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Russian

Alan Timberlake

1 Introduction

Russian is the native language of virtually all of the 137 million (in the
1979 census) ethnic Russians in the former Soviet Union. Of the 125
million people of other ethnic groups, 16 million claimed Russian as their
first language, putting the number of people whose first language is Russian
at 153 million. An additional 61 million declared themselves to be
functional in Russian.

Russian in its modern form, especially its codified written form, results
from an extended and by no means linear evolution. What is now the
Russian language area began as northern outposts of the Kievan confeder-
ation (first Novgorod, Smolensk and Pskov, then Rostov and Suzdal’),
dating from before the official Christianization of Rus’ in 988. The disso-
lution of the Kievan confederation by the Mongol period (1240 to the final
liberation of Moscow in 1480) indirectly allowed Moscow to develop from
a minor Kpemib/kreml’ ‘fortress’ into a medieval imperial power which,
by the end of the fifteenth century, had brought the older principalities of
the north under its control.

Writing during the Kievan period was predominantly Church Slavonic.
In the Muscovite period, use of the secular chancery language, broadly
understood, expanded from administrative to other functions; it served
eventually as the vehicle for cultural and linguistic borrowing from Poland
in the seventeenth century and directly from western Europe starting with
the reign of Peter the Great (1696-1725). The Muscovite koine, as some
have termed the complex of the written chancery language and the oral
Muscovite dialect (a mixed dialect of southern and northern features), was
responsible for the development of implicit norms of usage and for their
national propagation; these became the norms of Modern Russian (on
Muscovite language, see BunorpagoB/Vinogradov 1949: ch. I, 10-13; I,
1-7; JleBun/Levin 1964: 71-112). The development culminates in Puskin
(1799-1837), whose ‘poetic language was admired as a manifestation of
the pentecostal miracle combining the humble speech of the “people of
God” with both the prophetic gift of the Biblical fathers and the wisdom of
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the Classical philosophers’ (Picchio in Picchio and Goldblatt 1984, I: 18).
The subsequent history of the literary language is characterized by continu-
ing tensions between nativism and Europeanism and between populism
and elitism (see the studies by Uspenskij and Gasparov in Picchio and
Goldblatt 1984, II).

Modern Russian varies along many axes — regional, social, written
versus oral mode and register. The literature on variation takes the literary
form of Russian as central and defines a typology of deviations from this
standard: colloquial (pa3roBOpHasi péub/razgovornaja ré¢’ ‘colloquial
speech’, understood both as oral and less than standard), dialect and urban
non-standard (mpocTopéune/prostorétie ‘simple speech’, a catch-all for
unacceptable speech variants, including violations of linguistic taboos).
Recent investigations (3emckasi/Zemskaja 1973 and related studies) have
documented a gulf between pa3roBOpHasi péub/razgovornaja ré¢’ and
literary Russian; the difference, however, may be no greater than in other
contemporary societies. Along the social axis, measured by profession or
education (see KpbicuH/Krysin 1974 or Comrie and Stone 1978), the
speech of workers, as a rule of thumb, is more innovative than that of
professionals. Change usually proceeds in a unidirectional fashion across
age groups, as measured by decades of years of birth.

2 Phonology

2.1 Segmental phoneme inventory

Russian phonology (see ABaHecoB/Avanesov 1968; Jones and Ward
1969; MaryceBuu/Matusevic 1976; Bonpapko/Bondarko 1977)
revolves around two phenomena, stress in vowels and palatalization in
consonants.

It is common to recognize five stressed vowel phonemes, /a, €, o, i, u/,
which vary depending on palatalization in adjacent consonants, as
discussed below. Fewer distinctions are made in unstressed position.
Throughout, stress will be indicated by a vertical mark, except with the
grapheme &, which implies stress. Where orthography as such is discussed,
graphemes are marked in bold type.

Palatalized consonants (informally, ‘soft’ — notationally often C’, here
C) are articulated with the middle portion of the tongue raised towards the
soft palate in a convex shape. Non-palatalized consonants (informally,
‘hard’ - notationally simply C) are to some or another extent velarized,
with the middle of the tongue depressed in a concave shape. Dentals and
labials are phonemically ‘paired’ for palatalization, in that contrasts occur
before vowels (other than /e/, which automatically palatalizes a preceding
paired consonant) and word-finally. Compare /va/ in Ban/val ‘rampart’
versus /ya/ in Bsin/vjal ‘listless’ or /to/ in TOMHBII/tOmnyj ‘languid’
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verus /to/ in TéMHbIA/t€mnyj ‘dark’, and final /p/ in okON/okop ‘trench’
versus /p/ in k6nb/kop’ ‘mine’ or final /t/ in BLIMMT/vypit ‘drunk’ versus
/t/ in BbINWTHL/vypit’ ‘drink’. Palatalization is restricted before other
consonants. Labials make no distinction (TéMHbI/t€mnyj ‘dark’ has /m/
but masculine short-form Témen/témen has /m/) and dentals do so only
before consonants other than dentals (TbMa/t'ma ‘darkness’, roub6a/
gon’ba ‘chase’, xopOleHbKHIi/xord8en’kij ‘pretty’ but myCTBIHHBIH/
pustynnyj ‘pertaining to a desert’, from mycTbiHsi/pustynja ‘desert’); /1/ is
maintained in all positions (1bcTHBbIA/1 stivy] ‘flattering’).

Velars /k, g, x/ are unpaired for palatalization, but vary depending on
environment. The palatalized variant occurs before /i/ and /e/, the
unpalatalized variant elsewhere. Palatals and the dental affricate /c/ are
unpaired for palatalization, and are invariantly either hard (/c/, /8/, /%/)
or soft (/¢/ > [§], [§:], [Z:] and /j/). One of the uncertainties of synchronic
Russian phonology is what analysis to assign to the phones [§:], associated
with the letter m, and [%:], associated with 3% and XX in a diminishing
number of lexical items like ApOxxu/drozzi ‘yeast’ but not nozxe/pozze
‘later’. Historically, [§:] derives from the cluster [§¢] when [¢] lost closure.
This process still operates on combinations of dental fricative plus /¢&/
depending on the strength of the boundary - hence in the order of
pacckasuuk/rasskaziik ‘story-teller’ > [§:] = ucumcnuTb/iséislit’ ‘cal-
culate’ > [§:] ~ [§¢] = c yeécTbl0/s &est’ju ‘with honour’ > [§¢] ~ ?[§:].
(Hierarchical statements of the type ‘x = y’ are to be read as ‘the process is
at least as likely to occur in the context x as in y’.) The phone [%:] results
from the incomplete hardening of /Z/ in clusters.

A list of consonantal phonemes and prominent phones is given in table
15.1, in which hard consonants are given before soft; /c/, [3], /¢/, and [3]
are affricates rather than stops in the strict sense.

The once regular tendency to palatalize a consonant preceding a palatal-

Table 15.1 Consonantal phonemes and allophones

Labial Dental Palatal Velar
Voiceless stop P P t ot c ¢ k [k]
Voiced stop b b d 4 [3] (3] g [g]
Voiceless fricative f f s 5 [§] x  [x]
Voiced fricative vV Y z z z (] vl
Nasal m m n g
Lateral liquid 1 1
Non-lateral liquid r g
Glide j

Note: [] = allophone or phone with uncertain phonemic status.
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ized consonant has been losing ground. Usage depends on measures of
cohesion between the consonants, such as syllable structure and the place
and manner of articulation. With prefixes, to take one context, com-
binations of labial (P) and dental (T) assimilate according to the hierarchy
TT (pa3pén/razdél ‘division’ > [zd]) = TP (c61Th/sbit” ‘knock off’ > [zb
~ zh]) = PP (BOuTH/Vbit" ‘beat into’ > [vb ~ yb]) = PT (Bpenars/
vdélat” “fix into’ > [vd]); thus dental targets assimilate better than labials,
and same place of articulation in trigger and target favours assimilation.
Analogously for manner of articulation, S§ (uccsikHyTb/issjaknut’ ‘dry
up’ > [ss]) = ST (pa3neén/razdel ‘division’ > [zd]) = TT (nopaepxatb/
podderzat’ ‘support’ > [dd ~ dd]) = TS (orceun/otsed” ‘hack off’ > [ts] );
thus fricative (S) targets and same manner of articulation in trigger and
target favour assimilation.

Most obstruents are phonemically paired for voicing: for example, nnsi/
dlja ‘for, on behalf of’ and Tnsi/tlja ‘beetle’ differ by initial /d/ and /t/,
6uTh/bit’ ‘beat’ and nuTh/pit’ ‘drink’ by initial /b/ and /p/. Obstruents
participate in two rules of voicing. They devoice at the end of words:
nopor/porog ‘threshold’ > [k], romy6s/golub’ ‘dove’ > [p]. And they
assimilate to a following obstruent: cpénatb/sdélat’ ‘do > [zd],
nopnucaTh/podpisat” ‘sign’ > [tp], and, with both rules, rBo3an/gvozd’
‘nail’ > [st]. Unpaired and normally unvoiced /c, x, ¢/ develop voiced allo-
phones through assimilation: oTén, 6b11/0téc byl ‘father was’ > [3b], TKau
6b11/tkac byl ‘the weaver was’ > [3b], MOX 611 /mOx byl ‘the moss was’ >
[yb]. Voicing assimilation applies regularly within a word, and between
prefix or preposition and head word; it may apply between words within a
phrase: TpyaHOCTb 3akjrovanach/trudnost’ zakljutalas’ ‘the difficulty
consisted of’ > [z(d)z].

Sonorants (nasals, liquids and glide /j/) and the labio-dental approxi-
mates /v, y/ participate in voicing rules only to a limited extent. They
normally do not cause voicing assimilation: TBO#i/tvoj ‘your’ > [tv], TbMa/
t'ma ‘shade’ > [tm], TnéTh/tlét’ ‘rot’ > 4], nbi0/p’ju ‘I drink’ > [pj]. But
before obstruents /v, y/ assimilate in voicing, and cause voicing assimi-
lation in a preceding obstruent: oT BgoBbI/0Ot vdovy ‘from the widow’ >
[dvd], non BTOpPBIM/pod vtorym ‘under the second’ > [tft]. (Sonorants in
comparable positions tend to become syllabic.) Word-finally after vowels,
/v, Y/ devoice: kpoB/krov ‘cover’ > [f], kpoBb/krov’ ‘blood’ > [f]. At the
end of words sonorants do not devoice after a vowel (kO6n/kol ‘stake’ > [1],
noM/dom ‘house’ > [m], but KOpb/kor’ ‘measles’ > [; ~ 1) usually
remain unaffected after a voiced obstruent (as in py6sb/rubl’ > [bl]
‘rouble’ and xi3Hb/Zizn’ ‘life’ > [zn] or, occasionally, [p]], [§g]) but not
uncommonly devoice after a voiceless obstruent (Tean/ teatr ‘theatre’ >
[tr]). Overall with respect to voicing — phonemic pairing, final devoicing
and voicing assimilation — vowels are completely inert, sonorants largely so,
while /v, y/ are transitional between sonorants and obstruents.
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Russian spells morphophonemic alternations in place or manner of
consonants, but not alternations in voicing. The exception is prefixes
ending in /z/, which are spelled to reflect devoicing, as in pa3BuTbCsl/
razvit'sja ‘develop’ but packasTbcs/raskajat’sja ‘repent’. Pairs of palatal-
ized and non-palatalized consonants are spelled by a single Ciyrillic letter,
the distinction being indicated by the next grapheme. (The Russian
alphabet, with transliteration systems, is given in table 15.2.) At the end of
words, a paired consonant is palatalized if the letter is followed by the ‘soft
sign’ b. Before a vowel, palatalization is indicated by the following vowel
letter. The five vowels can each be spelled by two letters: /a/ by a or s,
/u/ by y or 10, /i/ by b1 or H, /e/ by 3 or e and /0/ by o or either & (if
stress is marked) or, more usually, plain e (since stress is rarely marked). In
general terms, a following ‘hard vowel letter’ - a, y, b1, 3 or 0 - indicates
that the preceding consonant is not palatalized, a following ‘soft vowel
letter’ — a1, 10, U, e or & — that it is.

There are various restrictions, exceptions and asymmetries. In practice,
there is little call for 3 after consonants. Plain e is more usual than &é. In
most texts € is used only to disambiguate (singular Bc€/vsé ‘everything’ but
plural Bcé/vsé ‘all’); it is used systematically only in instructional texts
(encyclopedias, cook-books) or in metalinguistic texts which mark all
stresses (such as the current discussion) and is sometimes avoided in
borrowings (CMHBOP/sin Or ‘sefior’). After u, 4, m, X and m, which repre-
sent unpaired consonants, a mixed set of vowel letters is used: a (never 2),
y (exceptionally 10), n (generally not bl, except after i in a few roots and
regularly in endings) and o or, more usually, € or plain e. After 4, m, X
and m, b marks the noun as a member of declension Illa (pOXb/16%’
‘rye’); 4b occurs in velar-stem infinitives; and m»s marks the second singu-
lar of the present tense.

Soft vowel letters, additionally, have the function of indicating that /j/
precedes a vowel when there is no consonant letter immediately preceding.
Thus, s implies /ja/ word-initially in sicHO/jasno ‘clearly’, after a vowel in
nénasi/delaja ‘doing’, after b in mbsiHbIA/ p’ja'myj ‘drunk’ (in which B
marks m as /p/ ), and after B in 06BsIBUTL/0b javit’ ‘make a declaration’.
This rule does not hold for u, since /i/ tends to absorb /j/: uckatn/ 1skat
‘search’ and mouckaTb/poiskat’ ‘search a bit’ have no /j/, but ubn/¢’
‘whose’ does. The glide /j/, then, is spelled by a soft vowel letter before a
vowel and by # after a vowel letter.

Allophones of stressed /i, e, a, 0, u/ are determined by phonetic palatal-
ization in adjacent consonants. Basic /a, o, u/ are articulated with front
transitions adjacent to soft consonants. In the extreme case, between soft
consonants, they may be fronted throughout: nronbka/ljul’ka ‘cradle’ is
phonemically /Julka/, phonetically [lulka] Phonemes /i, e/ are retracted
after hard consonants, /i/ to [i] (Bbu/vyl ‘(he) howled’ > [vi], ¢
uMeHeM/s imenem ‘with the name’ > [st]), and /e/ to [g] (ué.nbw"r/ celyj
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‘whole’ > [c¢], B 3ToM/v &tom ‘in that’ > |vé]).

When not under stress, vowels are ‘reduced’. They are shorter in
duration, qualitatively reduced and tend to merge. High vowels /i/ ([i]
after hard consonants) and /u/ are lowered slightly to [u (t) v]. After hard
consonants, /a/ and /o/ are subject to akanbe/akan’e, or merge as a low
back unrounded vowel; the result is [4] in first pre-tonic position (capait/
saraj ‘barn’ > [SAl'al] copouyka/sorotka ‘shirt’ > [SArogke]) and [9] else-
where. After soft consonants, all non-high vowels merge and approach /i/
or, in the current norm, merge with /i/ as [1]: yacok/¢&asok ‘hour (DIMIN)’
> [§1sOK], yecHOK/&esnok ‘garlic’ > [§usnok], yMcno/&islo ‘number’ >
[Guslo].

Table 15.2 Orthography and transliteration

Cyrillic Library of Congress transliteration Linguistic transliteration
a a a
6 b b
B v v
r g g
I d d
e e €

@) e é
X zh 4
3 z z
“u i i
] i j
K k k
an 1 1
M m m
H n n
o o o
n p p
p r r
c s s
T t t
y u u
()} f f
X kh X
1} fs c
q ch ¢
wm sh §
g shch §¢
. ” ”
bl y y
b d 7
3 é e(~ ¢
> 3 (-9
A ia ja




RUSSIAN 833

Two transliteration systems, recorded in table 15.2, map automatically
from Russian to a Latin, or modified Latin, alphabet. The ‘linguistic’
system used here avoids digraphs for consonant letters; 4 is €, 1 is ¢, though
uy is $€. It renders the soft vowel letters a1 and 10 as ja and ju, both after
consonants and in other positions. Cyrillic 3 is marked with a diacritic, as &
or € (continental); Cyrillic # is j. The Library of Congress system, in its
traditional form, employs a ligature sign and diacritics, which are some-
times omitted in informal practice and definitively lost in computerized
bibliographies For consonants, this system uses digraphs: 4 is ch, m is
sheh, and u is fs (or ts). In general, where the technical system uses j, this
system uses i. The letter i is i (or i). The soft vowel letters s and 10 are ia
and iu (informally without the ligature) pre-revolutionary 1 is ie. Cyrillic 3
(if not simply e) may be specified as ¢ and thereby distinguished from e; &,
normally not written in Russian, is just e. To illustrate, the author ®engop
Muxaiinosnu [locroeBckuii is cited as Fedor Mikhailovich Dostoevskii,
his daughter JIio06oB» @enoposna [locroesckas as Liubov’ Fedorovna
Dostoevskaia. In neither system is the /j/ that precedes /e/ (after vowels
and word-initially) reflected in transliteration. In both systems, b is
rendered as “ and b as ”.

Russian words are sometimes informally anglicized as a guide to
pronunciation. Consonants follow the Library of Congress system, though
b is lost; Foroan is Gogol in literary studies and rnacrocTs is glasnost in
journalism. This practice uses y where the other systems use i or j, and this
y may be used for the automatic /j/ before /e/; in two recent translations
®enop [ocroesckmit is once Fyodor Dostoevsky, once Fyodor
Dostoyevsky; y also renders the -[cK]ui of proper names. (See further
chapter 2, B2 and B3.)

The contemporary Russian phonological system can be derived trans-
parently from one of the variant Late Proto-Slavonic systems with rela-
tively few changes (see Kiparsky 1963-75, I; Vlasto 1986).

Front nasal *¢ denasalized to d and back nasal *p to u: *Zgtva > xaTBa/
zatva ‘harvest’, *potb > myTh/put’ ‘road’. At this time (into the eleventh
century), one can assume for East Slavonic the following vowel system:
high i, y (= [i]) and u; front jer b and back jer b; closed mid vowel é
(possibly diphthongal [ie]); open mid vowels e and 0; and low vowels d
(from *¢) and a. The jers, from Proto-Slavonic *i and *i, were probably
open high vowels, approximately /b/ > [1], /B/ > [v].

As elsewhere in Slavonic, the watershed event in the history of Russian
is the set of processes known as the fall of the jers (narrowly, from the
middle of the twelfth to the middle of the thirteenth centuries). Jers were
shortened in duration (that is, became ‘weak’) and eventually eliminated in
most positions — word-finally and internally before a vowel other than a jer.
In the bargain they compensated preceding vowels, including preceding
(that is, ‘strong’) jers; strong jers were identified with mid vowels, strong *b
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as /e/, strong *b as /o/. Marking weak and strong jers by minus and plus,
respectively, we have: nominative singular *db*nb~ > néHb/dén’ ‘day’ but
genmve plural *db~nb*jb~ > auéil/dnéj ‘days’, *sb~tereti > CTepeTb/ sterét
‘wipe off’ but first person singular *sb*tb™ru > COpr/ sotru ‘I wipe off’.

Proto-Slavonic liquid diphthongs with *e or *o were subject to noano-
raacue/polnoglasie, whereby the same vowel appeared on both sides of
the liquid: *bérgs > 6eper/béreg ‘shore’, *korfva > kopOBa/korova ‘cow’.
As here, circumflex accent becomes stress on the first of the two vowels
and original acute becomes stress on the second (see chapter 3, section
2.22). Adjacent to liquids, jers have overt reflexes: genitive singular *krbvi
» KpOoBH/krovi ‘blood’, *pbinbjb (from earlier *piln-) > nonHbIN/polnyj
“full’.

