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1. Non-standard Russian in Finland

This paper explores restructuring of case systems specific for two non-standard varieties of
Russian spoken in Finland. The first variety is the Russian language of bilingual students who
have learned and maintained Russian from early childhood through direct communication with
family while being raised in an environment where majority speaks Finnish. The second variety
of Russian in Finland is spoken by Finns who learned Russian as a foreign language mostly in
educational institutions and reached high proficiency.

While there is a number of studies on non-standard Russian of bilingual communities across
the world (3emckasa 2001; HukyHnnaccy, [IpotacoBa 2014; [IpoTacoBa, Msku, Poguna 2017),
Russian as a foreign language has been mostly a didactic discipline with a focus on a descriptive
grammar of rules and exceptions. Meanwhile, research in the Second Language Acquisition
(SLA) and development of corpus linguistics have led to the change of approaches. Theoretical
and experimental studies in the SLA provide support for the hypothesis that language learners
develop their own approximation of a foreign language and produce new linguistic patterns
based on their native language and the language being learned (Gass, Selinker 2008). Parallel
to this, corpus linguistics is developing a growing number of learner corpora, including the Rus-
sian Learner Corpus (the RLC), which contains linguistically annotated data of non-standard
speakers with different sociolinguistic backgrounds (Granger et al. 2015; Rakhilina et al. 2016).

These two current trends in linguistics facilitate usage-based studies of non-standard Rus-
sian learned as a second language. Sociolinguistic studies (Baxtun 2010: 4-5) proposed sepa-
rating non-standard Russian of foreign learners as a different variety of Russian with a specific
set of “second level features”. Following this sociolinguistic approach, the article compares case
marking phenomena in two varieties of Russian spoken in Finland: the heritage Russian of pri-
mary Finnish-Russian bilinguals and the Russian spoken as a foreign language.

The level of proficiency plays a crucial role in this kind of comparison. The data comprises
students’ essays collected at the University of Helsinki; students from both varieties completed
placement tests for the Advanced level before taking the course.

In non-standard varieties, incomplete acquisition related to unbalanced bilingualism (mul-
tilingualism) often leads to restructuring and simplification of case marking and case systems.
Although a large number of studies presented evidence from non-standard language varieties
across the world (for overview, see Winford 2003: 208-240; Polinsky 2018: 29-32), modern
research still lacks data from languages with rich inflectional morphology. Therefore, the data
elicited from Finnish-Russian speakers is of particular interest. First, both contacting languages
are well known for detailed case marking and rich inflectional systems: 6-8 case forms in Rus-
sian (Janda, Clansy 2002; KyctoBa 2011) and 15 case forms in Finnish (VISK, 1221). Second,
Finland maintains specific sociolinguistic situations creating educational support for multilin-
gualism and preventing attrition of immigrants’ native languages. For example, municipality
can organize two lessons of Russian a week for school students from Russian speaking families
(ITpotacoBa 2018, 131-135). Finns can also study Russian as a foreign language at schools (for
Russian programs in Finland, see Mycraiioku, [IpotacoBa 2010: 4-8). As a result, university
students at Russian departments in Finland demonstrate relatively high literacy and profi-
ciency in Russian (Hukynsaccu 2012) compared to cohorts of Russian bilingual students with
other dominant languages across the world.
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2. Increase of prepositional phrases with dlja in homeland Russian and non-standard
varieties

This article discusses formal and functional reorganization of Russian Dative and Genitive seen
as abnormal use of prepositional phrases with dlja ‘for’. Overuse of dlja in homeland Russian
(further referred to as a standard Russian) has drawn attention of linguists for a long time.
Analyzing the norms and limits of variation in the Russian syntax, Ickovi¢ (MijkoBuu 1982:
90-93) provides a large number of examples illustrating parallel use of non-prepositional Da-
tive (NPpar) and prepositional phrases with dlja and a complement NP in the Genitive case (dlja
NPGEN):
(1) standard Russian
MHe / 0151 MeHsl TPUCTATN KHUTY
mne.DAT / dlja menja.GEN prislali knigu
‘they sent a book to me’
(2) standard Russian
MHe / 0151 MeHs1 HET OTIpaB/laHUS
mne.DAT / dlja menja.GEN net opravdanija
'l have no excuse’
(3) standard Russian
npoueaypa 1noJiesHa 604bHomy / 0451 60/16HO20
procedura polezna bol’'n-omu.DAT / dlja bol'n-ogo.GEN
‘the procedure is useful for the patient’
Describing ongoing trends in Russian, Glovinskaja (I'1toBuHckast 1996: 247-248) examined
overuse of the prepositional phrase [dlja NPgn] in positions where a conservative rigorous
norm requires NPpar:

(4) standard Russian

JaBaii, Hazs, npumeM 3HakoMyto 0415 yesio8evecmaa no3zy (Hukura MuxankoB)

Davaj, Nadja, primem znakomuju dlja celovecestva.GEN pozu (by Nikita Mihalkov).

