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contact with Slavonic languages: (Russian
and Polish)

m Significant rearrangement in the domain
of the case representation

m [his change conditioned by the, |2
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Thla cnelleric)e

IHOW' Can the study off language contact contribute to our
understanding off grammatical categories?

How! to describe the mechanism of contact-induced
change where there is no transfer of matter?

What isi actually borrowed" fromi one language to
another in suchia case?

How: to) visually represent such data in a clear and useful
Manner?
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HMorpleln] - Bacic)rolric

m_Indiclianglage, aiivedintEurepeaboli 10
centuries ago.

s Dialect diversity; but they form groups.

= Northeastern group — North Russian Romani,
Polska Roma (Poland), Lithuanian Romani and
Lotfitka (Latvia).

m Ursari — used for control
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CaseleonVECERCENIGIIE) data

m Larsson (2001 244-7) - correspondence of
Einnish partitive, (PART) and the Lithuanian
genitive (GEN), for encoding an object or a

subject participant.

m Aikhenvald's (2003: 8-10) — Tariana abandoned
the conservative Arawak system of locative (LOC,
ALLAT, ABL and PERL), and uses East
Tucanoan modell of havmg 1 locative marker —

the ALLAT -se




rlelie) cisetissior of Lzz

m=Ha1g (2001 214=217 dISCUSSEs e
contact situation of Ardesen L.az, a
Kartvelian language in contact with
Turkish, where |.az case marking has
converged with Turkish in some types of
constructions, as follows:




rlelief’s disalissiorn of |z




CORSHUCHORFBESEHNATEIYSIS

m=MyLanalysisHs Dased -on constrictHoms{ior
example — Croft's RCG).

= No differentiation between grammatical and
semantic constructions for my purposes. Just
forms vs. functions.

= NO. of constructions can be very large. I limit
myself to constructions where I saw a pattern




Sanrzisicie 1z0 — rliglrnsiay
(1965

tree wood (stuff)  firewood small forest  large forest

arbol madera lefia bosque selva




Sannlzlritie Va0 — rlaisoslrlElin
(1997,

nobody

direct
/ __ indirect negation

- ti
specific __ specific __ irrealis fiegaton
known unknown nun—snecific\ ‘

somebody \ comparative b
free choice %,

anybody

Figure 2: English somebody, anybody and nobody




ExampleaSupjEcHEINNETEbve
=dlgtaniea ~ Prorianmirle.

me Al Somas Khere (Ursari)
I.NOM NEG was home

menja ne  bylo doma (Russian)
me.(DirObj.) NEG was home

man na.  Sys Kxere (Lith. Remani)
me.DirObj. NEG was home

‘I was not at home’




Examples EXIEBINEOS5ESSI0N

dukhal man 0 nakn  (Ursari)
hurts me.DirObj ART.M nose

mande dukxal nak (Lith. Remani)
me.LOC hurts nose

U menja  bolit nos (Russian)
to me.GEN hurts nose

‘My nose hurts’




EXIIPIERS i VENIGEE WO

pashal tute (Ursari)
next.to you.LOC

nadur tute (Lith. Remani)
near you.LOC

vozile tebja (Russian)
next.to you.GEN

‘Next to you’




= clnfolgd Possessor

S/ man auj phrala (Ursari)
IS me.DirObj two brothers

mande sy auj pshala (Lith. Remani)
me.LOC |s two broethers

U menja dva brata (Russian)
to me.GEN two brothers

‘T have two brothers”




RUsSsignrGENSaRENREGMERILOC

LOC. prep +
LOC

LOC. prep +
LOC

LOC. prep +
GEN

Dir.ODbj.
case

LOC

LOC. prep +
GEN

Dir.ODbj.
case

LOC

LOC. prep +
GEN
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m What is actually “borrowed?
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Cirzarnnnzitiezllizzition

m Helne & Kuteya (Z005) R aghamniaticalization
—|exical -> grammatical -> more grammatical
—-desemanticization, decategorialization, erosion.

m With my data:
— No erosion: all case markers remain intact

— As one case marker loses some off its functions, It
dains ether functions.

= Not committing| to the grammaticalization.
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Sanfaritie rrrelo reolicatiog

n_Helne cEKUtEVartal koI categoR/ extension’ -
speakers establish equivalence between
categories im L1 and L2, replicating the
grammatical properties of these categories

= [ would add, that it is not only grammatical, but
also semantic properties that get replicated.