Proto-Slavonic accent has another reflex in the opposition of two back
mid vowels, attested in some medieval texts (with varying graphemic strate-
gies) and some modern dialects, though not in the standard language.
Open /o/ (= [2]) reflects unaccented *o and *o under circumflex accent in
initial syllables: nominative singular *boksb ‘side’ > GOK/bok, genitive
singular *boka > 60ka/boka. Closed /6/ (= [o] or diphthongal [%0])
developed from original accent in non-initial syllables (ror6Bo/gotévo
‘ready’, paG0Ta/rabdta ‘work’) and when accent was retracted from jers
(nominative singular *stolB > cTOn/stol ‘table’, genitive plural *golvi >
rondB/golév ‘head’) or from other vowels (*moltisi > monOTHIIL/
moldti§’ ‘you thresh’). Initial /6/ is resolved to /vo/, as in *osbmb >
BOCeMb/vosem’ ‘8’. In the central dialect zone, the /v/ from *g in
pronominal evo ~ ovo, as in cerOpHs/segodnja ‘today’, probably results
from re-evaluation of intervocalic [y] before the typically accented *o
(therefore /6/) of the following syllable.

Prior to the loss of jers, front vowels palatalized preceding consonants.
When the jers were eliminated, palatalization became distinctive in con-
sonants; *i and *y merged as /i/ and *d and *a as /a/. This gives maxi-
mally a seven-vowel system of /i, u, &, 6, e, 0, a/ after the loss of jers.

From the period around the fall of the jers, Russian phonology has been
relatively stable. Unpaired consonants (first §, Z, later ¢, but not ¢)
hardened. Velars palatalized before /i/ < *y and before /&/ (after the
morphophonemic alternations from the second palatalization were elim-
inated). Palatalization has been restricted before other consonants. The
most important change is that of stressed *e (including the reflex of strong
*b) to o before hard consonant and word-finally: genitive plural *zens >
XEH/ZEn ‘women’, *pbst > néc/pés ‘dog’, *lice > nuud/lico, but
*Zenbskbjb > xéucxuﬁ/iénskij ‘female’. Jer-liquid diphthongs partici-
pated, though before hard dentals only: *letvbrtbjp > 4eTBEPTHIH/
cetverty] ‘fourth’ but *pbrvejp > népsblit/pérvyj ‘first’ and *vbrxn >
BEpX/verx ‘top’. Closed mid vowels ¢ and 6 have been eliminated except
dialectally, although B was used for etymological ¢ until the Revolution.
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2.2 Morphophonemic alternations inherited from Proto-Slavonic

The earlier phonological processes dating from Proto-Slavonic through the
fall of the jers have left behind a residue of alternations of consonants,
which can be stated synchronically as relations between the columns of
overlapping grades in table 15.3. An alternation of C’, reflecting first
palatalization of velars before *; and jotation of dentals and labials, with
etymological C occurs in verbs with suffix {-a-] and their present stems:
nucath/pisat’ ‘write’, nuuy/pisu (1 SG), nuemws/pises’ (2 SG) and
nnakats/plakat’ ‘cry’, nnauy/platu (1 SG), nnaveusn/plaes’ (2 sG). C”
alternates with C', which reflects first palatalization of velars and ‘bare’
palatalization of other consonants before front vowels, within the present
of obstruent stems: Hecy/nesu (1 SG) ‘I carry’, Hecéub/nesé$’ (2 SG) and
neky/peku (1 sG) ‘I bake’, neuéuib/peces’ (2 SG). In I-conjugation verbs,
C’ in the first person singular and past passive participle alternates with C'
elsewhere: Monouy/molo¢u (1 sG) ‘I thresh’, -MonOueH/-mologen (PASS
PART) versus MOJIOTHTb/molotit’, MONOTHIIL/molotis’ (2 SG). There are
additional, minor, patterns. C' has a variant with $¢ and Zd for the Russian
interpretation of the Church Slavonic reflexes of *# and *dj. C' is the
reflex of C' that developed when consonants (except /1/) lost palatal-
ization before a dental; thus C'* occurs before the reflexes of suffixes
*-bsk- and *-bn-: puIGHbLINA/rybny] ‘fish (adjective)’, MECTHbII/méstnyj
‘local’, yGbITOYHBII/ubytotnyj ‘unprofitable’, nBepHOii/dvernoj ‘pertain-
ing to a door’, but pa3nenbHbIi/razdel ‘nyj ‘separate’.

The alternation of vowels deriving from the fall of the jers is most
visible in nominal declension. The null grade appears in most case forms,
the full grade in specific environments: nominative singular of declension
Ia (HOXOK/nozok ‘knife (DIMIN)’, otherwise HOXK-/nozk-); nominative
singular and instrumental singular of declension Illa (BOwWL/VvOS’ ‘louse’,
BOLIBIO/ V0§ ‘ju, stem Bii-/v3-); and genitive plural of declension Ib and II
(okHO/0kno ‘window’, OKOH/0kon; KOpOGKa/korobka ‘box’, KOpOGOK/
korobok).

Table 15.3 Consonant alternations

C() CJ CI Clu
P={p,b,f, v, m] Pl p P
T={td,s, 2 (62,8 %) T T
K=k, g, x} {€ 2,8 (€ 2,3 (€ 2,8
R=(n,r, R R {n,rl]
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2.3 Morphophonemic alternations resulting from changes after
Proto-Slavonic

Few morphophonemic alternations date from after the fall of the jers. The
alternation derived from *e > o to some extent follows the original distri-
bution of e before soft consonant, o before hard - énn/él’ ‘fir tree’ versus
diminutive €énka/élka or énkuy/é€lki¢ ‘wood sprite’ — but the alternation
has been obscured by subsequent changes. Some formerly palatalized
consonants have hardened, and *¢, which was exempt from *e > o, has
merged with e: *télo > Téno/télo ‘body’. Analogically, /o/ has replaced
/e/ from *¢é in certain morphological contexts — in the plurals 3B€3ab1/
zvézdy ‘stars’ and rHé3pa/gnézda ‘nests’ and in the masculine past tense of
obstruent-stem verbs (npeHeOpér/ prenebrég ‘(he) neglected’).

3 Morphology

3.1 Nominal morphology

3.1.1 Nominal categories

Nominal parts of speech express distinctions of case, number and gender,
but not always by the same morphological means, and with different
degrees of consistency.

Number is expressed in all nominal parts of speech except numerals
themselves. Because it is difficult to formulate principles that would deter-
mine algorithmically how many cases Russian has (see Comrie in Brecht
and Levine 1985), it seems sensible to assume that Russian has six primary
cases and two secondary cases (second genitive and second locative), the
secondary cases being available for a decreasing number of masculines. If
the six primary cases are arranged in the order nominative, accusative,
genitive, locative, dative and instrumental, then all instances of syncretism
within a paradigm select continuous intervals. The historical vocative is
moribund, with the isolated exception of Boxe/Boze ‘oh God’, and
Focnoau/Gospodi ‘oh Lord’, now usually just expletives. Colloquial
Russian has developed a new vocative, the bare stem of the noun: Maui/
Mag! ‘oh Masa!’.

Nouns can be grouped into equivalence classes according to various
criteria. One such grouping is declension class; another is (syntactic)
gender, expressed through agreement in other parts of speech — attributive
adjectives, predicative adjectives, the past tense of verbs and ultimately
pronouns. Declension type and gender are largely isomorphic - the
members of a given declension or subdeclension condition the same agree-
ment, and belong to the same gender.

The exceptions mostly involve animate nouns. Declension II, otherwise
composed of feminines, includes many nouns whose reference is male (or
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conventionally assumed to be so) and whose syntactic gender is masculine,
such as psinsi/djadja ‘uncle’ or cynbsi/sud’ja ‘judge’. Declension II also
includes ‘common-gender’ nouns which may be used with either feminine
or masculine agreement (usually in both adjective and verb), depending on
reference (for example, masculine 3T0 GbUT CTPAILHBIA HEMOCERa/&to
byl stradnyj neposéda ‘that was a terrible fidget’ in reference to a male,
feminine 3T0 GbINA cTpalIHas Hemocéna/eto byla stradnaja neposéda in
reference to a female). Declension I names for occupations, in reference to
women, can still be used with masculine agreement in both attributive
adjective and verb, but there is a tendency to use referential feminine
agreement, in the verb alone, or, non-standardly but increasingly (up to 25
per cent in the generation born in the decade of 1940), in both attributive
modifier and verb; feminine agreement in adjectives, however, has so far
been restricted to the nominative. Thus, although the vast majority of
nouns have a unique and stable gender which can be predicted from
declension type, nouns referring to human beings show some variation
between conventional, grammatical gender and gender based on reference.

Another equivalence class of nouns is defined by the animate accusa-
tive, the use of the genitive for a syntactic accusative (see Klenin 1983: ch.
1, ch. 3). Among singular nouns, this substitution occurs only with mascu-
lines of declension I, including the rare masculine animate with neuter-like
morphology (mogmacTépbe/podmastér’e ‘apprentice’) but excluding the
occasional neuter animate (ZUTATKO/ ditjatko) and declension III animates
(MaTb/mat’ ‘mother’). In the plural, animacy is expressed by nouns of all
genders. Anaphoric pronouns invoke the animate accusative regardless of
gender or referential animacy, as in ero/ego (N ACC SG) or X/ix (ACC PL).
Under agreement, masculine singular and all plural adjectives agree with
the animacy of their head noun. Any attributive modifier agrees with the
referential animacy of a declension II masculine noun, even though the
noun itself does not invoke the syncretism: XOpowd 3HANM MOero
nényiKy/xoro30 znali moegod dédusku ‘(they) knew my grandfather well’.
The boundaries of what counts as animate and what as inanimate are
mostly fixed, down to certain nouns of variable reference, such as
YHUKYM/Unikum ‘unique item, person’ or 4yi¢H/¢lén ‘member’. Face cards
are animate.

3.1.2 Noun morphology

Nouns in Russian make use of relatively few case-number morphemes, and
the three declensional patterns into which they are organized are also
limited and relatively uniform, though there are some recognizable sub-
declensions. A partition of nouns into declension types is less easy to
motivate in the plural. Aside from the residual instrumental plural in
-bMH/-'mi, which ranges from less preferred with gBéps/dvér’ ‘door’ to
preferred with nomanb/103ad’ ‘horse’ and a0uL/do¢’ ‘daughter’ to obli-
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gatory with momu/ljudi ‘people’ and pétu/deti ‘children’, plural
morphemes are otherwise uniform for dative, locative and instrumental for
all nouns; further, the morphemes used for the two remaining positions -
nominative (and accusative of inanimates) and genitive (and accusative of
animates) - cross class boundaries. For these two case forms, each sub-
declension has preferences, recorded in the tables; deviations are discussed
in the text (see Stankiewicz 1968; 3anu3nsik/Zaliznjak 1977).

Declension I includes two recognizable subdeclensions, which differ
primarily in the nominative singular and less consistently in the plural.
Declension Ia, all masculine or basically masculine with incipient common
gender, has nominative singular {-@}, and prefers {-i} for the nominative
plural and an overt ending in the genitive, {-ov/-ev} with stems ending in
hard, non-palatal consonants (and also in /j/ or /c/), {-ej} with stems
ending in paired palatalized consonants and palatals (see table 15.4, with
citation forms yiH/¢in ‘rank’ and KOHb/kon’ ‘horse’). Soft stems, listed
separately here, differ from hard stems only in superficial details of ortho-
graphy (except for genitive plural). Here and in other paradigms, morpho-
phonemic e substitutes for o in soft stems. In this and other declensions, the
locative singular of nouns in {-ij-} is wu rather than me (cueHapwuii/scenarij
(NOM SG) ‘script’, CLleHApHH/scenarii (LOC SG)).

Certain masculine nouns as a matter of course use the second locative
{-0} with B/v ‘in’ and Ha/na ‘in, on’, but not with 0/0 ‘about’ (B cHery/v
snegu ‘in snow’ but 0 cHére/o snége ‘about snow’). A number of mass and
some abstract nouns use {-u} for the genitive with a partitive meaning, more
emphatic than the ordinary genitive in this function: si He BbINUN 4YaKo/ja
ne vypil ¢aju ‘I didn’t drink any tea at all’ versus si He BbINUJ 4asi/ja ne
vypil Eaja ‘I failed to drink tea’. The second genitive in {-u}, however, is
fading; it occurs with ever fewer nouns, and often is equivalent to the
primary genitive in {-a}.

Variation in the stem of the singular and plural is usually confined to
recognizable groups, which also have deviations from the unmarked plural
endings. Nationality terms, which alternate a singular suffix {-in} with no
suffix in the plural, use an otherwise unique nominative plural ending {-¢}
and genitive plural {-@}: apmsiHiH/armjanin (NOM SG) ‘Armenian’,
apMsiHe/armjane (NOM PL), apMsiH/armjan (GEN PL). Names for young,
whose singular and plural stems differ, exhibit the doubly unusual com-
bination of nominative plural {-a} and genitive plural {-@} (Tenénok/
telénok ‘calf’, nominative plural Tensita/teljata, genitive plural
tensit/teljat). The thirty-odd collectives with plural stem augment in -j-
have nominative plural {-a}, usually with the unmarked genitive plural {-ov/
-ev}] (komoc/kolos ‘ear’, nominative plural konocbs/kolos’ja, genitive
plural konocbeB/kolos ev).

There are some other deviations from the unmarked plural endings. The
combination of nominative plural {-a}, implying end stress throughout the
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Table 15.4 Declension Ia

(a) Hard stem Soft stem
Singular

NOM YMH ‘rank’ KOHb ‘horse’
ACC = NOM = GEN
GEN 4YMHa KOHSI
DAT 4HHY KOHIO
INST 4YHHOM KOHEM
LocC 4YKHe KOHE
Plural

NOM YHHBI KOHH
ACC = NOM = GEN
GEN YHHOB KOHEMN
DAT 4YMHAM KOHSIM
INST YHMHAMH KOHSIMH
LocC YHHAX KOHSIX
(b) Hard stem Soft stem
Singular

NOM &in ‘rank’ kon’ ‘horse’
ACC = NOM = GEN
GEN ¢ina konja
DAT ¢inu konju
INST ¢inom koném
LoC &ine koné
Plural

NOM ¢iny koni
ACC = NOM = GEN
GEN ¢inov konéj
DAT ¢inam konjam
INST ¢inami konjami
LOC inax konjax

plural, and the usual genitive plural ending occurs with a substantial
number of nouns, including borrowings: uHcnékrop/inspéktor (NOM SG)
‘inspector’, MHCIIeKTOpa/inspektora (NOM PL). The combination of usual
nominative plural {-i} with uncharacteristic genitive {-@} is found with lexlcal
items that tend to be used in quantified collocations; for example, pa3/raz
(NOM SG = GEN PL) ‘time’, congaT/soldat (NOM SG = GEN PL) ‘soldier’.
Declension Ib (see table 15.5, with citation forms GondTo/boloto
‘swamp’ and yménbe/uicél’e ‘gorge’) differs from declension Ia by having
an overt ending {-o ~ -€} in the nominative singular, and by a preference
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Table 15.5 Declension Ib

(a) Hard stem Soft stem
Singular

NOM 60n0TO ‘swamp’ yweénbe ‘gorge’
ACC = NOM = NOM
GEN 6onoTa ylwénbs
DAT 6on0TY YLENBIO
INST 60n0TOM ylénbeM
LOC 6onoTe yiiénbe
Plural

NOM GonoTa yeénbs
ACC = NOM = NOM
GEN 60n0T yIENuit
DAT 60n0TaM YIENbAM
INST 60n0TaMHU yLLENbAMH
Loc 60onoTax YIENBAX
(b) Hard stem Soft stem
Singular

NOM boloto ‘swamp’ u§cel’e ‘gorge’
ACC = NOM = NOM
GEN bolota uséeél’ja
DAT bolotu ugcel’ju
INST bolotom u$tél’em
Loc bolote uitél’e
Plural

NOM bolota uscel’ja
ACC = NOM = NOM
GEN bolot uselii

DAT bolotam u$cel‘jam
INST bolotami ugcel’jami
LOC bolotax u$eeél ‘jax

for nominative plural {-a} and genitive plural {-@). It is almost exclusively
neuter, except for derivatives of masculines (ropopuwxko/gorodiko
‘town’, HoxXHilLe/nozis¢e ‘knife’) and a few isolated masculines
(nopMmacTépbe/podmaster ‘e ‘apprentice’). Soft stems are restricted: there
are nouns in {-C-j-}, whose genitive plural is {-C-Vj-@}, spelled mii or éi,
such as ymeénne/uscel’e, genitive plural yluénnﬁ/ uiéélij or muTLE/pit’é
‘drinking’, genitive plural nuTéi/pitéj; nouns in { C-ij-}, whose locative
smgular is spelled um and whose genitive plural is {-ij-@}, spelled ni, such as
3naHue/zdanie ‘building’, locative singular 3nauuu/zdanii, genitive plural
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3MaHMii/zdanij; and a minuscule number with paired soft consonant
(none/pole ‘field’, MOpe/more ‘sea’, rope/gore ‘woe’), with overt geni-
tive plural (noneéii/pole;j).

An overt genitive plural {-ov/-ev} occurs with nouns with -j- augment,
such as nepo/per6 ‘feather’, nominative plural népbsi/pér’ja, genitive
plural népbeB/pér’ev, and also with ninatbe/plat’e ‘dress’ (genitive plural
nnatbe/plat’ev) and O6nako/oblako ‘cloud’ (nominative plural
o6naka/oblaka, genitive plural o6nakOB/oblakov). The opposite com-
bination of genitive {-@} with nominative {-i}, more characteristic of declen-
sion la, occurs as a rule with (pejorative) diminutives, both masculines
(nomuuko/domisko ‘house’, nominative plural gomuuku/domiski, geni-
tive plural gomrek/domisek) and neuters (OkOLKO/okosko ‘window’,
nominative plural okOwK#u/okoski, genitive plural okOwek/okosek).

Declension II is composed primarily of feminines, though it includes
some masculine and common-gender human nouns as well (see table 15.6,
with ropa/gora ‘mountain’ and Hepénsi/nedélja ‘week’). Alone of the
declensions, declension II avoids syncretism of the accusative singular; the
accusative plural syncretizes with the nominative or genitive, by animacy,
as in all paradigms. Again, hard and soft stems do not differ other than
orthographically; locative singular (and syncretically, dative singular) is
again mu for stems in {-ij-}, such as nuHus/linija ‘line’, dative-locative
singular niHuK/linii. In the plural, the nominative is universally {-i}, and
the genitive is preferentially {-@} for stems in {-Vj-}, spelled with i. The
overt genitive plural {-ej} is possible for certain miscellaneous soft-stem
nouns (msipsi/djadja ‘uncle’, genitive plural psipeit/djadej; nons/dolja
‘portion’, genitive plural gonéii/doléj) and some nouns with a stem-final
cluster; still, the latter group preferentially uses {-0} and an inserted vowel
(xanns/kaplja ‘drop’, genitive plural kanenb/kapel’). Nouns in {-Cp-}
have {-@} and usually harden the consonant (1€cHsi/pésnja ‘song’, genitive
plural necen/pésen).

Declension III, characterized by the syncretic ending {-i} in genitive,
dative, locative singular, includes two subparadigms (see table 15.7, with
citation forms KOCTb/kost” ‘bone’ and munémsi/plémja ‘tribe’). Feminine
Illa has nominative singular {-@}, instrumental {-ju} (with possible vowel
alternation in the stem, as in BOWbL/vOS' ‘louse’, BN/ VSi, BOWbIO/
vo§'ju), nominative plural {-i} and genitive plural {-¢j}. The near-dozen IIIb
neuters have nominative singular {-aJ, when a diminished stem without
{-Vn-} is used, an instrumental {-em}, nominative plural {-a} and genitive
{-0). ITIb stems alternate stem-final /n/ (singular) with /n/ (plural). Lone
masculine myTb/put’ ‘road’ follows Illa except in the instrumental singular.