‘Let’s, Nadja, strike a pose familiar for people’
Also Lapteva (JlaniteBa 2003: 239) identifies the following examples as a grammatical error:
(5) standard Russian

MbI HU B KOEM CJlydae He npecjeanyeM Lein ons O2paHU4YeHus Hallux rocreu

My ni v koem slucae ne presleduem celi dlja ogranichenija nasih gostej

‘We do not aim to set limits for our guests’

There are different explanations for increase of abnormal PPs with dlja in modern Russian.
While Ickovi¢ (MukoBuu 1982, 97) defines this phenomenon as a tendency toward differential
marking of an addressee and a beneficiary, Glovinskaja (I'toBuHckas 1996, 247) suggests that
prepositional phrases, including those with dlja, increase in Russian as an outcome of grammat-
ical development toward increasing analyticity, i.e. case marking by means of both prepositions
and bound morphology.

Teachers of Russian as a foreign language and textbook designers also noticed overuse of
dlja phrases in speech production of foreign learners (UYepubimes 2018: 138-139). Russian in-
structors suggest that the reason why foreign students overuse PPs with dlja is a cross-linguis-
tic transfer from the first (dominant) languages as equivalents of for, pur, and fiir (YepHsbiiieB
2018, 139-140).

The overview of facts documented in research literature demonstrates that the increase of
PPs with dlja is a productive process both in standard Russian and non-standard varieties. This
article examines outcomes of this process in non-standard Russian spoken in Finland and seeks
answers to the following research questions:

1) To what extent does increase of dlja-phrases occur in written production of Finnish ad-
vanced speakers of Russian with different sociolinguistic background?

2) What are the phenomena, principles, and constraints that guide learners to create inno-
vative patterns of PPs with dlja in the non-standard varieties?
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Before discussing the data, the next two chapters focus on methodological remarks and de-
scribe the instrument of this study.

3. Corpus-driven methodology and error-focused approach to non-standard Russian
Unlike earlier studies of Finnish-Russian contact phenomena, this article introduces methodol-
ogy influenced by learner corpus research. The core instrument of the study is the Russian
learner corpus (RLC), which contains over 1000 anonymous essays collected during Advanced
Russian course at the University of Helsinki. The students represent different types of Russian
learners in Finland. Some of them are native speakers of Russian who grew up in Finland and
have spoken both Finnish and Russian from early childhood. Recent research defines these
learners as heritage speakers (Polinsky 2018). Most of the students are Finns who learned Rus-
sian primarily in educational settings. The theory of SLA refers to them as second language
learners or L2 learners (Gass, Selinker 2008). In classroom settings, these two categories of
speakers were exposed to relatively similar input and teaching instructions. This particular ed-
ucational situation and the annotation instruments of the RLC establish adequate research con-
ditions for comparison of phenomena that develop in Russian interlanguage of heritage speak-
ers and L2 learners with Finnish as a dominant language.

The error-focused approach implies that scholars focus on abnormal forms and all sorts of
syntactic and semantic deviations which may reflect innovations in non-standard varieties, see
(3emckas 2001, Paxununa 2014: 77-78). Although this method obtains good results in docu-
mentation of specific features, it ignores grammatical trends that coincide with rules and norms
of standard language, for example, increasing use of certain words, forms, constructions and so
on. Learner corpora research proposes to use basic statistical metrics in order to analyze fre-
quencies of linguistic features (Gries 2013; Granger et al. 2015). In this framework, high fre-
quency reflects overused elements and increasing trends, whereas low frequency indicates re-
duction of certain features or shortage of lexical and linguistic inventory (Granger et al. 2015).

Another important remark concerns the definition of over- and underused elements. In
learner corpora research, high and low frequencies are relative measures used for comparison.
As an indicator of normal frequency, scholars usually take the frequency numbers extracted
from speech production of standard speakers. For instance, the frequency dictionary of the
modern Russian language contains information about word frequencies in homeland Russian
based on the Russian National Corpus (JIssmeBckas, [llapos, 2009).

