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102 Identity and Social Action

Nearly two decades ago, Leo van Lier noted that in all research context
must be delimited at some point, as researchers cannot take on board

everything:

Context may be regarded as extending, like ripples on a pond, in con-
centric circles from any particular action or utterance, At some point we

will have to draw a line and say: this is as far as we shall look,
(van Lier 1988: 1)

What [ propose here is that in SLA research, we draw this line as far from the
utterance or interactional level as possible, as we seek ever-more sophisticated
understandings of second language acquisition.
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Identity Repertoires in the Narratives
of Advanced American Learners of
Russian

Viktoria Driaginag and Aneta Pavienko

Pennsylvania State University and Temple University

introduction

One of the central goals of foreign and second language (L2} learning for
many, albeit not all, learners is self-translation; that is, the ability to present
oneself in complex and diverse wayvs as one would do in the native language,
yet in terms understandable to target language speakers. In cases of typologi-
cally similar languages and culturally similar communities, the achievement
and display of this ability may pass unnoticed, but when the linguistic and
cultural gap between the two speech communities is wide, self-translation
becomes a daunting task (Pavlienko 1998, 2001, 2004).

What opportunities to master new self-representation resources are
offered to students in foreign language classrooms? In a recent paper,
‘Identity Options in Russian Textbooks’, Shardakova and Pavlenko (2004)
analysed two popular introductory Russian-language textbooks with regard
to two types of identity options: imagined learners (targeted implicitly by
the texts) and imagined interlocutors (invoked explicitly). They found that
imagined learners were invariably able-bodied white heterosexual middle-
class young people, members of the international elite, while their ima-
gined interlocutors were upper- and middle-class members of Russian
intelligentsia. Based on the results of their analysis, the authors argued
that the books did not fully reflect the linguistic, social, ethnic and
refigious diversity of contemporary Russian society, nor did they address
the full range of students in North American classrooms, obscuring the
presence of Asian, Latino and African-American students, gay and lesbian
students, disabled students, working-class students, or, for that matter,
women.

The authors further argued that the biases, omissions and oversimplifica-
tions found in the texts ‘represent lost opportunities for cross-cultural reflec-
tion; they may also negatively affect the students and deprive them of
important means of self-representation’ (Shardakova and Pavlenko 2004:
25). Notably, however, the researchers’ analysis was limited to the textbooks.
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In the present chapter, we will examine identity repertoires in the speech of
advanced American students of Russian.

Research design

Objectlve.  The aim of the present study was to examine resources for identity
construction availabie to advanced American learners of Russian. While
recognizing that linguistic repertoires are complex conglomerates of seman-
tic, morphosyntactic, pragmatic and discursive resources, due to space con-
straints we will limit our discussion to a single resource, namely identity
terms used by the learners to construct their own and others’ identities. We
will identify the range of terms used and the contexts in which they were
used, compare the uses of identity terms by learners and native speakers of
Russian in the context of the same task, and try to understand the sources of
the students’ difficulties and errors,

Method. To investigate the uses of identity terms we adopted a COTpus-
based approach to the study of learner language, In this approach, data are
collected from a group of learners there, advanced American learners of
Russian) and from native speakers of the learners’ 1.2 (here, Russian)
similar to the learner group in terms of sociodemegraphic and socio-
educational variables. The use of the native Russian corpus allowed us to
identify the range of language varlation in the target language and to
judge the learners against a real, rather than an idealized, reference
group. In the concluding section we will return to the implications of
using such a native speaker standard.

In selecting among different types of data we could have collected, we
chose elicited life stories, that is, narratives about participants’ personal experi-
ences elicited through the use of a structured life story questionnaire, which
asked questions about participants’ childhood and school memories, family,
friends, and career choices and aspirations {see Appendix 1). In doing so, the
interview prompted the participants to categorize and name themselves and
others involved in their life trajectories.

Participants.  The interviews were collected from two groups of participants:

1. Thirty native speakers of Russian (21 females, 9 males) who had only
minimal knowledge of either German, English or French, ages between
18 and 21, undergraduate students at Tomsk State University, Russia; and

2. Thirty advanced American learners of Russian (15 females, 15 males),
undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in sixth- and seventh-level
and in graduate-level Russian courses in the intensive immersion pro-
gramme at the Middlebury Summer Russian School, Middlebury Coliege,
Vermont, United States,
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The age range of the learners was wider than in the native speaker corpus:
19 participants (9 females, 10 males) were between the ages of 19 and 24
{mean =22.2), 11 participants (6 females, 5 males) were between the ages of
28 and 56 (mean = 35.7}. While the students differed in the length of study of
the language (range 1-16 years, mean = 5.3), their skills were relatively simi-
lar. On a 7-point Likert scale where [ equaled ‘poor’ and 7 ‘native-tike’, most
saw themselves as best at reading (mean = 4.9) and weakest at writing (mean
=4.2}) with listening (mean =4.7) and speaking skills {mean =4.3} some-
where in between.

Data collection and analysis, To collect the data for the study, we chose to
conduct oral interviews, rather than elicit written answers, because oral
narratives are more representative of spontaneous speech. Each participant
was interviewed separately by a native speaker of Russian using the same
protocol. All interviews were tape-recorded and subsequently transcribed by
a native speaker of Russian. [dentity terms were identified, counted and then
subjected to thematic analysis which allowed us to separate them into three
thematic categories (for lists of identity terms produced by each group see
Appendixes 2 and 3;. Because nouns constituted by far the largest category of
identity terms in the narratives, they were chosen as the target lexical cate-
gory for the analyses. Where relevant, however, we will extend our discussion
to the uses of adjectives, noun phrases, suffixation and so on.

The uses of identity terms by the two groups were analysed both guan-
titatively and qualitatively. The gquantitative analysis examined the influ-
ence of the native language on the narrative length and the size and
richness of the identity lexicon. The qualitative analysis considered simi-
larities and differences in lexical choices made by native speakers and
learners of Russian, and allowed us to identify clusters of identity terms
that caused difficulties for the learners. Throughout the analysis, we dis-
finguished between lemmas (units of meaning or words) and fokens (lexical

items or lexemes).

