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ABSTRACT

Yokoyama (1986) suggests that in Russian, the ordering of elements in an
utterance, reflects the transfer of non-propositional information, namely the speaker’s
subjective assessment of what is of ‘current concemn’ to the hearer. It is further suggested
that a speaker’s personal Empathy (degree of personal concem or identification toward a
discourse referent) will result in an imposition of constituents denoting High Empathy
referents into utterance-initial position, regardless of grammatical case. This position is
normally ‘reserved’ for elements of current concem to both interlocutors. Diminutives and
the interpersonal distance between interlocutors were identified as two features that generate
or inhibit a display of Empathy on the part of speakers. In appropriate contextual
circumstances, Empathy factors are claimed to be stronger than grammatical relations in
determining word order.

An experiment was devised in order to test this claim. Contexts were created in
which high-degree diminutives and close interpersonal relationships between interlocutors
were featured, in order to operationalize speaker Empathy towards discourse referents in
Object/Patient position. Informants selected and uttered aloud responses from variants
supplied. Variants reflecting Empathy would be Object-initial, directly opposing
grammatical orders. Results revealed that adherence to canonical grammatical arrangements
dominate Empathy considerations. Patterned response choices among informants indicated
that groups of subjects respond differently to Empathy stimulus. Refinements need to be
made to the Empathy theory within Yokoyama'’s model. Verbs must be granted a more
distinctive role. The Empathy strategy should be investigated further from a perspective of

expressive intonation.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Russian is normally considered to be a free word order language. Deep case
relationships are marked by inflectional desinences in surface realizations, thus the relative
ordering of sentence constituents can vary, producing a set of acceptable utterances that all
convey the same propositional information. Olga Yokoyama (1986) suggests that in
Russian the relative ordering of elements in an utterance reflects the transfer of non-
propositional (connotative/unintended) information, namely the speaker’s subjective
assessment of the discourse situation (assessment of what is communicatively relevant
and/or of ‘current concern’ to the hearer).

To account for this discourse phenomenon, Yokoyama developed a Transactional
Discourse Model, by which an informational exchange between two interlocutors is
represented in terms of ‘relocation’ of knowledge, both ‘cognitive’
(informational/propositional) and ‘non-cognitive’ (metinformational/non-propositional).
The two main distinguishing features of the model are the notions of ‘locations of
knowledge’ and ‘assessment’. The model operates on the principle that utterances are
organized with respect to where particular informational items (utterance constituents) are
located in the consciousness of the addresser and the addressee respectively at a particular
point in discourse, relative to one another, within the sum of the knowledge possessed by
interlocutors. Locations of knowledge are determined by the extent to which utterance
constituents are considered to be of ‘current concem’ to both speakers and hearers and are
arrived at through speaker ‘assessment’.

When applied to Russian, Yokoyama observed a regularity in the order of
constituents in discourse-initial utterances uttered with ‘neutral’ intonation. ‘Acceptable’
linear arrangements are those in which knowledge items are ordered from left to right,
starting with those that are of shared ‘current concern’ (are of concern to both
interlocutors), followed by those that are of less concern to the hearer, in turn followed by
those that are unknown to the hearer. The linear arrangements resulting from this prediction
are deemed “acceptable’ although they do not realize any consistent grammatical case
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organization. The word orders that are predicted by the model are based primarily on the

consideration of pragmatic ‘assessment’ and ‘knowledge location’ factors and intonation,
though the interference from grammatical relations is also taken into account.

Having hypothesized that utterances in Russian are organized linearly according to
locations of knowledge that have been determined by speaker assessment, Yokoyama
develops further the notion that other subjective speaker-oriented knowledge, namely
speaker attitude, can be conveyed by word order. Yokoyama draws on Kuno and
Kaburaki’s concept of Empathy, suggesting that the speaker can identify with and show
personal concern for discourse referents. Kuno and Kaburaki (1977) and Kuno (1976,
1987) explain the concept of Empathy in terms of the amount of identification the speaker
has toward a particular discourse referent (or referents), that is, the individual(s) who
participate in the event s/he talks about in an utterance. They liken it to a particular camera
angle, or vantage point from which the speaker relates the event.

Yokoyama notes that in Russian, speaker Empathy further interacts with linear
order predictions derived from the Transactional Discourse Model, essentially by
prompting a change in the location of knowledge of the discourse referent that is the object
of a speaker’s Empathy, a change that is not realized if knowledge locations have been
determined ‘objectively’. It is thus proposed that the manifestation of speaker Empathy in
Russian results in a preposing (more specifically, an imposition arising from speaker
misassessment) of those referent constituents most empathized with, into the utterance-
initial knowledge intersection. This intersection is normally ‘reserved’ for elements of
current concern to both of the discourse participants just prior to the utterance (in discourse-
initial utterances, this intersection consisting normally of deictic elements (I, you, here,
now}). Again, the resulting utterances are deemed ‘acceptable’ although this order does not
reflect any consistent grammatical case organization pattern.

A speaker may empathize with one or another referent of a narrated event for
various reasons. One may have a close relationship with, or may feel actual emotional
concern, tenderness or closeness towards the referent. Participants for whom the speaker
has a rather high degree of concern, are typically animate.

Russian is rich in diminutives - lexical items that encode (by means of suifixes and



multiple suffix combinations) such emotional-expressive nuances of speaker attitude as
endearment, tendemess, familiarity, as well as irony, scom, etc. Diminutives can also
represent various degrees of subjective meaning, usually becoming more emphatic and
more emotive as additional suffixes are added.

A justification for imposition, Yokoyama claims, is therefore already encoded into
diminutives. They inherently possess ‘High Empathy,” and are therefore more likely to be
impositionally preposed into the utterance-initial knowledge intersection (that normally
contains only those items of current concemn to both discourse participants). The imposition
of High Empathy items however, is not obligatory, and Yokoyama suggests that it is
primarily the interpersonal distance (politeness, appropriateness) between interlocutors that
allows or inhibits the subjective display of a speaker’s personal Empathy. In instances
where Empathy impositions do not occur therefore, canonical grammatical ordering
strategies (in particular, the tendency to place Subjects/Agents before Objects/Patients) are
claimed to condition the order of utterance-constituents.

This thesis therefore attempts to determine the extent to which word order in
discourse-initial voluntary statements in Russian is affected by speaker Empathy, within the
theory of discourse transactions as proposed by Yokoyama (1986). Yokoyama claims that
in appropriate contextual circumstances, Empathy factors are stronger than grammatical
relations in determining the order of elements in discourse-initial voluntary referential
statements in Russian.

An experiment was devised in order to test this claim. Various two-part contexts
were created. Contextual and lexical variables that condition the Empathy status of
discourse referents were intentionally changed between the first and second parts of each
context. This alternation was realized by adjusting two features: the diminutive degree used
to refer to the discourse referent and the interpersonal distance between interlocutors.

The first part of each context therefore (featuring a close interpersonal distance
between the speaker and hearer, and implementing a high degree diminutive to refer to the
discourse referent in Object/Patient position) reflects circumstances equivalent to those
Yokoyama proposes, and, we predict, will result in Empathy-conditioned word order
selections. The second portion of each context employs lesser-degree diminutives to refer
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to the same Object/Patient discourse referent, and features a greater interpersonal distance

between interlocutors. We predict that in this case, word order selections will be
conditioned by grammatical ordering strategies.

The diminutive altemation was purposely and invariably carried out on the
Object/Patient discourse referent. If Empathy proves to be operational and the referent is
imposed accordingly (into utterance-initial position), the resulting orders would be in direct
opposition to more basic grammatical arrangements that linearly place Subjects/Agents
before Objects/Patients. We cannot verify Empathy as an ordering strategy if we direct the
speaker’s Empathy toward the Subject/Agent discourse referent, as Subjects/Agents would
claim utterance-initial position regardless of whether it is the Empathy or the Grammatical
SO theory which is operational.

If Yokoyama'’s claims about diminutives operationalizing personal Empathy, as
well as interpersonal distance either allowing or inhibiting a display of personal Empathy,
are valid, we can expect a regularity to be seen between the two parts of each target context.
We predict that Empathy-conditioned word order selections will be made when a high-
degree diminutive is used, and interpersonal distance between interlocutors is small.
Conversely, grammatically-motivated word order selections are expected where lesser-
degree diminutives are used and where interpersonal distance between interlocutors is
greater. The experiment attempts to determine the extent to which word order is conditioned
by speaker-oriented Empathy factors, and if ordering strategies motivated by personal
Empathy do in fact dominate grammatically-motivated ordering strategies.