This article combines quantitative and error-focused approaches to explore case marking
processes within Russian non-standard varieties in Finland. While corpus measures reveal
over- and underused elements, the error-focused search instruments provide lists of misused
words, forms, and constructions annotated by native speakers as errors.

4. Frequencies of prepositional phrase with dlja in the Russian Learner Corpus

By April, 2018, the size of the RLC reached over one million tokens. The RLC consists of two main
domains: the subcorpus of texts provided by heritage speakers and the subcorpus of texts col-
lected from L2 learners. Every domain falls into smaller subcorpora with different dominant lan-
guages. Due to this structure, scholars can search for specific linguistic features in non-standard
varieties with different dominant languages as well as gather and compare statistical data.
Table 1 describes the size of heritage and the L2 subcorpora with different dominant lan-

guages within the RLC.

Table 1
dominant language L2 subcorpus heritage subcorpus
RLC (total) 794 086 (100%) 488 422 (100%)
Finnish subcorpus 201 207 (25%) 110577 (23%)
English subcorpus 377 633 (47%) 276 228 (56%)
Other languages 215 246 (27%) 101 617 (21%)
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The table shows that the biggest subcorpora are those with Finnish and English as dominant
languages. When subcorpora are of different size, like in our case, raw numbers are not mean-
ingful for comparison: the bigger the subcorpus, the higher can be the frequency of an item.
Instead, scholars recommend using normalized frequencies, i.e. instances of items per million
words, further referred as ipm frequencies (Gries 2013).

Figure 1 illustrates the comparison of the ipm frequencies for dlja in four largest subcorpora
of the RLC: the heritage and L2 subcorpora with dominant Finnish (FIN) are compared to those
with dominant English (ENG). The figure also provides ipm frequencies of dlja in the whole RLC
regardless of the dominant language (RLC). The plain colored vertical chart is the ipm fre-
quency from the Russian National Corpus (RNC). This element reflects the average frequencies
of dlja in homeland Russian according to the frequency dictionary (JIssmeBckas, lllapos, 2009).
Figure 1 demonstrates that all the heritage speakers, regardless of the dominant language, use
prepositional phrases with dlja more than L2 learners. In comparison with average ipm fre-
quencies of the RLC, the chart reflects overuse of dlja among Russian L2 learners dominant in
English and underuse of it among L2 learners from Finland.

Figure 1
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However, in comparison with the data of homeland Russian reflected in the RNC frequencies,
Finnish learners do not show significant discrepancy: L2 speakers use dlja almost at the same
frequency as homeland speakers and heritage speakers overuse it slightly.

These observations are significant, as they demonstrate that the overuse of dlja is not typical
for all non-standard Russian speakers. Differences in frequencies may depend on the dominant
language and have to do with cross-linguistic influences. Compared to Russian, Finnish has a sim-
ilar variation in marking semantic roles: an addressee and a beneficiary correspond either with
NP in the Allative or with a postpositional phrase Partitive-varten (‘for X’), as illustrated below:

(6) Finnish

H&an.3SG osti.PST jaatel6a.PAR minulle ALL
‘He bought me an ice-cream’
(7) Finnish
H&an.3SG osti.PST jaatelod.PAR minua.PAR varten.POST
‘He bought an ice-cream for me’.

Meanwhile, in English, the preposition for, which is the closest equivalent of dlja, has wide
scope of functions, and non-standard speakers set up correlations between them and produce
cross-linguistic transfers, such as (8) reported in (Rakhilina et al. 2016: 17):

(8) L2 Russian

dlja dva Casa

for two hour.SG.GEN
‘for two hours’
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The Finnish case system does not provide prepositional patterns for straightforward corre-
lations and cross-linguistic transfers for dlja, and this can potentially explain the effects of lower
frequencies in the Finnish subcorpus. The explanation of over- and underuse of dlja in non-
standard varieties requires more detailed analysis of the data. In the rest of the article, we ex-
amine linguistic phenomena underlying the misuse of dlja in the Finnish non-standard varieties
of Russian.

5. Misuse of dlja in non-standard varieties of Russian with a dominant Finnish language

The error-focused analysis of dlja shows that in the Finnish subcorpus, items detected as errors
by annotators are not spontaneous slips. They are regular deviations and fall into several
groups. Some of the errors are common for both heritage speakers and L2 learners, whereas
the others are specific for different types of learners.