Results

Quantitative analysis

A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test revealed that all of our data (life story length,
proportion of identity term tokens per narrative) are normaily distributed;
the additional F-test showed no differences in variances between the
native speaker and the learner corpora in reference to the above specified
parameters. We therefore used parametric statistics (independent sample t-
test and analyses of variance (ANOVA)) to analyse the data. Table 8.1
summarizes the comparison of the American learner corpus and the
Russian native speaker corpus in terms of size and lexical richness of

identity vocabulary.
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Table 8.1 Size and lexical richness in the life story corpora

N of words Nof N of identity Lexical richness

identity term tokens  of the identity
term lemmas lexicon
Russian corpus 32,015 147 1,160 0.13
n=30 mean = 1,067.2 mean=4.9 mean = 38.7
American 24,225 124 780 0.16
learner mean = 807.5 mean=4.1 mean = 26.0
corpus
n=30

In terms of narrative length, we found significant differences between
Russian monolinguals and American learners (t=2.61, df=58, p<0.05),
with the American group producing shorter life storfes (mean=807.5
words, SD=409.7) than the Russian group (mean=1067.2 words,
SD=356.1). An ANOVA confirmed the significance of the language group
effect (F=6.8, df =1, p<0.05). This result is particularly interesting because
in the analysis of elicited fictional narratives from the same two groups of
participants, learners’ narratives were significantly longer than those of
native speakers of Russian (p <0.003) (Pavlenko and Driagina 2007}). One
possible explanation is that the learners may have felt more comfortable
with elicited fictional narratives, a task similar to picture and film descrip-
tions required of them in their Russian classes. According to the comments
made in the interviews and in the debriefing procedure, some students had
little or no experience with self-translation in a coherent narrative format,
with the focus on the content rather than on particular lexical items or
grammatical structures. Their experiences with life story telling were often
limited to tasks eliciting personal utterances in the form of a list {e.g., Things I
like) or a dialogue; for example:

(1) Moo cemeio? O, ckaarko pas s cAedaa 3ToT Aiasor. C nepsoro kaacea.

(My family? Oy, how many times did ] do that dialogue. From the
first grade on [what the speaker means here is ‘from the first Russian

class on’].)
(Paul’, 20, international affairs major)

American learners also used fewer identity term tokens than Russian mono-
linguals (780 vs. 1160), but there was no significant difference between the
two participant groups in terms of proportion of identity-term tokens in the
overall corpus (t =0, df =58, p=ns). The learners’ overall identity lexicon
was somewhat more limited than that of the Russian speakers (124 vs. 147
lemmas); however, the richness of the identity lexicon was slightly higher in
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the American learner corpus that in the native speaker corpus (0.16 vs. 0.13).
Therefore, quantitatively, the learner and the native speaker corpora were not
significantly different from each other in terms of identity vocabulary

employed in the life stories.

Qualitative analysis

Our qualitative analysis tells a somewhat different story. The analysis con-
sisted of two steps. First, we applied thematic analysis, which allowed us to
subdivide our identity term corpus into three categories: (a) family member-
ship, age and gender; (b) profession, occupation and class; and (c) other social
affiliations and characteristics. We then compared the uses of terms in each
category in the native speaker and in the learner corpus both quantitatively
and qualitatively, and in the learner corpus we also analysed lexical choices in
terms of correctness and appropriateness (for a full list of identity terms used
by the two groups, see Appendixes 2 and 3).

Family membership, age and gender

Tdentity terms related to family membership, age and gender constituted the
largest group in both corpora. In the native speaker corpus, 26.5 per cent of all
identity lemmas and 53 per cent of all tokens fell into this group. In the
American learner corpus, it was 25 per cent and 55.5 per cent respectively.
Analysis of the learner corpus shows that the learners were well familiar with
Russian kinship terms and used them appropriately and correctly (with the
exception of the lemma kuzen ‘cousin’ which is an archaic borrowing, not
used in Modern Russian). They also demonstrated the mastery of basic age
distinctions, differentiating, for instance, between devochka ‘little /girl’,
devushka ‘young woman’, zhenshching ‘woman’ and staruha ‘old woman{'.
There ate also, however, subtle differences in the use of family membership
terms between the two participant groups. To begin with, the learner corpus is
limited to kinship terms and forms of address. In turn, the native speaker
corpus also contains a number of collective nouns which delineate belonging-
ness to one’s circle of family, relatives and close friends: rodnye (a language-
specific term referring to ‘people related by blood or very close spiritually,
emotionally”), rodnia (a related and more colloguial term synonymous to
rodnye ot rodstvenniki ‘relatives’), blizkie (‘circle of the closest, dear people’),
lubimye (‘loved ones’). These collective nouns, derived from adjectives signify-
ing affection, function not simply as kinship terms but as emotional member-
ship references, saturated with feelings of closeness and intimacy. As seen in
examples below, they were employed by Russian speakers to sustain the emo-
tional warmth of passages in which they discussed their family members:

(2) 5 Bceraa ¢-¢ HOABUIGH IOPAOCTRIO TOBOPIO O CROLI POAMHE, TO eCTh A Ty 4
APMEeIKAID, ¥ MeHsl OTKPHBAeTC BTOPOe AbIXaHite, OyKBaABLHO BOT 3Ta
BOT [PHPOAA, BOT BTO BOT YCIIOKOEHWe, M300MANe (PYKIOB, TO ecTs
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POAHEBIE, HAM3KMe, APY3bp#, KOTOPBIE ME‘HS!/':) TO €CTb € KOTOPBIMIT 5 YIKE
NOAAEDKHBAKQ OTHONICHHA TenAbe, HMEHHO C AeTCKMX ACT . ..

(I always speak about my motherland with-with great pride, that is, |
come there, | get a second wind, literally this nature, this this serenity,
abundance of fruit, that is [dear] relatives (rodnye), close ones (blizkie),
friends {druzia), who/uhm, with whom [ keep a warm relationship,
precisely from childhood .. .)

(Lera, 20, engineering major)

(3) CeMps ... ry ... CeMLS y MEHS MHTEpeCcHas, ice AIpdMMble, MaMa, Tana,
DparHx ... Maaguini.