3.1.3 Pronominal morphology
The declension of pronouns is idiosyncratic in various respects (see table
15.8). The reflexive pronoun, except for the impossibility of a nominative,
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Table 15.6 Declension II

(a) Hard stem Soft stem
Singular

NOM ropa ‘mountain’ Heaéns ‘week’
ACC ropy HeAeNno
GEN ropsbl Hemenu
DAT ropé Hepéne
INST ropo Hepénen
LOC ropé Heaéne
Plural

NOM ropsi Hepénu
ACC = NOM = NOM
GEN rop HeAénb
DAT ropam HeAensm
INST ropamu HEAENSIMHU
Loc ropax Heaensx
(b) Hard stem Soft stem
Singular

NOM gora ‘mountain’ nedélja ‘week’
ACC goru nedélju
GEN gory nedéli
DAT gore nedéle
INST goroj nedélej
LOC goré nedéle
Plural

NOM gory nedeli
ACC = NOM = NOM
GEN gor nedel’
DAT goram nedéljam
INST gorami nedéljami
LoC gorax nedéljax

declines like the second person singular pronoun: genitive ce6si/sebja and
so on; the second person plural declines like first person plural (Bb1/vy,
genitive Bac/vas and so on). The inanimate interrogative ‘what’ declines
like ‘who’, with an obvious difference in stem and animacy (4T0/¢&t0, geni-
tive yerd/&ego and so on). Third-person pronouns occur with a preceding
H when they are governed by a preposition. The instrumentals MHO#1/
mnoj, To60#/tobdj, c060it/soboj, (H)eit/(n)éj, allow variants with 1o (for
example, MHOIO/mnoju) to the extent the pronoun is prosodically inde-
pendent.
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Table 15.7 Declension III

(a) Hla e
Singular

NOM KOCTb ‘bone’ nnéms ‘tribe’
ACC = NOM = NOM

GEN KOCTH NnéMEHH
DAT KOCTH NnéMeHH
INST KOCTbIO niéMeHeM
LoC KOCTH NnéMEHH
Plural

NOM KOCTH nneMeHa
ACC = NOM = NOM

GEN KocTéi nnemMéx
DAT KOCTSIM nneMeHaMm
INST KOCTSIMH NIEMEHAMH
LOC KOCTSIX NAeMeHax
(b) lla b
Singular

NOM kost’ ‘bone’ plémja ‘tribe’
ACC = NOM = NOM

GEN kosti plémeni
DAT kosti plémeni
INST kost'ju plémenem
LoC kosti plémeni
Plural

NOM kosti plemena
ACC = NOM = NOM

GEN kostéj plemén

DAT kostjam plemenam
INST kostjami plemenami
Loc kostjax plemenax

KT6/kto and uT0/¢to (and other interrogatives) can be combined with
post-positive particles to form indefinites; kT0-T0/kto-to ‘someone’ and
4TO-TO/Et0-to ‘something’ are specific (the speaker has in mind a unique
entity), KTO-HMGYAb/kto-nibud’ ‘someone or other’, YTO-HUOGYMAbL/EtoO-
nibud’ ‘something or other’ are truly indefinite. These pronouns can also
be combined with pre-positive particles (HékTO/nékto ‘a certain someone’,
HEYTO/nélto ‘a certain something’, HUKTO/niktd ‘no one’, HUYTO/Nittd
‘nothing’, kOe-kTO/koe-kto ‘somebody or another’) or ultimately with
whole phrases (KTO 6bl TO HU cTano/kté by to ni stalo ‘whoever it might
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Table 15.8 Pronominal declensions

(a) 1sG 2sG 1pL INT

NOM ] ThI MbI KTO

ACC = GEN = GEN = GEN = GEN

GEN MeHsi Te6s Hac KOro

DAT MHE Te6e HaMm KOMY

INST MHOI TOGO#M HaMH KEéM

LOC MHE Te6e Hac KOM
3 M-N 3F 3prL

NOM OH ~ OHO OHa OHM

ACC = GEN = GEN = GEN

GEN (n)ero (n)eé (n)nx

DAT (H)emy (H)éit (H)um

INST (H)um (n)éit (u)umm

LOC HEM HEl HUX

(b) 1sG 2sG 1rL INT

NOM ja ty my kto

ACC = GEN = GEN = GEN = GEN

GEN menja tebja nas kogo

DAT mné tebé nam komu

INST mnoj toboj nami kém

LoC mn¢ tebe nas kom
3 M-N 3F 3prL

NOM on ~ ono ona oni

ACC = GEN = GEN = GEN

GEN (n)ego (n)eé (n)ix

DAT (n)emu (n)éj (n)im

INST (n)im (n)éj (n)imi

LOC ném néj nix

turn out to be’). Morphologically the compounds behave identically to the
pronominal bases, but pre-positive particles move left of prepositions: HYU O
4€M/ni o ¢&ém ‘about nothing’, KOe ¢ KéM/koe s kem ‘with somebody or
another’. ,

The declension of demonstratives, proximate 3ToT/&tot and distal TOT/
tot (see table 15.9), is reminiscent of that of third-person anaphoric
pronouns.
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Table 15.9 Demonstrative paradigms

(a) M-N 3 PL

NOM TOT ~ TO Ta Té ~ 3TH

ACC = NOM ~ = GEN Ty =NOM ~ = GEN
GEN TOrO TOM TéX ~ ITUX
DAT TOMY TOW TéM ~ 3TUM
INST TEM ~ 3TUM TOH TEMH ~ ITUMHU
LOC TOM TOM TéX ~ 3TUX

(b) M-N k PL

NOM tot ~ to ta t¢ ~ &t

ACC =NOM ~ = GEN th = NOM, ~ = GEN
GEN togod toj tex ~ etix

DAT tomu t0j tém ~ etim
INST tem ~ étim t0j témi ~ &timi
LOC tom t0j téx ~ etix

3.1.4 Adjectival morphology

Short-form adjectives, whose syntactic distribution is restricted, preserve
only the nominal endings of the nominative case: masculine kpaceH/
krasen ‘red’, feminine KpacHa/krasna, neuter kpacHo/krasno, plural
KpacHbl/krasny ~ kpacHbl/krasny. Long-form adjectives decline like
demonstratives (see table 15.10, with citation forms kpacHblii/krasnyj
‘red’ and panbHmii/dal’nij ‘far’). Soft-stem adjectives differ from hard-
stem adjectives only in adjustments in the spelling of vowel letters. Under
stress, the masculine nominative singular form is -0ii/-6j (Monopo#/
molodoj ‘young’).

The synthetic comparative ends residually in {-e} (basically with C’
mutation, but in addition the stem may be modified and -$- may creep in)
for a number of common adjectives, such as goporoii/dorogoj ‘dear,
expensive’, aopoOxe/doroze; KOpOTKHit/korotkij ‘short’, KopoOue/
koroce; monruit/dolgij ‘long’, nonbuie/dol se; the productive ending is
{-eje}, as in Minb1i/milyj ‘kind’, Munée/milée. The synthetic comparative
cannot be used attributively, but only as a predicative (cHauana oHa 6bina
HepoGpas, MOTOM (6bLTA ~ CcTana ~ Ka3sanach) XuBee/snatala ona
byla nedobraja, potom {byla ~ stala ~ kazalas’} Zivée ‘at first she was
unkind, then she {was ~ became ~ seemed] livelier’) or as a post-positive
reduced relative clause (MOMHHUT OH 3aMKHYTOrO apecTaHTa CTaplue
ce6si rogamu/pomnit 6n zamknutogo arestanta starSe sebja godami ‘he
recalls a withdrawn prisoner (who was) years older than him’). The analytic



846 EAST SLAVONIC LANGUAGES

Table 15.10 Adjectival declension

Hard stcm M-N k PL

(2)

NOM KpacHblil ~ KpacHoe ‘red’ KpacHasi KpacHble

ACC = NOM ~ = GEN KPACHYIO =NOM ~ = GEN
GEN KPacHoro KpacHo# KPACHBIX

DAT KPacHOMYy KPAcHOI KPAaCHBIM

INST KPaCHBIM KPacHOIi KPacHbIMH

LOC KPpacHOM KpacHo#m KPAaCHbIX

Soft stem M-N k PL

NOM AanbHUN ~ panbHee ‘far’ AANbHSSA AanbHue

ACC =NOM ~ = GEN RANIBHIONO =NOM ~ = GEN
GEN NAJbHEro AAnbHeR AANBHUX

DAT AaNbHEMY JanbHe#n NANBHUM

INST BANBbHUM AanbHel AANbHUMH

LOC AanbHeM panbHei AaNbHUX

Hard stem M-N k PL

()

NOM krasnyj ~ krasnoe ‘red’ krasnaja krasnye

ACC = NOM ~ = GEN krasnuju = NOM ~ = GEN
GEN krasnogo krasnoj krasnyx

DAT krasnomu krasnoj krasnym

INST krasnym krasnoj krasnymi

LOC krasnom krasnoj krasnyx

Soft stem M-N K PL

NOM dal’nij ~ dal’nee ‘far’ dal’njaja dal’nie

ACC =NOM ~ = GEN dal’njuju = NOM ~ = GEN
GEN dal’nego dal’nej dal’nix

DAT dal’nemu dal’nej dal’nim

INST dal’nim dal’nej dal’'nimi

LocC dal’'nem dal’nej dal’nix

comparative, which can be used in all contexts, is formed by modifying the
adjective by the adverb Gonee/bolee.

The neuter singular short form of adjectives (including of comparatives)
functions as an adverb: sipko/jarko ‘brightly’, nmpoHHUATENbHO/
pronicatel ‘no ‘incisively’, noposxe/doroze ‘more expensively’.
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3.1.5 Numeral morphology
Numerals use declensional strategies (see table 15.11) which range from
near indeclinability to demonstrative-like declension.

Certain cardinal numerals expressing large round units of counting
(ordinals will be given in parentheses) have minimal declension, with one
form for the nominative and accusative, another for the remaining cases;

Table 15.11 Numeral paradigms

(a) Round Ordinary  Paucal Collective

NOM cTo naTh TpH ABOE

ACC = NOM = NOM = NOM ~ = GEN = NOM ~ = GEN
GEN cTa nsATH Tpéx ABOMX

DAT cTa ATH TpéM ABOMM

INST cTa NATbIO Tpemsi JNBOMMH

Loc cTa naTH Tpéx ABOMX

Compound decade Compound hundred

NOM NATbACCAT TpHCTa

ACC = NOM = NOM

GEN NATHAECATH TPEXCOT

DAT NATHAECATH TPEMCTaM

INST NATBIOAECATBIO TPEMSCTAMH

LOC NATHAECATH TpEXCTax

(b) Round Ordinary  Paucal Collective
NOM sto pjat’ tri dvoe

ACC = NOM = NOM =NOM ~ = GEN = NOM ~ = GEN
GEN sta pjati tréx dvoix
DAT sta pjati trém dvoim
INST sta pjat’ju tremja dvoimi
LOC sta pjati tréx dvoix

Compound decade Compound hundred

NOM pjat desjat trista

ACC = NOM = NOM

GEN pjatidesjati tréxsot

DAT pjatidesjati trémstam
INST pjat‘judesjat ‘ju tremjastami

LOC pjatidesjati tréxstax
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such are cro/st0 ~ cra/sta (cOTbIA/sotyj) ‘100°, cOpok/sorok ~
copoka/soroka (COpokoBO#/sorokovoj) ‘40°, neBIHOCTO/ devjanosto ~
feBHOCTa/devjanosta (ReBAHOCTBI/ devjanostyj) ‘90° and
nontopacra/poltorasta ~ monyropacra/polutorasta ~ ‘a hundred and
a half’, the last two etymologically derived from cTO/std. ‘One and a half’
has the same pattern, but additionally the nominative distinguishes gender,
like the paucal ‘2’ (momropa/poltora (M-N), moatopsi/poltory (F)).
Multiples of ‘hundred’ - gBécTr/dvesti ‘200°, TprcTa/trista, yeTbipecTa/
Cetyresta, MATBHCOT/pjat’sOt, IIECTLCOT/$est’sOt, CeMbCOT/sem’sot,
BOCEMBLCOT/vosem ‘sOt, AeBATLCOT/devjat'sot — are compounds which
decline both parts. Their ordinals are built from the genitive forms:
TPEXCOTBII/ tréxsotyj, LIECTUCOTDI/ Sestisotyj.

The majority of numerals decline as declension III nouns. ‘Five’ to ‘9’
stress the ending in the oblique cases: nsiTb/pjat’ (MSAThIMA/ pjatyj), WECTh/
Sest’ (wecToi/3estoj), céMb/sém’ (ceabMoOit/sed 'moj), BOCeMb/vosem’
(BOocbMOI/vos'moj) and neBsATb/dévjat’ (neBsiThbIil/devjatyj). ‘Eleven’
to ‘19°, though historically compounds, have this declension with fixed
stem stress: OfMHHaALATh/odinnadcat’ (ORMHHAALATHIN/ odinnadcatyj),
mBeHaquaTh/dvenadcat’ (nBeHaguaTblii/dvenadcatyj), TpHHARLATH/
trinadcat’ (TpMHAAUATHIA/trinadcatyj), ueTbIpHaAUAThb/Eetyrnadcat’
(veTbIpHaaUaTbIA/ Eetyrnadcatyj), MATHAAUATH/pjatnadcat’ (MATHAA-
uaThlit/pjatnadcatyj), mecTHafuaTh/Sestnadcat’  (LIECTHAALATHINA/
Sestnadcatyj), cemHaguaTh/semnadcat’ (ceMHAaAuUATbIA/semnadcatyj),
BOCEMHAMLAThL/ vosemnadcat’ (BoceMHanuaThIil/ vosemnadcatyj),
AeBATHAAUATH/devjatnadcat’ (meBsATHapuaThlit/devjatnadcatyj). The
first three decades have the pattern of msiTh/pjat’: aécaTb/deésjat’
(mecsiToiit/desjatyj),  mBaauathb/dvadcat’  (mBaguaTbiit/dvadcatyj),
TpHANaTh/tridcat’ (TpuaUATHIA/tridcatyj). The decades from ‘50’ to ‘80
(recall that cOpok/sorok ‘40’ and reBsiHOCTO/devjanosto ‘90’ have mini-
mal declension) are declensionally still compounds; the second component
ends in a hard consonant in the nominative: msTbaecsiT/pjat’desjat
(nsaTupecsiThIA/ pjatidesjatyj), wecThaecs T/ Sest'desjat (LIECTURECATHIA/
§estidesjétyj), ceMbuecaT/sem'desjat (ceMHnec;rrbm/semndes;atyj),
BOCEMbJIECST/ vOsem ‘desjat (BOCbmmecmbm/ VoS mldeSJatyJ)

Paucal numerals - gBa/dva (M-N) ~ aBé/dve (F) 2°, Tpu/tri ‘3’ and
yeThipe/&etyre ‘4’ — use the case morphemes of plural adjectives, merging
genitive and locative, but have idiosyncratic stems (aBy-/dvu-, Tpé-/tré-,
4eThbIpE-/Cetyré- but instrumental YeTbipbMsi/ & Cetyr ‘mja).

Collectives (nBOe/dvoe ‘twosome’, TpOe/troe ‘threesome’, uéTBepo/
¢etvero ‘foursome’ and so on) hkew1se have a plural adjectival declension
in obhque cases. Indefinites like ckOMBbKO/skol’ko ‘how many’ (genitive
CKOnbKHX/skol’kix) follow this strategy. ‘Both’, which distinguishes
gender throughout, declines in this fashion (o6a/ oOba (M—N NOM), 060ux/
oboix (GEN); 06e/dbe (F NOM), 06¢ux/obeix (GEN) and so on).
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Finally, ‘one’ (plural ‘some’) declines like the demonstrative 3ToT/&tot:
ot/ odin (M NOM SG) (with an exceptional full vowel), ogH6/0dné (N
NOM SG), ofHOMY/odnomu (M-N DAT SG) and so on. Teicsiua/tysjata
‘thousand’ and MunIMOH/million ‘million’ decline like ordinary nouns,
although Tbicsua/tysjaéa archaically allows instrumental ThICS4YbIO/
tysjac ‘ju.

3.2 Verbal morphology

3.2.1 Verbal categories

Verbs generally distinguish finite forms, infinitives, verbal adjectives (or
participles) and verbal adverbs (or gerunds). Verbal adverbs and active
participles are formally past or non-past, but there is a tendency, especially
with verbal adverbs, to align the tense with aspect — past with perfective,
present with imperfective; a tense distinction is still viable only with imper-
fective participles. The past passive participle is formed unproblematically
from transitive perfectives. Present passive participles from imperfectives,
limited to written Russian, tend to acquire a modal meaning.

Russian forms a subjunctive mood by combining the past tense with the
particle 6b1/by. The combination is less of an inflectional category than,
say, tense. The particle can occur in various positions in a clause, and it can
co-occur with non-verbal modal predicatives without the past tense of ‘be’
(myywe Gbi/lucse by ‘would be better’). The subjunctive is used most
naturally in counterfactual conditionals.

The imperative is usually built from the present-tense stem; an overt
suffix {-i-} occurs after consonant clusters or under stress, otherwise there is
no suffix. The singular has no further marker, the plural uses {-te}. With the
intonation of polarity questions, indicative first person plural forms can be
used hortatively to express requests.

Imperfectives distinguish past, present and future, the latter a peri-
phrastic combination of auxiliary (6yay/budu (1 SG) and so on) and
imperfective infinitive. Perfectives distinguish past and a morphological
present, which reports true future or singularized habitual situations. For
example, the perfective present in OTKaXXyT — MUIOM yTewasncs/otkazut
- migom utesalsja ‘if they [= belles] should refuse, he was consoled in a
moment’ (Puskin, Evgenij Onegin, ch. 4.X) establishes the protasis of a
condition whose apodosis is stated in the imperfective past.

The present inflects for person and number. The aorist and imperfect
continued in written Russian (in the Church Slavonic register) into the
seventeenth century, but in the vernacular the /-participle, which inflects
for gender and number, had centuries before become the universal verbal
form for reporting events prior to the speech situation.

Most verb forms can be assigned to the macro-categories of imperfective
and perfective aspect. This partition is evidently a generalization over some
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recognizably distinct lexical subsystems. Semantically, in contrast to the
long-standing attempt to define aspect as non-temporal (in order to distin-
guish it from tense), recent investigations from various perspectives cluster
around the notion that aspect deals with how an event proceeds over time.
An event reported by a perfective presumes a delimited temporal interval
in which there is change in the state of the world and, further, all change is
confined to this interval. An event expressed by an imperfective fails this
definition, and indicates that the states or changes of state are extended
over time in one way or another.

3.2.2 Conjugation

If nouns have relatively uniform stem shape with transparent internal struc-
ture but heterogeneous endings, the situation is reversed in verbs. Endings
are largely uniform, but stems have internal structure and vary. Verbs
commonly display two major stem alternants, the present allostem, used for
the present tense, imperative and present participles, and the past/
infinitive allostem, used for past, infinitive, past (active) participle and
(past) passive participle. Stem allomorphy revolves primarily around the
classificatory suffix, a recurrent derivational morpheme that occurs after
the root. The suffix, for verbs which have one, is present in the past/
infinitive allostem; it may be longer, shorter, modified or absent in the
present, following a general principle of complementarity: since past/
infinitive markers start with a consonant, the stem of a suffixed verb will
end in a vowel; and since the present conjugational markers begin with a
vowel, the present allostem ends in a consonant. A minority of verbs do
not have a classificatory suffix, and these suffixless verbs divide into a
number of classes. Although at a higher level of abstraction it is possible to
posit a single basic stem from which allostems can be derived by process
rules (Jakobson 1984: ch. 3), it is convenient to refer to verbs by their two
basic allostems.