CHAPTER TWO
Empathy and Word Order

2.0.0 Yokoyama’s Transactional Discourse Model

Yokoyama in 1986 published a Transactional Discourse Model (hereafter TDM)
which, she suggested, serves as a workable framework to represent the transfer of
knowledge between participants in informational discourse. In particular, the model
captures certain fine distinctions that are inherently involved in any transfer of knowledge;
in any informational communicative act, knowledge is transferred both in a denotative
(intended) and a connotative (unintended) manner. Although other discourse concepts may
already be said to explain the transfer of connotative knowledge (such as the given/new,
theme/rheme, topic/comment functional dichotomies), Yokoyama maintains that the TDM
provides a system whereby knowledge can be defined unambiguously in terms of
‘locations of knowledge’ within the larger sets of knowledge possessed by interlocutors.
Only when workable definitions of the locational ‘status’ of knowlege items have been
determined, Yokoyama believes, can one begin to examine the way in which that
knowledge is encoded on a linguistic level, and in particular, the means by which the
‘unintended’ transfer of knowledge is carried out.

Some of the types of knowledge available for transfer are highly dependent on the
‘subjectivity’ of the speaker (the speaker’s assessment of relevance, imposition of speaker
attitude), and are thus not necessarily encoded ‘grammatically’ into every utterance, though
they may be encoded ‘pragmatically’. It is Yokoyama's claim that within the regularized
system of the TDM, the pragmatic transfer of subjectively-determined knowledge becomes
apparent.

Yokoyama proposes that in Russian, the connotative transfer of pragmatically-
oriented knowledge, such as a speaker’s personal Empathy, is conveyed by word order.
She employs the TDM in her development of a linear ordering rule that predicts the
arrangement of elements in Russian utterances according to location of knowledge. In this
chapter, the components of the TDM will be examined in general, then with respect to the
manner by which Yokoyama proposes it accounts for the linear arrangement of discourse-
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initial utterances in Russian (taking intonational factors into consideration). The concept of

Empathy will be discussed, with particular attention to lexical choice and interpersonal
distance, auxiliary features which are claimed to promote or inhibit the realization of
speaker Empathy. The linear arrangement of utterances will then be re-examined in light of
the proposed interaction of personal Empathy and related features.

2.1.0 Components
Yokoyama’s TDM (1986) represents an informational discourse exchange in terms
of the ‘relocation’ of knowledge between interlocutors. The main components of the model

are sets A and B and their respective subsets C3 and Cp.1 A and B represent the sum of all

the knowledge possessed by speaker (A) and hearer (B) respectively. Because individuals
cannot concern themselves with all the knowledge they possess simultaneously, subsets Ca

and Cp, represent those “matters of current concern” to A and B respectively. In essence

these are particular matters that the speaker and hearer are thinking about, or are concemed
with at any point during a discourse exchange, or prior to the onset of discourse.
Knowledge sets A and B necessarily overlap (even if interlocutors A and B are physically
removed from one another), since there is always some knowledge shared by human
individuals (consider encyclopaedic knowledge of the world). Knowledge areas A-B and
B-A therefore contain the knowledge that is not shared: items possessed only by A, and
only by B respectively. The sets of current concern C3 and Cp must at least partially
intersect in order to initiate a discourse exchange. The goal of a specific iinguistic
interchange then becomes to effectively bring about a greater overlap of C3 and Cp. In
other words, A wants essentially to replace B’s matters of current concemn with his/her
own. Following a successful discourse transaction therefore, the speaker’s matters of
current concern become (for a moment, at least) also what are of concern to B; sets Ca and

Cp merge completely.

1Y okoyama represents the speaker’s and hearer’s knowledge spheres and intersections thereof using a Venn
diagram. (See Figure 2.1.)



Figure 2.1 The intersection of speaker’s (A) and hearer’s (B) knowledge sets2:

2.1.1 Metinformational and Informational Knowledge

There are essentially two main kinds of knowledge that constitute the larger
knowledge intersections and areas of sets A and B. Yokoyama distinguishes
“metinformational knowledge” as that which “primarily constitutes the means one needs to
obtain or impart information,” from “informational knowledge,” which concerns “objects
and events”, and is “unrglated to the communication process.” (1986:13)

Metinformational knowledge consists of two types, both “knowledge of the CODE”
and “knowledge of the discourse situation.” Possessing knowledge of the CODE means an
interlocutor has sufficient linguistic means (has general knowledge of the lexicon and is
able to apply knowledge of linguistic rules of a particular language) enabling her/him to
satisfactorily decode sentences and process and interpret their meaning. Knowledge of the
discourse situation is defined as “the knowledge of the content and state of the
interlocutor’s set of current concern in relation to the speaker’s set of knowledge and the
matter of current concem” (1986:15). This type of knowledge characterizes the speaker’s
assessment of what is relevant to the hearer (what items are likely to be in the hearer’s

2 Diagram from Yokoyama (1986:5).
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knowledge set). We will return to knowledge of the discourse situation in section 2.1.4

below.

Yokoyama outlines five types of informational knowledge: propositional,
specificational, referential, existential and predicational. Propositional knowledge is defined
as “the speaker’s belief in the truth of ‘bare’ propositions that do not yet contain specific
terms but have specific predicates” (1986:11).

(1) Someone bought something.

(2) Someone went somewhere.

Specificational knowledge is “the knowledge that enables the speaker to replace the
unspecified terms in such propositions with specific terms” (1986:11).

(3) Sammy bought a coat.

(4) Mr. Unger went to Leduc.

A speaker can be said to possess referential knowledge if s/he is able to correlate a set of
unique and ‘subjective’ features (features which are determined to belong to the referent
from the point of view of that particular speaker) with a real-world referent (which may or
may not actually match those characteristics). As far as the speaker is able to say “I know
Mr. Unger” (as in 4 above), in that they can use the title and proper noun {Mr. Unger} to
refer to that subjectively-determined set of features that the speaker deems correspond with
real-world entity {Mr. Unger}, that speaker can be said to possess referential knowledge of
{Mr. Unger}. Another speaker for example may assign completely different features to
{Mr. Unger}, although they both share this referential knowledge.

Referential knowledge corresponds to knowledge of the CODE as discussed above.
General knowledge of the lexicon of a particular language would enable a speaker to
provide a general ‘dictionary’-type definition of an object or event (for example “T know
what a coat is” indicates nothing more than ‘I’ know the meaning of that word - I
understand the linguistic code and am able to provide basic definitions for words of my
language). For example, in utterance (3), the knowledge {a coat} is specificational, though
not referential, in that the speaker is not referring to a particular coat with particular features
that s/he believes match ‘real-world’ entity of a particular coat. The addressee’s knowledge
of the CODE would be sufficient in interpreting the meaning of the utterance, whereas if the



speaker said “Sammy bought the coat”, the hearer would have to possess referential
knowledge of the particular coat that the speaker must be referring to.) Referential
knowledge enables the speaker to provide this same type of “definition’, though the
definition need only satisfy the speaker’s own subjective judgment about what set of
features can be matched by the term of reference to the actual referent.

Propositional, specificational and referential all imply the two other types of
informational knowledge: existential and predicational. These two types of knowledge are
part of every individuals’ knowledge set, as far as we can agree with such general notions
as “things and beings exist, events occur to things and living beings, and living beings
cause things to happen” (1986:12). In specified propositions (3) and (4) above, existential
and predicational knowledge are implied, as far as we can assume from (4) that {Mr.
Unger} exists, and {Leduc} exists (existential knowledge). If unspecified, the existential
knowledge remains, (where ‘somebody’ [person exists] who went ‘somewhere’ [location
exists]) as does the predicational knowledge (minimal knowledge that some unspecified
event occurred).