5.1. Errors, common for heritage and L2-learners

Both categories of non-standard Russian speakers in Finland prefer to use PPs with dlja in cer-
tain positions where strict written norm requires a non-prepositional form. Two annotators of
the Russian Learner Corpus have marked the following examples as deviations:
(9) heritage Russian
caMbli IydIIni Maza3uH 04151 0dexcdu.GEN Mawro, ds151 06ysu.GEN /luncko, a 0411 makusixca.GEN CTok-
MaHH (COI'I'eCtiOl’l: MarasuvH oAeX/Jbl, Mara3mH O6YBI/I W Mara3vH KOCMETI/IKI/I)
‘The best shop for clothes is Mango, for shoes is Dinsko, and for make up is Stockmann’

(10) heritage Russian
[Tocklaro cneayoUvIo 3cce U Tarke mekcm 015 necHuU, KOTOPYIO sl BbIOpasia Jiisg ypoka (correction:
TEKCT eCHH)
‘I send the following essay and also the lyrics of a song’

(11) heritage Russian
¢l pazpmenuna ceou uHmepecst 015 cobupaHusi Ha iBe 4acTH (correction: cobupaTesbcKre / KOJIEKIH-
OHHbIE UHTEPECHI).
‘1 divided my collecting interests into two parts’
The Advanced L2 learners of Russian offer similar examples of prepositional overmarking.
They also add the preposition dlja where non-prepositional Genitive is more appropriate:
(12) L2 Russian
Y MeH# onpeiesieHYe AJ151 MHUBU/IyaIu3alUU OT HEMELIKHX COLMO0JIOTOB (correction: onpe/iesieHue
WH/IUBU/1yaJIM3aLHH)
‘I have a definition of individualization by German sociologists’

(13) L2 Russian
BJIAaCTb HUKOTI'Zld HE ABJIAE€TCA CaAaMOLIeJIbIO UJIN 1 €JIbIO 0418 8cex desmesbHOCMel (COI‘I‘ECtiOl’l: neJblo ge-
SITEJIbLHOCTH)
‘Power does not establish a purpose for all actions’

(14) L2 Russian
H A1 TOXe 4JIEH B OJHOM (I)I/IHCKOM MOJIMTUYECKOM COI03€ 0/151 MO/100€XHCU (COI'I'ECtiOI’l: COr03€ MOJIOZEXH,
MOJIOJEeKHOM c0}03e).
‘I am also a member of one Finnish youth political union’

These examples demonstrate that non-standard speakers from both categories prefer to
avoid non-prepositional phrases with OBJECT-OBJECT relations. They mark syntactic connec-
tion between phrase constituents with dlja regardless of the fact that the preposition has its
own meaning (beneficiary, purpose) which does not fit the meaning of the whole phrase.

5.2. Errors specific for heritage speakers

Heritage speakers are well known for maintaining creative patterns of speech production
which involve compositionality, transparency of form-meaning correlations, and formal over-
marking (Rakhilina et al. 2016: 26). Another phenomenon attested in heritage Russian is sim-
plification of the case system. It includes case restructuring and reducing the number of case
forms, for instance, the misuse of the Genitive and the Prepositional endings ov vs ah in the
plural paradigm which is attested among other non-standard varieties and standard Russian as
well (I'moBuHCcKas 1996).
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In addition to the previous observations, the RLC data reveals a new phenomenon in the
heritage data. It concerns hybrid PPs with Dative forms [dlja NPpat] instead of [dlja NPgen] or
non-prepositional Dative both in the singular and plural paradigms:

(15) heritage Russian

HO 0/151 KOMY-mMO 0py20My 3TO MOXKET ObITh BCA XKU3Hb
no dlja komu-to.DAT drug-omu.DAT eto moZet byt' vsja Zizn'
‘For someone else, it can be whole life’
(16) heritage Russian
pelleHre nnepeexaTsb B CDI/IHJ'IHH,ELI/I}O 0Ka3aJy1oChb yCleIHbIM 0.1 8cell cembe
reSenie pereehat' v Finljandiju okazalos' uspesnym dlja vsej.DAT sem je.DAT
‘The decision to move to Finland turned out to be successful for the whole family’
(17) heritage Russian
{1 Hageroch, 4TO BoliHA AdraHa pycCKUM TO e, 4YTO U BbeTHaM 04151 amepukaHyem
Ja nadejus', ¢to vojna Afgana russkim to Ze, Cto i V'etnam dlja amerikancem. DAT
‘I hope that the Soviet Afghanistan War for Russians is the same as the Vietnam War for Americans’

The heritage speakers regularly write ending -em instead on -am (amerikancam), which can
be a spelling error (e instead of a in unstressed syllable) or a morphological one, i.e. ending bor-
rowing from pronoun paradigm, for example, Dative plural forms tem (tot ‘that’), vsem (ves’
‘whole’) and so on.

