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For nagra veckor sedan fick jag nojet att bekanta mig med en alldeles nyutkommen
introduktion 1 rysk kasusléra skriven av Tore Nesset, professor 1 ryska vid universitetet
1 Tromso. Forfattaren 4r inte bara en framstdende forskare i modern rysk
sprékvetenskap, utan ocksd en erfaren och mycket inspirerande ryskliarare — utan
tvekan en lyckad kombination. Tore Nesset har tidigare gett ut tre monografier och en
stor méngd vetenskapliga artiklar, men detta &r hans forsta kursbok. Den aktuella
boken har vuxit fram ur undervisningsmaterial som forfattaren har anvént 1 minga ér
vid universitetet 1 Tromsd, och studenterna har ocksé ldst en preliminédr version av
boken innan den gick till tryckeriet.'

Boken riktar sig till studenter som har list ryska under ca en termin; de behérskar
alltsa det kyrilliska alfabetet och har lart sig en del om ryskans morfologi. Arbetet
bestdr av nio kapitel: en kort introduktion i satsanalys, diar de fem grundliggande
termerna subjekt, objekt, predikativ (predikatsfyllnad), adverbial och attribut forklaras
pa sex sidor; subjekt i nominativ respektive logiskt subjekt i dativ och genitiv (9 s.);
predikatsfyllnad i nominativ, genitiv och instrumentalis (15 s.); objekt i ackusativ,
genitiv, instrumentalis och dativ (29s.); adverbial 1 ackusativ, genitiv och
instrumentalis (11 s.); allmint om prepositioner (15 s.); tidsuttryck med prepositioner
(15 s.). Bokens sista kapitel innehaller en repetition av de genomgangna syntaktiska
reglerna (6s.). I tre bilagor finns listor pd viktiga verb (anordnade i1 verbpar) med
uppgift om deras kasusstyrning, viktiga adjektiv och viktiga prepositioner
(sammanlagt 4 s.). Boken avslutas med en litteraturforteckning (1 s.), ett index pa
norska (2 s.) och ett annat index 6ver verb, adjektiv, prepositioner osv. pa ryska (2 s.)

Tore Nessets kasusldra skiljer sig pa flera punkter frén traditionella framstéllningar.
De flesta larobockerna for de grundldggande nivéerna &r skrivna av personer som inte
sjdlva har forskat i rysk grammatik, och exemplen som citeras for att illustrera nagon

! Personligt meddelande, e-post 13 oktober 2010.
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grammatisk regel brukar i allménhet vara pdhittade av forfattaren. Alternativt kan de
vara tagna ur ndgon édldre grammatik som har tjanat som forebild; i sé fall dr de alltsa
inte pahittade av forfattaren sjdlv utan av nagon foregéngare. Ofta ar dessa exempel
alltfor korta (de saknar en kontext), de kan vara foraldrade eller till och med direkt
felaktiga. Det faktum att forfattaren till den foreliggande boken sjdlv har forskat i rysk
kasussyntax (jamfor t. ex. Nesset 2004) mairks tydligt 1 hans framstillning: dels
omndmns — vid sidan om tidigare larobocker 1 ryska (i synnerhet Wade 1992,
Mathiassen 1996, Christensen 1996) — dven mycket farska forskningsresultat (t. ex.
Krasovitsky et al. 2010), dels beldggs forfattarens pastdenden med uppgifter som
bygger pa den elektroniska textkorpusen Nacional’nyj korpus russkogo jazyka (i
fortsittningen: NK),” dvs. att T.Nesset inte drar sig for att sjilv gora sma
undersokningar som syftar till att underbygga utliggningen om ett grammatiskt
forhdllande med statistiska uppgifter. En annan skillnad jamfort med traditionella
larobocker dr att hans sprakliga exempel uteslutande hérstammar ur autentiska
rysksprakiga kéllor: alla 349 meningar &r tagna ur den ryska nationalkorpusen, NK.
(Efter varje exempelmening stér en kort kdllhdnvisning som bland annat upplyser om
exemplets tillkomsttid, t.ex. “Izvestija 2001”.) Pa det viset &r det naturligtvis
oundvikligt att meningarna innehaller en hel del ord som studenterna sdkert 4nnu inte
kénner till, men denna brist kompenseras genom att alla exemplen ar Gversatta till
norska. Exemplen &r dessutom forsedda med betoningstecken och grammatisk
information: for verbformer anges om de ar perfektiva eller imperfektiva (i eller p), for
nominalfraser anges kasus med versaler (t. ex. A for ackusativ, G for genitiv osv.). Den
1 sammanhanget relevanta kasusformen framhévs med fet stil.
En exempelmening ser ddrmed ut sa hér (s. 41):

(78) Eroy oréiy paddran; mexanukom; (Gazovaja promyslennost” 2004)
"Faren hans arbeidet som mekaniker.’

De grammatiska reglerna kommenteras utforligt och pa ett lattforstaeligt siatt. Nar
studenten ska ldra sig betydelseskillnaden mellan meningar med subjekt i nominativ
och sddana med det logiska subjektet 1 genitiv efter ett negerat existensverb (”Ceronns
oH He Owbu1 nmoma” / “BecHoli ero He Obuto nmoma”) forklaras de olika perspektiven
genom en liknelse med en rorlig kamera & ena sidan och en 6vervakningskamera a
andra sidan. 1 det forsta fallet, med subjektet i nominativ, foljer kameramannen en
tankt huvudperson, registrerar var personen finns, vart den gar osv. Utgdngspunkten
vid detta perspektiv dr personen X: var fanns X? I det andra fallet, med det logiska
subjektet 1 genitiv, dr perspektivet ett annat: nu finns det en dvervakningskamera som
sitter fast pd en viss plats, hir ”i hemmet”. Denna kamera registrerar alla som gér ut

* Korpusen omfattar for nirvarande (oktober 2010) nirmare 180 miljoner 16pord; mélsittningen ér att den ska
omfatta 200 miljoner ord (se http://www.ruscorpora.ru).
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och in i huset. Personen X var inte bland de personer som registrerades (i vart exempel
“under varen”) pa den aktuella platsen (s. 27-29).

Bokens mest omfattande kapitel — objektsuttryck i1 olika kasus — dr det mest
spannande, for hir finns det s& mycket som &ar i rorelse i sjdlva spraket: vissa
konstruktioner haller pa att bli foraldrade, andra borjar sprida sig. I synnerhet papekar
forfattaren pa flera stéllen att ackusativen som objektskasus breder ut sig pa genitivens
bekostnad. Rektionsvariansen mellan genitiv och ackusativ vid vissa verb (t. ex.
acoams asmobyc | asmobyca) fors tillbaka till den instabila situation som uppstér nér
spréket héller pa att dndras (s. 51). Jag sympatiserar mycket med detta synsétt och
foredrar det framfor olika forsok att pressa in variationerna 1 ett system déar
anviandningen av de bada kasusformerna anses bero pa en semantisk skillnad, t. ex. att
acoamv asmoobyc skulle betyda att ndgon véntar pd en specifik buss medan ocoams
asmooyca skulle anvdndas ndr ndgon véntar pd en obestimd buss (det torde forresten
inte vara sa vanligt att ndgon véntar pa en buss, vilken som helst, oavsett vart den gér).
Nér spraket dr 1 fordndring finns det naturligtvis alltid talare som haller sig till det
traditionella uttryckssittet och andra som redan har anammat den nya grammatiken.
Detta synsitt leder da till sddana — 1 mina 6gon mycket sympatiska — grammatiska
regler som en av objektreglerna i en negerad sats: "Nar objektet betegner noe konkret,
er akkusativ vanligere enn ved abstrakte substantiv” (s. 58), dvs. det dr mera sannolikt
att man stoter pd meningarna ox me Kynui mawuny och oun ne 3a6vL1 c6oe2o obewjanus
dn meningar med omvént kasusbruk.

Bland T. Nessets grammatiska regler finns det bara en som jag har svért att
acceptera, ndmligen nir forfattaren sdger att verb som slutar pd -ca (reflexiva verb)
inte kan ta objekt i ackusativ: ”Dersom et verb ender pa -cs, er akkusativ umulig”
(s. 46). Aven om det naturligtvis méste anses vara tillatet att gdra vissa forenklingar
for studenter pd denna nivéd sd tycker jag inte att denna forenkling ar befogad 1 en
sadan kategorisk form. Nu finns det visserligen en liten inskrdnkning i en fotnot: I
substandard russisk kan man treffe pa akkusativobjekt ved 6oamsca (jf. Timberlake
2004:319%), men det er genitiv som anses som korrekt” (s. 46-47). Slar man upp det
relevanta stéllet hos Timberlake sé& visar det sig att denne forskare 1 sin tur stoder sig
pa ett arbete av D. I. Butorin (1966), alltsa inte precis den mest aktuella
forskningslitteraturen® — och for ovrigt bygger Butorins arbete inte heller pa nigra
egna undersdkningar, utan pa iakttagelser som hans foregangare har gjort. Enligt min
uppfattning hade det varit béttre att sdga att de flesta reflexiva verben inte kan ha
objekt i ackusativ, men att det finns rdtt minga undantag, eftersom tendensen att

’ A. Timberlake (2004:319) anvinder dock inte termen “substandard”, utan “colloquial”: “Unpaired reflexive
verbs (6oamobca etc.) still take the genitive, but have begun to allow the accusative in the colloquial register with
objects naming unique individuals: Tapakans! He 6osutich asro Bacro.”