(Family ... well ... my family is interesting, all my loved ones (lubi-
mye), Mom, Dad, little brother (bratik DIMINUTIVE) . .. younget.)
(Olga, 20, engineering major)

Native speakers of Russian also favoured adjectives from which these collec-
tive nouns are derived, Thus, adjectives rodnoi {‘related by blood or spiri-
tually”), lubimyi (‘loved, beloved’) and blizkii {‘close’) frequently appeared as
modifiers of such terms as drug (friend), druzia (‘friends’), otnoshenia {‘rela-
tionship”), brat (‘brother’), gorod (“town’), chelovek (‘person’), ludi (‘people’)
{55 tokens). As mentioned earlier, rodnoi (‘close, native’) is an untranslatable
Russian word that presents a person as a blood relative even if they are not an
actual member of the family in question; this meaning also extends to meta-
phoric usages of the word, bringing in emotional overtones absent from the
English term ‘native’ (Levontina 2005; Wierzbicka 1997); for exampie:

(4) 5 ouenn ABAI0 CBOMX POAMTEARH, CKYHAID, [TOTOMY YI0 YXe 4ersipe
MECAL® HX HE BIA61a, BCS pabio J0MOI TAHET, KaK ... Hy BCE PaBHO ...
XOT3, KOHEYHO, TOMCK yiKe KaK DL CTaAa POAHOI A0M.

(I love my parents very much, miss them, because [I] haven't seen
them for four months now, {1} still really want to go home, well . . . still
... although, of course, Tomsk already became like home [rodnoi dom,
literally ‘native, related/ kin home’].)

{(Sasha, 20, engineering major)

Interestingly, while American learners did not use the nouns in this semantic
domain, they are beginning to appropriate the adjectives: we found 11 tokens
of rednoi, blizkii and lubinmi in their narratives; for example:

(5) A MOxeT BHITh AeCATE AT Ha3aa MOH POAMTEAN, T0 eCTh MaMa i OTYHM,
NEPEMECTHAMCH B BaINMHITOH ..., TAK 4TO A HE 3HAXD HOBHIL A0M Tak
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xopoio, Tak uTo 448 MeHs, A CIHTal), YT0 Kak OBl pOAHOH AOM HAH
CeMeiTHBII A0M, 9TO NEPBLIIT A0M BCE-TAKH A4A% MEHA.

(And maybe ten vears ago my parents, that is mother and stepfather,
moved to Washington ..., so [ don’t know the new house that well.
So for me | consider that the native home (rodnoi dom) or family home

is still the first house for me.)
{Ben, 31, graduate student in Slavic languages and literature)

Another feature that differentiates the native speaker corpus from the learner
corpus is the use of kinship terms, such as dedushka (‘grandpa’), dinden’ka
{‘uncle’; collog.), teten’ka {‘auntie’; colloq.} and bratok (‘brother’; coliog), in
teference to non-family members. Levontina (2005) comments that the
metaphor of kinship is widely used in colloquial Russian for a variety of
affective purposes, most often to signal a warm quasi-kin relationship, and
at times also to signal a somewhat dismissive attitude; for example:

{6) $ 6m xoreaa tam nopadorars. Tem Boaee Kak D11 v HaC CIIeHHAAHCTOB
TaKIX ¢ BHICLIMM 00Opa3opariieM HeTy, HY TaMm yXe Kax ©O11 Bce Takite
cTapbte TeTeHLKM padoTaloT, Hy, ecTh Kak OB MepCIeKTHELL HABePHO.

(I would like to work for a while there. Especially because we are lacking
such specialists with higher education, well, it’s like old ladies [teten’ki;

literally aunties] are working there, so there is a future in this, probably.}
(Larissa, 20, engineering major)

Similar trends are seen in the use of diminutives and expressive derivation,
Native speakers of Russian use more diminutive nouns when speaking of
others in their circle than do American learners (19 tokens vs. 5 tokens,
excluding nouns that are inherently diminutive in form, e.g., devochka
{'girl"), babusitka (‘grandmother’)). This difference in usage once again reflects
a linguistic and cultural difference: While there are some diminutives i
English (e.g., Mommy, kiddie, auntie), in Russian the use of diminutives
and expressive derivation of personal names (e.g., Elena > Lenochka ('little
Helen”)) is widespread, diminutive suffixes play a prominent role in personal
interactions by signalling feelings of warmth, affection and intimacy
(Wierzbicka 1984, 1992); for example: '

{7) Y meus maMa, tana, ecrb enie MAaAlii OpaTHILKa, Ha 4eThipe roa
Mens Maaaine, [lasauk,

(1 have Mom, Dad, there is also a little brother (bratishka DIM.), four

years younger than me, Pavlik [ < Pavel, expressive derivation].)
(Lena, 20, business and management major)
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A few learners, however, have begun to appropriate these language- and
culture-specific uses of diminutives; for example:

(8) Ecam mMos Mama pacCTpOMAACh MAM UTO-TO CAYIHMAACK, Co/coDaka 3HaeT 1
cpasy K Hell 11oaxoaut i ‘He maaus, MamMouKa, noxaaysicra’,

(If my Mom is upset or something happened the do/dog knows and
right away comes to her and ‘Don’t cry, Mommy [mamnochka, DIM],

please’.)
{Laura, 23, Russian major)

Overall, however, we see that advanced learners in our study use kKinship-,
age- and gender-related terms appropriately in their literal meanings, but do
not yet have mastery of their metaphoric extensions to non-blood relatives,
of the nouns in the semantic domain of rodnoi/blizkii {‘close one’), and of
affective uses of the kinship terms, diminutives and expressive derivation.

Profession, accupation and class

The second category of identity terms in our analysis is profession or occupa-
tion of the life story protagonists (42.2 per cent of all lemmas and 16 per cent
of all tokens in the native speaker corpus, and 47.5 per cent and 23.7 per cent
respectively in the learner one). The American learners used 50 different
Russian terms for various professions and cccupations, closely approximating
the breadth of the native speaker lexicon. At the same time, 22 per cent of the
terms (41 tokens) were used by the learners inappropriately. These errors can
be subdivided into three types. The first type involves formal errors, whereby
the learners distort the phonological or morphological form of the word; for
example: .

(9) A BLIPOC B MHOI'D MECTax ... A4, A XKL B CEMb IITATaxX, FIOTOMY 9TD MO
orel Ovia *IIBETONIHK / 1IBETOLMKOM, OH paﬁoraa B uepxonb/n LEPROBE.

{I grew up in many places ... yes, I lived in seven states, because my
father was fsvetoshchik Jtsvetoshchikom {should be svyashchennikom
(‘minister’)], he worked at the church/at the church [changes the
ending].) :
{Jeff, 24, graduate student in international studies)

The second type involves cases where learners simply lacked the appropriate
terms and code-switched to English in order to fill their lexical gaps; for

example:

(10} ¥ mos crapias cecrpa ... ova ... paboraeT kem-undyan. Oua Huaa
*sacial worker.
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(And my older sister ... she ... works as someone. She was a social

worker.)
(Paul, 20, international affairs major)

(11) Ada, a mos sama oHa paborasa/ona Obida yuMTeah aMepHKaHCKOH
MCTOPHHM, HO M IOTOM, OHA, HY, TIOCAE MOt OpaT poAHA/pOAHANChH
poauacs on/oHa Doabmie He paboTaaa / Hy ona pafioTasa Kak, i He
SHAI0 KaK CKa3aTh, C HAAOTaM, He 3Halo, *consultant wam uto-to . ..