The next example is less transparent, as the ending is not stressed. However, written pattern
and soft stem refer to a Dative ending:

(18) heritage Russian

/Jlas amotl sceHujuHe ipuHIiecca /luaHa - 3TO He OJIMTMTBOpeHUe (Sic!) HacTosLEeNd KOPOJIEBCKON 0COOBI.
Dlja etoj Zensc¢ine.DAT princessa Diana - eto ne oligitvorenie nastojascej korolevskoj osoby.
‘For this lady, Princess Diana is not an icon of authentic royalty’

Another example is of particular interest:

(19) heritage Russian
BoHiauyp o6cyxaaeT TeMy KOTOpas elié 60/1bHA 0159 60AbWUHCMBA POCCUSTHUHAM.
Bondacur obsuzdaet temu kotoraja eSc¢jo bol'na dlja bol'Sinstva.GEN rossijaninam.DAT
‘Bondarcuk discusses the topic that is still painful for most Russians’

Although in (19) the prepositional phrase [dlja NP¢en] is correct, the Dative ending occurs in
the last word of the phrase dlja bol'Sinstva rossijaninam instead of morphologically regular form
dlja bol'Sinstva *rossijan. There are several factors that underlie the occurrence of the hybrid
phrases with [dlja NPpar] in the heritage data. The first is a common tendency to analyticity, as
Zemskaja (3emckas 2001) notes. Heritage speakers try to avoid non-prepositional phrases and
add preposition dlja before the Dative form. Second, the dlja phrases and the Dative have simi-
lar sets of meanings and functions, which is one of the reasons why they alternate in standard
Russian, as Ickovi¢ (MiikoBuu 1982: 90-94) documented.

Figure 2 introduces a semantic map of meanings for the prepositional phrase [dlja NPggn]
and non-prepositional Dative, as described in the research literature (3os10T0Ba 1988, TaTeBo-
coB 2004).

Figure 2
dlja NPgen
Dative
(non-prepositional)
recipient
beneficiary
experiencer
Purpose
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As Figure 2 shows, the set of meaning of the two forms are mostly similar. The only meaning
that excludes the use of non-prepositional Dative is purpose.

The formal and semantic analysis of PPs with dlja and Dative NPs demonstrates that heritage
speakers with a dominant Finnish produce their own formal patterns of case marking using
both prepositions and endings. It is notable that these innovative patterns are semantically con-
sistent and reflect full transparency of syntactic and semantic relations between constituents
of a phrase.

5.3. Errors specific for L2-learners

Finnish L2 learners of Russian introduce a few non-standard patterns of case with dlja-headed
PPs. Their errors are distinct from those of heritage speakers attending the same Russian classes.
While the deviations in heritage data concern hybrid forms and formal overmarking, the Ad-
vanced L2 learners produce grammatically correct forms with proper endings, but often use them
in semantically inappropriate way. Despite the diverse inventory of Russian prepositions and
wide scope of their meanings (3os10ToBa 1988; Janda, Clansy 2002), the errors of L2 learners in
phrases with dlja are not occasional, but establish several regular patterns of misuse.

Most of the deviations with dlja in the L2 data concern phrases with OBJECT-OBJECT rela-
tions. L2 learners regularly use [dlja NPgen] in contexts where Russian semantic and colloca-
tional rules require a prepositional phrase [na NPacc]:

(20) L2 Russian
OTBET 0.1 KAK020-1Uu60 N0AUMU4ecko20 80npoca — OTBET HA 80NPOC
otvet dlja kak.ogo-libo.GEN politiceskogo.GEN voprosa.GEN - otvet na vopros.SG.ACC
‘an answer to some political question’
(21) L2 Russian
IJIaHbI 0151 6ydyujezo — IIaHbI Ha Gydyujee
plany dlja budusc¢ego.GEN - plany na buduscee.ACC
‘plans for the future’
(22) L2 Russian
015 ypoKU MHe He XBaTUJIO BpeMeHH — Ha YPOKU MHE He XBaTUJIO BpeMeHHU
dlja uroki.ACC mne ne hvatilo vremeni - na uroki.ACC mne ne hvatilo vremeni
‘I did not have enough time for homework’
(23) L2 Russian
6epeub JeHbI'H 041 N0e30KU — 6epeyb AeHbI'H HA N0e30KY
bere¢ den'gi dlja poezdki.GEN - bere¢ den'gi na poezdku.ACC
‘to save money for a trip’
(24) L2 Russian
y rocyZiapcTBa ecTb IpaBa 0.151 HACU/1usl — IpaBa Ha Hacuaue
u gosudarstva est' prava dlja nasilija.GEN - prava na nasilie.ACC
‘Government has the right to violence’

The translation of the same Russian examples into Finnish shows that dlja phrases mostly
correspond with the Illative which marks both purpose and destination:
(25) Russian-Finnish equivalents

a. standard Russian
b. Finnish

OTBET Ha 80NpPOC
vastaus kysymykse-en.SG.ILL
‘an answer to a question’
(26) Russian-Finnish equivalents
a. standard Russian
b. Finnish

BpeMs Hd YpOKU
aika kotildksy-i-hin.PL.ILL
"time for homework’

(27) Russian-Finnish equivalents

a. standard Russian
b. Finnish

c. Finnish
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JIeHbTH HA nNoe30Ky

rahaa matka-an. SG.ILL

‘money for a trip’

rahaa matka-a.PAR varten.POST
‘money for a trip’



(28) Russian-Finnish equivalents
a. standard Russian NpaBo HA HAcu/aue
b. Finnish oikeus vdkivalta-an.SG.ILL
‘right to violence’

These examples illustrate an interesting phenomenon: in the contexts with abstract nouns,
Finnish L2 learners of Russian do not associate the Illative with a correct prepositional phrase
[na NPacc], although these forms are semantically similar and their primary function in both
languages is marking spatial destination, for Russian-Finnish case correlations see (MycTaiioku
1984, 79). Despite this cross-linguistic correspondence, Finnish L2 learners prefer to use [dlja
NPgev], meanings of which do not comprise destination in standard Russian.

The next group of errors is also congruent. It involves misuse of the dlja phrases instead of
prepositional phrases [k NPpar], ‘toward/ to X’, as exemplified in the following:

(29) L2 Russian
s1 OTepPsJl BCe MOU UHTePEChI 0151 WKO/Ibl — UHTEPEC K WKO.J1e
ja poterjal vse moi interesy dlja Skoly.GEN - interes k Skole.DAT
‘Ilost all my interests in school’
(30) L2 Russian
s ONSATD MOJIYYUJI UHTEPEC 0151 yYé6bl — UHTEPEC K yuébe
ja opjat’ polucil interes dlja uceby.GEN - interes k ucebe.DAT
‘1 regained interest in studies’
(31) L2 Russian
MBI pa3fiesisieM Halll 3HTY3Ua3M 0151 YMeHUsl — SHTY3Ua3M K YMeHUo
my razdeljaem nas entuziazm dlja ctenija.GEN - entuziazm k ¢teniju.DAT
‘we share our enthusiasm toward reading’
(32) L2 Russian
Y KaKye OTHOLIEHHE eCTb 0151 MYHCUUHbL U HCEHWUHbI — OTHOLIEHUE K MYXCUUHE U HCeHUUHe
i kakie otnoSenie est' dlja muZsiny.GEN i Zensiny.GEN - otnoSenie k muzcine.DAT i zhensCine. DAT
‘and what is the attitude toward men and women’

The prepositional phrase [k NPpar] also refers to destination, as in the previous group of errors
related to [na NPac]. In Russian, choice of prepositional group relies heavily on semantic types of
phrase components. The [k NPpar] is used as a complement of nouns that denote feelings (33a),
part-whole relations (33b), and time limits (33c), as exemplified in (3o10ToBa 1988: 128-139):

(33) standard Russian

a. yBaXKeHUe K pasymy
uvazhenie k razumu. DAT
‘respect for intellect’

b. TIpUHAJJIEXKUT K napmuu
prinadlezit k partii. DAT
‘belongs to the political party’