* Hos Butorin (1966:130) liser man foljande: “I'maron 6osmbcsi BXOAMT B CEMAHTHYECKYIO TPYIITY [JArOJIOB,
YIPaBJISIOUIMX POAUTENBHBIM Ma/Ie)KOM CO 3HAUCHHEM YJAJICHHs. YTIPaBJICHUE POIUTEIBHBIM OeCIPEIII0KHBIM
OBUIO MpEeX/Ie U OCTACTCSl B HACTOsIIEe BpeMs JuTepaTypHoi HopMoii. Tem He Menee y nucareneit XIX B. u B
COBPEMEHHOM pedr MHOT/Ia BCTPEYAIOTCS MPUMEPHI KOHCTPYKITUH Hosmbes koeo-umo [...]7.
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ackusativen breder ut sig som objektskasus pd genitivens bekostnad — nagot som klart
framgar péd andra stillen i boken — inte stannar upp infor de reflexiva verben. Explicit
vid verbet 6osamuca ar det till exempel mycket vanligt att verbet styr ackusativ i
samband med uttryck for levande objektsaktanter, och ackusativrektionen nimns hér
ocksa 1 vissa grammatikor utan kommentar vid sidan om genitivrektionen (t. ex. KRG
1989:365). I den (visserligen mycket begrinsade) uppsalakorpusen’ finns det nagra
hundra forekomster av verbet 60osamubcs, diribland tre med ett levande singulért objekt 1
femininum (vid substantiv i1 maskulinum och feminina substantiv 1 pluralis
sammanfaller ju genitiv- och ackusativformen: 6osmeca omya, nauanonuka etc.). Av
dessa tre star tva 1 ackusativ (6oamwsca Hwxky; Mapuro [Imumpuesny) och en 1 genitiv
(6osambvca cobaxku). Nu kan man naturligtvis inte dra lingtgdende slutsatser pa
grundval av tre relevanta exempel. Ludmila Ferm gjorde darfor en sokning® pa verbet
boamwca 1 kombination med uttryck for levande referenter 1 NK: 1 300 texter hittade
hon tio relevanta beligg med genitivrektion’ och tre med ackusativ (Gosmobcs
cmapwuny, amy Acro, memywxy Huey); 1 ett fall kunde hon till och med dokumentera
ett exempel med en icke-levande referent i ackusativ: Gosmbcs Asuio® (Ferm
2005:146). En egen sokning (23 okt. 2010) gav ocksa en hel del tydliga exempel med
ackusativ (levande referenter), t. ex. (1)—(4) nedan:

(1) XKun-6pu1 3asm B necy u Bcero 6osuics. bosmcs Bonka, 6osines Jlucy, Gosuics

Oununa. [C. Kozno (1969-1981)]
(2) IIpoBoau meHs, a To g 60roch [Moaro. [M. I'pexosa (1962)]
(3) — [a s ue ero 6010chb, a aarymky... [M. Ceprees (1971)]

(4) 3npasctByiite! He Gomtesi mu koT komky? [Bompocsl BeTepuHapHOMY Bpauy
(2007)]

Ar det verkligen #ndamdlsenligt att avfirda dessa och liknande exempel som
”substandard”? Jag tror inte det, utan det forefaller mer meningsfullt att utgd ifran att
objektformerna 1 uttryck som 6osmuvcsa omya, nauanvnuxa, Hawezo 3agyua, cmapvix
6a6 osv. av vildigt manga talare redan har omtolkats som ackusativobjekt. Antagligen
kan de tvetydiga formern Bonxa och @uauna 1 exempel (1) ocksd uppfattas som
ackusativformer, fastdn de av naturliga skél inte skulle kunna riknas som sddana i
ndgon statistik. Jag tror, med andra ord, att manga talare redan har omtolkat verbet
boamwcs (1 torbindelse med levande objektsaktanter) som ett transitivt verb och déarfor
anviander samma kasus som de skulle ha valt for den (avlidgsna) synonymen
nenasuoems.” Redan i en tidnings6versittning fran 1669 har jag registrerat en kontext

° En miljon 16pord. Uppsalakorpusen har gjorts tillginglig online av en forskargrupp vid universitetet i
Tiibingen, se http://www.sfb441.uni-tuebingen.de/b1/en/korpora.html.

% Nagot datum for sokningen uppges inte, men man kan anta att det var omkring 2004—2005.

" Ferm skriver “6onee necsitn ynotpeGnenuii Ploaurensuoro] IM[azexa]” och anfor elva kollokationer, men en
av dessa — 6oamubcs omya — maste sorteras bort sdsom irrelevant (Ferm 2005:146).

¥ Vid en fornyad sokning i NK (23 okt. 2010) lyckades jag inte hitta detta exempel.

? Sasom alltid nir det finns en valméjlighet mellan tva olika objektsformer (6osmbcs ocenst / aceny), sa finns det
aven har hypoteser om en semantisk skillnad mellan dessa; jamfor t. ex. Zaliznjak (1992:34); jamfor ocksa KRG

144



Ingrid Maier
Recension: Tore Nesset: Russiskstudentens beste venn.: ...

med en ganska ndra synonym till 60osmscs 1 kombination med ett objekt 1 ackusativ,
till och med ett abstrakt objekt: ”3abch omacaroTcs SIBHYI0 BOHHY, MEXIY
®panmyxckue 3emnn u Coenpaennsix Humepmanackux [...]7 (se V-K VI:451'%),
varfor det forefaller mig sannolikt att sddana former anvéndes i informellt talsprak
(’substandard”?) redan under andra halvan av 1600-talet och da och da kunde slinka
igenom &ven 1 skrivna texter.

Annu tydligare blir ackusativens framskjutna stillning i dagens ryska nir man tittar
pa nagra andra reflexiva verb, t. ex. doowcdoamscs. En sokning 1 NK efter doorcoamucs
tillsammans med levande objekt i femininum (for att slippa alla doocoameca omya,
HawanbHuka osv.) gav ett resultat pd 23 objektformer i ackusativ (t. ex. doocoamscs
Cawy, Jlocto, Cyprogy, Knasouro, Onvey ¢ Banepou, I'anuny, I'ano, sceny, 0e6ouKy
Knaexy, acnupanmky ...) och bara sex 1 genitiv (cocedku, Jlrocu, Onveu, JIuowvt, Onveu
I1., JTenw)."" Ett annat reflexivt verb for vilket det visade sig vara dnnu svérare att hitta
exempel med genitivrektion dr ciywamsca. Daremot dr det inget problem alls att hitta
exempel med ackusativ i NK; jamfor foljande exempel, déribland dven ett (nr 5) med
en icke-levande referent 1 objektsposition, conosa:

(5) Jlanet cHOBa ciymiatotes rogaoBy |...]| [. Jonmosa (2004)]

(6) Banss nmaxe ckazana emy cTporuMm rojocoM: «Bens, ciymaiics Hartamryy.
[H. HImenbkoBa (2002)]

(7) Mue mnepenaniu Butio Ha meppone: «Cnymaiics asaro Onera!» [I'. bakmanos
(1999)]

(8) Cnymraiicst TeTro CuibBuI0 1 0a0ymky. [b. Oxymkasa (1989-1993)]
(9) He 3a0sb1Baif MmaTepu u ciymaiicss Hacracoio IlerpoBny ... [A. Uexos (1888)]

Jag har bara citerat en mycket liten del av skorden. Man kan hir ocksa konstatera att
ackusativobjekt vid cmywameca anviandes redan pa 1800-talet (sista exemplet).
Déremot ar det relativt svart att hitta moderna exempel med genitivrektion. Det &r
darfor inte sdrskilt forvanansvirt att till och med den normativa grammatiken nimner

(1989:365) for oppositionen caywamscsa 6adywku / 6abywxy. Jag dr dock for ndrvarande mer benédgen att tro pa
att vissa talare redan har borjat tolka objektsformen myorca 1 uttryck av typen bosmucsa, crywamocs mysca som
ackusativobjekt, och da blir det naturligt att anvdnda dven ackusativen orceny.

' Jag har inte lyckats identifiera nagon forlaga for detta exempel; det kan dérfor inte uteslutas att originalet
delvis kan ha péaverkat valet av objektsform. Men mina undersdkningar av den ryska verbalrektionen i dessa
tidningsoversittningar fran 1600-talet har visat att Overséttarna vid det ryska sidndebudskansliet (Posol’skij
prikaz) ytterst séllan hdrmade en syntaktisk konstruktion som fanns i originalet ifall samma konstruktion inte var
bruklig dven i icke Gversatta texter. Jamfor ocksa det foljande exemplet (som jag inte har citerat i nagot tidigare
arbete): 1100u Hrouwmo onazoe oomvuunsiomes (V-K V1:439), ocksa fran 1669. Den hér géngen finns originalet
bevarat — en tidning tryckt i Berlin: welches vielen ein boses Nachdenken gibt (B. Einkommende Ordinari und
Postzeitungen, nr 1669/46/St.3). Dvs. den tyska konstruktionen skiljer sig mycket starkt frdn den ryska
oversdttningen (dven bortsett fran den stora gitan hur ein bdses Nachdenken kan ha blivit till urowmo énazoe!).