(Yes, and my mother she worked/she was a teacher of American
history, but and later, she, well, after my brother was bo/born/born
she/she no longer worked/ well, she worked as a, | don’t know how

to say, with taxes, ! don’t know, consultant or something ...}
(Laura, 20, Russian major)

(12) Ay mens Opar ecrs, poOCTO ¥eA0BeK Tako# ((cMeercs)). Aaanooulyaer
crate *lientenant s apmu ..

{And I have a brother, simply such a person ({(laughs}) Aah but he

will become a lieutenant in the army . ..
(Mark, 21, Spanish major)

The learners also experienced lexical difficulties in discussing class issues,
appealing to circumlocution and direct speech to overcome vocabulary lim-
itations and to transmit the American notions of class; for example:

(13) Ois, MOMt oTen ox pabOTaeT IADTHIKOM i OH BAaJe el] CRoero Jianeca.
On Hoaee-menee ycrienHui, Goaee-Menee DOrarHil, HO MEBI/MBI KaK
cpeannit kaace. Mur ve kak ‘0, MOJT OTEIl TOABKD BpaY, i1 MOS MaMa
*jopucmt. Mbl cpeaHIIl Kaacc’. 370 Kak HACTOANTHI cpeAtiit Kaacc, M
¥ HaC eCTh MUHIGIN I TAK Aaaee,

(Oy, my father, he works as a carpenter and he is the owner of his
business. He is more or less successful, more or less rich, but we/ we
are middle-class. We are not like ‘Oh, my father is only a doctor, and
my mother a iurist. We are middle-class.” This is real middle-class.

We have a minivan Hexical borrowing} etc.)
(Paul, 20, international affairs major)

Interestingly, while iurist is one possible translation of the term ‘lawyer’, in
the present context it does not work, because the core meaning of the term
furist is a ‘legal specialist’ or ‘legal consultant’. To convey the notion of a
‘wealthy lawyer’, the speaker would need a different word, advokat (‘defence
lawyer’). This error, stemming from the fact that the English-language
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category of ‘lawyer’ is quite broad while the corresponding Russian domain is
more differentiated, exempiifies the third category, semantic errors,”

Somewhat unexpectedly, the learners -- undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents themselves ~ made the most errors when using academic terms. For
instance, Russian differentiates between ‘secondary school students’ (uche-
niki, shkol’niki) and *college or university students’ (studenty). Consequently,
when describing their secondary school experience, native Russian speakers
used such terms as odnoklassnik/odnoklassnitsa (‘male/female classmate’; 17
tokens), shkol’nik (‘schoolchild’; 1 token), and uchenik (‘pupil’; 2 tokens). It is
only in discussions of their experiences in higher education that they used
the word student (‘college/university student’; 7 tokens}. In English, on the
other hand, the term ‘student’ has a very broad semantic scope, referring not
only to college and university but also to secondary school students. It is not
surprising, themn, that several American learners committed first language (L1)
transfer, mistakenly extending the use of the Russian word sfudent to pre-
college studies, both in secondary school and even in the nursery school (12
erroneous tokens); for example:

(14) ... a/s Gnra *cmiydermom HeMEIIKOTO A3bIKa M 1/8 BCErAa XOTeA M3y4aTh
11/CaMBli CTpaHHBL! A3BIK, M KOTAa # Obla Ha/b mKoae, 370 Owma
HEMETIKHH, W CeJf9ac B KoAASAKE /R 13ydal0 PYCCK/PYCCKIIT A3bIK . ..

(... I/Iwas a student of German, and I/l always wanted to study the st/
strangest language, and when 1 was in/at school, it was German, and
now in college 1/] study Russian .. )

{George, 20, history major)

(15) Ho s 6514 HEILAOXIM *ciydeninos, 1 KorAa Mue 8bL10 OAUHHAALIATh ACT,
S Ha4ylfHAA KaK CelMAaABHYK) MIKOAY Kak AAS8 GCOBeHHBIX XOPOIIHX
*comydermos  AMTEpPATYPBL M MCTOPHHM M COLMAABHBIX Bemeft i
COIHaABHBIX/ COLIHAABHBIX YHEHHIX M3 UTO-TO, e 3HAK).

(But [ was not a bad student, and when [ was 11 years old, | began a
special school, for particularly good students of literature and history
and social things and social/social scholars or something, 1 don't
know.)

{John, 20, history major)

The learnets also misused the term professor (20 tokens, ail erroneous). This
term is also only a partial cognate of the Russian word professor. In English,
‘professor’ may function as a rank term and as a form of address for a variety of
college- and university- level instructors. In Russian, on the other hand, the
use of the term is limited to those occupying the rank similar to that of a full
professor in the United States or a Chair in the United Kingdom. School

Identity Repertoires in Learners of Russianr 113

teachers are referred to as uchitelia (‘teachers’) or prepodavateli {"instructors)
and college faculty as prepodavateli (‘instructors’}; for example:

{16) Hy, mama npenoaasaredeM — OHa paboTaet ripernojapareieM B MOeH
Ke 1IKOAE, TAS 5 YIHACH.

(Well, Mom is a teachet [instructor] — she works as a teacher [instruc-

tor] at the very school where 1 studied.)
{Aleksei, 21, engineering major)

The learners, however, once again comumitted semantic extension driven
by the L1 transfer and used the term professor to refer to their university
instructors or even school teachers, as in the discussion of high school

below:

(17) A Guaa oramdHag “emydeHmxa ... A MHOFO qyTaAa b A ANDMAA
PHCOBATH U ... PA3TOBapUBATE KoHewHo. 11 afsceraa *teacher/*miepnt
*npopeccopl sce2da Gbtan cepdumbt 1 MEHS.