Verbs fall into two conjugations, depending on the thematic ligature
(enclosed here by uprights) in the second and third persons singular and
first and second persons plural forms of the present: lil (or I-conjugation,
traditionally the second conjugation) and lel (or E-conjugation, tradition-
ally the first conjugation; under stress, the vowel is /0/). The thematic liga-
ture is absent before the first singular {-u}; the third person plural forms
differ according to the conjugation class: ligature lil implies third person
plural {-at}, lel implies third person plural {-ut}.

The I-conjugation has limi*ed groups. The verbal suffix may be {-i-}, {-e-}
(from *¢&) or {-a-} (also from *¢, after palatals and *). The classificatory
suffix is overt in the past/infinitive stem, absent in the present. Consonants
were palatalized before the classificatory suffix (whether *i or *¢) and
before the thematic ligature, implying C' (as discussed in section 2.2
above): mpocutb/prosit’ ‘request’, second person singular mpOcuilb/
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prosi$’; o6uaern/obidet’ ‘insult’, second person singular oGHAMLIL/
obidi§’. Consonants were jotated in the first person singular, implying C’
(npouy/pro3u, o6uxy/obizu) and in the past passive participle of {-i-}
verbs (-mpouueH/-proen); the resulting C’ has been extended to verbs in
*¢ (o6uxeH/obizen but residual yBineH/uviden ‘seen’). If the two allo-
stems are written in an abstract morphophonemic form in braces separated
by the sign of variation, with the past/infinitive first (and the thematic liga-
ture after the present allostem), /-conjugation verbs fit the formula {CVC-
V- ~ CVC-lil}, the suffixal V being /i/, /e/ or /a/. The conjugation of
one representative verb, rpaGuTh/grabit’ ‘rob’, is given in table 15.12.

Suffixed E-conjugation verbs tend to maintain the suffix in both stem
allomorphs, but not in a consistent form. Three groups are characterized by
a suffix ending in a vowel in the past/infinitive (complementarily before
the consonantal endings) and a suffix ending in /j/ in the present (comple-
mentarily before the vocalic thematic ligature). A common type (for
example nenatb/deélat’ ‘do’, whose conjugation is given in table 15.13) has
stem shapes {CVC-a- ~ CVC-aj-lel}. A similar type with suffixal {-e-}
({CVC-e- ~ CVC-¢j-lel}) names inchoative processes derived from adjec-
tives (yrproMetb/ugrjumet’ ‘become gloomy’, yrpromero/ugrjumeju (1
SG); nbsiHETH/p’janét’ ‘become drunk’, mbsinéto/p’janeju (1 SG)). In a
third, very productive, group of verbs, past/infinitive [CVC-ova-} alter-
nates with present {CVC-uj-lel}: TpéGoBaTb/tréGoBat’ ‘demand’,
TpeéOyto/trebuju (1 SG); konpoBaTh/koldovat’ ‘practise sorcery’, KO-
nyto/kolduju (1 SG).

In the other types of suffixed E-conjugation, the suffix is reduced in the
present. The type {CVC-nu- ~ CVC-n-} productively makes semelfactive
perfectives of intrinsically repetitive or undifferentiated processes:
OpbI3HYTH/bryznut’ ‘splash’, 6pbI3Hy/bryznu (1 SG), TONKHYTb/tolknut’
‘shove’, TonkHy/tolknu (1 SG). Another class has a minimal suffix {-a-} in
the past/infinitive and no suffix but C’ in the present, notationally {CVC"-
a- ~ CVC’-lel}: nnakaTts/plakat’ ‘cry’, mnady/plaéu (1 SG), nnayemn/
place$’ (2 sG); mucaTh/pisat’ ‘write’, nuuy/pisu (1 SG), numewsb/ pises’
(2 sG). No doubt because of the identity of the past/infinitive allomorph
{CVC-a-}, this type is being absorbed into the {CVC-a- ~ CVC-aj-lel}
verbs (see KpbicuH/Krysin 1974).

A small group of verbs has suffixed {CVC-aj in the past/infinitive but a
bare {CVC-lel} in the present: cocaTh/sosat’ ‘suck’, cocy/sosu (1 SG),
cocéuib/sosés’ (2 SG); similarly, xaxpaTb/zazdat’ ‘thirst’, CTOHATB/
stonat’ ‘moan’. Related are verbs whose root-final consonant is /j/:
césATh/séjat’ ‘sow’, cero/séju (1 SG); cMesiTbcsi/smejat’sja ‘laugh’,
cMeroch/smejus’ (1 SG).

Suffixless verbs are heterogeneous. A small group has a stem {CCa-}
which is less than a full closed syllable in the past/infinitive; in the present,
the stem is either the bare consonant cluster (that is, {CC-lel}), such as
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Table 15.12 I-conjugation: rpaGuTh/grabit’ ‘rob’

(a) Conjugation

{CVC-i- ~ CVC-lil)

PRS 1 SG

PRS 2 SG

PRS 3 SG

PRS 1 PL

PRS 2 PL

PRS 3 PL

PRS ACT PART

PRS VERBAL ADVERB
IMP 2 SG

IMP 2 PL

INF

PRTM

PRTF

PRTN

PRT PL

PRT ACT PART

PRT VERBAL ADVERB
PRT PASS PART

rpa6nio
rpabuub
rpabur
rpabum
rpabure
rpaGsaT
rpabGsawmi
rpa6s
rpa6n
rpabbre
rpauts
rpa6un
rpabuna
rpa6uno
rpabuau
rpaGuBLIKi
-rpaGuB(1un)
-rpabnex

(b) Conjugation

[CVC-i- ~ CVCHlil)

PRS 1 SG

PRS 2 SG

PRS 3 SG

PRS 1 PL

PRS 2 PL

PRS 3 PL

PRS ACT PART

PRS VERBAL ADVERB
IMP 2 SG

IMP 2 PL

INF

PRTM

PRTF

PRT N

PRT PL

PRT ACT PART

PRT VERBAL ADVERB
PRT PASS PART

grablju
grabis’
grabit
grabim
grabite
grabjat
grabjascij
grabja
grab’
grab’te
grabit’
grabil
grabila
grabilo
grabili
grabivsij
-grabiv(si)
-grablen
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Table 15.13 E-conjugation: néaars/delat’ ‘do’ and mecti/nesti ‘carry’

(a) Conjugation {CVC-a- ~ CVC-aj-lel} [CVC- ~ CVC-lel)
PRS 1 SG Aénato Hecy
PRS 2 SG Aénaeuib HECENIb
PRS 3 SG Aénaer HecET
PRS 1 PL AénaeM HECEM
PRS 2 PL Aénaere HecéTe
PRS 3 PL AénaioT HecyT
PRS ACT PART AENAOLHI HecyLHi
PRS VERBAL ADVERB aénas Hecs
IMP 2 SG aénamn HEcH
IMP 2 PL nénaire HecHTe
INF aénarth HECTH
PRT M aénan HéC
PRTF paénana Hecna
PRTN aénano Hecno
PRTPL Aénanu HeCn
PRT ACT PART ACNaBLIHHA HECIIMM
PRT VERBAL ADVERB -aénas(uim) -HéCIn
PRT PASS PART -AénaH -HECéH
(b) Congugation {CVC-a- ~ CVC-aj-lel} {CVC- ~ CVC-lel)
PRS 1 SG délaju nesu
PRS 2 SG délaes’ nesés’
PRS 3 SG délaet nesét
PRS 1 PL deélaem nesém
PRS 2 PL délaete neséte
PRS 3 PL délajut nesut
PRS ACT PART delajuscij nesustij
PRS VERBAL ADVERB délaja nesja
IMP 2 SG délaj nesi

IMP 2 PL délajte nesite
INF délat’ nesti
PRTM délal nés
PRTF délala nesla
PRT N délalo neslo
PRTPL delali nesli
PRT ACT PART delavsij néssij
PRT VERBAL ADVERB -délav(3i) -néssi

PRT PASS PART -délan -nesén
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XAaTh/Zdat’ ‘wait’, xay/zdu (1 sG); BpaTb/vrat’ ‘lie’, Bpy/vru (1 SG), or
the cluster with an inserted vowel (that is, [CVR-lel}), such as 6paTb/brat’
‘take’, Gepy/bert (1 SG).

Another subgroup has a past/infinitive stem which is an open mono-
syllable (that is, {C(R)V-}) and either {C(R)VJ-} or {CJ-} in the present.
The consonantal augment J in the present can be /j/ (MbITb/myt’ ‘wash’,
MO10/moju (1 SG); néTb/pét’ ‘sing’, noto/poju (1 SG); nuTh/pit” ‘drink’,
nblo/p’ju (1 SG); 6puTh/brit’ ‘shave’, 6Gpéto/bréju (1 SG); 3HaTH/znat’
‘know’, 3Ha10/znaju (1 SG); rpéTh/grét’ ‘warm’, rpero/greju (1 SG)) or
/v/ (KuTb/Zit’ ‘live’, XuBY/Zivli (1 SG); MubITh/plyt’ ‘swim’, nibIBy/
plyva (1 SG)). In another subgroup the consonantal augment is a nasal:
KaTb/Zat’ ‘reap’, XHYy/Znu (1 SG); (Ha)-yaTb/(na)-tat’ ‘begin’, (Ha)-
yHy/(na)-¢nu (1 SG); petb/det’ ‘put’, aéHy/denu (1 SG); craTs/stat’
‘stand, become’, cTaHy/stanu (1 SG).

The largest and most homogeneous class of suffixless verbs is that of the
type HecTH/nesti ‘carry’, Hecy/nesu (1 SG), Hecé€wb/nesés’ (2 SG), which
generally maintains a fully syllabic stem; a general formula for this type,
whose conjugation is illustrated in table 15.13 above, would be {CVC- ~
CVC-lel}. Some idiosyncratic consonant alternation occurs in the past and
infinitive, in the root or (exceptionally for Russian conjugation) the gram-
matical marker.

Consonant alternations within the present of suffixless verbs are
uniform: C" in the first person singular and third person plural forms
alternates with C' elsewhere.

Irregularity in Russian verbs takes limited forms. As noted, suffixless
verbs are often heterogeneous in their stems, and in this sense are ‘irreg-
ular’. Few verbs have an irregular conjugation as such. XoTéTb/xotét’
‘want’ switches between E-conjugation with C’ in the singular (xouy/
xotu, xOyelb/x0%e$’, xO4er/xo0¢et) and I-conjugation in the plural
(xoTHM/xotim, XOTHTE/Xotite, XOTST/xotjat). JlaTh/dat’ ‘give’ and
€cTb/ést’ ‘eat’ preserve reflexes of the athematic conjugation in the singu-
lar, in which endings were added directly to a consonantal stem: fam/dam,
namb/das’, nact/dast (from reduplicated *dad-), and ém/ém, €mb/€s’,
éct/ést (from *éd-). Their plurals look like conventional I-conjugation:
naguMm/dadim, nagure/dadite, nagyt/dadut (with a switch to the E-con-
jugation in the third person plural) and egim/edim, eaute/edite, enst/
edjat. The forms 6ymy/budu, Gynewn/budes’ and so on, used as the
future of 6bITh/byt’ and in its perfective compounds (mMpuGbITH/ pribyt’
‘arrive’, npu6yny/pribudu (1 SG)), are regular if the allostem is taken to
be {bud-).

3.3 Derivational morphology
Derivation in Russian involves the same strategies as elsewhere in Slavonic:
basically, affixation with some vocalic and consonantal alternations.
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Suffixes have shown a tendency to accrete additional segments, resulting in
a system (in adjectives and noun gradation) of overlapping suffixes. All
parts of speech, but more frequently nouns, could be formed by
compounding independent lexical units, with a ligature vowel if necessary.
In recent times nouns are formed by compounding lexical partials (or
‘stumps’), or acronymically just the first segments, of an extended phrase
(Comrie and Stone 1978: 99-101).

3.3.1 Major patterns of noun derivation

Masculine agentive nouns and corresponding feminines are formed with
-tenb/-tel” (feminine -TenbHMUA/-tel'nica) and suffixes built on the
morph -uk/-ik, such as -HMK/-nik, -4yuk/-Cik, -muKk/$Cik, -OBIMK/
-ovitik (feminine -HMUaA/-nica, -4Mua/-Cica, -muua/-sica, -opwmLa/
-ovitica). Borrowings often contain -Top/-tor or -Tép/-tér (feminine
-Topiua/-tor$a or -Tépiua/-téria): pegakrop/redaktor ‘editor’ (feminine
penaktopiua/redaktor$a). The stylistic value of feminine derivates is
delicate (see Comrie and Stone 1978: 159-66). For classificatory
(nationality) and descriptive nouns, such as KomaTtHuk/ko3atnik ‘cat-
fancier’ and kowaTHuua/kosatnica, use of the feminine is normal in refer-
ence to a woman. With names for professions, the masculine characterizes
someone who practises the profession generally, while the feminine allows
for the inference that the practice of the profession is not completely
general, so that in the extreme instance some feminine derivatives
(moaTécca/poetessa ‘poetess’, Bpaumxa/vradixa ‘lady doctor’) may be
effectively slurs.

Abstract nouns are derived in various ways. Declension Ib deverbals are
from the past passive participle stem, such as yraenue/utaénie ‘conceal-
ing’ (yTauTh/utait’) or mpucbinanue/prisypanie ‘dusting (with powder)’
(npuckmarh/prisypat’). Some declension Il deverbals are formed with
-ka/-ka: yraiika/utajka ‘concealment’, mpuceinka/prisypka ‘dusting’.
Adjectives form abstracts productively with the declension III suffix
-OCTb/-0st’: NefaHTHYHOCTL/pedantiénost’ ‘pedantry’. The sufix -cTBO/
-stvo makes abstracts describing a condition or behaviour or associated
institutions: nempanTcTBO/pedantstvo ‘pedantry’. The suffix -u3m/-izm
makes nouns denoting an ideology or adherence to one: memaHTH3M/
pedantizm ‘pedantry’. With various roots, including proper names,
-lgMHa/-8¢ina describs a characteristic syndrome (3MurpéHTu1uHa/
emigrant¢ina  ‘emigration syndrome’, HO3ApéBLIMHA/nozdrévitina
‘behaviour of (Gogol’s hero) Nozdrév”).

The system of nominal gradation — diminutives and augmentatives -
remains productive in nouns (Unbegaun 1957; Stankiewicz 1968). First-
degree diminutives are formed with masculine -k/-k, -ux/-ik, -unk/-¢ik,
feminine -ka/-ka, neuter -110/-co (~ ue/-ce). Second-degree diminutives
are formed by expanded suffixes, the series in -uk-/-Ck- or the series in
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-wK-/-3k-, the latter often pejorative. Augmentatives (typically pejorative)
are formed by masculine -uie/-isce, feminine -uia/-is¢a, neuter -uine/
-iS¢e. A single root can form numerous derivatives: for example, masculine
HOC/nos ‘nose’ gives HOCOK/nosok, HOCHK/noOsik, HOCOYeK/nosodcek,
HOCHLLKO/nosisko, Hocuie/ nosis¢e; feminine HOra/noga ‘leg, foot’ gives
HOXKa/nozka, HOXeuKa/nozZetka, HOXOHKa/nozOnka, HOXHILA/
nozi$¢a; neuter oKHO/okno ‘window’ gives OKOHILe/okonce, OKOWKO/
ososko, okHuLe/oknise. Semantically, gradated forms are the speaker’s
assessment that the entity deviates from the norms for the type of entity,
most tangibly in size. Personal names have rich and idiosyncratic patterns
of gradation.

3.3.2 Major patterns of adjective derivation

Adjectives can be derived from nouns by means of various suffixes, most
frequent of which is the ‘all-purpose’ (Unbegaun 1957) morph -H-/-n- and
its various expansions: proK3a4Hblii/rjukzaényj ‘pertaining to a knapsack’,
aHKETHbIii/ankétny]j ‘pertaining to a form’. The suffix -ck-/-sk- makes
adjectives describing the characteristics of individuals or groups thereof.
Expansions of these suffixes are productive in the adaptation of foreign
words and technical vocabulary (anauMHHCTHYecKHIt/ ellinistiCeskij
‘Hellenistic’, am¢pubpaxuuecknii/amfibraxiteskij ‘amphibrachic’). Nouns
of mass and essence yield relational adjectives by suffixation of -uct-/-ist-
(abundance) or -oBaT-/-ovat- (attenuation): weaucTbIA/$Celistyj ‘having
slits’, creknoBaTbii/steklovatyj ‘glassy’. Adjectives can be gradated with
-€HbK-/-en’k- (cnaBHeHbKHIl/slavnen’kij ‘rather wonderful’) and its
expansions (XyA€XoHbKHI/xudéxon'kij ‘thinnish’, uyepHEmeHbKHIA/
¢ernéSen 'kij ‘blackish’) or with -oBaT-/-ovat- (XHTpOBATBbIii/ xitrovatyj ‘a
bit clever’).

3.3.3 Major patterns of verb derivation
Verbs are derived from other parts of speech by characteristic morpho-
logical operations. Assigning the verb the shape {CVC-i- ~ CVC-lil}
makes a causative ((o)cymnTn/(o)susit’ ‘dry’), the shape {CVC-e- ~
CVC-¢j-lel} an inchoative ((o)cTepBeHETH/(0)stervenét’ ‘become
frenzied’). The suffixes -HWuya-/-nita- and -cTBOBa-/-stvova- yield
simplexes with the sense of engaging in a characteristic activity
(uepeMOHHMYATB/ceremoOnniat’  ‘act  ceremoniously’,  ¢unocog-
cTBoBatb/filosofstvovat’ ‘philosophize’). The suffix -oBa-/-ova- and its
expansions are widely used in adapting foreign roots
(knaccudpuumposats/Klassificirovat” ‘classify’). The etymological reflex-
ive affix derives verbs from verbs, the most productive subprocess being
detransitivization, whereby the subject of the reflexive corresponds roughly
to the object of the transitive (cylunTbesi/susit’sja ‘dry’ (ITR)).