" Sokningen genomfordes 23 okt. 2010. Negerade meningar av typen Tax u ne dosucoasuucs Jenw limnade jag
utanfor eftersom valet av genitiv hér lika gérna kan ha utldsts av sjdlva negationen. Exempel som kom till for
mer dn hundra ar sedan tog jag inte heller med.
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ackusativrektionen som en av mgjligheterna (bredvid genitiven); se KRG (1989:357;
364-365) for verben 6osmbcs och cryuwamecs (jamfor dven fotnot 9)."2

Jag uppeholl mig linge vid de reflexiva verben, och den viktigaste anledningen ar
att jag helt haller med Tore Nesset i det allra mesta han skriver. Min viktigaste
substantiella kritik dr ddrmed att han enligt min uppfattning underskattar -csa-verbens
formaga att anvédndas 1 transitiv funktion — forresten en mycket gammal foreteelse i
den ryska syntaxen, dven om det under historiens lopp delvis har varit helt andra verb
dn de som styr ackusativ idag. For att overtyga sig om detta rdcker det att kasta en
blick pd V.B. Krys’kos monografi Hcmopuueckuii cunmaxcuc pycckozo s3vlKa:

Obvexm u nepexoonocms (Krys’ko 2006), den utforligaste och mest aktuella
undersokningen av objektets uttryck i ryskan fran fornrysk tid fram till idag."
Sammanlagt beskriver V. B. Krys’ko 73 reflexiva verb som styr eller har styrt
ackusativobjekt under det ryska sprikets historiska utveckling (se verbindexet, s. 477—
482).

Forutom de reflexiva verben, dir jag tycker att T. Nesset borde ha nimnt att
ackusativrektionen dr pd frammarsch, undrar jag om mdjligen &dven verbparet
uzbezamo / usbescams kunde ha flyttats frin avsnitt 4.2, ”Objekt i genitiv”, till 4.3.1,
“Verb som tar objekt i akkusativ eller genitiv’. Aven hir finns det minga exempel i
den nyss nimnda monografin (Krys’ko 2006:277-278), fran Lev Tolstoj ("Crenan
ApKagpud ¢ CECTPOM ... OCTAHOBUIINCH, uzbe2as Hapoo [...]”°) via slavisten I. Jagic¢
(’[...] usbecaem ¢panvwusoe nonosacenue |[...]”; “npod. CoOoNeBCKHII HaAMpacHO
usbecaem 310 conocmasnenue”) och forfattarna Tjechov och Nabokov fram till
lingvisten A. A. Zaliznjak (hir i en passivsats, som dock forutsitter en ackusativ i den
aktiva motsvarigheten: ”nanHasi CHHTaKCUYECKasl 0COOEHHOCMD ... B KHUHKHOM SI3BIKE
CO3HATENbHO uzbeeanacy”). Vi kan ldgga marke till att objektet i1 flera exempel utgors
av ett abstrakt substantiv, dvs. den klass som brukar vara den sista nér det dr fraiga om
overgangen fran genitiv- till ackusativrektion. Néar jag sokte efter exempel i NK gjorde
jag ett test med ett specifikt levande objekt; jag valde orcena for att undvika ett
formsammanfall. Det enda resultat jag fick (med denna starkt begransade sokning) var
den f6ljande kontexten:

(10) On He TONBKO wu30eran ixeHy, HO W Ha 30J0Tyl0 He cmorpen |[...].
[M. ITnaTomkun (1929-1930)]

Darefter sokte jag lite mera generellt och fick fram ytterligare en hel rad exempel med
levande objekt 1 ackusativ, t. ex.:

"2 Den stora ryska akademigrammatiken kvalificerar rektionen cayuamoca 6a6ywiku — dvs. genitiv med levande
objekt — som foraldrad. I kombination med objektet komanoa rekommenderar samma grammatik i forsta hand
genitiv; ackusativen far har den stilistiska markeringen “talspraklig” (RG 1980: 35).
" Ett helt kapitel av denna bok r tillignad reflexiva verb som styr ackusativ, kap. 5: ”BunnTe/1bHbIH Nafex Opy
Bo3BpaTHeIX riaromax” (Krys’ko 2006: 348-414). Aven en stor del av avsnitt 3.5, “BapuaTuBHOCTS
BHHHTEIBHOTO U pOAUTENbHOTO manexkei ” (s. 175-280), handlar om reflexiva verb.
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(11) U B mocnennee Bpemst oHa u3oerana Jlroamuay u3 6os3uu [...] [B. HabokoB
(1926)]

(12) Ero pemenne nzberarp TaHIo TOKA3aJI0Ch €My COBEPIICHHOW HEICTOCTBIO.
[C. Crennsak-KpaBuunckwii (1898)]

Vid sidan om exempel sdsom (10)—(12) fick jag ockséa fram en rad med levande objekt
1 genitiv (Jag forde ingen statistik). Helt tydligt dr dock att ackusativrektion ar ett
levande inslag dven vid detta verbpar — trots att den normativa grammatiken
foreskriver genitiv! For visst, om &dven ryska studenter (och inte bara norska och
svenska) far ldra sig att usbecams 1 alla ldgen enbart styr genitiv, sd kan
genitivrektionen sékert hallas vid liv 1 ytterligare nagra generationer: en nitisk redaktor
kommer helt enkelt att byta ut alla ackusativiandelser med de "korrekta”. Vi kan dock
knappast anklaga forfattare som Tolstoj, Tjechov och Nabokov eller sprakvetare som
Zaliznjak for att representera ndgon sorts rysk ’substandard”. Fragan dr darfér om vi
inte snart ska borja lata bli att réitta vdra studenter ndr de anvinder ackusativ vid
verbparet uzbecams / uzbesxcams och om vi inte borde inkludera det i raden av verb
som owcoams, uckams och xomemw, tor vilka vi accepterar varierande rektion,
atminstone 1 kombination med uttryck for levande varelser. Ett annat alternativ ar att
verbparet fér st kvar bland verben med enbart genitivrektion tills vidare, eftersom det
tydligen dtminstone inte kan bli helt fel om man véljer genitiv, men 1 detta fall skulle
jag girna se en liten “brasklapp”, en liten not om att ackusativen har varit pa
frammarsch 1 atminstone drygt hundra ér.

For det mesta ér jag dock absolut 6verens med forfattaren vad giller de foreslagna
grammatiska reglerna. De sprakliga exemplen tycks vara valda med stor omsorg.
Framstillningen ar Oversiktlig, layouten trevlig; antalet tryckfel dr glddjande nog
mycket 1agt.'* Allt som allt dr jag imponerad av denna bok, och jag skulle verkligen
vilja rekommendera den till alla som vill ldra sig mer om den enkla ryska satsens
syntax. Det dr min forhoppning att den norska sprakdréikten inte skrammer bort vara
svenska studenter, utan att norskan snarare uppfattas som en extra bonus — man vénjer
sig en aning vid vart grannfolks sprdk, samtidigt som man tillignar sig den
grundlaggande ryska syntaxen.
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Tore Nesset: Russiskstudentens beste venn. Elementeer innforing i ka-
suslaere. Oslo: Novus forlag 2011, 144 sider.

A anmelde ei slik bok i faglitteraturen €r som & anmelde ei barnebok i
skjgnnlitteraturen: Anmelderen har for lengst vokstutav det lesersegmentet
boka er mynta pd. Med et hovedfag i russisk 1 bagasjen, 0g mange ars er-
faring med lesning av russiske tekster, stiller man med et ganske annet per-
spektiv pd vanskelighetene og utfordringene i det russiske kasussystem enn
det forstearsstudenten i russisk gjer, og man har gjerne vondt for A minnes
eksakt hva man sjol sleit med da kasusene skulle mestres i studiedagene.
Med dette handicapet i mente vil jeg allikevel pistd at dette er en meget bra
bok, som holder det tittelen lover: Den kan bli din beste venn som russisk-
student.

Det finnes dog to typer studenter pa enkeltsprakfagene. Den ene er ling-
visten in spe: Hun/han som har blitt trukket til spraket utav fascinasjon for
spréket som sddan, som stiller med en sarskilt interesse for sprakets
strukturer, og som gjerne allerede har relativt gode generelle kunnskaper
om grammatikk 0g setningsanalyse. For denne typen student er boka
definitivt gefundenes Fressen. Den er et oppkomme av omfattende infor-
masjon om funksjon og bruk av kasusene — alle de sma detaljene som far
det til & krible i (kommende) lingvistfingre, fra hvordan et subjekt ma ta et
spesialtilfelle av genitivt kasus hist, til hvordan pasteds-, tilsteds og fra-
stedsadverbialer fordeler seg utover preposisjoner 0g kasus pist. | tillegg
kommer flere lister over viktige verb og preposisjoner med komplementer
i ulike kasus, godsaker for studenter som faktisk elsker & pugge slike lister
(de finnes, jeg var en av dem).