C. TOTOBUThCS K JIEMHEMY Ce30HY
gotovit'sja k letnemu.DAT sezonu.DAT
‘prepare for the summer season’

In the examples (29)-(32), L2 learners violate these semantic constraints using preposi-
tional phrase with dlja [dlja NPgen] instead of [k NPpar]. The translations of the contexts (29)-
(32) demonstrate that dlja-headed phrases correlate in Finnish with the Illative case or adpo-
sitional phrases Partitive-kohtaan ‘toward X’, which both denote destination. For translation,
we used Finnish collocational dictionary (Jénsson-Korhola, White 1997: 40, 55):

(34) Russian Finnish equivalents
a. standard Russian WHTEpEeC K WKoJ1e
b. Finnish kiinnostus koulu-a. PAR kohtaan
~ kinnostus koulu-un.ILL
‘interest in school’
(35) Russian Finnish equivalents
a. standard Russian HHTepec K yuebe
b. Finnish kiinnostus opinto-ja. PAR kohtaan
~ kiinnostus opintoi-hin.ILL
‘interest in studies’
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(36) Russian Finnish equivalents
a. standard Russian 3HTY3Ua3M K YMeHUK
b. Finnish innostus lukemis-ta.PAR kohtaan
~ innostus lukemise-en.ILL
‘enthusiasm toward reading’
(37) Russian Finnish equivalents
a. standard Russian OTHOLLIEHUE K MYMCHUHE U HCeHUJUHE
b. Finnish asenne mies-td.PAR ja nais-ta.PAR kohtaan
~ asenne miehe-en. ILL ja naise-en. ILL
‘attitude toward men and women’

The semantic and cross-linguistic analysis demonstrates that Finnish L2 learners regularly
use erroneously phrases [dlja NPgen] instead of the prepositional phrases [na NPacc] and [k
NPpat], which primary meaning refers to spatial destination (3osoToBa 1988: 189). Another
important note concerns semantic types of nominals: misuse of dlja occurs only in contexts with
abstract nouns and does not comprise lexemes with concrete meanings. It is notable that the
Finnish L2 learners set up semantic and functional parallels between dlja phrases in Russian
and two Finnish patterns of destination marking: the Illative case and the Partitive-kohtaan
prepositional phrase.

Unlike two previous groups of errors, the last type of deviations with dlja concerns a number
of examples related to marking the second subject of argument structure. The errors focus
around two lexemes govorit’ - skazat’‘say, speak’ and delat’‘do’, as exemplified in the following:

(38) L2 Russian

Korpia GuHHBI MOTYT CKa3aThb 0.1 HE3HAKOMbIX IPOCTO «Moii!»
Kogda finny mogut skazat’ dlja neznakomyh prosto “Moi!”
Kun suomalaiset.PL voivat.PL.PRS sanoa.INF tuntemattom-ille.PL.ALL vain “Moi!”
‘When Finns can say just “Moi!” to strangers’
(39) L2 Russian
HA/JI0 JleJ1aTh YTO-HUOYAb 015 Ko/uvecmeo /todell
nado delat’ cto-nibud' dlja kolicestvo ljudej
Pit44.3SG tehda.INF jotain.PAR ihmismdidrd-Ile. ALL
‘We need to do something with the number of people’
(40) L2 Russian
’KuBOTHBIE TaK YUCTBIE, 1 HE MOTY IOHUMATh [I0YEMY YeJIOBEK XOTeJI Obl IeIaTh YTO-HUOY /b 0151 HUX
Zivotnye tak Cistye, ja ne mogu ponimat' po¢emu celovek hotel by delat’' ¢to-nibud' dlja nih. GEN
Eldimet ovat niin puhtaita, en voi ymmartas, miksi ihminen.SG.NOM halua-isi.3SG.COND tehd&.INF jo-
tain.PAR nii-lle. ALL
‘Animals are so innocent, I cannot understand why a man would want to do something to them’

As the translations show, Russian [dlja NPgen] corresponds to NP in the Finnish Allative case.
While employing this correlation, L2 learners violate Russian collocational rules. The pair with
verbs of speech govorit’ - skazat’ requires non-prepositional Dative, which marks an addressee
(govorit’/skazat’ mne), or the Instumental with a comitative meaning (govorit’ so mnoj).