(I was an excellent studentand I ... read a lot and I liked to draw and
... talk of course. And I/always teachers ... teachery [lexical borrow-

ing}, professors were angry at me.)
(Mary, 20, Russian area studies major)

While it is understandable that such partial cognates may lead to semantic
extension in beginning students of Russian, it was unexpected to discover
that these errors systematically appear in the speech of advanced students.
Most introductory and intermediate textbooks present students with a full set
of terms referring to students and teachers, or at least differentiate between
college and secondary school students and instructors (e.g., Kagan and Miller
1996; Martin and Zaitsev 2001; Morris, Vyatyutnev and Vokhmina 1993;
Rosengrant and Lifschitz 1996). Kagan and Miller (1996: 395), for instance,
differentiate between shkol ‘nik/shkol'nitsa (elementary school student), uche-
nik/uchenitsa (school student), student/studentka {college student), and aspir-
ant/aspirantka (graduate student).

Without further inquiry into acquisition of these terms it is impossible to
determine precisely why these distinctions have not been acquired by the
students in our study yet the data strongly suggest that further attention
needs to be paid to the teaching of these identity categories. Considering
the centrality of academic terminology for the students’ presentation of self,
we argue that, in order to avoid fossilization of semantic extensions, aca-
demic identity terms - and in particular false and partial cognates - need to be
introduced in the teaching materials early on, repeatedly, and in a contex-
tualized and contrastive manner that helps the learners to ditferentiate
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systematically between different types of students and teachers and thus
avoid misunderstandings in communication with their Russian
interlocutors.

Other social affiliations and characteristics

The third category in our study involved references to social affiliations and
characteristics (29.3 per cent of lemmas and 31 per cent of tokens in the
native speaker corpus, and 27.5 per cent of lemmas and 20.8 per cent of
tokens in the learner corpus). Both native speakers and American learners of
Russian employed a wide variety of terms to refer to their own and others’
social affiliations and characteristics, although native speakers demonstrated
a slightly more diverse lexical repertoire than the learners (43 vs. 34 lemmas
respectively),

The learners also exhibited three types of errors in references to social
affiliations. The first type of error was semantic extension, this time in the
domain of friendship. Native speakers of Russian systematically distinguished
between different types of friends and acquaintances, such as drug/podruga
(‘close male/ female friend’; 158 tokens), znakemyi (‘acquaintance’; 33 tokens),
privatel’ (‘person one is in a friendly, affectionate relationship with’; 5 tokens)
and tovarishch (‘comrade, friend, mate’; 2 tokens); for example;

(18) Hy y meus 1ax, 8 MOTY CKa3aTh, 4TO ¥ Meid B IpHHIMiAe Goasle He
APY3eit, a IPIATeAeH, TAaKUX OUeHE DANZKMX Mie AI04Aett / Takx Apv3aeit
OYeHb DAM3KMX ¥ MeHs Maao kax Osl. Hy por FPHUATEAEH, IHAKOMBEX
MHOTG, €CTh € KeM ITOHTI, TaM, TIOBECEAHTHCH, HO TTODM € KEM-TO TaKHe
BOT DLLAM CYeHp DAM3KIE OTHOWISHHA TaKKX AI0Aei M3,

(Well, I can say that actually that | have more privateli rather than
druz'ya, it’s like very close/such close druz’ya | have very few. But I
have many priyateli, znakomye, 1 have people to £0 out with, to have
tun, but to have a very close relationship with, I have very few such

people.)
{Larissa, 20, engineering major)

The use of these terms by the speaker reflects a central characteristic of
Russian discourse, frequently discussed by linguists - categorical distinctions
made between close friends (dmg/podruga) and various types of acquaintances
(Shmelyov 2005; Wierzbicka 1997, 1999). In contrast, in English the word
‘friend’ has a much broader semantic scope and can be used in reference to
close friends and recent acquaintances alike. In accordance with the English-
language pattern, American learners of Russian used the terms drug/podruga
54 times, with only one mention of znakomyi and privatel’.

Similar to the case of academic identity terms, this performance reflects L1
transfer of a conceptual category delineated by English into Russian: the
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learners are either unable or unwilling to utilize the full Russian lexicon of
friendship. While it is the learners’ choice whether or not to attend to the
specificity of social relationships in their speech, they should be made aware
of the importance that Russians place on identifving someone as a friend:
overuse of the term drug (friend) can lead to misunderstanding, awkward-
ness or perception of the speaker as a shallow person by the Russian
interlocutors,

The second set of errors involved substitution of ethnic and national

identity nouns with adjectives; for example:

(19) Mos Mama cama pycckas, *Deropycekas ...

{My mother herself is Russian, Belorussian [should have been

deopycxa) .. .)
{Steve, 24, graduate student in Russian)

(20} ... Hy B MOETT IZKOAE BCE DhIAM *umaAsAHCKHe 11 9TO GblA HTAALAHCKHI

pajioH . ..

(... in my school everyone was [ltalian [should have been umavanign]

and it was an [talian atea ...)
(Kate, 23, graduate student in Russian)

(21) O, y mens DoAbilzas MPAAHACKAA ceMbi, 3T0 He peako 5 Heo-Vopke.
Tht espert, *upaandckuil wan *UmaanAHCKRE, ecAY TeE Fusenls 3 Hewo-

I:’IOPKE. I pyccktit KOHeUHG . . .

(Ov, I have a big Irish family, this is not a rarity in New York. You are
a Jew, Irish or Italian [should have been upaandery van umaabaney), if

you live in New York. And Russian of course .. .}
{Paul, 20, international affairs major)

These category errors also stem from transfer, as English uses the same words
as ethnic and national identity adjectives and nouns, both single and collec-
tive. Russian, on the other hand, has distinct nouns and adjectives in this
category (e.g., frantsuz/frantsuzhenka: ‘French (person) (noun, masc. and
fem.), frantsuzy: ‘the French’ (collective noun), frantsuzskii/frantsuzskaia:
‘French’ {adjective, masc and fem)}). The most notable exception in Russian
is, in fact, the word ‘Russian’ itself, where the same form russkii (masc.)/
russkaia (fem.) is used both as a noun and as an adjective. In the majority of
the other cases students are asked to learn corresponding adjectives and
nouns. Yet, even though they are warned against confusing the two cate-
gories and offered the appropriate vocabulary from the introductory level on,
for some learners the confusion between structural categories persists.
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The third set of problems involved cases where translation equivalents do
not exist or at least are unfamiliar to the students. In these cases the students
resorted to code-switching in characterizing people; for example:

(22} bpta ouenn TPyAHO H3-3a TOTO Kax 31/MEH CIUTaAH Kak *scapegoat, 1o n
AETH KaK BCEFAa CMEeSAMCH Ha MeHs.