Men det som virkelig gjer boka til et festméltid for den unge
grammatikknerden, er ikke mengden informasjon i seg sj@l — det kunne et
hvilket som helst grammatikkompendium raska sammen — men maten
maten leveres og danderes pi. Boka er forbilledlig oversiktlig strukturert.
Kapittel 2-6 tar utgangspunkt i hver sin syntaktiske funksjon — henholdsvis
subjekt, predikativ, objekt, adverbial og attributt — 0g underinndelinga av
disse igjen tar (grovt sett) utgangspunkt i hvordan ulike kasus realiseres i
de gitte funksjonene (f.eks. 2.1: subjekt i nominativ; 2.2: logisk subjekt i
dativ; 2.3: logisk subjekt i genitiv). Kapittel 7 tar for seg allmenn bruk av
preposisjoner (igjen underinndelt etter kasus), og kapittel 8 spesialiserer seg
pa bruk av preposisjoner i tidsuttrykk. Men til tross for den omfattende tett-
heten av informasjon i hvert kapittel og underkapittel, s& er bokas aller
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sterkeste kort hvor kortfatta og konsist, og allikevel tydelig og pedagogisk
uavskrekkende, hver informasjonsbunke leveres. Boka er pa knappe 140
typografisk sett luftige og lettleste sider, formatet til ei virkelig handbok,
og som altsd samtidig klarer & komprimere en stor mengde informasjon pé
et relativt lett tilgjengelig vis. Informasjon som gis oppsummeres fort-
lepende underveis (oftest helt pa slutten av underkapitlene/kapitlene) i form
av konsise regler, f.eks.:

(...)Predikativregel I: Ved presensformer av 6oimp i (nullformer og ecmp))
stdr predikativet | nominativ[...] (s. 32)

[...1Predikativregel 2.

Ved futurum- og preteritumformer av botmb; stdr predikativet | nominativ
eller instrumenzalis.

Er predikativet et substantiv, dominerer instrumentalis, scerlig i futurum.

Er predikativet et adjektiv, dominerer nominativ, scerlig i preteritum. [...]
(s. 34)

Kapittel 9 fungerer som et oppsummerende appendiks, hvor alle de oven-
fornevnte reglene repeteres som ei liste, igjen forbilledlig tro til bokas inten-
sjon om 4 vare ei hdndbok. Det samme ma sies om et etterfaigende
nominelt appendiks, hvor man far repetert lister over verb, adjektiver og
preposisjoner som styrer ulike kasus.

Ikke bare gjor dette boka til et perfekt og hendig lite oppslagsverk for
den lingvistisk interesserte russiskstudent, men og for den fullbefarne all-
mennlingvist, som ikke har lert seg russisk, men som har bruk for en faglig
god oversikt over det russiske kasussystem i forbindelse med en komparativ
analyse, eller en typologisk sample eller liknende. Studentorienterte opp-
slags- og innferingsbeker kan vare vel s nyttige 4 ta sin lingvistiske in-
formasjon fra som store, tunge deskriptive grammatikker, s& lenge innholdet
er faglig etterrettelig (og det er det i dette tilfellet) og man ikke trenger 4 gi
for mye i dybden p3 det gitte temaet. Som typolog kan jeg dermed ogsd
anbefale boka for fagfeller pa dette feltet (skjent man ber ha innsikt i det
kyrilliske alfabetet, og ha ei god ordbok o.1. for handa, for & nyttiggjere
seg/gjengi eksemplene).

Men nd er det jo slik at denne boka ikke kun er ment for nerdene. Den
andre typen russiskstudenter er studenter som trekkes mot litteratur, kultur
og samfunn, og hvor spréket er mer av en nekkel for 3 f3 tilgang til dette.
Fungerer boka ogsa for disse brukerne? Jeg vil svare et lett betinga ja til
dette. De samme forcene jeg pekte pa ovenfor, vil ogsé gjelde for andre
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studenter. Bokas lett tilgjengelige stil, fri for det meste av fremmedgjorende
fagprat som ville kunnet skremt bort ikke-lingvisten, kombinert med dens
konsisitet og tydelighet, vil jeg tro vil vare en pedagogisk vinner for alle
de segmentene boka er retta mot. Om nd ikke de resterende leserne vil veere
frista til 4 fratse i innholdet pd samme méte som fagnerden, sa vil bokas
handbokmal kunne fungere ypperlig ogsa for disse brukerne, ndr de sliter
med en oversettelse eller trenger & lese seg opp til grammatikkeksamen.

Den lette betingelsen jeg nevnte ovenfor ligger i bokas innholdsstruktur.
Som nevnt er kapitlene inndelt etter forskj ellige syntaktiske funksjoner, 0g
tanken bak er at boka skal vare spesielt hendig i oversettelse fra norsk til
russisk, hvor studenten er tenkt & analysere sin norske utgangssetning og
finne de korrekte russiske kasus gjennom héndboka. Men dette fordrer at
studenten behersker setningsanalyse, om enn pi et veldig enkelt niva. For
den lingvistisk vinteresserte student, som muligens kun har hatt noen timer
setningsanalyse p4 grunnskolen mange ar tidligere, kan til og med dette bli
ei hindring. Boka prover & bete pé dette gjennom sitt kapittel 1, som er en
introduksjon til grunnleggende setningsanalyse og til de nevnte syntaktiske
funksjonene som kapitlene er delt inn etter. Det springende punktet er
felgelig hvor godt denne introduksjonen fungerer. Kapittelet er fart i samme
kortfatta, konsise og imatekommende stil som resten av boka, noe som del-
vis er en force ogsa her, men det spers om ikke det blir en for kort omtale
av et sipass abstrakt tema. Et svakt punkt i s& méte er diskusjonen av ob-
jekter (s. 19). Studenten blir her lzert teknikker for & finne hvilke ledd som
fungerer som direkte og indirekte objekt, men verbenes grunnleggende inn-
delig i intransitive, (mono-)transitive og ditransitive verb, og at syntaktiske
funksjoner er avhengig av argumentstruktur, blir ikke nevnt med et ord.
Dessverre er reglene ogsa formulert pa en 54 kortfatta méte at dette kan lure
studenten til 4 tro at alle verb tar direkte og indirekte objekter, og hvor en
uheldig student da kan ende opp med 2 lete etter slike setningsledd der de
ikke finnes. Gjennom preving og feiling vil en iherdig student ta poenget
etter hvert, men med en noe grundigere gjennomgang i kapittel 1 kunne den
slags kjedelige misforstdelser unngés. Omtalen av adverbialer inneholder
potensielt sett samme felle, og diskusjonen av uselvstendige 0g selvstendige
verb (hvor studenten skal penses inn mot 4 identifisere et predikativ) kunne
fortjent en advarsel mot bruk av *vere’ og "bli’ som hjelpeverb i passivkon-
struksjoner som potensiell feilkilde.

Gjennom gvelse (og utdypende informasjon om setningsanalyse fra
kilder utenfor boka), s4 vil dette allikevel veere ei overkommelig hindring,
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og dermed ikke et graverende problem for boka. P4 det generelle plan er
det heller ikke s& mye annet negativt 4 peke pd — det eneste mitte vare
bokas undertittel, "Elementzer innfering i kasuslere”, som kanskje burde
vert litt mer spesifikt formulert. Boka drafter nemlig kun kasusenes funk-
sjonelle natur og deres syntaktiske distribusjon. De russiske kasusenes
morfologiske form, som volder studentene vel s& mye bry, blir overlatt til
andre beker. Dette valget av fokus er ikke negativt i seg sjol, men det
kommer ikke eksplisitt fram av tittelen og kan potensielt lure en hépefull
student til & tro at hun/han kan sette seg ned og pugge kasusparadigmer nar
han/hun kommer heim fra bokhandelen,

Det er forst pd detaljniva at de mer kritikkverdige punktene dukker opp.
Dem er det ikke s& mange av, og de dreier seg i det store og hele om
problemstillinger som er blitt oversett i diskusjonen, men det er enkelte av
disse overseelsene som er sipass grove at man ikke kan unngé i pipeke
dem.

Farst og fremst gjelder dette omtalen av tallordenes kasussyntaks. Blant
russisister er det velkjent at tallord er et av de mest komplekse temaene
russisk grammatikk har 4 by pa. I lys av dette er det szrdeles merkelig at
tallordene er avspist med knapt mer enn et avsnitt (S. 90-91). Her péapekes
det at tallordene dva, #i og detyre ('to’, 'tre’ og “fire’) styrer det talte sub-
stantiv i genitiv entall, at tallord fra pjaz’ (*fem’) og oppover styrer genitiv
flertall, og at et adjektiv skal sti i genitiv flertall fra dva og oppover. Alle
disse observasjonene er korrekte, men i flere tilfeller kun til et visst punkt,
og de lar mye viktig forbli usagt.

Et spesielt viktig poeng er at tallordfrasene kun oppferer seg slik det er
angitt ovenfor, om frasen stdr i nominativ eller akkusativ. Om tallordfrasen
star i et oblikt kasus, s3 tar det talte substantivet samme kasus som tallordet
sjel. I (1a~b), hvor tallordfrasen som sidan stir i nominativ, s far vi ek-
semplifisert genitivstyring av det underliggende substantivet, men i (1¢),
hvor hele tallordfrasen stdr i instrumentalis (pga preposisjonen s), s& mi
béde tallord og substantiv st4 i instrumentalis. Merk ogsd at i dette tilfellet
stér i substantivet i flertall, og ikke i entall, til tross for tallordet *to’. En
annen faktor som burde vart nevnt eksplisitt, er at sammensatte tallord
heyere enn fem, som slutter p4 tallene dva, tri og Cetyre, styrer genitiv entail
pé samme méte som dva, tri og Cetyre gjor nar de stir alene Gf. (1d). Siik
det stér formulert i boka (”[...)Fra nams[pjat’] og oppover brukes genitiv
Slertall av substantivet.[...]” (s. 90)), s& kan en forledes til 4 tro at genitiv
flertall skulle vert brukt ogsa her. Endelig tar tallordet odin (en), og alle
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sammensatte tallord som slutter péd dette, nomenet i nominativ (eller
eventuelle andre kasus som tallordfrasen métte sta i), jf. (le).