2.1.2 Discourse Conditions

Certain conditions must be met in order for discourse to take place. Firstly,
interlocutors must actually be “willing to engage in discourse”. Discourse is normally a
cooperative process, particularly when the goal of communication (as in informational
exchanges) is to obtain or transfer (presumably) meaningful knowledge. In this sense,
interlocutors must cooperate in order to aid each other in the communication process and to
successfully and mutually reach their respective communicative goals. Any utterance
therefore (between reasonably rational individuals) should comply at least in some minimal
way with the ‘Cooperative Principle’ as outlined by Grice (1975):

“Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at

which it occurs by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in
which you are engaged.” (1975:45)

A second prerequisite for beginning a discourse requires that the knowledge areas
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Ca and Cp intersect (that CaCp not be a null-set). In other words, there must be some

knowledge items shared by interlocutors in order to proceed with discourse. This
intersection is automatically created once the subsequent discourse conditions are met,
whereby {DEIXIS}, ‘knowledge of the discourse situation,” and a common linguistic code
are established as shared and become the elements that constitute the intersection itself. We

will discuss the contents of the Ca"Cp intersection below.

2.1.2.1 CanCp

The speaker and hearer must be aware of each other and the discourse environment
(though the interlocutors need not be physically accessible to one another; consider a
telephone exchange). This mutual knowledge is often brought about by non-linguistic

means, for example, through eye contact. This mutual knowledge suggests ‘pre-

linguistically’ that the possibility of discourse exists. This mutual awareness of each other
and of the discourse environment (both temporal and spatial/physical) essentially creates the

CanCp intersection, and is represented as { DEIXIS}.3

The speaker must make his/her best attempt to assess the discourse situation
adequately. The knowledge gained by the speaker through his/her subjective assessment is
metinformational knowledge called ‘knowledge of the discourse situation’. Although one
may argue that we are essentially free to utter anything we want to at any given time and to
anyone, regardless of what is likely of current concem to them, if the Cooperative Principle
is met, and the interlocutors are indeed willing to engage in discourse, the speaker then has
assumed the responsibility of trying to make the information exchange run smoothly.

Part of the speaker’s assessment involves establishing whether s/he and the
addressee share the linguistic CODE. Mutual knowledge of the CODE is in itself a
condition for a discourse exchange. Although technically the mutual knowledge of the
CODE cannot be established until something is uttered, (if the speaker has made a wrong

3 Yokoyama provides examples where prelinguistic awareness does not necessarily occur, but allows that
{DEIXIS} in C3nCp can be created simuitaneously with A’s utterance.
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assessment, the hearer may simply not understand and perhaps will not/cannot respond), in

the majority of situations, the speaker can rely on other extralinguistic knowledge to make
an accurate assessment (s’he may know the addressee, the addressee lives in the same
speech community, etc.). Once the CODE is established as shared, that knowledge which
was described as ‘mutual awareness of each other and the discourse environment’, or
{DEIXIS}, can be considered shared referential knowledge, represented as (I, you, here,

now}.

One other type of knowledge present in the CaCp intersection pre-discourse-

initially once the interlocutors have become aware of each other and of the discourse
situation is the minimal predicational knowledge | | P | . One of the interlocutors can ‘see’
that the other has some proposition to convey, but as yet, they only share unspecified
predicational knowledge of “it” (“the event or state of an unspecified proposition that was,
is or will be taking place or existing’).

Consider a pre-discourse situation between two strangers who we know speak the
same language. They share metinformational knowledge in that they have a common
linguistic code. They are aware of each other’s presence, as well as both the physical nature
of the discourse environment and of the time frame in which the discourse is/will be taking
place: the deictic elements. The hearer realizes that the speaker has some proposition to
impart to him/her, therefore they share the predicational knowledge | | P | |. These are the

items that constitute the CanCp knowledge intersection.

2.1.3 Discourse Motivations

Although the CaCy intersection has been created, and interlocutors seem willing
to engage in discourse, the speaker must presumably have some motive for initiating
discourse. We will be concemed only with an informational exchange, although these are
by no means the only purposeful discourse exchanges that take place.4

4 Yokoyama refers also to Jakobson’s “set for CONTACT, or in Malinowski’s terms PHATIC function,”
namely those exchanges which Jakobson (1960:24) suggested serve “..to establish, to prolong, or to
discontinue communication, to check whether the channel works.. to attract the attention of the interlocutor
or to confirm his continued attention.”
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The purpose of an informational exchange is to transfer those knowledge items into

the addressee’s knowledge set which the speaker assumes are not already there, and are
deemed by the speaker to presumably be informationally relevant and of some interest to
the addressee. Assuming that the interlocutors are observing the Cooperative Principle, the
speaker maust further satisfy two of Grice’s communicational Maxims, those of Quantity
and Relevance. Grice’s Maxim of Quantity requires that conversational “contributions” be
“as informative as is required (for the current purposes of the exchange)”, and that they are
not “more informative than is required” (both 1975:45). That is, to be more informative
than is required would likely mean that the speaker has provided information that the
addressee was already aware of. The Maxim of Relevance requires simply that the utterance
“be relevant” (1975:46). In accordance with the Cooperative Principle, it follows that the
responsibility of observing these Conversational Maxims lies both with the speaker and the
hearer. As far as the speaker is obligated to communicate only that information that is
missing from B, and that is relevant to B, hearer B in turn should be expected to assume
that A is in fact complying with the Maxims, and that A wouldn’t be communicating the
information unless A thought it would be both informative and relevant to B.

2.1.4 Assessment

The speaker’s primary motivation in an informational voluntary statement,
therefore, is to provide the hearer with information that is both not already known to the
hearer, and relevant to the hearer. The speaker is thus obligated to assess the current state
of the interlocutor’s knowledge sets and subsequently, those sets in relation to his/her own.
More precisely, in order to proceed with an informational transaction, the speaker must
attempt to determine what knowledge items are or are not located in B and if they do in fact
constitute a part of B’s knowledge, whether they are or are not in Cp. This type of
knowledge, acquired via assessment, is ‘metinformational’, and constitutes a major part of
what Yokoyama terms ‘knowledge of the discourse situation’.

This necessity, to take into consideration the ‘status’ of the interlocutor’s
knowledge, to determine what is important and relevant to the addressee at a particular
point in time, has also been addressed by Chafe (1976), who spoke of “temporary states of
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the addressee’s mind” (1976:28), stating that “language functions effectively only if the

speaker takes account of such states in the mind of the person he is talking to” (1976:27-
28).

If the speaker judges that an item is missing from B, s/he would be justified in
volunteering it, thereby satisfying the Maxim of Quantity.S The speaker must also consider
the degree of relevance his/her intended utterance will have for the addressee. The
speaker’s assessment of Cp, is helpful in establishing Relevance; if knowledge items A
wishes to impart to, or acquire from B, are those which B is currently thinking about, they
will likely be relevant to B.

The accuracy of speaker assessments is dependent on various factors. Firstly, it is
relatively easy to make an accurate assessment based on an interlocutor’s previous
statement. For example, if B has just said “My hamburger is under-cooked”, speaker A can
be reasonably certain about what items are currently in Cp. In the absence of prior
discourse however, (discourse-initially), the speaker often relies on various extralinguistic
signals. For example, a patron in a restaurant could logically assume that a question posed
to the waiter about the soup du jour would be relevant to B.

In discourse-initial situations such as these, the speaker can never be completely

certain as to the current state of Cp. Even if the most minimal CaNCp intersection exists

however, (the interlocutors are aware of each other, both seem willing to engage in
discourse, they share knowledge of the CODE), the speaker can often safely build an
utterance around those items that have been established as shared (though ‘pre-
linguistically’), namely { DEIXIS} and | | P | |. Hence the relative frequency with which
conversations are initiated and statements volunteered, that begin with “you”, or are built
around the other items in {DEIXIS} (Yokoyama:1986:47-48).

The amount of previously established mutual knowledge shared by A and B also
becomes an important factor affecting the accuracy of speaker’s assessments. The amount
of shared knowledge, in turn, is highly dependent on the proximity (personal/intellectual/
social) of the interlocutors. Factors such as the degree to which interlocutors’ life

5 Likewise, the speaker can justify a question by assuming that items missing from his/her knowledge set,
are in fact, present in B's.
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experiences, attitudes and prejudices coincide, the amount of previous discourse they have

engaged in, as well as the lack or abundance of similar interests and tastes, all influence the
interpersonal distance between interlocutors. As the proximity between interlocutors
increases, the area of overlap of A’s and B’s knowledge sets also increases. There is a
larger pool of previously-established shared knowledge, which the speaker, aware of this
interpersonal distance, can assess with much more precision.