{it was very difficult because I/I was considered a scapegoat, and

children always laughed at me.}
{Laura, 20, Russian major)

(23) Owna camag vmuas/ caMBill YMHENT 4e10Bex B Moel! cemne ... Ho oxa
OHUEHb, HO OHa DOABIICH *RErd, it eff Tax 4yTh-4yTh TPYCTHO B IHKOAE.

(She is the sinartest/the smartest member of my family ... But sheis
very, she is a big nerd, and it is somewhat sad in school for her.)
{Paul, 20, international affairs major)

We are not however concerned about this code-switching, especially becau-
sethe switches appeared in interviews with a speaker bilingual in Russian and
English. It is quite possible that in conversations with Russian speakers who
are not fluent in English, the learners would express these meanings differ-
ently, for instance, appealing to circumlocution.

Discussion and conclusions

To sum up, the American learner corpus in our study contains numerous
instances of correct and appropriate uses of identity terms referring to kin-
ship, profession, social affiliations, age, gender, looks and personality. At the
same time, the learners’ usage differs qualitatively from that of native speak-
ers of Russian, exhibiting the following distinguishing characteristics: (a)
semantic and conceptual transfer evident in semantic extensions; (b} struc-
tural transfer; (¢) lexical gaps evident in instances of code-switching and
Iexical borrowing; (d) narrow, and mainly literal, scope or reference; and (e}
reduced affective range. The finding that the students have a reduced affec-
tive range of identity terms, seen in the tack of mastery of metaphoric uses of
kiriship terms, diminutives and expressive derivation, is consistent with our
overall finding that advanced American learners of Russian have difficulties
with authentic emotional expression and description in their L2 Russian
(Pavienko and Driagina 2007).

Together, these errors and weaknesses signal three main probiems in self-
translation and self-representation. The instances of code-switching and lex-
ical borrowing suggest that sometimes the learners do not know how to map
their own reality appropriately onto the Russian semantic map. This is a
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common problem that stems not only from lexical gaps but also from social
and cultural differences between the two speech communities. Second, taken
together, lexical gaps, the lack of metaphoric extensions, and reduced affec-
tive range suggest that the students have a somewhat limited array of
resources at their disposal, which is also to be expected in the case of class-
room tearners. A more disconcerting problem is presented by the cases where
students map their own reality inapproprtiately onto Russian, as seen in the
transfer of the all-encompassing L1 categories ‘friend’, ‘tawyer’, ‘professor’
and 'student’ into the L2. These instances of semantic and possibly concep-
tual transfer reflect a lack of understanding of the internal structure of impor-
tant Russian identity categories, all of which are more semantically
differentiated than their English counterparts.

Unfortunately, we have been unable to elicit any references to race, sexu-
ality or (dis)ability. It is unclear whether these references did not occur
because of the students’ lack of relevant vocabulary, because of the limited
scope of our questionnaire, or because of the students’ perceptions of these
topics as irrelevant or taboo. Consequently, we were unable to address
Shardakova and Pavlenko’s (2004) arguments about the effects of omission
of this vocabulary in the Russian textbooks. We did, however, identify an
even more important problem - the fact that semantic and structural non-
equivalences lead to difficulties in acquisition and use even for those identity
terms that are well-represented in the textbooks.

A major limitation of the corpus analysed here is the lack of any descriptions
of negotiation of identities with Russian-speaking interlocutors. This limitation
is intentional and can be explained by our criteria for participant selection.
Because we were interested in leamers who acquired their identity repertoires
primarily through classroom instruction, our learner group included only a few
learners who had any experience in the Russian-speaking context. In order to
see how cross-cultural contact is perceived and experienced, and how it trans-
forms and expands learners’ identity repertoires, future studies could examine
identity repertoires of American learners before, during and after a study abroad
experience, where most, if not all, will have had numerous attempts at self-
translation in interactions with Russian interlocutors,

Another limitation of our findings is the exclusive focus on identity terms
and, more specifically, nouns. While we found this focus to be extremely
informative and well-linked to presentation of the terms in foreign language
textbooks, in future studies it would be important to consider a full range of
semantic, morphosyntactic, pragmatic and prosodic self-presentation
resources used by the students,

We also realize that the approach taken here can be seen as an imposition of
native speaker standard, and perhaps even of monolingual bias. We argue,
however, that this approach is in fact consistent with the multicompetence
model and the 1.2 user perspective (Cook 2002). To begin with, we take an
emic - that is, student - perspective on the goals of cur study, which is
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consistent with the L2 user approach (Pavienko 2002). The participants in our
study do want to be compared to native speakers of Russian, not because this
is who they want to be, but because these are their prospective interlocutors
with whom they have to reach an understanding. And since semantic errors
outlined above will affect communication, the students are interested in
knowing where and how they can fine-tune their uses and interpretations
of identity terms. ‘

Second, in accordance with the multicompetenice perspective, we acknowl-
edge the hybrid and multilingual nature of their repertoires and do not
exhibit concern with formal errors that do not affect communication, nor
with code-switching and lexical borrowing. Rather, we are concerned with
‘hidden’ semantic errors whereby students impose their own worldview onto
the new reality and miss out on the opportunity to learn new ways of
presenting and interpreting identities.

Most importantly, in line with the multicompetence model, we are con-
cerned with self-transiation, that is with ways in which L2 users of Russian
appeal to their linguistic repertoires to translate what is often untranslatable,
their identities as Americans, into Russian. We do not expect that they will
create artificial Russian identities for themselves. Rather, we are concerned
with providing them with adequate means of self-expression and with alert-
ing them to conceptual non-equivalences.

Our inquiry suggests that to acquire a fuller range of Russian identity terms
and thus new interpretive repertoires, the learners will need a variety of
consciousness-raising and noticing activities focused on cross-linguistic dif-
ferences between Russian and English identity terms. For the learners to
internalize the terms non-equivalent to English, more opportunities must
be created in the classroom to discuss topics relevant to their lives and
identities and more space for tasks that appeal to their motivation and ignite
interest in expressing themselves through the means of the Russian language.

Notes

1. Te protect the confidentiality of participants, all names have been changed.

2. Without further inquiry we cannot decide whether all of these errors also represent
the case of conceptual transfer, consequently, we will use the more moderate term
‘semantic’.
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APPENDIX 1

Life Story Interview Guide

1.

10.