(1) a. dva volk-a

to ulv-GEN.EN
*to ulver’

b. pjat” volk-ov
fem ulv-GEN.FL
*fem ulver’

c. s dvumja volk-ami
med to.INST ulv-INST.FL
*med to ulver’

d. dvadcat’ dva volk-a
tjue to ulv-GEN.EN
"tjueto ulver’

e. dvadcat” odin volk
tjue en ulv(NOM.EN)

*tjueen ulver’

Mer kunne vart nevat om tallordsyntaks, men jeg vil kun pépeke én ting,
som vedrarer et annet utelatt tema: I russisk spiller forskjellen pd animata
og inanimata en viktig rolle i kasussystemet. Hankjennsord i entall, og sub-
stantiver generelt i flertall, har en akkusativ som sammenfaller med
nominativen om ordet er inanimat, men har en akkusativ med sammenfall
med genitiv om ordet er animat. Nesset har valgt 4 behandle dette fenomenet
som en del av det morfologiske formverket, som spesialtilfeller av akkusativ
i substantivenes bayningsparadigmer, og har falgelig stort sett utelatt temaet
fra boka, Det finnes argumenter bade for og imot & behandle dette
fenomenet som et formelt avvik, og gitt denne grisona virker det som et
uklokt valg 4 ignorere temaet. For eksempel begrenser ikke den genitivs-
aktige akkusativen seg til substantivet alene, men ogsd eventuelle adjektiver
og determinativer som Stir til substantivet, mé ta en form som sammenfaller
med genitiv (2a). Nér det gjelder koplingen til tallordsyntaks, sd vil enkle
tallordsfraser i objektsposisjon, med et animat (i alle fall humant) substantiv,
ha genitivs form pa bade tallord og substantiv, d.v.s. pd samme maéte som
en tallordsfrase med oblikt kasus far kasussammenfall pa begge ord (2b).
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(2) a. ja vstretil star-ogo &elovek-a
Jjeg mette gammel-GEN.EN.M person-GEN.EN
"Jeg mette en gammel mann.”’
b. ja vstretil dvukh krasiv-ykh devusek-0
jeg mette to.GEN pen-GEN.FL jente-GEN.FL
"Jeg mette to pene jenter.’

Som introduksjonsbok og hindbok har boka som eksplisitt linje 4 ikke dis-
kutere marginale fenomener av kasusbruk, men slike eksempler som dette,
pé bruk av tallordsfraser i oblike kasus, og av animate objekter modifisert
av adjektiver og tallord, er ikke perifere fenomener i faktisk sprikbruk, men
noe som studentene er garantert & stote pi svart ofte i oversettelser og
tekster, og her svikter boka i 4 gi nedvendig informasjon.

En annen uheldig utelatelse har blitt gjort i kapittelet om objekter og
gjelder de russiske verbene for ’3 lere’: udit ; (ditransitivt og monotran-
sitivt) og ucit 'sja; (bare monotransitivt). Disse er ikke omtalt i det hele tatt,
enda de er sveert sentrale verb, som det i tillegg er hayst sannsynlig at en
student/elev ofte vil ha bruk for, og som har en meget spesiell kasustildeling
til sine objekter/komplementer. Monotransitive udir sja; tar sitt komplement
1dativ (3a). U¢ir'; i ditransitiv bruk tar undervisningstemaet i dativ og den
benefaktive eleven i akkusativ (3b):

3) a. ja utilsja russk-omu jazyk-u
jeg lerte russisk-DAT.EN.M sprak-DAT.EN
’Jeg lerte (meg) russisk.’
b. on menja u¢il russk-omu jazyk-u
han meg.AKK larte russisk-DAT.EN.M sprék-DAT.EN
’Han leerte meg russisk.’

Ikke minst det ditransitive verbet er en potensiell felle for russiskstudenten,
all den tid man kunne vare frista til 4 tildele dativ til det benefaktive
argumentet etter modell fra andre ditransitiver. En ytterligere potensielt
villedende faktor er at ucit '; 0gsé kan brukes monotransitivt i betydninga
lere seg/pugge noe’, men tar da leringsobjektet i akkusativ. Kasustildel-
inga i den ditransitive bruken er i tillegg et avvik fra bokas generelle regler
for kasustildeling (d.v.s. reglene for & spore direkte og indirekte objekter (s.
19) tilsier at eleven her er indirekte objekt, og Objektregel 8 (s. 71) sier at
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indirekte objekter stir i dativ), og burde folgelig veere desto mer vikiig a
nevne eksplisitt.

De ovenfornevnte utelatelsene er nok de mest kritikkverdige. Deretter
finner man en hindfull overseelser som nok befinner seg litt mer i periferien,
men alt | alt veies disse overseelsene opp av at boka ellers er en gullgruve
av detaljert informasjon, som tidligere nevnt. A rose enkeltdetaljer i boka
blir egentlig ikke ngdvendig - det er mengden av dem, og den generelt fine
tilnzerminga og presentasjonen av dem, som er det rosverdige — men jeg vil
allikevel spesielt rose ideen om & skrive et eget kapittel om tidsuttrykk.
Dette er et kanskje et ekstra krevende og detaljrikt felt & lre seg for
studentene, og derfor fint & fi presentert for seg — jeg larte sjol et par ting
jeg ikke hadde fatt med meg i studiedagene av 4 lese dette kapittelet.

Til slutt et lite hjertesukk: Hvorfor mé alle studentoppslagsverk i russisk
grammatikk illustreres med ei russisk kirke med lokkupler pé omslaget?
(Christensen 1996, Mathiassen 1996 og ogsa denne boka.} Omslagsbildet
er pent, men altsd noe fantasilest. Det bar det gjeres noe med nér det skal
lages nyopptrykk av Russiskstudentens beste venn, for at den fortjener ny-
opptrykk, og & forbli en del av norske russiskstudenters handbagasje, er jeg
ikke i tvil om.

Note
1. Bwms er det russiske kopulaverb. Ecmp er en presensform av dete. Kyrilliske bok-
staver er her kun brukt i sitater fra boka, ellers er alle russiske eksempler trans-
litterert. Den indekserte i-en etter verbene markerer verbets aspekt som imperfektiv.
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BOOK REVIEWS

Tore Nesset. (2015) How Russian Came To Be the Way It Is: A Student’s
Guide to the History of the Russian Language. Bloomington, Indiana:
Slavica Publishers. xxv + 361 pp.

Reviewed by Ivan Igartua (University of the Basque Country)

Paraphrasing a famous aphorism attributed to the biologist (and classicist) D’Arcy
Wentworth Thompson (1860-1948), the linguist John Haiman (2003: 108) asserts
that in languages too “[e]verything is the way it is because it got that way”. This is
probably the principal premise that guides diachronic research not only in linguis-
tics but also in other sciences. In a general sense (i.e. applied not just to languages),
the statement entails that, as argued recently by Moravcsik (2013: 140), for di-
rect explanations of the causal sort only diachrony is available (without implying,
though, that diachronic evolution is never in need of explanation itself).

Starting from considerations presumably akin to those aforementioned and
well equipped with the necessary combination of sociohistorical data, facts about
the history of the language, and linguistic tools for the analysis of these facts, Tore
Nesset offers in this monograph an informative, up-to-date, and didactically-ori-
ented introduction to the history of the Russian language. The author’s areas of
expertise thus far have included such topics as Russian accentology, verbal conju-
gation and aspect, as well as different phonological and morphological questions,
which have been approached initially from a largely synchronic perspective, but
in recent years these issues have also received a decidedly diachronic treatment in
Nesset’s contributions.

In this book, the historical development of the Russian language is presented
and explained with a view to understanding both the regularities and the idio-
syncrasies of Modern Russian, as a way to give practical assistance to students of
Russian who are curious about some of its peculiarities, even though in the end the
monograph turns out to be more than just that. In any event, this clear orientation
lies at the basis of several decisions taken by the author in order to structure the in-
formation given in the book. Perhaps the most salient among them is the decision
to introduce morphological and syntactic topics before phonological matters, con-
trary to what has been the traditional practice. Placing the phonology at the end
of the work has the obvious advantage of postponing the discussion of what are
some of the most complex questions in the history of the Russian language (some
phonological developments with known implications for the relative chronology
of changes, and especially those related to the shift from tone to stress); on the
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other hand, it also implies that at least a minimum of phonological information
has to be necessarily supplied at different places before phonology is specifically
dealt with (Chapters 10-13, pp. 195-290), in order to explain, for example, cer-
tain consonant alternations within the noun declension in older stages of Russian
(p. 82). The same is true of other sections in the grammatical chapters.