B Semantic map replication’ it is the semantic
map that is ‘borrowed’. (Cross-Ling. vs. L-spec.)




Location

Possession




EXSMPIERSOUIGE

on shunde adajxa paramisi mandar
they heard.3PL this story me.ABL

jone shundle  da  rakiriben mandyr
they heard.3PL this story me.ABL

onl. slyshall.  etu /storiju ot menja
they heard.3PL this story from me.GEN

“They heard this story from me’

(Ursari)

(Lotfitka)

(Russian)




EXAMIPIEREAILIVE

duj andar lende
two from them.LOC

auj lendyr
two them.ABL

avoje lz. = nix
two from them.GEN

“Two of them'’

(Ursari)

(Lotfitka)

(Russian))




EXAINPIEREIVELIVE

yn afare de phuro (Ursari)
In exception of old.-man.NOM

krom'e  pxuredyr manushestyr (L otfitka)
except.for old.ABL man.ABL

krom e starika (Russian)
except.for old.man.GEN

‘Except for the old man’
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ADI. prep +
ABL ABL GEN

ADI. prep + ADI. prep +
LOC ASL CEN
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Salaatac Sarrzntic Yz

‘ URSERN ‘ YT ‘LOTFITKA‘ ‘ NEENH RUS.
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EURtHER EVIdERCE=RUSSIENIVS.
Yollsr

m Russian and Polishi diffier in their semantic
maps

m [s this difference reflected in the Russka
Roma vs. Polska Roma dialects?




ExampleaSupjEcHEINNETEbve
EXISIERGE

menja ne  bylo doma (Russian)
me.(DirObj.) NEG was home

(Ja) pie.  bytem  doma (Polish)
(I.NOM) NEG was.1SG home

me na  somys  khere (Polska Roma)
I.NOM NEG was.1SG home

‘I was not at home’




Examples EXIEBINEOS5ESSI0N

U menja Dbolit nos (Russian)
to me.GEN hurts nose

poli. mne [0S (Polish)
hurts me.DirObj nose

man dukhal naki (Polska Roma)
me.DirObj hurts nose

‘My nose hurts’
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Pralipninzrey Corelusions

CoNVErgence Olf CaserepresentationinrtieNNertheastern
Romani dialects isiaccomplished through semantic map
replication.

Semantic maps could be used| to explain language
contact phenomena where there is no transfer of matter.

Cognitive motivation: speakers aim at cross-linguistic
harmony: of the semantic maps.

Side note: this approach can be applied in the fields of
areal convergence, and second languade acquisition. (or,
immigrant language)




Conrlezlrine) o rlaisorrizig

n_Haspelmatii(2005) = semenuciiapsiaenmplicational,
they make predictions. Dees noet work with Language
Contact.

= No MDS, (Multidimensional Scaling) with Language
Contact — haven't figured out how! to do it.

m Haspelmath's maps don't have a central or pretetypical
function. With Language Contact — there are something
like prototypes. ( pivot points, around whichi replication
takes place)
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Warsie 15 wpie Maernzinisrik

m \When there is an attempt to reach cross-
linguistic harmony: of semantic map, there
are choices to be made.

m \WWhich construction should be taken as a
basis for extending the functionality?




PIOLOLPE

‘URSARI‘ ST ‘ O ‘

INCSTD
ThND

[ogreoent

4 Promotion uf
.

\}

Tine of Du

INSTR \ Adverbs
\ -




Protety/oe

B=ProletYpPerrNeantabsolltEmSoMmeE
constructions are more prototypicall than
others




Protety/oe

B=ProletYpPerrNeantabsolltEmSoMmeE
constructions are more prototypicall than
others

m Empirical evidence for a continuum; of
‘prototypical’.




Proigtyoe

B=ProletYpPerrNeantabsolltEmSoMmeE
constructions are more prototypicall than
others

m Empirical evidence for a continuum; of
‘prototypical’.

B Prototypes can be used as supportive
empirical data in the demain of universals
and markedness
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Coriellsior:

m-A=REWAWaVAoRE ESEribINgFanaNeresenting
data on contact-induced change

B [ypology can be taken to service the
study of language contact. And..

B [Language contact can be of service to the
field of typology.
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ExampleaSupjEcHEINNETEbve
EXISIERGE

me Al Somas Khere (Ursari)
I.NOM NEG was home

minja ne  byla doma (Russian)
me.(DirObj.) NEG was home

man na.  Sys Kxere (Lith. Remani)
me.DirObj. NEG was home

‘I was not at home’