Thus the success of informational discourse exchanges weighs heavily on
interlocutors’ knowledge of the discourse situation, and their respective abilities to assess
the state of each other’s knowledge set(s) in their entirety adequately and accurately. Not

only is the assessment of CaCp important to the utterance, but an adequate assessment of

the addressee’s entire knowledge set B (apart from Cp) extremely important, particularly in

determining what is in fact relevant and worthy of communicating. In particular, we are
concerned with discourse-initial statements that satisfy both the Maxims of Quantity and
Relevance. In such situations, the speaker essentially volunteers information, motivated by
the assumptions that the specified propositional knowledge is missing from the addressee’s
knowledge set, and is somehow relevant to the addressee.

2.1.5 Misassessment and Imposition

Regardless of how sensitive a speaker attempts to be in carefully balancing his/her
own communicational goals with consideration for what may be of current concern and
informationally relevant to the hearer, s/he can never be completely accurate in his/her
assessments, and understandably so, in that the speaker is essentially trying to evaluate the
status of the hearer’s consciousness.

Yokoyama claims that misassessments are of two types: A may assume that
something is part of Cp when it is actually located elsewhere in B’s knowledge set, or A
may assume that something is in B’s knowledge set which is not there at all. We are
concemned with the first type of misassessment, which Yokoyama calls an “imposition”,
occurring when “the speaker assumes that something that currently concerns the speaker
also concemns the addressee” (1986:60).
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We mentioned above that the hearer is also obliged, by the terms of the Cooperative

Principle, to assist the speaker in making discourse run smoothly. Yokoyama suggests that
in the case of misassessment, the hearer will respond with an “adjustment”, in essence,
assisting the speaker by communicating somehow that his/her assessment was misguided.
For example, if the speaker volunteers the discourse-initial statement “Lucy left for St.
Petersburg today”’, and the hearer in fact knows two individuals named Lucy, the addressee
may respond with an adjustment such as: “Which Lucy, Lucy Jones or Lucy Smith?”,
thereby supplying information about his/her knowledge sets, and requesting further
refinement of the terms.

Again, the interpersonal distance between interlocutors comes into play, but apart
from its role in affecting the accuracy of assessment, here it determines the relative freedom
with which the speaker can make impositions.

*...how presumptuous we allow ourselves to be with our interlocutors
depends on various psychological and sociological factors. Generally, the
closer we feel to the interlocutor, the less pertinent to his/her current matter
of concern our own matters of concern need to be in order for us to feel free

to impose them.” (1986:60)

In fact, any discourse-initial statement can be considered an imposition in its entirety, as far
as the speaker’s goal essentially is to shift B’s attention away from those items in Cp, and
onto those presently in Ca. Not all misassessments, however, require and result in
adjustments by the hearer. In the previous example regarding Lucy Jones and Lucy Smith,
the hearer had to straighten out the terms in order for discourse to proceed. If the hearer did
know of the particular Lucy that the speaker was referring to, Yokoyama claims that the
cooperative hearer makes a “‘silent, metinformational adjustment”, simply by accepting the

terms of Cj into the established, minimal content of C3Cp. This impositional statement,

therefore, would likely be accepted by the addressee without adjustment, particularly if the

interlocutors were fairly close.
Though an extreme example, consider the same statement “Lucy left for St.
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Petersburg today”’, uttered by the speaker to a complete stranger. An extreme imposition

such as this would likely leave the addressee highly confused; the hearer cannot readily
accept the terms of C; into C3NCy as they are completely irrelevant. A speaker’s statement

to a complete stranger: “A friend of mine left for St. Petersburg today”, where at least an
indefinite noun is used, is still an imposition, although it is not as extreme as the first
example, where the speaker has assumed that “Lucy” (the specified referential knowledge)
would be somehow relevant to the addressee. Conversely, if the speaker said ‘“Mrs. Lucy
Smith left for St. Petersburg today”, to an addressee in the same close-knit social circle as
both Lucy and the speaker (in which she is invariably addressed as “Lucy”), the addressee
may be confused, or may sense sarcasm or humour in the statement. Furthermore, the
imposition’s acceptability increases if extralinguistic signals point to its relevance. For
example, the statement “A friend of mine left for St. Petersburg today” may be deemed
informationally relevant to a stranger on a bus who the speaker notices is reading a book
about St. Petersburg.

We can see, therefore, how interpersonal distance as well as extralinguistic factors
affect the freedom with which speakers make impositions resulting from misassessments of
the content of the addressee’s knowledge sets in relation to his/her own. We have also
touched on the role lexical choice has on the relative acceptability of impositions, a factor
which will be important in our discussion of Empathy below.

2.1.6 Linear Order Predictions

Yokoyama’s model of discourse transactions predicts the linear order of sentence
constituents in discourse-initial voluntary informational statements in Russian in accordance
with the location of knowledge specified by the constituent, as it has been determined by
the speaker’s assessment of the discourse situation. Consider these examples presented by

Yokoyama (1986:217, 221):6

6Y okoyama also considers examples such as ‘K vam prisla Galina Petrovna’ (Galina Petrovna came to see
you, (1986:217)), ‘U nas poxolodalo’ (It's turned cold here, (1986:221)), etc. Yokoyama considers ‘u nas’
(genitive, ‘at us’), and ‘k vam’ (dative, ‘to you’) to be the referential items in these examples, referring
essentially to ‘vy’ (you) and ‘my’ (we). We have exciuded from our study utterances that involve such
prepositional phrases in light of the fact that these phrases have a ‘locational’ status that may affect their
linear placement in other ways.
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§) Vas spraSivaet kakoj-to Celovek. DO-V-§
you-gen. asks some person
“Some guy is asking for you.”

6) Etogo pamja otlupil xuligan. DO-V-S
this guy-acc. beat up hooligan-nom.
“A hooligan beat up this guy.”

7) Menja iskljutili. DO-S
me-gen. expelled
“I was expelled.”

8) Prisla Galina Petrovna. V-S
arrived Galina Petrovna-nom.
“Galina Petrovna arrived.”

9) Vam prislali Ivanovy priglaSenie. I0-V-S-DO
you-dat. sent Ivanovs -nom. invitation-acc.
“The Ivanovs sent you an invitation.”

Now consider the location of referential knowledge of the constituents:

CaCp: Vas, Etogo parnja, Menja,Vam; are all deictic elements that refer to {I,
you, here, now} or constitute part of the direct discourse environment. Erogo
parnja = ‘this’ guy - can be pointed to.)

Ca(B-Cp): Galina Petrovna, Ivanovy; B is aware that Galina Petrovna, the
Ivanovs exist, but is not thinking about them right now.

AN(C; -B): Kakoj-to éelovek, xuligan; these discourse referents are new to B.

If we consider the sentences again, this time replacing the sentence constituents with the
locations of knowledge, a linear ordering pattern emerges:

(5) CanCp -— V —not filled-— AN(C;3 -B)
(6) CanCp -— V —not filled-—- AN(C; -B)
N CarCp-—V

(8) —not filled—- V - Car(B-Cp)

(9) CanCp — V - Can(B-Cp) - ANY(C3 -B)
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Items in CaCp precede the verb, items in Ca(B-Cyp) follow the verb; items in

AN(C3a-B) follow those in Ca(B-Cp). In other words, items that are of shared current

concern, namely deictic elements and | | P | |, occur utterance-initially, followed by items
that are in A’s set of current concern (are known to B, but not in B’s set of current
concemn), followed by items that are unknown to B. Note that all the slots need not
necessarily be filled, and that more than one constituent may occur in any of the knowledge
intersection slots. In the discourse-initial situation therefore, in the absence of referential

items in CagCp (you, me here, now; referential items that ‘point’ to items/individuals in

the physical discourse environment (as in (4)), the verb will occur utterance-initially.
The resulting order of constituents in terms of assessed locations of knowledge is

therefore:

(10) CanCp - V - Can(B-Cp) - AN(Ca-B)

This order reflects the speaker’s metinformational knowledge. At this point, it is
important to note provisionally that the order of sentence constituents in (5) to (9)
corresponds to the ordering template determined by locations of knowledge, irrespective of
grammatical relations. In all of these examples in fact, the subject is in post-verbal location.
In (5)-(7) and (9), the object appears pre-verbally. We will see that this linear order,
determined exclusively in terms of locations of knowledge, is (for these examples) in direct
opposition to grammatical orders.