The main didactic orientation of the book can also be felt in the introductory
chapter on theory and methodology (Chapter 3, pp. 61-75), which is slightly lon-
ger than in any historical grammar or introduction to the history of a language.
Here, the author discusses different points ranging from the types of relationship
languages may exhibit to such fundamental notions in historical linguistics as
sound correspondence, borrowing, analogy, grammaticalization, and reanalysis.
These are the principal descriptive and explanatory tools that will help the reader
to organize and understand diachronically the intricacies of several phonological
and morphosyntactic developments in Russian. But the author’s aim is perhaps
even more ambitious: as he declares in the introduction (p. 2), after having read
the book the reader is expected to “have a good idea about language change and
historical linguistics in general”. This is clearly the reason behind such a detailed
description of the basic tenets of historical linguistics. Accordingly, methodologi-
cal observations can be found in different places throughout the book, as when the
author treats in detail the scarce evidence for j-prothesis before the initial vowel
i- in Russian (pp. 212-213) and demonstrates its non-obvious presence in forms
like jazyk ‘tongue’ (in which the first syllable comes from an old sequence *in-),
thereby underscoring the importance of internal reconstruction. Different exam-
ples from other chapters can be given in this regard.

At the very beginning of the book, Chapters 1 (pp. 5-32) and 2 (pp. 33-60)
present background (or, say, external) information regarding ethnic, political, and
literary matters, which are significant — even unavoidable — in setting the over-
all context in which Russian has been evolving until being the way it is now. The
information briefly supplied in these first chapters is well organized, which is a
general characteristic of the entire book, and offers particularly good insights into
the early relations between East Slavic tribes and other peoples as well as into
the linguistic situation in Kievan Rus’, for which a series of different hypotheses
have been proposed.

Then the bulk of the monograph is devoted to the classic contents of any histor-
ical grammar (though in a different order, as already noted): Chapters 4-8 (pp. 77-
162) discuss the inflectional morphology of nouns, pronouns, adjectives, numer-
als, and verbs; Chapter 9 treats syntax; and Chapters 10-13 (pp. 195-290) present
the phonological developments from Pre-Slavic (even Late Proto-Indo-European)
to Modern Russian. Chapter 14 (pp. 291-301) could be considered an innovation,
since, unlike other books of this kind, it includes a separate introduction to the main
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How Russian Came to Be the Way It Is. A Student’s Guide to the
History of the Russian Language, by Tore Nesset, Bloomington, Indiana:
Slavica Publishers, 2015, 361 pp, ISBN: 978-0893574437.

Tore Nesset's How Russian Came to Be the Way It Is provides a compact introduc-
tion to the history of Russian for readers with different interests and academic
backgrounds. On the one hand, it is a welcome and attractive textbook for stu-
dents of Russian linguistics. On the other hand, the book can serve as a useful
tool for those who are already specialists in, for instance, general linguistics,
Modern Russian, Russian history or Russian literature and would like to get
acquainted with the main developments in the history of the Russian language.
Nesset points out the relevance of historical linguistics for students of Russian,
and he has indeed succeeded in creating an inspiring, motivating and pedagogi-
cal material. A basic knowledge of Modern Russian is, however, necessary in order
to take in the information - and enjoy it.

The structure of the book is very clear. In the Introduction the author addresses
different types of readers from students to scholars, but motivates students of
Russian by promising answers to many problematic exceptions in Russian
grammar. The main pedagogical idea of the book is that “today’s exceptions
are yesterday'’s rules.” Knowledge of the history of Russian strengthens students’
language skills in contemporary Russian. The book may be read from cover to
cover or the reader may pick out separate chapters or sections.

The first three chapters give background information on history, literature and
linguistics. The Scene places the Russians and their language among the other
Slavic nations and languages in today’s world and describes the historical back-
ground to the Slavic languages in the Indo-European family of languages. It
then reviews the history of Russian from Pre-Slavic through Common Slavic and
Old Rusian to Middle and Modern Russian. Here Nesset uses the term “Old
Rusian” — justifiably — instead of Old East Slavic or Old Russian, finding the latter
misleading, because the language in question is the ancestor of Belarusian,
Russian and Ukrainian, whereas “Old Rusian” refers to the state of Rus’. The
author then presents three hypotheses about the primordial home of the Slavs
and concludes in favour of the mid-Dnieper hypothesis. The historical background
covers the period from the Slavic migrations until the time of Peter the Great. The
Texts gives background information about writing, alphabets, texts and literature
in Kievan Rus’ and Muscovy with representative samples of Old Rusian texts in
different genres. The author then compares the modern and medieval concepts
of literature and discusses three hypotheses about standard language in Kievan
Rus: the Church Slavic hypothesis, the Old Rusian hypothesis and the diglossia
hypothesis. He notes that the diglossia hypothesis seems too narrow and rigid
to do justice to the richness of variation in medieval texts. In The Toolbox — with
the student reader in mind - the author gives an excellent description in
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simple terms of the main linguistic tools necessary in analyzing the history of the
Russian language.

Chapters Four to Eight deal with morphology from the perspective of a student
of contemporary Russian. Each chapter begins with questions that most students
will have asked when studying Modern Russian and presents examples of familiar
but “strange” grammatical forms: Why do some masculine nouns such as 21a3
have -a, and not -u! in the nominative plural? Do you know the etymology of
ce200HA? Why does Russian make a distinction between short and long forms in
adjectives? Did you know where the numeral copok comes from? Where do all
the consonant alternations come from? While describing the morphological fea-
tures of Old Rusian the author brings out and explains such exceptional forms
in Modern Russian. Moving on to nouns Nesset gives the reader a “soft landing”
by first presenting the declension system of contemporary standard Russian. He
then proceeds smoothly to the description of the declensions, number, case,
stems and gender of Common Slavic and Old Rusian. Now it is easy for the
student to get acquainted with Old Rusian pronouns, adjectives and numerals.
As the author states, numerous exceptions make the verb a major challenge in
Modern Russian. So, the verbs are discussed in greater detail. This chapter is as
clear as the previous ones with clarifying tables and enlightening text samples,
but is probably more challenging for students.

Chapter Nine provides a compact overview of Old Rusian syntax with well-
chosen examples. Again, describing the structure of sentences in Old Rusian,
the author highlights curious contemporary structures that can be traced back
to Old Rusian syntactic constructions, such as suepa or domoti. The syntactical con-
cepts - like concepts in other chapters - are skilfully explained by way of examples
from Modern Russian, e.g. the definition of a clitic. At the end of the chapter, the
author sums up the main syntactic differences between Old Rusian and Modern
Russian.

From the student’s perspective, it is a good solution to have phonology only
after morphology and syntax in Chapters Ten to Thirteen since, historical phonol-
ogy undoubtedly constitutes a greater challenge for the student.

Yet again, Nesset starts the chapters with intriguing questions: Why do we say
JleHurepaod, but Hozopod? Why does coH lose /o/ in the inflected form cHa? Why is
Mockea pronounced with an unstressed [a] in the first syllable? The author travels
with the reader from Late Proto-Indo-European through Pre-Slavic, Common
Slavic and Old Rusian to Modern Russian following the main phonological devel-
opments of vowels and consonants. Along the way, the reader gets answers —
equipped with clearly defined concepts — to these and many other questions
that puzzle students of Modern Russian. Describing Russian stress and vowel
reduction, the author gives a student-friendly account of the change from the
tone-based system of Common Slavic to the stress-based system of Contemporary
Russian. He also presents the main stress patterns in Modern Russian with admir-
able clarity.

Chapter Fourteen offers readers a fascinating Visit to ancient Novgorod and
acquaints them with specific linguistic — phonological and orthographic - features
of the Old Novgorod dialect in the birch bark letters, short personal or business
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letters that were already introduced in The Texts. The reader most probably
becomes so curious about the letters that he immediately goes to the rec-
ommended webpage. The author mentions an interview with Andrej Zaliznjak,
in which he “laments the fact that the Novgorod perspective has not made its
way into university courses on the history of the Russian language.” Fortunately,
Nesset takes the lament seriously.

In the Epilogue, the author offers some reflections on the three kinds of infor-
mation in the book and the relationship between them. The three types of infor-
mation, facts about the history of the Russian language, historical background
knowledge and tools from linguistic theory, are presented as corners in a triangle.
Historical background offers the context for interpretation of linguistic facts, and
linguistic theory offers the theoretical tools for hypothesis testing. Nesset empha-
sizes the importance of interpretation and hypothesis testing and hopes to have
convinced the reader that “historical linguistics is not just something you read
about in books, but also something you do.” It certainly is desirable - and most
probable - that after reading the book students will be tempted to continue tra-
velling through historical linguistics in their own research projects.

The book contains four useful appendices: morphological tables, major differ-
ences between Old Church Slavonic and Old Rusian, chronology of major
sound laws and - last but not least — an example of a captivating text analysis:
an analysis of a passage from the Primary Chronicle. The text is first placed in
its historical context and then given an interesting morphological, syntactic, pho-
nological and sociolinguistic description.

Tore Nesset's How Russian Came to Be the Way It Is is a welcome contribution to
the literature on the history of the Russian language, especially for students. Apart
from being a useful tool for specialists, the book is a skilfully simplified overview.
With student readers in view, Nesset provides a good introduction at the begin-
ning of each chapter. He also explains the basic concepts very clearly taking
examples from contemporary English and Russian. In addition he introduces the
viewpoints of other researchers in a student-friendly way. At the end of each
chapter there is a useful brief summary. Furthermore, the author provides the
reader with helpful, commented reading recommendations. All the tables, chron-
ologies and maps throughout the book will be a great help to students.

In conclusion: a student’s guide, written by a linguist with excellent pedagogi-
cal skills, is a valuable find.

