogo
odin

dva
bal”es0j
dlinny
malen’kij
szenessCina
muezecina
scdovek
ryba

ptica
sobaka
VoS
derevo
semja

list

koren
kora
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skin koeza koza
flesh telo/mjaso plot”
concept American Rusgan Full Russan
blood krov’ krov’
bore kost’ kost’
grease *zir/maslo ozir
egg jajco jajco
horn truba/roga /-- rog

tail xvost/szadi/zad Xvost
feaher pero/per’je pero
hair volosy/volos volosy
head golova golova
ea uesi uxo
eye glaza glaz
nose nos nos
mouth rot rot
tooth zub/zuby zub
tongle jazyk/-- jazyk
claw -- [ nogd’/kogti koga’
foat noga noga
knee kolenka koleno
hand ruka ruka
belly szivot/ezdudok szivot
nedk *sga *sga
breasts grud’/ sisal-- grud
heat serdce serdce
liver - Iposcka/pescenka/serdce/bok pescen’
drink pit” pit”

ed Kuesat”/est” est’
bite -- Jukusit” kusat”
see videt’ videt’

hea slyesat’/sluesat’ syesat’



know
e
die
concept
kill

fly
walk
come
lie

Sit
stand
give

moon
Star
water
rain
stone
sand
eath
cloud
smoke
fire
ashes
burn (vi)
path
mourtain
red

green
yellow
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znat’/uznat’

spat’

umeret’
American Russan
ubit”
plyt'/plavat’ /kupat'ga
letet’/letat”
idti/xodit”/guljat”
idti/prixodit”
lesC’

sidet’

vstat”

dat’

skazd’

solnce

luna
zvezalzvezly
voda

dozd
kamni/kamen’
pesok/---

zemlja
oblako/tuca
dym/oblako
ogon
obezesc’/goret’/ezec
doroga

gora

krasn~

zden~

ozdt~

znat’
spat’
umirat’
Full Russan
ubivat’
plavat’
letat”
xodit”
prixodit
leezad
Sidet’
vstavat’
davat’
govait”
solnce
luna
zvezma
voda
dozd
kamen’
pesok
zemlja
oblako
dym
ogon
zolalpepel
ezed
tropa
gora
krasnyj
zd nyj
ozdtyj



white
blad
night
hot
concept
cold
full
new
good
round
dry
name

bel~
scan~

noec’

gorjasco/gorjasc~
American Russian
xolodndxolodn~

poln~/bal”ssoe

nov—~

XOroe*s~/xoroeso

krugl~
suxoe

imja

Grammar of Language Loss102

belyj
scernyj
nosc’
gorjaecij
Full Russan
xolodnyj
panyj
novyj
XOroegij
kruglyj
Suxoj
imja

Note: *For verbs, American Russan citation forms are given only in the

infinitive, to minimizethe number of variants in the table. Other citation

formsincluded third personsinguar, first person singuar, and imperative.
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Table 2. American Russan: Stable and urstable mnceptsin the basic vocabulary

list
HIGHEST INTERMEDIARY LOWEST
STABILITY STABILITY STABILITY
big name al path ashes
bird nek belly roct bite
bladk new cloud sand breast
blood night cold say burn
bore nose come smoke claw
die one ea stand flesh
dog person ed star horn
drink ran eye stone liver
eath red feagher  swim louse
egg say fly tonge man
fire see full tooth sedl
fish sit good walk tail
foot skin gresse  who
give small hair woman
green sun hea
hand that hot
head this led
heat tree not
I water
kill we
knee what
know white
lie yellow
long you
many
moon
mourtain

mouth



Table 3. American Russan spe&kers
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(m-male; f - female; & - grew up with asibling)

speaker

B(m)
G(m)&
K(m)
Ko (m)
Ma(m)&
Na(m)&
P(m)
S(m)
Z(m)&
Zh (m)
A(N&
E(f)

I(F)
L(f)&*
Le(f)&*
M(f)
N(f)

Sv (f)

age
emigrated

7
6
9
10

Note: L andLe aesisters

originsin
Russia

Moscow
Leningrad
Moscow
Tashkent
Moscow
Odessa
Moscow
Kiev
Minsk
Moscow
Kiev
Leningrad
Leningrad
Moscow
Moscow
Kharkov
Kiev

Odessa

years
intheUS

11
16
17
10
17
8

9

12
12
18
12

attrition
index

86.5
82
88.5
90
74
77
86
88.5
84
89.5
77
89
88.5
84.5
90.5
88.5
90
75
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Table 4. Structural variables differentiating Full Russan and American Russan

variable

case of the predicdive
nominal

case governed by
prepaositions

possessve aonstruction
case of the nominal

in existential negative
clause (net)

case encoding the
redpient/addresee

reflexive verbs
condtional

use of the mrred
aspedual form

subjed-verb agreament
resumptive pronoun

null copy unagr
coreference

Full Russian

INSTR(NOM)
other than
NOM
u-phrase +BE

GEN

DAT

with -ga
yes

yes

yes
no

yes

American Russian

NOM

NOM

HAV E clause

NOM

ACC

withou -ga
no

no

no
yes

no