Other permutations of utterances (5) to (9) are deemed unacceptable (with neutral
intonation, see below). Note also that these ‘unacceptable’ variants generally follow a
canonical grammatical order in which Subjects precede Objects.

(11) *Kakoj-to Eelovek vas sprasivaet. S-DO-V

(12) *Xuligan &togo parnja izbil. S-DO-V

(13) *Ivanovy prislali priglaSenie vam. S-V-DO-IO

(14) *PriglaSenie Ivanovy prislali vam. DO-S-V-IO

Although they convey the same denotative/intended informational knowledge as
their corresponding acceptable variants, it is the transfer of metinformational knowledge
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(connotative/unintended) obtained through assessment of the discourse situation that

determines the acceptable linear arrangement of elements in a particular context.
We have not yet discussed intonation, one final important factor that further impacts
on the acceptability of discourse-initial utterances ordered according to the linear-ordering

rule proposed above.

2.1.7 Intonation
Yokoyama identifies two intonational types in order to isolate those utterances, or

portions thereof, which use word order exclusively to convey metinformational

knowledge. Yokoyama proposes that Russian intonation be defined in terms of “sentential
stress’’7 ; the two intonational types thus consist of one which has, and one which lacks,

sentential stress.8 The type which lacks ‘stress’ is generally considered to be the neutral,
unmarked contour. The other has a pronounced ‘sentential’ (also referred to as ‘logical’
stress) which grants it an emphatic, emotive, marked status.

A Type I utterance is characterized by a lack of sentential stress, and is realized by a
“potentially iterative phonemic rising contour tone LH (L = "Low”, H ="High”),
concluded by a falling contour tone HL.” (1986:183) Generally speaking, this intonational
type is considered ‘neutral’ or ‘narrative’ intonation, (as opposed to ‘expressive’ or
‘emotive’ variants). Further, Yokoyama incorporates the concept of ‘downstep’ into her
formulation, noting that regardless of how many syntagmas, or intonation units, there are
in a given utterance, each is pronounced progressively lower than the previous one. She
suggests that Type I be expressed as “(\LH\nHL), where n is the number of non-final

7 The term ‘sentential stress’ is used by Yokoyama (1986). The intonational type that correlates to this
contour with sentential stress in traditional accounts of Russian word order is referred to as ‘emphatic’ or
‘emotive’ (marked) intonation, with ‘logical’ stress.

8 The Russian intonational system is traditionally described (Bryzgunova 1977) in terms of IKs
(Intonacionnye konstrukcii), intonational contours, each with an intonational centre, that express a variety
of meanings. According to these accounts, uiterances consist of one, or are divided into syntagmas, a
syntagma defined as “an intonation unit consisting of one or more closely knit words associated with or
expressing one meaning determined by a given situation” (Bratus 1972:5). Each syntagma then, has its own
intonational contour, which is determined by the required meaning of the utterance. Yokoyama remarks that
“syntacticians operating with the notions of both sentential stress and word order... nomnally assume only
one sentential stress per discreet utterance™ (1986:181), noting that regardless of the number of syntagmatic
segmentations that can be made in an utterance, and the number of different IKs that are employed on them,
only one intonational center bears (at the same time) the sentential stress.
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syntagmas, and \ \ indicates the range over which downstep is implemented” (1986:183).

Loosely schematized, intonation Type I looks like: (Yokoyama 1982)

N M
\LHyHL: LH LH LH HL

Essentially, an utterance can have any number of LH tones, each pronounced ata
progressively lower tone (downstep), where n=0 in a monosyntagmatic utterance.
Yokoyama identifies a benefit to her proposed notation; it can account for different speeds
of speech. If speech is slowed, there may be more syntgagmatic divisions, but the
intonation type does not change - there are simply more LH tones. We can see how word
order reflects the location of knowledge in Type I utterances in Yokoyama'’s examples

(1986:190):
(15) X: Kto napisal Evgenija Onegina?
Who wrote Eugene Onegin-acc?
“Who wrote Eugene Onegin?”

(16) Y: Evgenija Onegina napisal Puskin.

Eugene Onegin-gen wrote Pushkin-acc.

‘“Pushkin wrote Eugene Onegin.”
When (16) is uttered using Type I intonation in response to X’s question (15), “the
underlying tones are implemented from left to right and the order of elements reflects the
metinformational knowledge of the speaker.” (1986:191) There is a rising HL on the first
syntagm (or first two syntagmas, depending on the speed of speech), and the falling
contour tone (HL) falls on { Puskin}. { Evgenija Oneginal}, is located utterance-initially in

CanCp as it is in both the interlocutors sets of current concem; X asked about it in his/her

question and now Y shares this knowledge. The answer { Puskin}, obviously missing
from the X’s knowledge set (hence the request for information), is therefore located in
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either Can(B-Cp) or AnY(C, -B)9 and appears utterance-finally. Essentially, the order
proceeds from left to right according to the ordering template proposed in (10) above.

The role of word order in the transfer of metinformational knowledge in Russian is
particularly apparent when one considers the English translations of sentences (16) and
(18):

(17) X: Kakoj roman napisal Puskin?

What novel-acc wrote Pushkin-acc?
“What novel did Pushkin write?”
(18) Y: Puskin napisal Evgenija Onegina.

Pushkin-nom wrote Eugene Onegin-acc.
“Pushkin wrote Eugene Onegin.”

In the Russian answer (18), with Type I intonation, again the order of elements

reflects the metinformational knowledge of the speaker. This time, the item in A~(Ca-B)/

Can(B-Cp) is {Evgenija Onegina} and appears utterance-finally. Note that the word order
in the corresponding English answers in (16) and (18) is identical; the sentential stress10 on

each however, falls on the item in AN(Ca-B) / Can(B-Cp). Therefore in English, the item

that has the sentential stress is the one which is situated in AN(Cz-B), while in the Russian

Type I utterances, the transfer of the same metinformational knowledge is conveyed
exclusively by word order.

In contrast, intonation Type 1l is characterized by the presence of sentential stress.
Sentential stress is defined by Yokoyama as “that stress which marks the knowledge item
that would occur in utterance-final position, were the same sentence to be uttered with
intonation Type I instead” (1986:191). In essence, utterances with sentential stress have
‘normally-utterance-final’ knowledge items that have been preposed. Characteristic of Type
II is that no rising stresses can occur after the sentential stress, (therefore there can be no

9 The item would be situated in Can(B-Cp) if, in Y's assessment of the discourse situation, s/he determined

that X definitely knew of the item, but had temporarily forgotien about it, or likely was not thinking about
it at the present time. The item would be sitmated in A~(Cj -B) if Y assessed that the item was unknown to

X.
10 The location of stress in Type II utterances will hereafter be marked with bold type.
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syntagmatic segmentation after it). Essentially, the material over which the item bearing the

sentential stress has been preposed, is joined to the preposed item. Yokoyama maintains
that although no metinformational knowledge is conveyed by the item that carries the
sentential stress, the remaining items in Type II utterances still convey metinformational
knowledge. These types of utterances (Type II) generally correspond to so-called
‘expressive’ intonation. Type II variants of (16) and (18) respectively:

(19) Jevgenija Onegina PuSkin napisal.

(20) Puskin Jevgenija Onegina napisal.
The utterance-final items in the corresponding Type I variants have been preposed and bear
the sentential stress. The verb {napisal} is joined to the preposed item and is pronounced in
a low tone with no rises.

It seems undesirable to define an intonational type in terms of word order, though
in the scope of this study it is a circular problem we will not be able to reconcile.1! It has

always been recognized that word order and intonation are inter-related. Adamec
(1973:131) notes as well (from a Functional Sentence Perspective standpoint) that word
order and sentential stress are closely related, submitting that a particular word order must
be considered along with the location of sentential stress. The circularity may stem
unavoidably from the fact that regularity is clearly seen whereby rhematic elements are
indeed preposed when “neutral” intonation is not employed (and vice versa).