The basic and productive aspectual system, viewed as a set of
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derivational relations among lexical units, is tripartite. Simplex (unpre-
fixed) verbs describe states or undelimited activities and are typically
imperfective: MOTaTb/motat’ ‘wind, shake’. To simplexes are added
prefixes, making perfectives that impute a limit to the state or activity: BbI-
MOTaTh/vy-motat’ ‘wind out’, y-MOTaTh/u-motat’ ‘wind up’, cC-MOTaTh/
s-motat’ ‘wind off’, oT-MoTaTb/ot-motat’ ‘wind off’, Ha-MOTaTbL/na-
motat’ ‘wind onto’. Prefixed perfectives then form secondary imperfectives
by the addition of a suffix while retaining the sense of an imputed limit:
BbI-MAThIBaTh/Vy-matyvat’, C-MAaTbIBaTh/s-matyvat’, OT-MATbIBaTh/
ot-matyvat’, Ha-MaTbIBaTh/na-matyvat’. Prefixed perfectives and their
corresponding imperfectives clearly constitute ‘aspectual pairs’. For certain
prefixal meanings — beginning or end phases of an activity or quantification
of an activity — a prefixed perfective normally does not form a secondary
imperfective, or forms one only in an iterative sense; such a perfective may
be the closest thing to a perfective partner that a simplex has. Even
Ha-MOTaThb/na-motat’ ‘wind onto’, which forms a regular secondary
imperfective Ha-MaTbIBaTh/na-matyvat’, may function as the perfective
of MoTaTh/motat’. Simplexes suffixed with {-nu-} yield semelfactive
perfectives, reporting a single token of undifferentiated activity: MOTHYTb/
motnut’ ‘make a shaking motion’. The ‘verbs of motion’ distinguish two
imperfectives, one a directed, or determinate, process (un'n?l/ idti ‘walk’),
the other an undirected, or indeterminate, process (XoquThb/xodit” ‘walk’).
The distinction is available for a dozen or so verbs, the number depending
on where one draws the line. Reasonably certain as pairs of determinate
and indeterminate verbs are Gexarb/bezat’ ~ OéraTh/begat’ ‘run’,
Be3TH/vezti ~ BO3MThb/vozt’ ‘take (by conveyance)’, BecTH/vesti ~
BOANTDL/vodit’ ‘lead’, rHaTb/gnat’ ~ TrOHsTH/gonjat’ ‘chase’, €XaTh/€éx-
at’ ~ ésnurTh/ézdit’ ‘ride’, uprn/idti ~ xomuTh/xo0dit’ ‘walk’, neTéTs/
letét’” ~ nerarn/letat’ ‘fly’, HecTH/mesti ~ HOCHTB/nosit’ ‘carry’,
WIbITB/plyt” ~  mnasatk/plavat’ ‘swim’, mnonstu/polzti  ~
non3atb/polzat’ ‘crawl’, TamyTh/tadéit’ ~ TackaTh/taskat’ ‘drag’. Less
certain are GpecTu/bresti ~ 6pomiTh/brodit’ ‘wander’, kaTiTh/katit” ~
KaTtaTh/katat’ ‘roll’, né3Tb/lézt’ ~ na3uTb/lazit’ ‘climb’.

The mechanics of imperfectivization depend on the type of verb for-
mation. The older strategy puts verbs directly in the {CVC-a- -~
CVC-aj-lel} class (-néub/-pé¢’ ~ -mekaTh/-pekat’ ‘bake’), sometimes
with C’ (-npaButb/-pravit’ ~ -npaBnsith/-pravljat’ ‘direct’). The
productive strategy yields a derived verb of the shape {CVC-iva- ~
CVC-ivaj-lel}, with C' mutation (-BHHTMTB/-vintit’ ‘screw’ ~
-BHHYMBATh/-vinéivat’) or without (-nucaTb/-pisat’ ~ -MACLIBaTh/-pi-
syvat’ ‘write’).
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4 Syntax

4.1 Element order in declarative sentences

As is often observed, the word order of the predicate and its major noun
phrases (subject and objects) is relatively free in Russian, but its freedom is
not without consequences. The naturalness and frequency of various orders
depends on the role of the noun phrase and the semantics of the verb (see
the classic Agamen/Adamec 1966 or, more recently, Yokoyama 1986),
and different orders have different stylistic consequences.

In describing word order, one may take the view that the predicate is
central, and work outwards from it. If X and Y are major constituents, the
order X|Verb implies that the current text is a statement about an indi-
vidual (the referent of X) which is assumed to be known independently of
the verb. Conversely, the order VerblY implies that Y is relevant as part of
the information reported by the verb. Positions next to the verb are less
prominent than those distant from the verb; thus initial position X in
XIYIVerb is an emphatic topic imposed on the addressee, and conversely,
Y in VerbIXIY is the position for elaborated comment. In examples below,
it will be convenient to identify constituents in the Russian examples by
self-evident superscripted abbreviations.

For subjects, Subject!Verb order is unmarked. This order is used when
the subject is known in context, as are the speaker and his companion in:

Ow® ' Kpenko cxall¥ Mué pyky. Mbi® nouenosanucs. Oqs cénVe
Tenéxky./On® krépko szalV mné ruku. My* pocelovahs"’ OnS sélY v telezku.
‘He firmly squeezed my hand. We kissed. He sat down in the cart.’

This order can be used even if the subject has not been specificially
mentioned, provided it is implied by the prior text, as horses would be in
the continuation of the foregoing:

Mg npoc‘ru.nuc:, ewé pas, u nowanu® nockakanu"./My?® prostilis’V e$¢é raz, i
163adi® poskakaliV.
‘We took leave once more, and the horses galloped off.’

VerblSubject order, marked in relation to Subject|Verb, has different func-
tions depending on whether the subject is known in context. If the subject is
not known, VerblSubject order may be used to describe a scene:

B otpanénbe Temuéiot neca®, csepxalo'r" npyabI®, XenTeroT" aepesHu®./V
otdalén’c temnéjut lesa®, sverkajutV prudy®, Zeltejut¥ derévni®.
‘In the distance forests look dark, there glisten ponds, villages look yellow.’

VerblSubject order may establish the existence (and subsequent relevance)
of a new individual:
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JIéT BOCEMDb TOMy Ha3af npoquan y HEé ManbuuK® NET ABEHARLATH, CbIH €&
NOKOWHOTO 6paTa /Lét vosem’ tomu nazad prozivalV u neé mal &k lét
dvenadcati, syn eé pokojnogo brata.

‘Eight years ago there lived with her a lad of about twelve, the son of her late

brother.’

VerblSubject order in these functions is common with existential predicates
(in the order of 68 per cent), not infrequent with other intransitives
(approximately 42 per cent) and rare but not impossible (less than 10 per
cent) with transitives. If the subject is in fact known in context,
VerblSubject order is a stylistic device which affects an epic or folkloric
style of narrative:

rlpm-mncsl a8 Gbmo 3a HenoncnameHHylo Hannaxy, npH3HaKoCck, noGosuics”
as cnena’rbcn nbsmnuelo ¢ ropsa./ Prm]aISJa Jab bylo za nepodslaﬁcennuJu
nalivku; priznajus’, pobojalsja" jas sdélat’sja p‘janiceju s gorja.

‘I started to take to unsweetened liqueur; but I became frightened of the prospect
of becoming a drunkard from grief.’

For objects, VerblObject order is usual. This order may introduce new
entities, as in:

Ona® npuHuMaeTY KakOe-TO N1eKAPCTBOC, KOTOPOE €if MPHBE3NH U3
Hranuu./Ona® prinimaet¥ kakoe-to lekarstvo?, kotoroe €& privezli iz Italii.
‘She is taking some medicine which she was brought from Italy.’

Or it may subordinate a previously mentioned object to the current verb, as
in:

Ee paccepmma onHa CTpaHMLa, NoCBsiLLEHHAs cmep’ru Onas npoquTaJla"
MHE® 3Ty cTpaHmuy® Bc.nyx’“’" — THXHM, POBHBIM ronocoMm./Eg rasserdila odna
stramca, posvjasténnaja smeérti. Ona’ protitala¥ mné© &tu stranicu® vslixALY -

tixim, rovnym golosom.

‘She was angered by one page devoted to death. She read me this page aloud - in a
quiet, even voice.’

ObjectiVerb order emphatically makes the object the topic when, for
example, it is contrasted with other entities:

Ona cka3zana no Teneq)ouy, 4TO B BOCEMb K HEM npuaeT ()Kcman a MeHSIO
Qua’ npocur npmrru B CéMb./Ona skazala po telefonu, &to v vosem’ k néj pridét
Oksman, a menja® ona® prosit" pridti v sém’.

‘She said over the phone that at eight Oksman would come, and me she was asking
to come at seven.’

Pronouns, like é#© npuse3niY/¢jO privezliV ‘to her (they) brought’ or
npouutana¥ MHEC/protitala¥ mne® ‘read to me’ above, tend to attach to
the verb on one side or the other as quasi-enclitics, consistent with the
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observation that positions close to the verb are unprominent. In most
narrative, since a general calendrical and geographical orientation can be
presumed, temporal and locative phrases naturally occur pre-verbally, like
B BOCEMb/v vosem’ ‘at eight’ above. Other adverbs - evaluative, degree,
modal and manner - gravitate to the verb. Position on one or the other
margin is emphatic; thus, Bciyx/vslux ‘aloud’ above is an elaborated
comment, answering the implied question of how the subject read.

Within noun phrases, adjectives are ordinarily pre-nominal; participial
phrases are either, relative clauses and complement noun phrases
(including genitives) usually post-nominal: [aBHO He
npoBeTpuBaBiKecss GapxaTHble anbOOMbl ¢ororpacduii/davnd ne
provétrivaviiesja barxatnye al'bomy fotografij ‘the long unventilated velvet
albums of photographs’. Moving a quantified noun locally in front of the
quantifier (and across a preposition) makes the quantification more tenta-
tive, as in the example above néT BOceMb TOMY Ha3an/lét vosem’ tomu
nazad, or in pa3 B fecsTbIN/raz v desjatyj ‘for the tenth time or so’. Put-
ting the adjective after the noun is a stylistic device suggesting lyric poetry
or folklore:

3MHi NIOTHIN O CEMH TOJIOB Y>KACHBIX MEHs BCIO Liapanan Ko4YepbIKKOi
OcTpoit./ Zmij ljutyj o semi golov uzasnyx menja vsju carapal koceryzkoj ostroj.

‘A dragon ferocious with seven heads horrible scratched me all over with a cabbage
stalk sharp.’

One expects constituents of noun phrases to be contiguous, but discontinu-
ity of quantifier and noun is frequent: corresponding to the neutral order
TOrga GbUIO MHOrO Takux Méct/togda bylo mnodgo takix mest ‘at that
time there were many such places’, one can also have Takinx MécT Torga
66110 MHOrO/takix mést togda bylo mnogo ‘of such places at that time
there were many’ and, colloquially, MHOro Torga GbUIO TaKUX MécT/
mnogo togda bylo takix mést ‘many there were of such places at that
time’. Discontinuity is less frequent and more marked stylistically with
attributive adjectives: IIENECTHHHbIE CMESIUCh TOJIOCOYKH BO BCEX
yronoukax/3elestinnye smejalis’ golosocki vo vséx ugolockax ‘rustling
laughed the voices in all corners’.

4.2 Non-declarative sentence types

Content questions are formed with the appropriate question word, usually
in sentence-initial position: 4TO cnyunnocs? Kakoi AOKTOp muiuer?/
¢to sluéilos'? kakoj doktor piset? ‘what has happened? what sort of doctor
is writing?’. General polarity questions are formed with question intonation
(HpaBurca?/nravitsja? ‘do you like (it)?’); localizing the intonation
contour to some constituent makes a narrow polarity question that
questions a specific entity or property against alternatives (CO CMETaHKH
HauyHéM?/so smetanki naéném? ‘is it with the sour cream we should
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start?’). The particle nu/li after any constituent in sentence-initial position
has the same function: He 37€Cb 1 COBEPIIEH MOBOPOT HCTOpUM?/ne
zdés’ 1i sover$én povorot istorii? ‘was it not here that the turning point in
history occurred?’ After a verb, the structure with nu/li is similar to a
general polarity question (‘is it the case that ...") and is used regularly in
indirect questions:

(SI OCMENnNach cnpocm‘b eé,) 6bina nm LiBeTaesa nepson xceuumuou B ero
x#3un./(Ja osmeélilas’ sprosit’ e€,) byla li Cvetaeva pérvoj zenscm01 v ego Zizni.
‘(1 made so bold as to ask her) was Tsvetaeva the first woman in his life.’

The minimal response to a positive polarity question (such as —a BbI
Buepa crosuin?/-a vy i véera stojali? ‘~and did you stand (in the queue)
yesterday as well?’) would be simply the appropriate particle (na/da ‘yes’
or HéT/nét ‘no’) or, frequently, the verb alone (-crosina/stojala ‘(I)
stood’). Responses to negative polarity questions, such as -He
N03BOHIIAch?/-ne dozvonilas’'? ‘-you didn’t get through?’, depend
elusively on presuppositions. The most neutral response would be the
particle HéT/nét ‘no’; the doubly negative response would emphasize the
failure: —HéT, He MO3BOHMNACh/-nét, ne dozvonilas’ ‘no, (obviously) I
didn’t get through’. Mixed responses address the presupposition of failure,
-HéT, I03BOHMNACh/-nét, dozvonilas’ countering the expectation (‘on the
contrary, I did get through’) and -3, He fo3BOHMUNack/-da, ne dozvonilas’
confirming the expectation (‘as you thought, I didn’t get through’).

The imperative issues commands; other modal constructions can be
used with a comparable illocutionary force. As a rule of thumb, positive
imperatives are simplex imperfective (na fepx# 3a pyuky!/da derz za
racku! ‘just hold it by the handle!’) or perfective (Cepéx, Bo3bMu!/Seréz,
voz'mi! ‘SereZa, take it!’), negative imperatives imperfective (He
Hanupaere!/ne napiraete! ‘don’t push!’). But there are conventionalized
exceptions. A negative perfective is a warning not to proceed with an
action that is imminent (cMOTp#, He NOAraas!/smotri, ne podgad’! ‘watch
you don’t mess up!’), while, conversely, an imperfective in a positive
imperative is less categorical (Bo3bMuTE elwE, Gepure, Gepure!/voz mite
e3Ce, berite, berite! ‘take some more, go ahead, take some, take some!’).

4.3 Copular sentences

Sentences stating copular relations - equations, descriptions, class
membership - consist of a (nominative) subject, a predicative noun or
adjective and, sometimes, a copular verb. In the present tense, there is
normally no overt copular verb, the conjugated forms of ‘be’ having been
eliminated in all functions. The particle écTb/ést’, etymologically the third
person singular, can be inserted in emphatic or tautological definitions, and
in scientific style the plural cyTb/stit’ can be used. Outside of the present,
the appropriate forms of ‘be’ are used (6b171/byl (PAST M SG), 6yay/budu
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(FUT 1 sG) and so on). It is sometimes said that Russian lacks a verb ‘be’,
an observation which may then lead to speculation about the Russian
world-view. It should be emphasized that Russian has the syntactic means
to express copular and existential relations, even though it fails to employ a
verb in the present tense.

A predicative noun can appear in the nominative or instrumental. The
instrumental, impossible in the present but usual (in the order of 80 per
cent) in the past or future, is used when there is the slightest hint of restric-
tion on the predicative relation. Thus, the instrumental is used if the subject
acts in a certain capacity:

OH¥t BCE CO3HATENLHO U 10 CBOEH BOJIE GbINM TBOPLAMH M COYYACTHUKAMHU
Bcerd 371oro./Oni vsé soznatel'no i po svoéj vole byli tvorcami i soucastnikami
vsego etogo.

‘They all were consciously and by their own choice creators and collaborators in all
that.’

or if there is contrast of one time to another:

Ho Toraa s 6611 Manb4YMILKOA, a TENEPL Y MEHS MOJHO CEAUHbI B
6oponé./No togda ja byl mal’¢iskoj, a tepér’ u menja polno sediny v borode.
‘But at that time I was just a lad, whereas now I have a beard full of grey.’

Nominative is a pure unrestricted description:

$1 6511 HeCMbILLNEHDILY, NOTEpsi pOANTENEH ANt MEHSI HUYErO He
npenctaBnsina./Ja byl nesmyslénys, potérja roditelej dlja menja ni¢ego ne
predstavljala.

‘I was a dunce, the loss of my parents didn’t mean anything to me.’

Predicative adjectives have three morphological options. The instru-
mental, which occurs less frequently with adjectives than with nouns, indi-
cates a restriction on the property; thus oHa 6b11a cYacTIMBOM/ona byla
sCastlivoj ‘she was happy’ suggests that happiness was limited to some time.
The opposition of long form and short form has a noticeably lexical char-
acter (though, as a syntactic constraint, two different forms are not
normally conjoined). Occasionally, the two are semantically differentiated,
as in the textbook opposition of short-form GoneH/bolen ‘sick, ailing’
versus long-form 601bHO/bol 'noj ‘invalid’. Moreover, many lexical items
exhibit a strong preference for one or the other form (see Gustavsson
1976). The long form is required of adjectives characterizing a property
derived from a noun: fepeBsiHHbIi/derevjannyj ‘wooden’, WIBEACKHIA/
Svedskij ‘Swedish’, 6ypXya3ublii/burzuaznyj ‘bourgeois’, 6e10KOXHIA/
belokozij ‘white-skinned’, MOpIIMHMUCTBIA/moriCinistyj ‘wrinkled’ and
ABYXKOMHaTHbIN/dvuxkomnatnyj ‘two-roomed’. As an extension of this
lexical rule, one can suggest that the long form signals that the subject,
viewed as a type of individual, instantiates an essence, a quality. In:
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“cBOW” AéayluKa AOGPbIil, OH MPUBO3UT NOJAPKH BCEM AETAM U MHOTAA
KATaeT UX Ha COGCTBEHHbIX Jowwasx./ “svoj” déduska dobryj, on privozit
podarki vsem détjam i inogda kataet ix na sobstvennyx losadjax.

‘their own grandfather is kind, he brings presents to all the children and sometimes
takes them for a ride with his horses.’

the long form describes one individual, implicitly in contrast to another, as
a token of a type, as someone who instantiates the quality of goodness.
The short form is required for adjectives that characteristically take a
complement stating the circumstances under which, or with respect to what
standard, the property holds: BO3MOXeH/vozmoOZen ‘possible’,
Heo6xoauM/neobxodim  ‘necessary’, 0G6si3aH/objazan  ‘obligated’,
y6exnén/ubezdén ‘convinced’, yBépeH/uveren ‘certain’, BHUAeH/viden
‘visible’,  ougytim/o3¢utim  ‘perceptible’,  mpe3upaem/preziraem
‘despicable’, Bennk/velik ‘big’, manék/dalék ‘far’, nonou/polon ‘full’,
nosoOnen/dovolen ‘satisfied’, cornaceHn/soglasen ‘agreed’, mpucyui/
prisu¢ ‘intrinsic’, mMOXOX/pox0z ‘similar’, rotoB/gotov ‘ready’ and
cnoco6GeH/sposoben ‘capable’; for some adjectives, such as pan/rad
‘pleased’, no long form is said to exist at all. The short form is usual even
when the complement is not overt, but imputed; thus oHa 6bLna
cyactausa/ona byla séastliva suggests that there was something which was
responsible for the happiness of the subject. Further, with an adjective that
otherwise prefers the long form, a complement forces the short form (nor-
mally 6epéMeHHasi/berémennaja ‘pregnant’ but GepéMeHHa OT Hero/
beremenna ot nego ‘pregnant by him’). The short form indicates that the
subject, viewed as a unique individual rather than as a type, manifests the
property in potentially variable ways under different circumstances. Thus, in

OTéy, 611 OGP, CMOKOEH M MSIFOK, OH CIJIAXKHBa CTPACTHYIO He'repm'mocu
marepu./ Otéc byl dobr, spokoen i mjagok, on sglazival strastnuju neterpimost’
materi.

‘Their father was kind, calm, and mild, he smoothed out the passionate impatience
of their mother.’

the three short forms describe how the father behaved — how he manifested
properties.

Over the long history of Slavonic languages and, specifically, Russian,
long forms have been gradually displacing short forms, first from attri-
butive function (starting with cases other than the nominative), and more
recently in predicative function as well. Thus it would no longer be appro-
priate to use a short form in some contexts where Puskin did: Hamén on
noJoH aBOp ycayru/Na$él on polon dvor usligi ‘he found the house full
of servants’ (Puskin, Evgenij Onegin, ch. 1.LIII) or B npuBbI4HbIi Yac
npoGyxpeHa/V privyényj &as probuzdena // BcraBana npu cBeuax
OHa/Vstavala pri sve¢ax ona ‘awakened at the usual time / / she arose to
candlelight’ (Puskin, Evgenij Onegin, ch. 2. XVIII). The development in
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contemporary Russian has reached the point where, at least in the
colloquial register, long forms (most readily neuter) can be used anywhere
one might expect short forms.