When and where were you born?
Please tell me about your chiidhood.
When and where did vou go to school?
Please tell me about your school years.

Where were you and how old were you when the Soviet Union ceased to exist?
{Only for Russian participants)

Please tell me about ways in which you managed life in the Soviet Union and ways
in which you managed life in Russia. (Oniy for Russian participants)

Please tell me about your current educationat status and your future plans.

Please tell me about your career plans and why you decided to choose your
particular careet.

Please tell me about your family.

Please tell me about your friends.
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APPENDIX 2

Identity Terms in the Russian Corpus

(Total lemmas = 147, tokens = 1160)

Family membership, age Profession, occupation,
and gender and class

(lemmas =65; 44.2%
tokens = 184; 16%)

(lemmas = 39; 26.5%;
tokens = 616; 53%)

Other secial affiliations and
characteristics

flemmas =43; 29.3%

tokens = 360; 31%)

Babyumka (grandma) 32 aBTOMexaHuK {auto
mechanic) 1
Bauskue (close people} 2 aamumucrparop
{administrator) 3
Saustimuky {dim., twins) 1 avauntop (auditor) 2
Baxaaasp (bachelor) 3
dpatux (dim., brother) 1 Baraut (bandit) 1
Bparumka (dim., brother) 2 Gyxraatep {accountant) 2
soauTeas {deiver) §

opar (brother) 57

papocante {(aduits) 6
aesovxa (little girl) 12

Aesuoixa (dim., girl) 3

Aesymika (young woman;  amupextop {director) 5

gitlfriend) 17

ancnetuep (dispatcher) 1
Apoeunuk (poor student) 1
Aomoxoamiika (housewife) 1
ABoKOpOaHElT Opar (Male  saroanaa (ringleader) t

aea (grandfather) 4
Aeayuika (grandpa) 7

cousin} 3

Aouka (dim., daughter) 2 aanyy (school head-
master) 3

ikesep (engineer) 25
asagerka (col, dirn, man) 1 nucrexrop (inspector) 1

Aout (daughter) 2

wesna (wife) 4
XKedilMHa (woman) 10

Maawdik (boy) 7

maawgutuga (dit, boy} 6 saasp (house-painter) 1

mama {Mom) 86

socntrateas {pre-school
teacher) 2
spau (doctor) 3

uctopitara (col., history
teacher) 1

koucyawtarT (constltant) 1
Awdumbte (loved onesy 2 anaep (leader) 2
arnraner (Hnguist) 1

steats (medic) 1
Matyurxka (dim., Mom) 1 meneaxep (manager) 7

Goaeasuiuk (Sports fan} 1
fparky {col., gangsters) 1

sRITTYCKik (alumni) §
rpaxaann {(masc,, citizen) 1
Apyr {friend} 128

3emask (fellow-townsman) 4
anaxomuit (rmasc,,
acquaintance) 33
unaitBiayys {individual} 1

HHOTOPOAHRR (fent,, Person
from out of town) 1

mstocTpanety (asc., foreigner) 1
kasax (masc., Kazakh) 1
kazaxcTaneil (Huisc., citizen of
Kazakhstan) 1

koazera (colleague) 2

KOMMYHHCT (COmmunist} 1
AMYHOCTE { PErsona,
personality) 3

awduMina (fem., favorite) 1

A (peopie) 53

napog (collective, people) 2
OQAHOTPYITITHEK (FASC., groug-
mate int university; 6
OAHOTPY I IIIA (fenl., group-
mate in university} 2

Math (mother) 8§
myx (fiusbandj 5

Myxuitsa (man, male) 4
oreu (fathery 25

nana {Dad) 50

napetis (guy, boyfriend) 16
naemannmna (niece) 1
pebenox (child) 45
posurtean {parents) 151
poaumie {rejatives) 1
poaus (€0l relatives) 1

poactserstuk (relative) 8

cecrpa (sister) 21
cecrpenka (dim,, sister) 7

Chisi {son) 4

Terernka (col., dim.,
woman) 1

meTpoaor {metrology
engineer) 2

mexammiatop (mechanical
engineer} 1

mexanuk (mechanic) 2

Muauiionep (militia
man) 1
HauaapHHK (boss) 2

asriera (dim., care-giver) 1
oxpatiek (guard) 2
nepesoaymk (interpreter) 1

nosap {cook) 1
npexaeHt {(president) 2
npenoaasareas {teacher;
instructor) 9

NPOTPaMMHCT
(programiner} 1

npopad (work
superintendent) 1
ncirxoaor {psychologist) 2

patouuit {worker) 3
paanconeparop {radio
technician) i
pyrOBOAMTEAL (Manager) 8
ceprudmrarop {certifier) 1
cretpaicT (specialist) 4
cTaHaapTHsaTop (standard
controller}l

cromaToaor {dentist) 1
cTponTeas (Construction
worker} 3

cryaenr (student) 4
ToKaph (turmner) 4
Tpakropucr {tractor
driver) 1

tpenep {coach) 1
VItpaBAeHel
{administrator,

manager) 2
VITPARIOHUHT (anager) 1
yuennk (pupil, student) 2
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QAHOKAACCHUK (FRASC,,
classmate) 13

oaHOKAaccHiba (fem.,
classmate) 4

okrabpenok (young pioneer) 1
oTaH4HMK (Hasc., straight-A
student) 1

oTAaHIUA (fem., straight-A
student) 1

nauanka (col., fem., tomboy) 2
nmepronpoxoaen {explorer,
inciter) 1

mHoHep (pioneer) 2

noapyra (female friend) 28
noApy:kKa (dim., female friend) 2

npustear (frasc., friend) 5
[IPOKA3HIIK (HIasC,,
mischievous chiid;
prankster) 1

pebata (guys, friends) 2

poccuane (Russian citizens) 1
pyockmi (fmasc., Russian) 1

coseTHMK (nasc., mentor) 1
cocea (masc., neighbor) 3
coceaxa {fern., neighbor) 1
réika (namesake) 1
Topapitiy (arase., friend) 2
Tomud (fesident of Tomsk) 4
Tpyaoroank (workaholic) ¥

yeaosek (human being) 38
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(Continued)

Family membership, age

and gender
(lemmas — 39; 26.5%;
tokens = 616; 53%)

Other social affiliations and
characteristics

{lemmas =43; 29.3%

tokens = 360; 31%)