Word order studies based on Functional Sentence Perspective (Theme-Rheme
organization; cf. Adamec 1973; Kovtunova 1969, 1970; Krylova and Xavronina 1976,
1989; Valgina 1973) consider ‘stylistically colored’ or expressive intonational variants
coincident with marked word orders. Utterances that follow the Theme - Rheme (objective)
order have neutral intonation. Rheme - Theme order or discontiguous (e.g. Theme - Rheme
- Theme) order (subjective or ‘inverted’) are said to occur concurrent with ‘emotive’ or
‘expressive’ intonation. In FSP terms, the general view is that the two (objective and
subjective) orders are essentially synonymous for a given utterance. Those in which the
Rheme has been preposed from its usual utterance-final position and bears the sentential

11 Yokoyama submits that it seems to “reflect an inadmissable confusion of levels” but maintains that it is
done in order to “formulate a rule for the placement of sentential stress in terms of non-phonological
parameters” (both 1986:191).
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stress, are thought to differ from the correlating “objective’ orders only in that they are

stylistically colored. In fact, their explanation seems to mirror Yokoyama’s. Where
Yokoyama suggests that the sentential stress in Type II is carried by the sentence
constituent that would appear utterance-finally in Type I, Krylova and Xavronina maintain
that the intonational nucleus in ‘emotive speech’ is placed on the ‘misplaced Rheme’, which
also appears utterance-finally in neutral variants. These items are intonationally ‘marked’ as
having been moved from their most ‘neutral’ placement (utterance-final). In fact, it seems
the main difference between the two intonational frameworks is that Yokoyama does not
want to refer to Type II as necessarily expressive or emotive.

For the purpose of this study, we will attempt to analyze the intonational contours
in terms of the 2-Type system proposed by Yokoyama, despite the fact that it may mirror
previous accounts and for the moment disregarding the circular foundation of the
framework.

We must now return to our examples (5) to (9). These utterances are acceptable
discourse-initially when uttered with Type I intonation, and would be unacceptable
discourse-initially with Type II. Similarly, alternative orderings of the same sentences
would be acceptable discourse-initially when uttered with the second (Type II) intonational
type, though not with Type L. That is, when the order of the utterance from left to right
reflects the metinformational knowledge of the speaker, it is acceptable discourse-initially
with Type I intonation.

2.1.8 The discourse-initial situation

That the statements under consideration occur ‘discourse-initially’ is extremely
important in accordance with the parameters of Yokoyama’s model. Previously referred to
by Yokoyama as ‘all-new’ (1982) or ‘all-unpredictable’ (1984), Yokoyama posits these
statements as those first uttered, for example, when the speaker enters a room where the
hearer is or vice versa. They may occur in response to a general question, ‘Nu, cto
novogo ?’(“So/Well, what’s new?”), or after a greeting or an introductory phrase, such as
‘Vy znaete,’ (2nd p.p. - formal), ‘Ty znaes’(2nd p.s. - familiar) (“’You know,” = "Guess
what?”"). The narrated event being conveyed in the utterance is unpredictable, although the
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specified referential knowledge of the participants of the narrated event need not be ‘new’,

in the sense that they may be unknown (o the hearer.
The discourse-initial situation is significant in that it is characterized formally by a
lack of shared referential knowledge in the Ca"Cp intersection. At first glance, it may scem

that this situation does not occur frequently enough to merit investigation. It is only in this
instance however, that word order selections can be made without being influenced by
prior discourse. Recall that once a statement has been made, the entire proposition

conveyed is relocated into CanCp. The speaker then has at his/her disposal this newly-

acquired knowledge around which to build his/her next statement. It is clearly easier for the
speaker to assess the state of the interlocutor’s knowledge sets as well as the potential
relevance of further transferable knowledge once a statement has been made; a ‘theme’ has
been established.

In the discourse-initial instance however, the effects of speaker subjectivity are
amplified. The speaker does his/her best to adequately assess the content of the
interlocutor’s knowledge sphere, and to determine what is informationally relevant to the
addressee. Insofar as the communicative goal of a discourse-initial statement is to redirect
the addressee’s attention onto items located in Cy, concern for one’s own matter of concern
inevitably take, or have a greater potential to take precedence, depending on interpersonal
distance. It is the discourse-initial situation therefore, in which impositions resulting from
the expression of personal Empathy will be especially apparent and worthy of concentrated

analysis.

2.19 Summary
Yokoyama’s TDM therefore represents the transfer of knowledge between

participants in discourse in terms of ‘locations of knowledge’. The first step in proceeding
in discourse is for interlocutors to enter into a communicative ‘contract’, whereby they are
willing to engage in discourse and agree to proceed in accordance with communicative
maxims of Relevance, Quantity and Quality. An intersection of A’s and B’s sets of current
concem is created pre-linguistically or simultaneously with the first utterance, whereby they
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share a common CODE, minimal predicational knowledge || P ||, as well as knowledge of

the specified referential items that constitute { DEIXIS}. Having some proposition to impart
to the hearer, the speaker determines, through his/her assessment of the discourse situation,
where the knowledge items to be relocated are situated in the interlocutor’s knowledge set
vis-2-vis his/her own, and structures his/her utterance accordingly. In Russian, the
appropriate linear order reflecting the speaker’s metinformational knowledge with Type I

intonation, is one in which shared items (in CaCp) occur utterance-initially, followed by

the verb, followed by items in Ca(B-Cp) and AN(C;a-B) respectively. In other words,

items that are of common current concern appear first, followed by those that are known to
B, but not of current concem, then by those that are altogether unknown to B. In Type II
utterances, the last item in Type I is preposed and bears the sentential stress.

The reader may wonder, in what way does the TDM differ from other linearization
concepts that may already be said to explain the linear order of constituents in Russian,
such as the notions of Given/New and Theme/Rheme? Admittedly, a crude interpretation of
Yokoyama's ordering schema would seem to loosely correlate to a communicative flow that

proceeds from given to new. Items in CaCp seem to be those that are ‘given’ (Theme),

while items in Ca(B-Cp) and ArY(Ca-B) could be interpreted to be those that are ‘new’,

or that the utterance is about (Rheme). Yokoyama does not disregard the validity of such
concepts in her analysis, but suggests that the TDM surpasses them in the way in which it
represents more precisely the status of different knowledge items. An important refinement
is made, whereby the TDM allows for the expression of degrees of newness/givenness in
terms of where the information is located in the speaker’s and hearer’s knowledge
intersections, as assessed by the speaker. There are two kinds of ‘new’: that which is of

current concern to both interlocutors (CaCb) and that which is already known/given to the

hearer, but is soon to become of current concern to him/her (Can(B-Cb). Only A (Ca-B)

items are assessed (by the speaker) to be completely new/unknown to the hearer.
Having posited a linear ordering rule that reflects the transfer of metinformational
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knowledge for Russian, Yokoyama notes further that another type of subjective knowledge

can likewise be encoded into utterances, namely speaker attitude. She identifies one type of
speaker attitude - personal Empathy - and notes that its manifestation can be seen in an
interaction with the linear ordering principles already posited for discourse-initial utterances
in Russian. Lexical choice, the use of diminutive forms in particular, is distinguished as
one feature that identifies discourse referents as High Empathy items, which are thus
expected to be imposed due to speaker Empathy. Furthermore, the interpersonal distance
between interlocutors is identified as one of the main factors that permits or inhibits a
speaker’s display of personal Empathy, which therefore plays an important role in the
prediction of linear arrangements potentially affected by Empathy constraints.

2.2.0 Empathy

Yokoyama suggests that the speaker can identify with and show personal concern
for discourse referents, and that the results of this speaker Empathy manifest themselves in
word order in Russian. The concept of Empathy was first introduced by Kuno and
Kaburaki (1977), Kuno (1976, 1987) who describe it in terms of varying degrees of
identification the speaker has toward a particular discourse referent (or referents), that is,
the individual(s) who participate/s in the event that s/he talks about in an utterance. Kuno
and Kaburaki have investigated various syntactic phenomena as they interact with Empathy
in both English and Japanese, in particular, the effects of Empathy on reflexivization and
the existence of ‘Empathy’ verbs. Empathy has also been seen to affect reflexivization in
Russian (Yokoyama and Klenin 1977; Yokoyama 1991) and Icelandic (Thrdinsson 1976).