Predicative nouns and adjectives occur with predicates other than ‘be’
(see Nichols 1981). Most closely related to ‘be’ are aspectual predicates
like ocraTbcsi/ostat’sja ‘remain’ and oka3aTbcsi/okazat'sja ‘turn out’,
which superimpose the notion of change of state on the copular relation,
and epistemological predicates like ka3aTbcsi/kazat’sja ‘appear’ or
SIBUTBCS/javit'sja ‘appear’, which attenuate the certainty of the copular
relation. (The imperfective siBasiTbCsi/javljat’sja has become a functional
synonym of ‘be’ in scientific and journalistic style.) Since these predicates
limit the property, they demand the instrumental or residually allow the
short form:

OHM BCTPEYANHCD, AaXKe C/bILLANK CTHXA APYT ApYra — U OCTANUCH
(paBHORYWIHBLIMKM ~ paBHOAYLIHBLI ~ *paBHOAYIIHbIE)./Oni vstrecalis’, daze
slyali stixi drug driga - i ostalis’ {[ravnodu$nymi ~ ravnodu$ny ~ *ravnodusnye).
‘They met, even heard each other’s poems — but remained indifferent.’

At the opposite extreme from copular ‘be’, predicatives may report a
circumstantial property of the subject, commonly the subject of a verb of
motion or transfer. Circumstantials require the instrumental of nouns and
nominalized adjectives, such as B3pOcnasi/vzroslaja ‘adult’ in:

Yxeé B3pocaoi LiBeTaeBa yacto Bugena ymépuiero Anekcangpa Bnoka
XKUBbIM./ UZe vzrosloj Cvetaeva &asto videla umérSego Aleksandra Bloka Zivym.
‘Even as an adult Cvctacva often saw the deceascd Aleksandr Blok alive.”’

Circumstantials prefer but do not require the nominative long form with
adjectives: OH BEpHYJICS BO3MYLIEHHBI/On vernulsja vozmu$éénnyj ‘he
returned agitated’.

The possibilities for predicatives referring to a nominative subject of a
finite verb are summarized in table 15.14.

Predicatives can be predicated of an object, usually in the instrumental,
as in XXuUBbIM/Zivym ‘alive’ above, though adjectives occasionally allow
accusative: My>XYMH MOTOHSIIM roJOHbIX/muZéin pogonjali golodnyx
‘(they) drove the men off hungry’.

4.4 Coordination and comitativity

Coordination is effected by a conjunction - conjunctive u/i ‘and’ (or
folkloric pa/da), adversative Ho/no ‘but’, adversative a/a ‘but (rather)’,
disjunctive unu/ili ‘or’, negative Hu/ni ‘not (even)’ — placed before the last
conjunct. When u/i, unu/ili or Hu/ni are repeated before two or more
conjuncts, the effect is emphatic, approximately ‘both x and y’, ‘either x or
y’, ‘neither x nor y’, respectively, as in si He XOT€n HU €CTb, HU MUTh, HH
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Table 15.14 Morphological options for predicatives

Noun Noun Adjective  Adjective Adjective
NOM INST NOM INST short
Copula (present
tense) + * + * +
Copula (other
tense) + + + + +
Epistemological * + ? + +
Aspectual * + ? + t
Circumstantial * + + + *

crnaTh/ja ne xotél ni ést’, ni pit’, ni spat’ ‘I did not want to eat nor drink
nor sleep’. With a single conjunct, 1/i and Hu/ni compare the given entity
with other, virtual ones: Tp€Tbero MapTa OTPEKCH OT MPeECTONa U €rd
Gpar/trét’ego marta otréksja ot prestola i ego brat ‘on the third of March
his brother also renounced the throne’.

Under coordination of predicates with a shared subject, there are no
particular constraints other than semantic compatibility. When two predi-
cates share an object as well as subject, they must govern the same case.
Hence conjunction of two predicates governing the accusative is possible:
OHA He mepecTasasa JIOOGHTb U YBaXaThb erd/ona ne perestavala ljubit’
i uvazat’ ego ‘she never ceased to love and respect him’. Predicates govern-
ing dative (6naroBonutb/blagovolit’ ‘be favourably inclined to’) and
accusative (yBaxaThb/uvazat’ ‘respect’) cannot be conjoined with a single
object pronoun, regardless of whether dative emy/emu or accusative ero/
ego is used: OHa He mepecTaBana GNAaroOBOJUTbL U YBaXaThb (‘emMy ~
*ero}/ona ne perestavalz blagovolit’ i uvazat’ (*emu ~ *egd) ‘she never
ceased being favourably inclined to and respecting him’.

Coordination is one context with variation in agreement. Conjoined
subject arguments usually occur with plural predicates but singular agree-
ment with the conjunct closest to the predicate is possible, if the conjoined
elements form a collective unit:

Ero nopasino Benune apXuTeKTypbl U KpacOTa BHYTPEHHETO yOpaHCTBa
co6opa./Ego porazilo veli¢ie arxitektury i krasota vnutrennego ubranstva sobora.
‘He was astounded by the grandeur of the architecture and the beauty of the
decoration of the cathedral.’

As in this example, singular agreement is more common with abstract
nouns and more common with VerbISubject order.

The comitative expression — preposition c/s plus instrumental — achieves
an effect similar to coordination of nouns. It is usual when one element is a
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pronoun, which then is almost obligatorily plural with first and second
persons and preferably plural with third. Thus, the plural pronoun in the
following may have a single referent: ouyt ¢ TTapHOK XHBYT B 3TO BpeMst
Ha nadve/oni s Parnok Zivut v €to vréemja na dade ‘she and Parnok are
living at the dacha then’ or repOii Halie# népBoit o681 ¢ MapuHoii/
geroj nasej pervoj ljubvi s Marinoj ‘the hero of the first love of mine and
Marina’; as in the latter instance, the comitative can detach from the
pronoun. When the head of a subject comitative phrase is a singular noun,
the predicate can be plural, indicating the parallel participation of two indi-
viduals, as in Acsi O CBOMM BO3NIOGIEHHBIM YE3XKANM B TOT Xe NHb/
Asja so svoim vozljublennym uezzali v tot Ze dén’ ‘Asja with her beloved
left the same day’; the singular (ye3xana/uezzala in this example) focuses
on the activities of the head noun alone. Agreement is correlated with
parameters elsewhere applicable to contexts of optional agreement:
Subject|Verb order, animacy, individuation of conjuncts and individuating
predicates favour plural agreement over the opposite values of these
parameters (Corbett 1983).

4.5 Subordination
Subordinate clauses fulfil the same syntactic roles as lexical units; often a
role can be filled by a finite clause or a non-finite one.

Finite clauses functioning as circumstantial modifiers of the predicate
are introduced by one of a number of subordinating conjunctions, which
encode a mixed temporal-modal meaning; thus korga/kogda ‘when’ is ‘on
certain occasions’ and/or ‘under certain circumstances’.

Finite attributive modifiers of nouns - that is, relative clauses — are
formed usually with the interrogative pronoun KOTOpbIii/kotoryj, orig-
inally ‘which of two’, at the front of the relative clause, which normally
follows the modified noun: Bcé CKa3KH, KOTOpble MOrja 3alOMHHUTb
KJIOYHKMLA/ vse skazki, kotorye mogla zapomnit’ kljuénica, “all the stories
which the maid could recall’. Restrictive and non-restrictive senses are not
distinguished, even by punctuation. Other interrogative pronouns (4éii/&éj
‘whose’, yT0/¢to ‘what’, kako#/kakoj ‘what kind of’, kT60/kt6 ‘who’) can
be pressed into service for specific purposes. For example, KT0/kto ‘who’,
which can only be used with personal masculine (or mixed-gender) ante-
cedents, defines a non-referential possible individual, and is usual with
pronominal adjectives as heads: KTO 6bUIH Té, K KOMY OHA yuuna?/kto
byli t¢, k komu ona usla? ‘who were those to whom she went?’

Finite subordinate clauses, as arguments of predicates, can occur in
positions where one would expect a subject, object or (with a place-
marking demonstrative) oblique argument:

{Bbino Hesicho ~ Hapo 6bu1o pewits ~ OHA He HHTEPECOBANACH TEM), YTO
¥ KOMY OCTABHTb, KAKHE PYKOIMCH B35ITh C c060it./(Bylo nejasno ~ Nado bylo
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re$it’ ~ Ona ne interesovalas’ tém), &0 i komu ostavit’, kakie rikopisi vzjat’ s
sob0j. ‘ ‘

‘{1t was unclear ~ It was necessary to decide ~ She was not interested in} what to
leave with whom, which manuscripts to take with her.’

With such clauses, tense is normally internal - that is, determined relative
to the time of the matrix event, not the speech event - there being no
sequence of tense rule in Russian. In particular, an imperfective present is
used when the embedded event is simultaneous with the matrix event: cbin
rOBOPHJI, YTO HE XOYET ye3XKaTh/syn govoril, &to ne xotet uezzat’ ‘her
son said he did not want to leave’.

There are four types of governed infinitives, distinguished by the way
the infinitival clause is linked to the matrix predicate. Infinitives occur:

(a) as the central noun phrase of ‘impersonal’ modals, when the implicit
subject of the infinitive is linked to the dative domain of the matrix predi-
cate; note the first embedding in:

MHé uHOraa yaaBanoch yMONUTb €€ BOCCTaHABNNBATbL CTPOKH,
McKanéyeHHble €10 B yrogy uensype./Mné inogda udavalos’ umolit’ e
vosstanavlivat’ stroki, iskalééennye €ju v ugodu cenzure.

‘It was sometimes successful for me to beseech her to restore lines mangled by her
for the benefit of censorship.’

(b) As object of intentional predicates, when the implicit subject of the
infinitive is linked to the matrix subject:

L 1 L} [} 1 .- L} I} ] . 1
51 M30 BCEX cHN NbITanach MOHATH €€ MBICIIb, HO TAK M He MOHANA./Ja izo vséx
sil pytalas’ ponjat’ e€ mysl’, no tak i ne ponjala.

‘I tried with all my might to understand her idea, but even so did not understand.’

(c) As object of predicates reporting imposition of modality (obligation,
possibility or prohibition), with the implicit subject linked to the dative
object of the matrix predicate:

H 1

AHHa AuppeeBHa laBana KaxJoit roctee npouectsb «[locaeguioro
N060Bb»./ Anna Andréevna davala kazdoj gost ‘e procést’ «Poslédnjuju ljubov'».
‘Anna Andreevna let each guest read “Last Love”’.

(d) Or as object of a predicate of request, where the implicit subject is
linked to a matrix accusative object; an example is the middle portion of
the sentence in (a) above (yMOnuTh €€ BOccTaHaBNAMBaTh/umolit’ €&
vosstanavlivat’ ‘beseech her to restore’).

Clauses introduced by the conjunction 4TOGb1/Etoby have the functions
both of adverbs and of noun phrases. Purpose 4TO6b1/&tOby clauses occur
with infinitives or past finite verbs: Kak cménatb, 4TOGBI yXO# HeE
3améTnnn?/kak sdélat’, &toby uxod ne zamétili? ‘what could be done so
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that the departure would not be noticed?” UTo6b1/Etoby clauses occur as
arguments in variation with infinitives with certain matrix verbs: oua
MONpOCHJia MEHsI MepPeNaTh YACHKH fisiAe/ona poprosila menja peredat’
Casiki djade ‘she asked me to deliver the watch to her uncle’ ~ oua
nonpocuia MeHsi, 4TOGbl s MEpefas YaCHKH Jsine/ona poprosila
menja, étoby ja peredal &asiki djade ‘she asked of me that I deliver the
watch to her uncle’. They are used when infinitives are not available, as
they are not with XOTéThb/xotét’ when its subject is not the same as that of
the desired event (thus only oHa XoTéna, 4yTOObI si NMepefan YacUku
nsine/ona xotéla, étoby ja peredal &asiki djade ‘she wanted that I should
deliver the watch to her uncle’ but not *oHa XOTéna MeHsi mepemaTthb
4ACKMK JAsifie/*ona xotéla menja peredat’ &asiki djade ‘she wanted me to
deliver ..."). They can occur in place of yTo/¢to clauses if the matrix
context is heavily modalized or negated, indicating the speaker’s lack of
credence in the truth of a normally factive complement: HEBEpPOSITHO,
4yTO661 LIBETaEBa HE UMTANa aXMATOBCKHUX CTHXOB/neverojatno, étoby
Cvetaeva ne ¢&itala axmatovskix stixov ‘it’s unlikely that Cvetaeva would
not have read Axmatova’s poetry’.

Extraction, as the linkage between interrogative or relative pronouns
and their source predicates has come to be known, is quite restricted in
Russian. Although relativization is possible into the argument of an
infinitive, such as cTpOKH, KOTOpble MHE MHOTAA YAaBaJOCh YMOJUTh
€€ BOCCTaHABNMBATh .../stroki, kotorye mné inogda udavalos’ umolit’ e&
vosstanavlivat’ ... ‘lines, which I sometimes managed to persuade her to
restore ..., it is not possible into any finite clause; thus, constructed
examples such as *cTpOKHM, KOTOpble $sI XOTéNa, 4TOObI OHA
BOCCTaHABJIMBaa .../ *stroki, kotorye ja xotéla, étoby ona vosstanavlivala
... ‘lines, which I wanted that she restore ...’ are regarded by speakers as
metalinguistic puzzles at best.

4.6 Negation

The negative particle He/ne can attach to any major constituent, with local
scope. Thus JIi3y He OueHb pafioBasia mepcnekTHBa nepeésna/Lizu ne
ocen’ radovala perspektiva pereezda and JIn3y OueHb He pajfoBana
nepcrnekTiBa nepeesfa/Lizu 6¢en’ ne radovala perspektiva pereézda
differ in the strength of displeasure (‘Liza was not particularly pleased’
versus ‘very displeased by the prospect of moving’).

Negation shows an affinity with genitive case marking in place of nomin-
ative for subjects of intransitives or accusative for objects of transitives (see
Timberlake 1975 or the numerous other studies of the ‘genitive of
negation’ listed in the bibliography of Corbett in Brecht and Levine 1985).
Corresponding to the nominative subject of the positive intransitive
NOUTMHHUK MUCbMA coxpaHuics/podlinnik pis’ma soxranilsja ‘the orig-
inal of the letter was preserved’, under negation one can have, with differ-
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ent interpretations, either nominative or genitive. The nominative
(MOANMHHMK NHCbMA He coxpaHuics/podlinnik pis’ma ne soxranilsja ‘as
for the original of the letter, it wasn’t preserved’) individuates the predicate
and its subject — given a certain referent, the predicate states a negative
property of it. The genitive, which implies default neuter singular in the
predicate (MOAMHHUKA MMCbMA He coXxpaHnioch/podlinnika pis’ma ne
soxranilos”), denies the existence of a kind of individual (accordingly, ‘no
original was preserved’ or ‘there was not preserved any original’). What
case is selected under negation depends in part on the predicate. ‘Be’
sharply distinguishes the two options (see Chvany 1975). With predicative
nouns and adjectives, which necessarily individuate the subject, only
nominative is possible: i Hé GbUT KaKUM-HUOYAb HEOGBLIKHOBEHHBLIM
pe6GénkoMm/ja né byl kakim-nibud’ neobyknovénnym rebénkom ‘I was not
an unusual child’, *MeHsi Hé GbUIO KaKUM-HUGYAb HEOOLIKHOBEHHDBIM
pe6éHkOM/*menja né bylo kakim-nibud’ neobyknovénnym rebénkom
being inconceivable. With domain phrases the interpretation is usually
existential, so that genitive case occurs under negation almost obligatorily
(as high as 99 per cent) with nouns, though less frequently with pronouns
(70 per cent). Then the verb is neuter singular (in the past or future
tenses); in the present tense, the synthetic form HéT/nét expresses both
negation and ‘be’ in its existential sense: ero {H¢ ObIO ~ HET| B
KOHTOpe/ego (né bylo ~ nét} v kontore ‘there was none of him in the
officc (= He was not ...)’. Aspectualized copulas like ‘remain’ and
‘become’ are similar. Other intransitives normally invoke the individuated
reading, but can be existentialized with emphatic negation. Subjects of
transitives are never put in the genitive.

In parallel fashion, when one negates a transitive predicate normally
taking an accusative object, such as OH COXpaHUJ MOAJMHHUK MUCbMA/
on soxranil podlinnik pis'ma ‘he preserved the original of the letter’, one
can have either accusative or genitive: OH He COXpaHWJ (IOJTMHHUK ~
NOANTMHHKMKA) MUCbMA/On ne soxranil {podlinnik ~ podlinnika) pis’ma
‘he didn’t preserve the original of the letter’. Though the accusative has
been gaining ground, it still occurs less frequently than the genitive (in the
order of one-fifth to one-third of examples in texts.)

A genitive object negates the existence of the event involving the object
or its result — OH He COXpaHWJ MOJJMHHMKA MUCbMa/On ne soxranil
podlinnika pis’'ma ‘he did not preserve the original of the letter (and the
original does not exist)’. As a consequence, under emphatic negation,
which proposes that a positive state of affairs might be entertained and then
categorically dismisses it, the genitive is almost always used, even with
personal nouns: BO BC& T¢ [HM S| He NOMHIO HH Nankl, Hu JIEpbI/vo vse
te dni ja ne pOmnju ni papy, ni Léry ‘throughout all those days I remember
neither Papa nor Laura’. Among predicates, UMéTb/imét’ ‘have’, as a
transitive existential, strongly prefers genitive. At the level of the object
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argument, genitive is appropriate with non-individuated entities, such as
with plural nouns and abstracts.

The accusative is appropriate to the extent that the negated event is only
one property which might be reported of an individual; it activates the
possibility of other events. Thus in OH He COXpaHUN NOANUHHHUK
nucbMa/on ne soxranil podlinnik pis’ma ‘he failed to preserve the original
of the letter’, accusative suggests that non-preservation is merely one of the
relevant properties of the entity, or that the event might easily have taken
place. Accusative is required when the negated verb is contrasted with
another verb, as in OHa He CTPOMJIa CBOIO XHN3Hb, OHA €€ BbINMOJHMNA/
ona ne stroila svoju Zizn’, ona eé vypolnjala ‘she didn’t construct her life,
she performed it’; and accusative is usual when the force of negation is
attenuated by particles (4yTb He/&ut’ ne ‘almost not’ or efiBa He/edva ne
‘almost not’) or in rhetorical questions, which presuppose the reality of the
positive state of affairs:

Jxeék INorpowmntens! KT6 He NOMHHT 3TO cTpawHoe uMms!/Dzek Potrositel !
Kt0 ne pomnit &to stragnoe imja!
‘Jack the Ripper! Who does not remember this terrible name!’

At the predicate level, the accusative is required when the predicate
governs an instrumental predicative. At the level of the noun phrase,
proper and/or animate nouns usually appear in the accusative: B ATH [HU
S COBCEM He MOMHIO AHaprowy/v eti dni ja sovsém ne pOmnju
Andrjusu ‘during those days I do not remember Andrjusa at all’.

In some instances the context may not decide case choice, and instead
the choice of case may impose a reading on the context:

Iomuo noéspky B Teatp. CaMoii nbéch! st He NOMHIO. [1amaTh coxpaHnna
TONBKO BreYaT/NEHHe OT TeaTpa./ Pomnju poézdku v teatr. Samoj p’ésy ja ne
pomnju. Pamjat’ soxranila tol ko vpetatlénie ot teatra.

‘I recall a visit to the theatre. The play itself I do not remember. Memory has
preserved only the impression of the theatre.’