Paivi Saurio
Department of Modern Languages, University of Helsinki, Helsinki, Finland
® paivi.saurio@helsinki.fi

© 2017 Paivi Saurio
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traits of the Old Novgorod dialect as represented in the birch bark letters (the chap-
ter is largely based, as one would expect, on Zaliznjak’s magnificent monograph
from 2004). Lastly, Chapter 15 (pp. 303-305) is an epilogue that summarizes some
of the theoretical implications of diachronic research in linguistics. There are also
four appendices (pp. 307-338): the first includes morphological tables illustrating
the inflectional paradigms of nouns, pronouns, adjectives, numerals, and verbs; in
the second some tables with the major differences between Russian and Old Church
Slavonic forms are provided; the third traces the absolute chronology of the prin-
cipal sound changes; and the fourth offers an instructive example of text analysis.

These contents correspond nicely to what may be expected from a historical
grammar. Even the absence of a section on word formation or even the lexicon
comes as no surprise, given the traditional list of themes usually discussed in most
introductions to the history of the Russian language (this does not mean, though,
that such sections would not be desirable). The presence of documented historical
forms, which provide the necessary basis for any historical grammar, is some-
what unevenly distributed throughout the monograph: they play a significant role
in chapters like that of syntax and, of course, in the chapter devoted to the Old
Novgorod dialect, but are maybe a bit too scarce in other sections, especially in
morphology and phonology, although this relative shortage might be explained by
the space limitations of the book.

The brief introductory sections accompanying each chapter constitute, with-
out a doubt, a remarkable merit of the monograph. In just a few lines, the author
manages to successfully attract the reader’s attention by pointing out conspicuous
peculiarities of Modern Russian, for each of which the reader may be interested
in receiving some kind of historical explanation. This way, for example, the author
draws our attention to some of the irregularities of the Russian nominal declen-
sion (p. 77) or introduces the section devoted to numerals with a question regard-
ing the unusual pattern of Russian numeral constructions with small numerals
(dva/dve ‘two.M—-N/F, tri ‘three, and Cetyre ‘four’), which combine with a nominal
form that at least superficially coincides with that of the genitive singular (p. 127).
The relevant diachronic answers are then given throughout the chapter.

The use of tables and figures is especially welcome in some sections: by way
of example, Figure 9 (p. 137), which depicts the five Old Russian (also called Old
Rusian) verb classes, offers an immediate and clear understanding of the relation-
ship and the differences among these conjugation classes.

In what follows, I refer to certain questions in the monograph that, at least in
my opinion, may have deserved somewhat more attention (and I highlight these
issues specifically bearing in mind here the nature and didactic aim of the book).

The first such remark has something to do with a simple oversight. On p. 1
the author announces that in the book the reader will find answers to a range of
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questions, including why some neuter nouns like plecé ‘shoulder’ take the ending
-i in the nominative-accusative plural (pléci), “when the general rule for neuter
nouns” is -a (as in mestd, from mésto ‘place’). Unlike other traits, this particular
development is not even mentioned in the chapter on nominal morphology. Given
its diachronic implications and the fact that the evolution of forms like pléci is far
from trivial, I feel that at least a brief discussion — merely intended as an addi-
tion to what is analyzed in Chapter 4, and more specifically in Section 4.4 — may
be in order here.

We must start from the original Old East Slavic (or Old Russian/Old Rusian)
dual form of plece, which is pleci (cf. the corresponding plural plecja). One could be
tempted to think that this is all we have to say about it (see, for instance, Kiparsky
1967: 70, Galinskaja 2016: 190). But the history of this form is actually a little more
complicated. First, the noun plece belonged to the soft paradigm of the o-stems
(in fact, it was a jo-stem), an inflectional subclass that subsequently was strongly
influenced by its hard or non-palatalized counterpart (exemplified by selo ‘town’).
This influence explains such modern forms as na ple¢é ‘on the shoulder, which has
replaced the older na pleci (cf. vo selé) within a general trend towards the reduc-
tion of the vocalic alternations between soft and hard paradigms (in all inflectional
classes). Thus, the expected dual (and later on, plural) form that would conform
to the regular evolution of noun morphology should have been plece (which is, in
fact, attested in Old Russian, cf. Sul'ga 1988: 36).

Second, as discussed in the book, due to the loss of the dual value, some noun
forms were reinterpreted as plural (this was the case of glazd ‘eyes, rogd ‘antlers),
beregd “(river)banks, and rukavd ‘sleeves, among others; see p. 94, Table 17). Most
of these nouns denoted, as in these examples, paired body parts or other naturally
occurring pairs. For body parts, another morpheme was also generalized before
the loss of the dual meaning, namely -i, the original nominative-accusative mor-
pheme of the i-stem dual paradigm (oci ‘(two) eyes, usi ‘(two) ears, celjusti ‘(two)
jaws’; note that in Old Russian the singular and plural paradigms of the first two
nouns belonged to the consonant stems, but the dual was modeled on the i-stems
since Common Slavic times). This analogical extension of -i in the nominative-
accusative among nouns designating natural pairs is paralleled by the spread of the
endings -ju and -ima in the genitive-locative and the dative-instrumental dual, re-
spectively (and there are indeed documented examples like plecima, in texts dating
back to the thirteenth century, instead of the original plecema, see Sul'ga 1985: 226).
The very existence of the variant plecéj for the genitive plural (which competes even
in modern times with plec) attests to the analogical pressure exerted historically by
the i-stem nouns designating paired body parts (Sul’ga 1988: 37-39, 2003: 150).

Thus, the ending -i in plec¢i should at best be viewed as an irregular morpholog-
ical retention that runs counter to the historical tendency towards the elimination
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of vowel alternations and that was therefore influenced by the analogical exten-
sion of a special marker -i (an ending that in the end has contributed to create
a closed subclass of nouns denoting paired body parts with specific inflectional
traits that have been preserved even after the loss of the dual value, in a kind of
paral or ambal marking that has been proposed, outside of Slavic, for certain in-
flectional distinctions in the Tocharian languages as well, cf. Krause & Thomas
1960: 76). This morphological process also explains the modern plural form koléni
‘knees, which, contrary to some outdated hypotheses, cannot be phonologically
derived from koléné, the corresponding Old Russian dual form (Sul’ga 1985: 228,
Igartua 2005: 298).

In any case, the preceding discussion betrays one of the rare shortcomings of
the book, the lack of an account of the morphological changes associated with the
elimination of vowel alternations in nominal paradigms (for which there is a sub-
section on p. 95, but it deals with this kind of alternation in a largely synchronic
way). Such an account would have shed light on the replacement of the genitive
form dusé by dusi ‘soul, the dative-locative dusi by dusé, and the accusative plural
koné by koni ‘stallions’

Another section that perhaps needed a little more elaboration is that devoted
to agreement (pp. 181-183). Here, the author offers a valuable description of the
main facts about agreement in Old Russian and shows the contrast between some
older phrases and their corresponding modern counterparts. In his analysis of
agreement constructions with collective nouns, Nesset correctly points out that
controller nouns denoting groups of individuals could trigger semantic agree-
ment in Old Russian (while in Modern Russian this is not the case). The examples
discussed include the collective noun druzina ‘retinue, squad, which has ani-
mate reference. And animacy — or to be more precise, humanness — is in fact
the semantic feature that renders this type of agreement possible (alongside the
syntactic type). In contrast, collective nouns denoting inanimate objects or even
groups of animals may trigger syntactic agreement only (i.e. with singular tar-
get forms). Additionally, there are rather perplexing predicative constructions in
Old Russian that combine plural forms of the auxiliary verb with singular adjec-
tives and participles when agreeing with a human collective noun (like druzina or
bratvja ‘brothers’), as in the sentence bra[tv[ja nasay ;isécenay y suto , ;y oy ‘our(E
5G) brothers have been< AUX.PL) killed(ESG)’ (Laurentian Chronicle 1377, 48r). These
hybrid constructions pose an interesting (although not insurmountable) obsta-
cle to the Agreement Hierarchy (Corbett 2006: 233); for the analysis of the Old
Russian data, the interested reader is referred to Bratishenko 2007, Igartua 2009:
58-66, 2014: 313-324.

An additional morphosyntactic aspect worth illuminating is the generaliza-
tion of the old dual nominal forms in numeral phrases containing tri ‘three’ and
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Cetyre ‘four’ This problem is treated in Section 7.3 (pp. 129-130, see also p. 128),
especially in a footnote. A detailed account of the mechanisms and causes lead-
ing to such a change, which has prompted several explanatory attempts, is prob-
ably beyond the space limitations of this book, but the striking structure of such
phrases as tri stold, o ‘three tables’ (even more striking if an adjectival modifier
is added: tri bol Six g\ pStold py o ‘three big tables’) perhaps deserved a brief
explanation, at least in order to elucidate why the old dual form could spread
to numeral constructions that had originally nothing in common with the dual
meaning. This development is of course directly related to the creation of a special
numeral subclass (which has been interpreted even in terms of number values)
consisting of three members (two, three, and four). This subclass has been called
paucal (see the footnote on p. 130), in Russ. malyj kvantitativ (as for the nomi-
nal forms accompanying these numerals, traditionally associated with the geni-
tive case, the terms $¢étnaja forma ‘counting form’ or even adnumerative case have
been used, cf. Mel’chuk 1986: 55-56, Corbett 2008: 22-23). On the evolution of
paucal constructions in Russian an indispensable source nowadays is the series of
works by Zolobov (2002, 2003, 2006).