In general, Empathy is considered to be one of many relative notions (topicality,
givenness, definiteness, etc.) subsumed under the broader topic ‘familiarity’. The concept
of Empathy as introduced by Kuno and Kaburaki has its correlates with Ertel’s (1977)
notion ‘closeness to the speaker’s cognitive field’ and Zubin’s (1979) concept of ‘focus of
interest’. All such concepts coincide in that they are “dependent on variables intemal to the
speaker’” (Siewierska 1988:61).The Empathy perspective is on one level related to animacy
hierarchies. Essentially, one empathizes more with oneself over other human beings, with
human beings over animals/’other’ animate, and with animate beings over inanimate
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objects/abstract entities. The Empathy perspective as we will be investigating it however, is

more specific in terms of relative degrees of Empathy within one category. The Empathy
hierarchy is sensitive to the speaker’s ‘point-of-view’ relative to participants which are of
equal status on an animacy hierarchy.

Kuno and Kaburaki explain the Empathy perspective in terms of the vantage point
or particular ‘camera angle’ from which the speaker relates the event. They demonstrate
that any alteration in the speaker’s camera angle or the vantage point from which s/he views
the ‘event’, will effect the syntactic arrangement of the utterance. For example, if the
speaker positions him/herself equidistant from both Mary and John, the utterance realized
may be “John hit Mary.” If the speaker views this narrated event at a vantage point closer to
John, the resulting utterance may be “John hit his wife”, whereas a speaker empathizing
with Mary may say “Mary’s husband hit her” or “Mary was hit by John.”

With respect to the last two utterances, Kuno (1987:207) suggests that in the case
of a descriptor, for example, (Mary), and another descriptor that is dependent on the former
(Mary’s husband), the speaker is empathizing with ‘Mary’ more than with ‘Mary’s
husband’.!2 By using the descriptor ‘Mary’s husband’ to refer to ‘John’, the speaker
invokes a characterization of John that is dependent on Mary (1987:204). Kuno and
Kaburaki also argue that in the environment of the by-passive agentive, the speaker is
empathizing more with the referent of the subject.!3 They also note that there cannot be

more than one focus of the speaker’s Empathy in one utterance.14 Thus, the sentence
“Mary’s husband hit his wife” (where ‘Mary’s husband’ indicates Empathy is on Mary,
while in ‘his wife’ = ‘John’s wife’, John is empathized with, ‘wife’ being dependent on
John) is marginal, if not completely unacceptable.

One of Kuno and Kaburaki’s observations that is particularly re'evant to the present
study concerns the use of ‘Empathy adjectives’. They suggest that expressions such as

12 The Descriptor Empathy Hierarchy: ‘Given descriptor (x), (Mary), and another that is dependent upon
(x), Mary’s husband), the speaker’s Empathy with (x) is greater than with f(x). (Kuno 1987:432)

13 The Surface Structure Empathy Hierarchy: It is easiest for the speaker to empathize with the referent of
the subject; it is next easiest for him to empathize with the referent of the object... It is next to impossible
for the speaker to empathize with the referent of the by-passive agentive. (Kuno and Kaburaki 1977:646)

14 The Ban on Conflicting Empathy Foci: A single sentence cannot contain two or more conflicting foci of
the speaker’s Empathy. (Kuno 1987:432).
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‘beloved’ and ‘dear old’ can only be used when the speaker strongly identifies with, or

views the narrated event from a vantage point close to the experiencer of those feelings.
Essentially, these adjectives explicitly describe internal feelings and attitudes, and are
therefore most often used by speakers to convey their own feeling: ‘my dear old friend..’
When they are used to describe someone else’s feelings, however, Kuno and Kaburaki
suggest that the speaker must empathize with that person (participant of the narrated event)
in order to somehow plausibly convey the third party’s ‘internal feeling’. Otherwise, the
resulting utterance, they suggest, may convey sarcasm or sound like quotation. i.e. ‘My
boss talked to me about his beloved wife.’

The sentences examined are all of the type: ‘X talked to Y about his/her beloved/
dear old Z.” Though the discourse referent that is described using the terms “dear old’ or
‘beloved’ (Z) is not the one empathized with, the fact that Kuno and Kaburaki suggest that
the speaker must be aware of a close interpersonal distance between him/herself and the
discourse referent who's internal feelings s/he is expressing, (X’s), explicitly shows how
the speaker must be conscious of all such relative vantage points. For example, in this case,
not only does the speaker choose to use the Empathy adjective ‘dear old’ or ‘beloved’, but
in order to use it without sarcasm, the speaker must have a high degree of Empathy for X.
The speaker is able, in a sense, to know X’s thoughts; that X would sincerely use the
adjectives ‘dear old’ and ‘beloved’ in this context when speaking about Z.

Ertel’s (1977) investigations into subject selection deal with similar concepts from a
psychological angle. He suggests that although there are numerous ‘nominal phrases’
(cognitive units) in a speaker’s mind at one time, that s/he cannot communicate them all
simultaneously. He suggests that the production of a sentence centres around a selection
process called “nominal seizing”, the unit that is seized then serving as the reference point
upon which to build the rest of the sentence.

“.if the subject of a sentence represents a cognitive unit that has been

mentally seized by the speaker one should expect symptoms of relative
closeness between the subject element and the speaker’s ego.” (1977:147.)

One of Ertel’s tests involved an analysis of newspaper write-ups about local soccer
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matches. He hypothesized that the notion of closeness to the speaker’s/writer’s ego would

correlate to a social distinction between ‘my group’ and ‘the other group.’ Sentences in
which a player from each team was mentioned (one in the nominative case, the other in an
oblique case or prepositional phrase) were analyzed. Indeed, the reporters put players from
the home teams in the nominative case more than twice as frequently as their opponents.
(Home team players were as consistently mentioned in the nominative case even when their
team was defeated.)

Although Ertel’s investigations centre on the anchoring of the subject in terms of
what knowledge items are closest to the speaker’s cognitive field, (while we predict word-
order variations independent of subject-status of such knowledge items), his investigations
further support the notion that speakers’ perceptions and point of view do play an important
role in the formation of utterances.

Similarly, Zubin notes that such ‘egocentric’ tendencies are involved when a
speaker focusses his/her interest on one over another entity in discourse, and that these
egocentric biases are encoded grammatically in the Focus System in German. He remarks
that:

“Given the choice of focussing interest on one of several entities in an
event, the speaker will choose the entity closest to ego on the scale.”
(1979:478)

The scale relative to the ego:
speaker > hearer > other person > inanimate > abstract

central peripheral
In order to test the hypothesis that speakers are egocentric when selecting entities toward
which to direct their focus, Zubin analyzed sentences from two written samples (a novel
and a scientific journal), counting the number of instances in which the speaker/writer uses
the nominative case when referring to himself and when referring to other discourse
participants that are further away from the EGO on the scale. The results support the
hypothesis that the nominative case is used progressively less often to refer to entities that
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are outside the focus of interest of the speaker, proportionate to their location respective to

the EGO on the scale. The use of the nominative case indicates an entity is in the speaker’s
focus of interest; entities in the dative and accusative cases are not in the speaker’s focus.

The notions of Empathy, familiarity and ‘focus of interest’ have been seen to
primarily condition subject selection. Their effect on linear precedence relations seems
secondary since in the languages discussed, such egocentric realizations coincide with and
support the existing dominant grammatical orders. They are therefore ‘seen as providing
the motivation for the almost universal preference to position the subject before the object’
(Siewierska:1988:61).

It is suggested however, by Yokoyama’s TDM, that Russian word order strategies
are conditioned by pragmatic roles over grammatical relations. If we focus on transitive
Subject-Verb-Object constructions, taking into account the fact that passivization in Russian
occurs rather infrequently, we may argue that the same speaker-centred phenomena occur
in Russian, though do not result in an ‘Empathized-with’ or ‘nominally-seized’ constituent
to necessarily, or to as regularly appear as subject or agent. Comrie (1989:81) notes that the
Russian equivalent of the English sentence ‘Masha was killed by Tanja’ would be ‘Masu
ubila Tanja.’ That s, in English, ‘Masha’ is the HE (High Empathy) constituent (as per
Kuno and Kaburaki’s Surface Structure Empathy Hierarchy Rule, (where E(x) signifies
Empathy for (x)), E(subject)>E(by-agentive) (1987:207); E(Masha)>E(Tanja)). In the
Russian version, Masa is not subjectivized, but is the direct object in the accusative case
and appears utterance-initially. The passive variant is possible, ‘Masa byla ubita Tanjej’
where Masa has undergone subjectivization, though this alternative is much less likely to
occur.

