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Non-standard Russian in Finland

Students with different backgrounds meet at the same Russian courses

e heritage Russian speakers from Russian speaking families (heritage learners -
HL)
e advanced learners of L2 Russian (foreign learners - FL)

Advanced learners with unbalanced competence influenced by Finnish
How to improve effectively their linguistic competence acquired in different settings?

Descriptive and exploratory research of the learners’ written production



Non-standard Russian in Finland: the data

Russian learner corpus with manual annotation of errors
Finnish-Russian heritage corpus, 113, 027 tokens
Finnish-Russian L2 corpus, 201, 848 tokens

The data come from the University of Helsinki

The online repository http://www.web-corpora.net/RLC/

The project is a PhD dissertation supported by the Kone Foundation in 2018


http://www.web-corpora.net/RLC/

Preposition and lexical complexity

e 30 one-word prepositions from the core slavic lexicon
e 56 prepositions including multi-word expressions and adverbial derivatives
(Sichinava 2018, Russian corpus grammar)

Detailed conceptualization of space
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Preposition and morpho-syntactic complexity

In Russian, a preposition governs a grammatical case
FOR dlja - Genitive
TO k - Dative
ABOUT o Prepositional
Some prepositions can govern a few cases:
WITH s and Instrumental
FROM s and Genitive

A learner of Russian is supposed to master about 30 - 70 combinations of a preposition and its case



Preposition and complex sentence

In Russian, a preposition is incorporated in a multi-word conjunction of a
subordinate clause

IIpesxne gem... - before Ving

ITepen Tem kak...- before Ving

ITocae Toro kak... - after Ving

Bumecto Toro 9T00H.... - instead of Ving
st Toro 4TOOHL... - for Ving

and so on



Method

In my study, I use a Russian prepositional phrase as a test bed to explore how to

detect the areas of underacquisition (what else to learn)
detect compensatory overuse (what to correct)
evaluate the complexity of a linguistic phenomenon (when to learn)

evaluate the complexity of learner production (what has been learnt)

using the annotated learner data and corpus-based quantitative techniques



Case study 1: Exploring lexical complexity

A list of preposition can be seen as a wordlist reflecting how many conceptual
meanings a learner can express at a certain level. The longer the list of prepositions,
the more detailed the conceptualization is.

By comparing frequency lists of prepositions, we can detect the gaps in lexical
competence between heritage Russian speakers and advanced Russian 12 learners,
as well as any other asymmetries and deviations from the standard Russian.



The corpora to compare

FL - Russian L2 learners from Finland
HL - Russian heritage learners from Finland
KRUT - the corpus of Russian essays written by Russian university students

RNC - Russian National Corpus as a golden standard



Quantitative techniques and procedure

1. Compile a wordlist of prepositions for each corpora

2. Calculate normalized frequencies (items per million) and arrange the wordlist in
descending order

3. Define the rank of the preposition in the frequency list according to the Zipfian

rank frequency distribution: the higher the frequency, the lower the rank

Compile a table indicating the rank of the preposition in each corpus

Visualize the data using a scatterplot

Analyze the asymetries and examine pedagogical implications

A

Build a linear regression model to verify the observed results statistically



The frequency table with ranks

|preposition rank_FL rank RNC rank_krut rank HL
|bes 15 16 16 14
bnarogaps 22 28 24 26
B (BO) 1 1 1 1
| BMECTO 29 25 32 33
|BHE 37 32 30 32
| BHYTpWH 28 351 29 31
BO3N1e 32 26 36 29
| BOKpyr 23 30 33 24
ana 7 11 5 8



Asymmetries in the
competence between L2
and bilinguals
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Results

L2 learners underuse
npu (concessive meaning)
mpo (spoken about)

Haz (above)

Bo3Je (near)

BHe (out)

OTHOCHUTEJBHO (conserning)

L2 learners overuse
Mesxk1y between
KpoMme except

OKO0JIO near
osaromapsa due to
BMecTO instead of

nocpenu midst



What are the asymmetries
compared against standard
Russian speakers?
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The results: L2 learners

L2 learners underuse
npu (concessive meaning)
mpo (spoken about)

Haz (above)

Bo3Je (near)

BHe (out)

OTHOCHUTEJBHO (conserning)

L2 speakers overuse

y

3a
mocJe
13-34
OKO0JI0

BOKPYT



The results: heritage bilinguals

underuse overuse
pu (concessive meaning) 110
me:xay (between) y
oz, (under)

3a
nepeq, (in front of)

ImocJge
uaj (above)

Jepes
Bo3Je (near)

mpo
BHe (out) b

OROJIO

OTHOCHTEJBHO (conserning)

oJtarogaps 01 T



What are the asymmetries
compared against the
Russian National Corpus?
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Overuse

L2 learners overuse
0(00)

Jil £

ocJie

MesK Ty

heritage bilinguals overuse
y
s
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Underuse

L2 learners
pu

10T

HaJ

BO3JIe

BMeECTO

heritage speakers
MeRILY

nepej

npu

(0l

HaJ,

BO3JIe

BMECTO



Examples of the overuse of mo, xa4, o(heritage speakers)

§I gacro pabGorai 10 KAHUKYJAM JeTOM U 3UMOI.
YMHBIIT 4YeJOBeR He CHAUT Haj ROMPIOTEPOM IO CYJAKAMU.

Bor 9T Tpu mnocaegHUX TYHKTA — IUIUILIMHA, VKPeIJeHWsA 3[0pPOBbie U
VJ0BJIETBOPEHe IPUYMHBI i1 APTYMEHTa UYTO CIIOPT TO0Jie3eH W MOAXO/leH BCeM
JIOISAM

HO K CYaCTbi0O BCEeM H€ HYHHO IIOCBATUTHL CBOIO HKH3HL AJAd IIOAUTURMN.

MoskeT OBITH XOpOINO, €cau B IIKOJE VIUIAUCH OoJiee O MOJUTHKE.



Coneclusion

The list of the prepositions and related constructions to teach the advanced level
- underuse of npu , oTHOCUTEBHO - Wide range of use
- prepositions denoting time and space: nepep, ‘in front of’ nayg above’, mox ‘below’

- correcting overuse of the prepositions ga ‘for’, o ‘about’, mo ‘by’ and others from
the list.



Case study 2: grammatical simplification

Instead of 35-70 combinations of preposition and its case, Russian learners tend to
simplify the case government within the prepositional phrase in a more unified way.

The most common morpho-syntactic error concerns overuse of Genitive with
preposition, which normally demands other cases.

Is this process developing in the same way in bilingual and L2 production?
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Implications for teaching

+ easy technique for mapping out the usage on one slide
+ seems to be effective for comparisons
+ effective for detecting the lexical units with abnormal usage

- nuances are lost, and in-depth linguistic analysis is still needed to understand
the nature of errors and generalizations underlying the observed overuse

- some asymmetries occur due to the variation of genre and topic rather than
developmental process