The genitive here denies the existence of any memory of a possible entity
(the something that would be the essence of the play). Compare:

1}

51 He MOMHIO KaHBY ONMCaHHbIX MapiHO#M COGBITHIA, HO XMBA B MAMATH
1OHasi POMAHTHKA OTHOLIEHMIA./Ja ne pomnju kanvl opisannyx Marinoj sobytij,
no ziva v pamjati junaja romantika otno3énij.

‘I do not recall the thread of the events Marina described, but still alive in my
memory is the youthful romanticism of the story.’

The accusative in this virtually identical context denies memory specifically
of one entity (‘the canvas’, the thread of events), which is contrasted with
another related entity which is in fact remembered.
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4.7 Anaphora and pronouns
Naming devices differ in the way in which they invite one to locate or
construct a referent, from selecting a unique individual with multiple
properties known independently to defining a possible individual by means
of some contextually relevant property.

Demonstratives (proximate 3ToT/&tot and distal TOT/tot) differentiate
the intended referent from other members of some class of possible
entities; this process involves first establishing that class. Thus in

Myaen HaKOHEL, OTKpbmancsl I/Ia BCEX ueTeu 31'0 AETHILE OKA3410Ch
€JMHCTBEHHOM Heompaqennou pauochlo ero c*rapocm /Muzéj, nakonéc,
otkryvals;a lz vséx ego detéj eto détiste okazalos’ edinstvennoj neomraénnoj
radost ‘ju ego starosti.

‘The museum, finally, was about to open. Of all his children this child was the only
untainted joy of his old age.’

d1OT/étot establishes that a certain entity is to be reclassified as a member
of the class of ‘children’, which is different from other members of that
class. TOT/TOt is used, anaphorically, to identify the most recently
mentioned member of a class (JInza Mapuny VIBaHOBHY He 3Hana, Ta
éit npencraBunack/Liza Marinu Ivanovnu ne znala, ta ¢j predstavilas’
‘Liza did not know Marina Ivanovna, that one (= M.1.) introduced herself
to her (= L.)’) and, cataphorically, to introduce an entity defined by a rela-
tive clause (B TéX ropomax, KyAa 3BaKyMpOBaJM HaCENEHHe/V téx
gorodax, kuda evakuirovali naselenie ‘in those cities, to which the popu-
lation was evacuated’).

In anaphora, the most interesting question concerns the use of implicit
pronouns, or zero anaphora, in contrast to overt pronouns. In indirect
speech, zero anaphora is usual when the embedded subject is the same as
the secondary speaker. With zero, the speech is reported from the per-
spective of the secondary speaker: OHA cKa3asa, 4TO pa3fiéHeTcs caMa/
ona skazala, ¢to razdénetsja sama ‘she said that (she) would undress by
herself’. When, occasionally, the overt pronoun is used, as in

On yBepsi, YTO OH 3HAET r0pa3110 6onee, HEXEJIN MOXKHO 6leIO éi
npeanonarats./ On uverjal, &to on znaet gorazdo bolee, nézeli mozno bylo &
predpolagat’.

‘He assured (her) that he knew more than she might suppose.’

the indirect speech becomes a looser paraphrase of the sense of the gentle-
man’s banter.
Zero anaphora also occurs in connected texts:

L] 1 L} 1 [} 1 L}
.. Onbra UBaHoBHa He n1O6GMNA AYMATh O HEMPHUATHOM M MOYTH HUKOTAA HE
aymana. M36erana pasroBOpoB 0 GONE3HSAX, a KOTAA MyXy MIH A04YepH
CJly4asioCb XBOPATb, FOBOPH/A C HAMM TaK, TOYHO OHHM BCE BbIAYMBIBAIOT.
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Paaymee'rca, npu 31‘0M OKpYXaJia UX CaMbIM 33a60TIMBbLIM YXONOM.

QHa Henypuo urpana Ha nnaHocpop're

.Ol'ga lvanovna ne IJublla dumat’ o neprljatnom i pocti mkogda ne dumala.
lzbegala razgovorov o bolezn]ax, a kogda muzu ili docer; slucalos’ xvorat’ govonla
s nimi tak, to¢no oni vsé vydumyvaet. Razuméetsja, pri étom okruzala ix samym
zabotllvym uxodom.

Ona nedurno igrala na pianoforte.
‘... Ol'ga Ivanovna did not like to think about anything unpleasant and almost
never thought. (She) avoided conversations about illness, and when her husband or
daughter should happen to be under the weather, (she) talked with them as if they
were making it all up. Of course at the same time (she) surrounded them with the
most attentive care.

‘She played tolerably on the pianoforte.’

In this extended description, zero pronouns are used consistently so long as
the referent remains uniquely identifiable and the text continues in the
same thematic vein — here, the protagonist’s attitude towards uncontrol-
lable events; the overt pronoun in the final sentence announces a shift to
the new theme of her accomplishments.

4.8 Reflexives and reciprocals

Russian has two reflexive pronouns, an independent pronoun (there being
no nominative, the citation form is ce6si/sebja (GEN)) and a possessive
adjective (CBOIi/sv0j (M NOM SG)). In the vast majority of sentences, the
antecedent of a reflexive is the subject of that clause; thus the mother
recognizes herself and her attributes in Matp yragpiBana B Mapiine
ceOsi CO CBOMMM CJIOXHOCTsIMM/Mat’ ugadyvala v Marine sebja so
svoimi sloznostjami ‘Mother recognized in Marina herself with her own
complications’. Complementarily, a non-reflexive cannot refer to the
subject; non-reflexives above (... yragbiBajyia eé€ c €é CIOXHOCTAMM/ . ..
ugadyvala eé s eé sloznostjami) would mean that the mother recognized
some other person in her daughter. This complementarity holds in finite
clauses with third-person subjects, and for first- and second-person ante-
cedents with the independent pronoun. Almost all syntactic relations are
accessible to reflexives, including various obliques; linear order is irrele-
vant, in that the reflexive can occur before its antecedent (see in general
ITapyyesa/Paduceva 1985: 180-208).

Complications arise when the syntactic relations between pronoun and
antecedent fall short of this ideal. Then, generally, both reflexive and non-
reflexive can be used with the same denotation, but with an additional
nuance. A non-reflexive specifies a unique individual defined outside the
current text. (The non-reflexive can still refer to some other individual.) A
reflexive describes a procedure for selecting a referent in terms of the ante-
cedent. Thus, in the example below, with first- (or second-) person ante-
cedent, a non-reflexive possessive adjective is appropriate because the
speaker’s reckoning with his charges is independently defined:
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$1 3aMETMN K IONOXHTENbHBIE NOCNENCTBUSI MOEH PacnpaBbl C ABYMS:
KONIOHMCTaMH./Ja zamétil i polozitel nye poslédstvija moéj raspravy s dvumja
kolonistami.

‘I noticed also positive consequences of my dealing with the two members of the
colony.’

A reflexive invokes a distributive situation, in which a set of possessed
objects is defined in relation to a set of possessors including the speaker: 5
ropXych ROJieil CBOero yyacTusi B yKpaleHuu 3emiu/Ja gorzus’ dolej
svoego utastija v ukra$eénii zemli ‘I take pride in the fraction of my own
participation in the beautification of the land’.

While the subject is the natural antecedent for reflexives within finite
clauses, certain predicate-argument relations differ. In passives, reflexives
can be anteceded by the passive agent as well as by the surface subject. In
ordinary transitives, when the domain (source or goal) is the same as the
direct object, a possessive adjective is normally non-reflexive, but an
independent pronoun is reflexive:

Lisetaesa npotuBonoctasnsier KazaHOBy He TONBKO €rd HUYTOXHOMY
OKpYXEHHIO B 3aMKe, HO 1 ero — camomy ce6eé./Cvetaeva protivopostavljaet
Kazanovu ne to0l’ko eg6 niétoznomu okruzéniju v zamke, no i egod - samomu sebe.
‘Cvetaeva opposes Casanova not only to his insignificant surroundings in the castle,
but also (opposes) him to himself.’

But the possessive adjective can be reflexive in a distributive situation:

HauanbcTBo Tenépb 6ecniokOMnocs nuiib 06 OAHOM — CKOpée pa3BeCcTH
NbSIHBIX N0 CBOMM cyfaM./ Nadal 'stvo tepér’ bespokailos’ 1i§” ob odnom - skorée
razvesti p ‘janyx po svoim sudam.

‘The authorities were concerned now with just one thing — how to get the drunken
men back to their (own) ships as soon as possible.’

With quantifying, existential and modal predicates, the natural ante-
cedent is the domain, expressed by dative or y/u plus genitive. Reflexive
for the independent pronoun is usual: y Herd He OCTaBaJOCh BPEMEHH
Insi ceGsi/u negd ne ostavalos’ vrémeni dlja sebja ‘for him there remained
no time for himself’. Possessive adjectives are also typically reflexive, inas-
much as what exists, or is required, or occurs in sufficient quanptity, is a type
of thmg defined by virtpe of its relatlon to the antecedent: Ace XBaTano
CBOMX 6é1 M 3a60T/Ase xvatalo svoix béd i zabot ‘for Asja there was
enough of her own cares and troubles’.

In non-finite clauses (verbal adverbs, infinitives, participles), the implicit
subject is the antecedent for a reflexive:

rlopqu; cebs1 ¥ cBOIO no33uio I'é CHHIO, Llne'raesa yTaepnuna co3HaHue cebsi
n031‘0M, He noareccoii./ Porudiv sebja i svoju poézxju Géniju, Cvetaeva utverdila
osoznanie sebja poétom, ne podtéssoj.
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‘Having commended herself and her poetry to the Muse, Cvetaeva confirmed the
conception of herself as a poet, not just as a poctess.’

As the third reflexive above shows, the implicit agent of deverbal nouns
antecedes reflexives. Infinitives whose implicit subject is an object of the
matrix clause allow the subject of the matrix clause to antecede a reflexive
(as well as the implicit subject of the infinitive). To illustrate, consider the
following frame:

OHa nepeaaThb 30/10Thie YaCHKH [cBoeMy ~ e€} aspe./Ona
peredat’ zolotye &asiki (svoemu ~ €€} djade.
‘She to deliver the gold watch to {her own ~ her} uncle.’

With an auxiliary-like verb such as nana mué/dala mne ‘let me’, the reflex-
ive cBoemy/svoemu would be normal. At the other extreme, with a matrix
verb which makes a request of an accusative object, such as nonpocuia
MeHsi/poprosila menja ‘asked me’, the non-reflexive e&/eé would be the
preferred (but not exclusive) possibility. In between, with a verb which
imposes an action on a dative object, such as Benéna MHué/veléla mné
‘ordered me’, either would be possible. The non-reflexive means the uncle
is already known; the reflexive defines the destination for the watch (‘to
deliver the watch to that person defined as her uncle’).

Reciprocal gpyr apyr-/drug drug- (whose first component is an
indeclinable that moves to the left of prepositions) has a distribution similar
to cebsi/sebja. It occurs in any argument position with a subject ante-
cedent: OHM JApHJIM APYr APYry CBOM XH3HU A0 BcTpeuu/oni darili
drug drigu svoi Zizni do vstrééi ‘they gave each other their own lives before
they met’. And it can occur with certain non-subject antecedents: 4yTO
NPUBJEKNO UX APYT K Apyry?/&to privleklo ix drug k dragu? ‘what was it
that attracted them to each other?’

4.9 Possession

At the sentence level, possession is normally expressed by the existential
construction. The possessed entity is the subject whose existence is asserted
relative to the domain of some individual - the possessor, approximately —
expressed by the preposition y/u plus genitive (when the possessor is
animate): y Heé ObIIO BCE, O 4YEM MOXHO MeuTaTh/u neé bylo vsé, o
¢ém moZno mettat’ ‘by her there was (= she had) everything one could
dream of’. As a kind of existential construction, the word order
Domain|VerblISubject is usual. No overt verb is necessary in the present
tense, though the relic form écTb/ést’ can be added to emphasize existence
of the entity against the contrary presupposition. The possessed entity
appears in the genitive under negation: TakOii XXH3HEHHOM WKOJIbI y HEE
ewé HEé GbL10/takoj Ziznennoj $koly u neé e$Eé né bylo ‘by her there still
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had not been any such experience in the school of life (= she still had not
had...).

Transitive MMETb/imét’ ‘have’ is used in idioms in which the possessed
entity is an abstract quality, possession of which is a property of the
possessor, such as MMETb {4€CTb ~ BO3MOXHOCTb ~ BIIMSHHE ~
aBTOpUTET)/imét’ {¢ést’ ~ vozmoznost’ ~ vlijanie ~ avtoritet) ‘to have
the {honour ~ possibility ~ influence ~ authority}’. Deviations occur in
both directions. Thc existential construction individuates an abstract
quality: ¥ 6611 y Hero ewlé OANH TANAHT: TANAHT NMpeBpalléHus/i byl
u negd e3¢é odin talant: talant prevra$éenija ‘and there was by him (= he
had) yet another talent: the talent of transformation’. Conversely, with a
noun for which the existential construction is usual, UMéTb/imét’ can be
used if the syntax demands it, such as under coordination: i1 OH B
O6EmRHOCTH, éNan nepeBOabl, He uMEN ObiTa/zil On v bédnosti, delal
perevody, ne imel byta ‘he lived in poverty, did translations, didn’t have a
home’.

At the level of the argument, two formal devices are available,
possessive adjective and adnominal genitive. (A third option - no overt
marker of the possessor — is often invoked with inalienable (body-part)
possession, under conditions similar to the use of zero for subjects.) For
first and second persons and the reflexive, the possessive adjectives agree in
case, gender and number with the head (which normally follows): Hauero
wecTBHUs1/nasego $estvija ‘our (N GEN SG) procession (N GEN SG)’, CBOIO
KapTHHY/svoju kartinu ‘one’s own (F ACC SG) picture (F ACC SG)'. The
third-person forms are invariant and identical to the genitive: ux
mecTBusi/ix $estvija ‘their procession’, Mx KapTuHy/ix kartinu ‘their
picture’.

When the possessor is a noun, it is usual to use the genitive (after the
possessed noun): OT MMeHr MaHpenbiTamMa/ot imeni Mandel ‘Stama ‘in
the name of Mandel’Stam’. Possessive adjectives can be formed from some
nouns, most readily with declension II diminutives. In OHa MOHHMMAna,
YTO OKPYXAIOIME OCYXAAIOT M BUHAT €& B cMéptu VpuHbI/Ona
ponimala, &to okruzajustie osuzdajut i vinjat eé v smerti Iriny ‘she under-
stood that people around her condemned her and blamed her for the death
of Irina’, the genitive reflects the opinion of others. Possessive adjectives
suggest the speaker’s familiarity with the possessor, as in: Mpununa
CMEpPTb ChIrpajia OrpOMHYIO pOJib B MAMHHOM OTBE3/le 3a 'paHuLy/
Irinina smeért’ sygrala ogromnuju rol’ v maminom ot"ézde za granicu
‘Irina’s death played an enormous role in Mama’s emigration’.

Like predicates, nouns govern noun phrases. Obvious deverbals govern
the same oblique cases as their source predicates (for example,
CTpeMJIéHHE K NOJNHOMY OOJNafaHuIO 4éM-HUGYAb/stremlénie k
polnomu obladaniju &m-nibud’ ‘the striving for complete possession of
something’, from cCTpeMUTbCA K 4YeMy/stremit’sja k ¢emu ‘to strive for



876 EAST SLAVONIC LANGUAGES

something’ and o6nafiaTe 4éM/obladat’ &ém ‘to possess something’). In
the deverbal of an intransitive, a genitive corresponds to the subject
(yBneyeHne MapuHbl/uvleéénie Mariny ‘the infatuation of Marina’, from
reflexive intransitive yBnéubcsi/uvled’sja ‘to be carried away’). Deverbals
of transitives with two nominal arguments look passive — agent in the
instrumental, patient in the genitive (OKOHYaHMe MM TMMHa3uu/
okontanie im gimnazii ‘completion of the gymnasium by him’).

4.10 Quantification

Syntactically, quantifiers are neither fish nor fowl; in some respects they
behave like nouns, in others like modifiers of the quantified noun (see in
general Menbuyk/Mel ¢uk 1985). It is useful to distinguish four groups:
approximates (HECKOJIbKO/néskol’ko ‘some’, MHOro/mnogo ‘many’,
Mano/malo ‘few’); paucal numerals (yeTbipe/&etyre ‘4’, Tpu/tri ‘3, nBa/
dva ~ pgBe/dve ‘2’, also 06a/0ba ~ 06Ge/obe ‘both’); ordinary numerals
(nsite/pjat’  ‘5’,  meBsATHaauaTh/devjatnadcat’ ‘19°, cémbpecsT/
sem’desjat ‘70’ and the like); and collectives (gBOe/dvoe ‘twosome, pair’,
TpOe/troe ‘threesome, triplet’ and so on). At the margins of quantifiers in
the narrow sense are opuH/odin ‘one’ (plural ‘some’), HEKOTOPBIi/
nékotoryj ‘certain’ or MHOrMe/mnogie ‘many (individual)’, which agree in
case, gender and number with their head. The large numerals MUITHOH/
million ‘million’ and Thicsiya/tysjaéa ‘thousand’ normally have the syntax
of nouns, so they take genitive plural of the quantified noun in all cases
(though Teicsiya/tysjaca residually allows quantifier syntax).

True quantifiers are defined primarily by their sensitivity to case. When
the quantifier phrase occurs where one expects oblique case — genitive,
dative, locative or instrumental — the quantifier, like any modifier, adopts
the same oblique case as the quantified noun: (cTpoéHue o AByx OKHax/
stroénie o dvix Oknax ‘a building with two windows’, ¢ nATBIO
CUIIEBILMMH ouLépaMK/s pjat’ju sidév§imi oficérami ‘with five seated
officers’, 6OnbiIe mecTi NET/boOl'Se Sesti 1et ‘for more than six years’).
When the quantifier phrase is in a direct case — nominative or accusative —
the quantifier itself is nominative(—accusative), the quantified noun genitive
and usually plural. With paucals, however, the noun is singularized
(4eTbipe conpara paGoTanu/Eetyre soldata rabotali ‘four soldiers were
working’); this is the reflex of an older construction in which the numeral
‘2’ and noun were nominative dual, a form which was often formally iden-
tical with the genitive singular.

Agreement of modifiers in direct cases is largely consistent across quan-
tifiers. Pronominal adjectives preceding the quantifier are nominative-
accusative plural Adjectlves between quantifier and quantlﬁed noun are
genitive plural: 3TH NSTH noc.nemmx nrcem/éti pJat poslédnix pisem
‘those five last letters’, 3TM [BA MOCIEIHUX nuceMa/eti dva poslédnix
pis'ma ‘those two last letters’; with the combination of paucals and
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feminine nouns, however, nominative plural is preferred; 3T1 aB¢ népBsbie
U TPU MOCNEAHME CTPOKHM/eti dveé pérvye i tri poslédnie stroki ‘those two
first and the three last lines’.

Only masculine fBa/dva versus feminine gBé/dve ‘2’ in direct cases and
masculine 66a/06ba versus feminine 06e/6be ‘both’ in all cases reflect the
gender of the quantified noun. Animacy differentiates quantifiers. In the
accusative, paucals and collectives obligatorily adopt the genitive, in which
instance the noun is genitive plural rather than singular, while higher
numerals like msiTb/pjat’ retain the nominative-accusative: OH AEpPXHUT
(sByX ~ msATb} CONOBLEB y cebsi B KOMHaTe/oOn derZit {dvax ~ pjat’)
solov’év u sebja v komnate ‘he keeps {two ~ five] nightingales in his
room’. With approximates (ckOnbKO/skol’ko ‘how many’) the animate
accusative applies optionally.