Turning again to morphology, as regards the #-stems briefly introduced on
p- 87, it should be clarified that, unlike other nominative forms, kry ‘blood’ is not
attested in Old Russian. What we find instead are such forms as krave or krove,
corresponding originally to the accusative case (which is, by the way, the source
of nominative forms like cérkov’ ‘church; ljubév’ ‘love, and morkév’ ‘carrot’ in
Modern Russian). The nominative kry is, however, documented in a non-canon-
ical Old Church Slavonic text (the Psalter of Dimitrij, see Birnbaum & Schaeken
1997: 147), and similar forms are still present in Slovene and Cassubian.

The phonological chapters (which take up more than a third of the book) are
highly instructive and include an accurate discussion of new perspectives and hy-
potheses on such significant processes as akan'e (neutralization of some vowel
oppositions in non-stressed positions) and its different types, or the development
of stress out of tone in the history of Russian. All these chapters, as well as the rest
of the work, conform perfectly to the didactic function of the monograph. But it
is precisely in the phonological sections that the general diachronic approach of
the book is felt more clearly: on the one hand, the relevant changes are described
emphasizing their gradualness (i.e. we get not just a comparison of two stages in
the evolution of Russian); and on the other hand, the phonological chapters are the
only ones that establish a consistent differentiation between the Common Slavic
(Chapters 10-11) and the historical facts (Chapter 12, which discusses the pho-
nological changes from the Old Russian period up to the Modern Russian stage).

The way in which certain phonological innovations are introduced and ex-
plained deserves some comment. In Sections 5.3 and 6.3.4, a phonological change
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is presented whereby sequences like [-ogo] changed into [-oyo] > [-00] and then
[-ovo], which is the modern pronunciation. This is, for the first part, quite a typical
lenition process that ends up deleting the intervocalic velar (even if only in affixal
environments, due perhaps to their frequency, cf. in Modern Russian débro[v]o
‘g00d.GEN.SG.M-N’ vs. mndé[gJo ‘many’). The second part of the evolution is de-
scribed by the author in these terms: “[t]hen [v] was inserted in order to avoid two
consecutive vowels” (p. 105) or “[t]he [v] sound emerged in order to break up the
vowel cluster [00] to [ovo]” (p. 120). The teleological flavor of these passages is
somewhat at odds with modern perspectives on sound change (for instance, the per-
ception-based model of John Ohala or Juliette Blevins’ Evolutionary Phonology),
which leave little or no room for goal-oriented explanations. Alternatively, starting
with structural constraints on hiatuses in the history of Russian would probably
have permitted avoiding such phrasing. This kind of teleological explanation is
found elsewhere in the book (for example, on pp. 250 and 262).

The famous Slavic palatalizations of velars receive due attention in Chapter 11.
Their description is in line with the overall quality and didactic aim of the book.
Only in the discussion of the third palatalization would a slightly more detailed
account of its conditions and constraints have been desirable. All the main data are
of course offered, but, unlike in the case of the second palatalization, there is no
explicit comparison between cognate forms showing the results of the process and
others in which there is no trace of the change (due to analogical developments
or to the blocking effect of certain phonetic environments). The evolution of Old
Russian ksnjaze ‘prince’ from Proto-Slavic *kuningas (a Germanic loanword) ex-
emplifies the change of g into the sibilant dz'/z" after the diphthongoid /in/ (see
p. 237), but a student may well wonder why then in Old Russian ksnjagyni ‘prin-
cess’ we do not find the same result. From this perspective, the general description
of the conditions applying in the third palatalization (pp. 236-237) could have
been of somewhat more help to the student by incorporating an overt discussion
of this kind of forms. While the subsection devoted to the second palatalization of
velars includes a mention of the Novgorodian exception (in the old dialect from
Novgorod velars were not transformed into aftricates before secondary ¢ and i),
in the case of the third palatalization the retention of x, which did not evolve into
s, is not even referred to. To be sure, it is dealt with in Chapter 14 (pp. 294-295),
together with the outcomes — or their absence — of the second palatalization in
Novgorod, but, somewhat strikingly, there is no foreshadowing of this in the cor-
responding specific section of the book.

I conclude this review with a historiographical observation that stems from
a rather surprising statement on p. 72 (Chapter 3), where the author presents the
wave model of language change. Nesset writes that this model “is attributed to the
German linguist Hugo Schuchardt” Usually, handbooks of historical linguistics
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credit the wave theory to Johannes Schmidt (see Trask 1996: 185, Dimmendaal
2011: 159), even though it seems that Hugo Schuchardt developed similar ideas
some years before Schmidt’s renowned book (Die Verwandtschaftsverhdltnisse der
indogermanischen Sprachen, 1872) was published. This is why Campbell (1999:
189), for example, mentions both authors in this regard (for the chronologi-
cal details of the ideas developed both by Schuchardt and Schmidt, see, besides
Campbell’s work, Alvar & Iordan 1967: 82-83). Even conceding that Schuchardt
could be right in claiming credit for the idea (although, as he himself acknowl-
edged, there was no way of ensuring this, as he published his thoughts much later
than Schmidt did), attributing the theory only to him is somewhat odd.

There is a range of monographs on the history of Russian available in English.
Among the most recent ones we could cite Ian Press’ A History of the Russian
Language and Its Speakers (2007), which was preceded in time by an Introduction
to Old Russian written by William R. Schmalstieg (1995). Before these publica-
tions, there was a very short — but substantial — introduction to the history of the
Russian literary language (a translation, published in 1971, of a Russian original
by Grigorij O. Vinokur) as well as Matthews’ (1953) and Vlasto’s (1986) books (I
disregard here other translations from Russian on similar topics). In other lan-
guages, Veyrenc (1970) and Issatschenko (1980) are basic references in French
and German, respectively. In addition, several historical grammars have been pub-
lished in English and other languages (Matthews 1960, Kiparsky 1963-75, the latter
translated into English). In Russian, the number of publications dealing with the
diachronic evolution of the language is obviously larger and, besides classic works
such as those of Cernyx (1954), Borkovskij & Kuznecov (1963), and Gorskova &
Xaburgaev (1981) on Russian historical grammar, new general contributions by
Galinskaja (2016) and the series of works devoted to the historical grammar of Old
Russian (coordinated by Vadim B. Krys'ko) could also be mentioned here (leaving
aside the monographs treating, as a differentiated area of research, the develop-
ment of the Russian literary language).

On that rich background, Tore Nesset’s book constitutes an unequivocally
successful attempt to make the evolution of Russian as accessible as possible to
students. All the essential questions are carefully presented and explained with
this mostly pedagogical goal in mind. The overall didactic orientation of the book,
in any event, does not impede discussing some of the newest theoretical proposals
concerning several innovations in the history of Russian. From this perspective,
the book reveals itself as a comprehensive, up-to-date, and very solid introduction
to the history of Russian not just for students of this language, but also for any
linguist interested in the (obviously diachronic) way in which Russian has been
acquiring the characteristics it exhibits today.
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Steven Marders anmeldelse av leereboken How Russian Came to Be the Way It Is
(SEELANGS list oktober 2015)

“Dear Readers,

On October 5, Tore Nesset informed SEELANGS about the recent publication of
his book — How Russian Came to Be the Way It Is. (See his email below.) On a
personal note, it has been over 23 years since I last taught two of my favorite
university courses — "History of the Russian Language" and "Introduction to
Comparative Slavonic Philology." Consequently, | was keenly interested in
reading Nesset’s book, an undertaking [ completed several days ago.

[ do not consider an email to SEELANGS to be the appropriate platform for
writing a book review, and so I will limit myself to a few brief comments about
Nesset’s book.

Throughout the reading of this intriguingly titled book I kept thinking to myself:
If only something like this were available to my students — and to me when I
was a student!

The book lives up to its title and goes a long way toward explaining how Russian
came to be the way it is. But it is also faithful to its subtitle: “A Student’s Guide to
the History of the Russian Language.” Nesset has done an admirable job of
explaining a very complex topic in such a way as to make the book not only
extremely palatable and interesting, but also lively and authoritative. The book is
amodel of organization. Each chapter begins with a short paragraph about what
the chapter sets out to explain; as often as not, this takes the form of questions
which are answered over the following pages. Explanatory material is extensive,
but not overwhelming, and the book contains many helpful tables, charts, and
maps. At the end of each chapter is a short paragraph titled “Suggestions for
Further Reading.”

Nesset is comfortable writing in English, and stylistic, spelling, and punctuational
infelicities and misprints are few and far between. One notes the author's
inconsistency in the use of the terms “Slavic” and “Slavonic.” However, none of
this in any way undermines what Nesset sets out to achieve. Further, the author
takes pains to explain why he uses the term “Old Rusian” in preference to “Old
Russian” (p. 10), although even by the end of the book this reader still stumbled
over “Old Rusian,” which may mean no more than an inability on my part to
break a deeply ingrained habit! Author and publisher are to be congratulated on
producing such a readable and significant book.

[ heartily recommend Tore Nesset's How Russian Came to Be the Way It Is.
Steve Marder

Disclaimer: Although I have an affiliation with Slavica Publishers, [ have never
had any association with Tore Nesset and the above comments are unsolicited.”