Profession, occcupation,
and class

(lemmas = 65; 44.2%
tokens = 184; 16%)

yaTeab (nasc., teacher) 19
FHETeABHILA (ferL.,
teacher) 8

dapsanest {pharmacist) 1
dyrBoanct (football
playery 1

xumuk {Chemist) 2
maxrep (miner) 2

mses {seamstress) 1
HIKOABHIMKH
{schoolchiidren) 1
wodep (driver} 1
wrykatyp (plasterer} 1
IKOHOMHCT (economist) 5
aaexrpuk (electrician) 3

Note: dim. = diminutive form; col. = colloquial; colfective = collective noun; femn. = feminine noun;

mase. = mascutine noun.
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Identity Terms in the Learner Corpus

(Total lemmas = 124, tokens = 780)

Family membership,
age and gender
{(lemmas = 31; 25%;
tokens=433; 55.5%)

Profession/occupation
(lemmas = 59; 47.5%;
tokens = 185; 23.7%)

Other social affiliations
and characteristics
(lemmas=34; 27.5%
tokens = 162; 20.8%)

Oabymxa (grandma) 17
Daeer] (twind 1

Bpar (brother) 68

BHyK (grandson) 1
Aesouka (little girl) 6
ACBYILKE (young woman;
girifriend) 4

aeayluka (grandpa) 16

ABOKIPOAHBLIT DpaT / cecrpa

{cousin) 5

aouxa (dim., daughter) 3
xena (wife) 4

wennniaa (woman) 11

gysen (book., male cousin) 1

smaapuik (boy) 9

smama (Mom) 57
avasmouka (Mommy} 1
sMaTs {mother) 6

*Moa0a1eKL (youth) 2
svik (husband) 2
oven (father) 37
oty (step-father) 2

nana (Dad) 33
napens (guy; boyfriend) 1
*MOAPOCTHHEK =

noApocrox (teenager) 1
pefienox (Child) 29

*asrop {author, used in the
meaning of
writer = nucatean) 1

aasoraT (lawyer) 4

aktep (actor) 2

acrpanr (graduate student) 4
Pasepuna {fem., baltet
dancer) 1

Ganknp (banker) 1

ppau (doctor) 3

ryGepiatop {(governor) 1
aitaomar (diplomat) 1
Aokrop (doctor) 1
wypHaaier (journalist) 1
Hinkenep (engineer) 2
yecaeAaBaTeas (researcher) 2

rarasiaar {candidate) 1

MeacecTpa {nurse} b
MeHeaxep (manager) 3
MyapikaHT {rmusician) 3

adpriianTa (waitress) 1
nacteip (preacher) 1
nencuonep (masc., pensionet) 3
neHcHonepka {fern.,
pensioner) 2

nepesoauuk (interpreter} 5
*riewataanang (printer) 1
neprokypciik (freshman; also
used incorrectly to refer to
first

grader = nepsoxaaccuix) 2

aMepuxaney (Hsc.,
American) 9

amepixanka (fem.,
American) 1

auramyasiti {Englishman) 2
*Beaopyccxan = Beaopycka
{Belarusian) 1

Baonant (masc., blonde) 1

doranuk {coll, nerd) 2
TYMaHHCT {(humanitarian} 1
*3aB0AH12 = 3aB0AHAA
(ringleader} 1

Apyr (friend) 40

enpeit (Jew) 3

anakomele {acquaintances) 1
sIMMITpaHTKa (fer.,
immigrant) 1

unocTpanety (1masc.,
foreigner) 2

*IE'Ia{i])S“CKHﬂ = HTaAMAHCL
(Italian} 2

*IPAAHACKMIT = HPAAHACIL
(Irish) 1

aoduTean {fan) 1

amau {people) 27
napromatt (drug addict) 2

seMett (masc., ) German 1
noapyra (female friend) 13
noapyxka (dirm., fermale
friend) 1

nipusTeas (masc, friend) 1
pyccknit (masc,, Russian) 4
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(Continued)

Family membership,
age and gender
(lemmas =31; 25%;
tokens=433; 55.5%)

Profession/occupation
(lemmias = 59; 47.5%;
tokens=185; 23.7%)

Other social affiliations
and characteristics
(lemmas = 34; 27.5%
tokens = 162; 20.8%)

poaurean (parents) 55
poAcrsensuk (relative) 3
cecrpa (sister) 49

crapyxa (old woman) 1

coii (50N 5

Terd {(aunt) 2
TPOIOPO,IHI‘JIE 6pa7'f.;1 o

cectpsl {second cousins) 1

nucarear (writer) 2
naoTauk (carpenter) 1
moaT (poet) 1

npeanaent {president) 2

TIperioaasaTedh (FIdse.,
teacher; instructor) 10

npertoapatedssnia {fem.,
teacher; instructor) 6

poTpaMMUCT {programuner) 2

*npodeccop (full professor) 20

MECHXOTEPANeRT
{psychotherapist) 3

pabotsux (employee; worker) 1
penerutap (tutor) 2
peaaxtop (editor} 2
pesaccep (movie director) 3
cexperaps (secretaryj 1
cekpeTapiia {(fém., secretary) 2
*COUMAABHILIN

VHEHBIT = COUf010T
{sociologist} 1

crenaancy {specialist) 2
cnoprosen (mase., athlete) 2
cnapremenka (fem. athlete) 1
cryseitr (student) 31

{out of these 12

*CTYACHT = YIeHHK, pupil)
cyans (judge} 3

vannop (dancer) 1

yaenix (pupil, student} 1
yuiveas (mase., teacher) 12
yanmeapHia {fem., teacher) 14
*IIBETONIHK = CBARICHHHK
{minister) 1

Pyrooact (football player) 1
XyAoHIK (artist) 3
xvaoxHisia (ferm,, artist) 1
mkoaeshskn (schoolchildren) 1

coced {masc., neighbor) 5
coceaxa {fem., neighborn) 1
yepaunxa (fent., Ukrainian) 1

demimcrka (ferm,, feminist) 1

xyautal (hooliganj 2

geaosex (human being) 28
qestTHOHKa (ferr.,
champion) 2

*gex—uex (masc., Czech) 1
naved {person with brown
hair) 1

*nerd 1

*scapegoat 1

125

*wopuct {lawyer) 1
*consultant 1
*lieutenant 1
*photographer 1
*social worker 1

Note: book. = bookish; dim. =diminutive form; col. =colloquial; coffective = collectfve noun;
fem. = feminine noun; masc. = masculine noun; * word used inappropriately