The errors with the verb delat’ (to do) deal with contradictory marking of semantic roles.
The Russian verb delat’ ‘to do’ has an oblique valency for another participant. In these contexts,
the prepositional phrase [dlja NPgen] denotes a beneficiary (Zolotova 1988: 40-44) and implies
that someone does something good for another participant. Meanwhile, the meaning of the sen-
tences (39) and (40) is malefactive: the contexts imply that someone does something harmful
to another participant: delat’s kolichestvom ljudej in (39) means to do something preventive to
reduce a number of earth population. The (40) implies that the author of the sentence cannot
understand, how one can do something bad and harmful to innocent animals. In context with
the Russian verb delat’, the difference between beneficiary and malefactive must be marked by
the means of different case forms: dlja denotes a beneficiary (delat’ dlja menja), while the prep-
ositional phrase [s NPns] refers to a malefactive.

While the Russian collocational rules require differential marking of another participant,
Finnish represents homonymy. The Finnish dictionary (Kielitoimiston sanakirja, KTS) provides
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examples illustrating that the Adessive occurs with a verb tehdd ‘to do’ while marking both ben-
eficiary and malefactive roles:

(41) Finnish (examples from the dictionary “Kielitoimiston sanakirja”)

tehda tilaa.PRT j-olle.ku-lle.SG.ALL
‘to make room for someone’

(42) Finnish (examples from the dictionary “Kielitoimiston sanakirja”)

tehda kiusaa.PRT tois-ille.PL.ALL
"to be nuisance for someone’

The discussed deviations with dlja-phrases in the L2 data reveal a few tendencies of the Finn-
ish L2 learners in Russian case marking. Some of the errors show that Finnish advanced speak-
ers ignore regular correspondence between Russian and Finnish syntactic elements, such as:

a) [na NPac] || NPw. in contexts with abstract nouns

b) [k NPoar] || [NPrarr kohtaan] or NPy in contexts describing feelings and relations.

Instead, Finnish L2 learners set up their own correlations and associate dlja-headed prepo-
sitional phrases with a number of Finnish syntactic units, including the Illative, phrases with
Partitive-kohtaan, and the Allative. As a result, the Finnish speakers overgeneralize the use of
[dlja NPgen] on wide range of contexts as a default prepositional phrase for marking semantic
roles with a target point related to purpose, destination, an addressee, and a second participant
of a situation, such as a malefactive or a beneficiary.

6. Conclusion

The error-focused approach identified several patterns of prepositional phrases with dlja
among the advanced Russian learners in Finland.

Both heritage speakers and L2 learners prefer [dlja NPgen] over non-prepositional Genitive.
Regardless nuances in meanings between these two syntactic units (kniga dlja receptov vs kniga
receptov), non-standard speakers insert the dlja preposition before non-prepositional form and
mark syntactic dependencies between components (magazin dlja odezhdy vs magazin odeZdy).

Following the strategy of adpositional marking, heritage speakers provide regular hybrid
phrases [dlja NPpar] instead of proper [dlja NP¢en]. This hybrid formal pattern is semantically
congruent, as the preposition dlja and non-prepositional Dative share the same set of meanings
and substitute each other in many contexts, as studies of standard Russian demonstrate. The
error-focuses analysis shows that overuse of dlja in the heritage data is an outcome of the ten-
dency to avoid non-prepositional phrases by adding dlja to the Genitive and the Dative.

The misuse of dija in the data of L2 learners do not violate Russian rules of phrase formation.
The semantic deviations concern primarily inappropriate marking of semantic roles as a result
of overgeneralizations influenced by the dominant Finnish language. The cross-linguistic anal-
ysis of erroneous contexts demonstrates that L2 learners associate Russian dlja-phrases with
the Finnish Illative, Allative, and Partitive-kohtaan phrases (‘toward, to’), which all refers to
spatial destination. Although semantic map of the Russian dlja-phrases comprises some roles
with a target point, such as Addressee and Purpose, it completely excludes the spatial destina-
tion. Influenced by semantics of Finnish case equivalents, L2 learners assign spatial meaning to
dlja-phrase and favour it over Russian phrases with spatial prepositions, such as [na NPacc] and
[k NPpat]. On the other hand, by overgeneralizing correlation between the Russian dlja-phrases
and the Allative, they violate Russian collocational rules and simplify semantic nuances (delat
dlja menja vs delat’so mnoj).

The provided comparison of errors detected the significant difference in case marking be-
tween different types of Advanced Russian learners dominant in Finnish. The heritage speakers
demonstrate semantic and formal restructuring within Russian grammar system, whereas L2
learners overgeneralize the use of prepositional phrases by associating them with certain forms
in the dominant language.
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