Quantifiers allow in principle two agreement patterns in the predicate.
Default neuter singular agreement merely establishes the existence of a
certain quantity: mo fopore éxano gBa 3kunaxa/po doroge éxalo dva
ekipaza ‘there were two conveyances travelling on the road’. Plural agree-
ment reports participation of differentiated entities:

Mo gopore éxanu ABa 3kunaxa. B nepénHeit Kapére cHAENU ABE KEHIMHDL
OnHa 6bIna rocnoxa, apyras — ropuudHas./Po doroge éxali dva ekipaza. V
perédnej karéte sidéli dve zén3giny. Odna byla gospoza, drugija — gorni¢naja.
‘On the road two conveyances were travelling. In the front carriage two women
were sitting. One was a lady, the other - a maidservant.’

Quantifiers differ in preference, depending on how natural an individuated
reading is; the smaller and more precise the quantifier, the more likely
plural agreement is. Predicates also show different preferences. Existentials
and modals strongly prefer singular (92 per cent in count); other intransi-
tives vary (52 per cent singular). Transitives almost always take plural (only
9 per cent singular), as do copular predicates with predicative nouns or
adjectives. Agreement further correlates with word order: VerblSubject
order, usually existential, favours default agreement, while Subject|Verb is
more tolerant of plural (see Corbett 1983).

The use of collectives in opposition to ordinary cardinals is possible only
for masculine (or mixed) referents, and is encouraged by: small quantities;
direct (as opposed to oblique) case; animacy; low stylistic status; adjectival
declension; and, within masculines, declension II (3anu3Hsik/Zaliznjak
1977: 66-7). A collective imputes the sense that the grouping is natural
and organic, and not merely a random collection of entities.

The behaviour of complex numerals is determined largely by the last
member. Thus the noun is genitive singular with a paucal (aBaguaTh Tpu
cocéfa MoNYaT 3a faBepbMiu/dvadcat’ tri soséda mol¢at za dver'mi
‘twenty-three neighbours were silent behind doors’) but plural with an
ordinary numeral (gBaguUaTh NATL cocépeit/dvadcat’ pjat’ sosédej
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Table 15.15 Quantifier matrix

Oblique  Animate  Plural Singularized Gender

agreement accusative agreement noun agreement

60NbUIMHCTBO/

bol ‘Sinstvo * * ? * *
nsiTh/ pjat’ + * + * *
HECKONbKO/

néskol ko + + + * *
aBoe/dvoe + + + * *
Tph/tri + + t+ + *
aBa/dva ~

nBe/dve + + + + +
oanH/odin + + — * +

‘twenty-five neighbours’). They are supposed to decline all parts in oblique
cases, but there is a tendency to restrict declension to the last member
(Comrie and Stone 1978: 95-6).

The properties of quantifiers are summarized in table 15.15, which is
approximately a cline with the diagonal from top left to bottom right
reflecting decreasing nominality and increasing adjectivity.

5 Lexis

5.1 General composition of the word-stock

The lexicon of Modern Russian is to a large extent constructed from roots
of Proto-Slavonic provenance, though much of it may have been formed by
productive processes in the history of Russian. On the general history of
the lexicon, see Kiparsky (1963-75, III), Vlasto (1986: ch. 5) and, for the
recent history, Comrie and Stone (1978: ch. 5).

5.2 Patterns of borrowing
There are multiple layers and sources of borrowings. Church Slavonicisms,
whether genuine or neologistic, occupy a special layer in the lexicon of
Modern Russian. A recognizable Church Slavonicism still has the function
of making the stylistic register more formal or pompous. After Church
Slavonicisms, the most important layer is the last three centuries of Euro-
pean borrowings, in some instances from specific languages, often from a
generalized European vocabulary. Direct borrowings from other Slavonic
languages are insignificant, except seventeenth-century borrowings from
Polish, which in turn often have their source in Czech, German or Latin.
Contiguous languages (such as Finnic) have contributed some etyma,
usually on a regional level. The most salient derive from Turkic languages
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during the Mongol period; familiar examples include nenbra/den’ga
‘coin’, yyMa/¢uma ‘plague’ and u3tOM/izjum ‘raisins’.

5.3 Incorporation of borrowings

Borrowings assimilate reasonably well to Russian phonology, although
vowel reduction and palatalization before /e/ may be held in abeyance and
geminate consonants maintained. Morphologically, verbs and adjectives
are borrowed in suffixed form, and so are regular. Nouns are declined if
their structure allows them to be assigned to declension Ia or II. Thus,
¢duopn/fiord ‘fiord’ and ¢nopa/flora ‘flora’ decline but x066u/x0bbi
‘hobby’, TaGy/tabu ‘taboo’ and nportexeé/ protezé ‘protégé’ do not. Nouns
which could fit declension Ib, like guHaMO/dinamo ‘dynamo’ and KHHO/
kino ‘cinema’, are not declined except in non-standard speech. Inde-
clinables are neuter except animates, which use referential gender.

5.4 Lexical fields

5.4.1 Colour terms

Colour terms differ in abstractness, connotations, frequency, morpho-
logical productivity and psychological accessibility (see Corbett and
Morgan 1988, with references). Unrestricted are Génblii/belyj ‘white’,
4€pHbIN/Cérny] ‘black’, kpacHblii/krasny] ‘red’, cuHuMiA/sinij ‘blue’,
3enéHbIn/zelényj ‘green’ and Xéntbiit/Zéltyj ‘yellow’. Two additional,
typologically surprising, terms belong in this group of basic terms: cépblit/
seryj ‘grey’ and rosy6oii/golubdj ‘sky-blue’, a lighter and paler colour
than cuHwmii/sinij. These eight rank at the top of operational tests of
frequency, derivational productivity (only these eight form attenuatives like
4yepHOBaThIi/Eernovatyj ‘blackish’, 4yépHeHbKMiA/E&rnen’kij ‘a little
black’) and psychological accessibility to speakers (except for cépblit/séryj
‘grey’, which connotes indistinctness of light).

After this, some uncertainty, and some interesting complexity, sets in. In
the brown range, kopuuHeBblii/koriénevyj, originally a reddish brown
derived from ‘cinnamon’, is expanding, in part at the expense of Gypblit/
buryj, which characterizes not so much a specific hue as a dull or mottled
appearance. Terms translating English purple are not completely abstract:
NypnypHblit/purpurnyj retains imperial connotations; 6arpOBblii/
bagrovyj, a purplish red glossed as ‘crimson’, is the colour of flushed cheeks
and hands, blood or dawn; nunoBbIit/lilovyj ‘lilac’ and ¢puONETOBBINA/
fioletovyj ‘violet’ are still associated with florae. The last, however, is
becoming more general. OpaHxeBblii/oranZevyj ‘orange’ still seems a
compromise between yellow and red. Certain entities that are orange in
English (jaguars, carrots, apricots, oranges themselves) were described in
pre-revolutionary encyclopedias as KpacHO-XénTblii/krasno-zéltyj ‘red-
yellow’ or the like; some, but not all, of these have become ‘orange’ in the
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most recent encyclopedia. ‘Pink’ (pO30BbIii/r6zovyj) belongs to this tran-
sitional group as well.

Evidently, after the eight basic colour terms, four additional terms -
KOpHUYHEBbIH/koriénevyj, pO30BbIit/r0zovyj, (UONETOBbII/ fioletovy]
and OpaHxXeBblii/oranZevyj — are less-than-basic terms which are moving
towards greater integration.

5.4.2 Kinship terms
Russian kinship is rich in lexical variants (diminutives) whose usage varies
in different contexts — in address, definition and ordinary reference, and in
domestic and public situations. Oteéu/otéc ‘father’ and maThL/mat’
‘mother’ are neutral, but nana/papa and Mama/mama (and their diminu-
tives) would be more usual in a domestic context. Children are cbIH/syn
‘son’ and pOub/dot’ ‘daughter’ (or diminutives). For collective plural
reference, nétu/déti ‘children’ and pomnrenu/roditeli ‘parents’ are usual.
Grandparents are normally referred to by the diminutives mpémywika/
deduska ‘grandfather’ and 6GaGyuika/babuska ‘grandmother’. Grand-
children are BHyK/vnuk ‘grandson’ and BHy4ka/vnutka ‘granddaughter’.
Marital partners are individually Myx/muZ ‘husband’ and eHa/Zena
‘wife’, collectively cynmpyru/suprugi ‘spouses’. Siblings are Gpat/brat
‘brother’ and cectpa/sestra ‘sister’. [sns/djadja ‘uncle’ and TéTs/tétja
‘aunt’ are either mother’s or father’s siblings; their children are
nieMsIHHUK / plemjannik ‘nephew’ and niemsiHHKLA/ plemjannica ‘niece’.
The modifier nBorOpopHbIiA/dvojurodnyj ‘second-degree’ characterizes
relationships with an additional generation up and down between ego and
the relative. With GpaT/brat or cecTpa/sestra, it identifies first cousins;
with mieMsiHHMK/ plemjannik or mieMsiHHMLa/ plemjannica, child of first
cousin (first cousin once removed). The modifier, used to define a
relationship, is not essential in ordinary reference or address. Thus, in the
chapter of Family Chronicle relating the unfortunate marriage of the
female cousin of his grandfather, Aksakov first uses JBOXOpOAHBI GpaT/
dvojurodnyj brat and aBotoponHasi cecTpa/dvojurodnaja sestra, but once
the relationship has been established, he omits the modifier. Aksakov also
states that his grandfather addressed his cousin with diminutives like
cecTpuLa/sestrica.

5.4.3 Body parts

Much of Russian’s terminology for body parts corresponds to English
reference: ronoBa/golova ‘head’, HOc/nos ‘nose’, yxo/uxo ‘ear’ (with an
archaic remnant of dual morphology in the nominative plural yuu/usi),
pOT/rét ‘mouth’, meés/$¢ja ‘neck’ and ceppuue/sérdce ‘heart’. I'pyas/
grud’ covers English ‘chest’ as well as ‘breast’. Bonoc/vélos ‘hair’, more
strictly a count noun than in English, is normally used in the plural (for
example, in describing hair colour), the singular being reserved for ‘a
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strand of hair’. 'nas/glaz ‘eye’ (nominative plural rna3a/glaza), originally
the eyeball, has long since displaced 6x0/0ko (nominative plural 6un/
oci). The two were still in variation into the nineteenth century. In Pugkin’s
Evgenij Onegin, rna3a/glaza refers to eyes as instruments of physical
perception, with which one reads or merely looks. With 0uu/0¢&i one gazes
actively or reflects a sad thought. In an identical collocation, the insensitive
general does not take his rna3a/glaza from Tat’jana, but this perceptive
heroine does not take her 0un/o¢&i from Onegin.

As is well known, Russian uses a single word pyka/ruka to refer to what
English would differentiate as ‘arm’ and ‘hand’ and Hora/noga for ‘leg’
and ‘foot’. (ITanew/ palec is the digit indifferently of hand or foot. )Though
the extremities can be specified as kucThb/kist’ and crymHsi/ stupnja,
respectively, the terms are infrequent. When one hears Russians say in
English ‘I twisted the hands of my colleagues’, one suspects that they think
of the limbs and extremities without differentiation. Thus Turgenev writes
of an acquaintance that he exuded Russianness down ‘to his puffy short-
fingered pyuxu/rucki and his nimble HOXKH/nozki with thick calves’. The
modifiers force an English translation with ‘hands’ and ‘legs’, obscuring
what Turgenev evidently saw as a parallelism between the upper and lower
limbs.

6 Dialects

Several layers of innovations can be distinguished in Russian dialects,
reflecting shifting political affiliations and demographic movement (see
Opnosa/Orlova 1970: 223-37; Vlasto 1986: ch. 6). The oldest changes in
East Slavonic spread from the south-west to the north-east, leaving behind
isoglosses that bifurcate the Russian language area laterally in the middle.
As the northern outposts of Kievan civilization become autonomous, they
become centres for linguistic innovation. The next layer of changes,
accordingly, are either eastern (extending north and south from Rostov,
Suzdal’ and Vladimir) or western (distributed in an arc from the south-
west through Pskov and Novgorod and on into the north and even into the
north-east, following the path of colonization in the thirteenth to mid-
fifteenth centuries). A third layer of innovation is due to the spread of
Muscovite norms, which often eroded earlier dialect features. As a conse-
quence, eastern changes are often discontinuous around Moscow, and
western features are better preserved in the south-western lands affiliated
with the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and in the remote north-east than in
their original centre around Pskov and Novgorod.

Of the early changes, southernmost is the change of *g > y, a general
East Slavonic innovation that reached a line that starts south of Pskov
(56°N) and continues east-southeastwards passing just below Moscow.
Next comes the northern limit for akanbe/akan’e — merger of /a/ and /o/
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after hard consonants in first pre-tonic position; the isogloss, parallel to *g
> y, starts between Pskov and Novgorod in the west and runs above
Moscow.

Well within the akan’e area is the northern limit of dissimilation in
unstressed vocalism, similar but not identical for position after hard and
position after soft consonant. The most archaic (Obojansk) type uses a low
vowel in positions before non-low /i, u, &, 6/, a hlgh vowel before non-
high /a, e, 0/: nuTHO/pjatno spot’ and Heci/nesi ‘carry!” have [a] for the
first pre-tonic vowel, marked here in bold, but B3sna/vzjala ‘(she) took’
and rnsapat/gljadjat ‘(they) look’ have [i]. The notoriously variegated
types of dissimilative vocalism can be derived by adjusting the classes of
conditioning vowels. To the north of the dissimilative region, unstressed
vocalism is non-dissimilative: western central dialects (Pskov) have strong
sikanbe/jakan’e (mrmé/ pjatno HecH/nesi, B3sna/vzala, raspsit/
gljadjat, with consistent [a]), the mid central dialects (Moscow) HKanbe/
ikan’e (consistent [i]) and intermediate dialects transitional types, such as
the ‘moderate’ principle ([d] before hard consonant in maTHO/pjatnd,
B3ana/vzjala, [i] before soft in Hecit/nesi, rnAnsT/ gljadjat).

Synchronically, Russian dialects are classified first into two macro-
dialects, or dialect complexes (Hapéume/narecie), which are separated by a
narrow intermediate zone, and then further into regional dialects
(roBopbi/govory) (see ABaHecoB and OpnoBa/Avanesov and Orlova
1965). The southern macro-dialect, defined positively by the change of
*g > y and unrestricted akan’e, divides into three south-western dialects
(western; Upper Dnepr; Upper Desna), one mid (Kursk-Orel) and one
eastern dialect (Rjazan "), with additional transitional dialects. The northern
macro-dialect, defined negatively by the absence of both *g > y and akan'e
(hence oOkambe/okan’e, the distinction of atonic /o/ and
/a/ after hard consonants), divides into north-western (Ladoga-Tixvin),
Vologda and Kostroma dialects, with additional transitional regions. In
between the two macro-dialects is the central zone (LeHTpajbHbIE
roBopsi/central 'nye govory), which is defined by the absence of *g > y
and by partial akan’e; it divides into eastern (Vladimir; the eastern akan’e
dialect) and western (Novgorod; Pskov; Gdov; historical Tver’) dialects.
This classification, shown in map 15.1, applies only to older, European,
Russia, a funnel-shaped area bounded in the south-west and west by the
political boundaries with the Ukraine and Belorussia, in the north by 62°N,
and in the east by a line which, starting at 46°E, angles first south by
eastwards and then southwestwards to Voronez. The far north continues
features from adjacent areas to the south. The areas to the south-east and
east (and ultimately Siberia) are dialectally mixed, since they have been
settled from the sixteenth century on by heterogeneous populations.

Some innovations correlate approximately with the division into
northern and southern macro-dialects. The south neutralizes the oblique



RUSSIAN 883

~

3

Sankt-Peterburg
[ ]

@ Vologda

6 o
Novgorod

4

® Kostroma

Gor kij
Suzdal'g 10 °

Viadimir ®

Vitebsk ®

Mogilev o

o Kiev

Key: Timberlake, “Russian”

Source: Avanesov and Orlova/Asanecos and Opnosa 1965

Northern dialects Southern dialects

1 Ladoga-Tixvin 12 western

2 northern transitional zone 13 Upper Dnepr

3 Vologda 14 Upper Desna

4 Kostroma 15 southwestern transitional zone
16 Kursk-Orel

Central dialects 17 southeastern transitional zone

5 Gdov 18 Rjazan’

6 Novgorod

7 Pskov

8 Seliger-Torzok

9 Tver’

10 Viadimir

11 eastern akan’e

Map 15.1 Russian Dialects



884 EAST SLAVONIC LANGUAGES

cases (except the instrumental) of first and second persons singular and
reflexive pronouns, while the north distinguishes two forms, approximately
following the *g > y isogloss. Some dialects fail to distinguish the reflex of
the first palatalization and *# (both normally ¢) from the reflex of the
second palatalization (normally c); western central dialects have [c] and
the north-east [¢] for both. Given the geography, this uokanbe/cokan’e is
probably a north-western archaism reflecting the incomplete development
of the second palatalization. Only northern okan’e dialects have experi-
enced loss of intervocalic /j/ and vowel contraction (mymaer/dumaet
‘(he/she) thinks’ > [maiet > maet > maat > mat] ); this is evidently an eastern
(Rostov-Suzdal‘~Vladimir) innovation. Northern dialects merge dative
and instrumental plural in adjectives and often nouns (maximally Kk ~ ¢
HOBBIM IoMaM/k ~ s novym domam ‘to ~ with the new houses’). This
feature, not attested in the extreme north-east, is a late western innovation.
In general, northern features that are not archaisms are either eastern or
western innovations.

Differences in consonantism (other than *g > y) are typically western or
eastern innovations. The progressive palatalization of velars after soft
consonants (BaHbks/Van’kja ‘Vanja (DIMIN)’, 4aiks/Eajkja ‘seagull’,
with [k]) is an eastern innovation found in an elongated north-south swath
from the southern border of Russian as far north as Vologda. This swath,
however, is discontinuous around Moscow. Most widely distributed of the
western innovations shared with Belorussian is the loss of palatalized labials
word-finally, attested in a continuous arc from the south-west through the
western central dialects on into the north-east. In the south-west and in
significant pockets in the north-east, hard /1/ became /w/ syllable-finally:
BONK/volk ‘wolf’ > [vouk]. This feature may once have been distributed
continuously from the south-west to the north-east but interrupted in the
central western dialects by Muscovite influence.

In syntax, of greatest curiosity value is the use of the nominative case of
declension II nouns for objects of impersonal infinitives, as in HagO 3eMunsi
naxath/nado zemlja paxat’ ‘it is necessary to plough the land’. The
construction is now found only in north-eastern dialects, but it was earlier
attested in Novgorodian chancery documents. This construction may be a
calque of a Finnic construction; the contexts in which the nominative
occurs are comparable, and in both the nominative is not used with
pronouns.

Another syntactic peculiarity, centred in the west around Novgorod and
extending throughout the far north, is the impersonal passive. It is formed
regularly from transitives with accusative objects, as in y MeHsl TeJIéHKa
3ape3aHo/u menja telénka zarézano ‘by me there was slaughtered a calf’,
and less pervasively from intransitives, as in y Hero 3ajé3eHo Ha €nky/u
nego zalézeno na élku ‘by him it was climbed on the fir tree’. The participle
is morphologically neuter singular; the sentential possessive phrase (y/u
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plus genitive) optionally expresses the agent.

Throughout the western half of Russia, along a north-south line at 36°E
(but most regularly in the central Novgorod area), the morphologically
invariant verbal adverb is used as a perfect, or with auxiliaries, as pluper-
fect or future perfect: KOT ¢ 06€a 10 BéYepa HE ObLN U MPOCHYBLIM/
kot s obéda do vétera né byl i prosnuvsi ‘the cat had not woken up from
dinner till evening’. These western syntactic features have not been codified
in the national language.
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