Bivon (1971:9) similarly offers that the English translation of the Russian sentence
‘Petra nenavidel Ivan.’ (“Peter-acc - hates - Ivan-nom.”) is one which involves a passive
construction: ‘Peter was hated by Ivan.’ Borras and Christian (1959:384) note that “the
object in Russian is often placed first in the first sentence of a story when it is uppermost in
the author’s mind and he wishes to bring it first to the reader’s attention... The same effect
may be achieved in English by the use of a passive construction”. If Kuno and Kaburaki’s
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Surface Structure Empathy Hierarchy Rule rightly indicates that the subject is the HE item,

and the passivized item is LE, and the Russian correlates provided are indeed the preferred
translations, a comparison of the English and Russian variants suggest that though
Empathy processes are universally manifest, their realizations differ between languages.
Where HE constituents are subjectivized (or ‘nominally-seized’) in English and
German, based on the HE status of an item arising from identification or closeness felt by
the speaker, we suggest that HE constituents in Russian will be imposed into the CanCp

knowledge intersection regardless of case, and will thus occur pre-verbally.

2.2.1 Empathy and the interlocutor

Since Yokoyama’s TDM has as one of its base elements the necessity of the speaker
to assess the discourse situation (the current state of the interlocutor’s knowledge sets in
relation to his/her own), she broadens the notion of Empathy as presented by Kuno and
Kaburaki in two ways. First of all Empathy must encompass not only the speaker’s
subjectively-determined vantage point relative to discourse participants, but also the
‘assumed’ vantage point(s) of the hearer relative to the discourse participants. Secondly,
the interpersonal distance between the speaker and hearer must be considered.

In essence, Yokoyama integrates the idea of assessment of the discourse situation
with the Empathy perspective, taking into account not only the degree to which the speaker
identifies with discourse participants, but as well, the assessment (likelihood) of whether or
not the addressee shares the degree of identification, and the subsequent adjustment of the
utterance (via word order alternations in Russian) to account for it. For example,
appropriate usage of a diminutive name in Russian (to refer to a discourse participant) must
reflect the relationship between the speaker and the discourse referent, as well as the
relationship between the hearer and the discourse referent. The ability of the speaker to
assess the appropriateness of his/her diminutive usage is further conditioned by the
interpersonal distance between the interlocutors themselves. (We will discuss this matter
further in 2.2.2 below.)

Chafe (1976) considered Empathy as one factor that influences the status of nouns,
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noting that a noun may ‘represent the point of view the speaker is taking, or with whom the

speaker if empathizing’ (1976:28). As we mentioned earlier however, Chafe also noted that
a speaker adjusts his speech upon consideration of the ‘temporary states of the addressee’s
mind’ (1976:28). Not only is the speaker able to view events and states from his/her point
of view, but s/he is also able (and according to the Cooperative Principle, is perhaps
obliged) to view events and states through the eyes of others. Manifestations of Empathy
cannot be considered only from the speaker’s perspective, but must reflect (or at least
consider the potential for there to be) a balance between speaker-motivated manifestations
of Empathy and the speaker’s efforts to accomodate the temporary states of the addressee’s
mind.15

Earlier, we discussed how the interpersonal distance between the interlocutors
dictates to a great extent the accuracy and relative freedom with which the speaker is able to
make assessments of what is of current concem to the addressee. Therefore, not only is the
speaker’s Empathy with discourse participants important in determining the final form of
the utterance, but the relationship between the speaker and hearer, and assumed relationship
between the hearer and the discourse referents are also involved. The result is an extremely
complex triangular relationship that is highly dependent on the speaker’s subjectivity and
personal attitude. Certainly the speaker’s own Empathy, as demonstrated by Kuno and
Kaburaki, will affect the syntactic arrangement of utterances, but as Yokoyama and others
have suggested, the speaker has to balance his/her own Empathy/attitudinal judgments with
those s/he assumes will or will not be shared by the interlocutor, and these assumptions, in
turn, are determined to a great extent on the interpersonal distance between the speaker and
hearer.

We have in mind here the idea that a speaker can express his/her Empathy, or may
essentially ‘override’ this display of personal Empathy depending on whether its
expression is appropriate or desirable in a particular context. Yokoyama suggests that the
decision of whether or not to display one’s personal Empathy is primarily a function of the
interpersonal distance between interlocutors. Empathy is essentially an imposition, and as

15 Consideration of what the addressee may be thinking about seems not to be considered by Kuno and
Kaburaki in their discussion of Empathy.
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discussed earlier, impositions are more readily accepted when the interpersonal distance is

not great. If interlocutors are less familiar with each other, then the speaker will most likely
feel less free to make impositions, particularly those that are “attitudinal.’

In summary, discourse-initial utterances should reflect the appropriate triangular
relationship that will be acceptable to the addressee in a given situation.

2.2.2 Empathy and Russian Diminutives

We learned from Kuno and Kaburaki’s analyses, that the speaker’s choice of term
of reference is extremely revealing as an indicator of the speaker’s camera angle. For
instance, in the sentence ‘Bob’s wife hit his sister’, although the subject of the sentence is
‘Bob’s wife’ (Mary), the speaker’s Empathy is with Bob.16 Had the speaker viewed the
narrated event from a vantage point closer to Mary, the sentence would have read ‘Mary hit
Bob’s sister’ or perhaps ‘Mary hit her sister-in-law’ or ‘Mary hit her husband’s sister.’

Yokoyama agrees that the choice of term of reference in Russian is particularly
helpful in terms of evaluating the degree of identification the speaker has for a particular
discourse referent, or the degree of identification that s/he is willing to express in a
particular situation.

More specifically, Russian diminutives encode by means of suffixes and multiple-
suffix combinations emotional-expressive nuances such as endearment or familiarity (as
well as pejorative nuances). If we speak in terms of ‘degrees’ of identification with
discourse referents, we can also speak of degrees of diminutives. Bratus (1969)
distinguishes three degrees of diminutives. The first has only one diminutive component.
Second degree diminutives are formed with ‘suffixes of heightened expression’ (1969:9).
The third degree involves two or more diminutive suffix components, and express the most
affection/ tenderness, as “the stringing together of suffixes reinforces the emotive-
expressive meaning.” (1969:8)

For example, if the speaker refers to a student as Aleksander, it can be understood
that the speaker doesn’t have a close, friendly relationship with him, though the use of
Saska from friends indicates the opposite. Perhaps Saska’s mother always addresses him

16See note 12.
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as Sasen’ka, expressive of extreme endearment and familiarity. This name then has various

forms expressing increasing degrees of familiarity and endearment towards the participant:
Aleksander: Sasa (1st degree), Saska (2nd degree), Sasen’ka (3rd degree). As the different
degrees of diminutives are used by the speaker, we can imagine the speaker’s
psychological vantage point moving closer and closer to the referent.

It is not enough to say, however, that the term of reference chosen by the speaker is
always in complete accordance with his/her actual, “real” degree of identification with the
discourse referent.

Uspenskij, in his analysis of ‘point-of-view’ in literature and pictorial art, notes that
in everyday speech as well, changes in point-of-view or ‘authorial position’ are formally
expressed through the act of naming. He suggests that speakers can change their position,
and that they may assume the point-of-view of another discourse participant, or of one who
is not even involved in the narration. Uspenskij supplies an example where X is talking
with Y about Z:

“Z’s family name is Ivanov, and his given name and patronymic are
Vladimir Petrovich. But when X speaks to Z, he is accustomed to calling
him by his nickname, Volodya, and Y in talking to Z calls him Vladimir.
When Z thinks about himself he uses the name Vova, a nickname his family
gave him when he was a child. So in a conversation between X and Y about
Z, X may give Z one of several possible names:

a) X may call Z by the nickname ‘Volodya.’ In this case, he speaks
from his own personal point of view.

b) X may call Z ‘Vladimir.’ Here, he adopts someone else’s (Y’s)
point of view on Z. It is as if he had assumed the point of view of his
interlocutor.”

¢) X may call Z by the nickname “Vova.” The point of view he has
adopted here is that of still another person (namely, that of Z), for Vova is a
name which neither the speaker nor the interlocutor ever used in direct
intercourse with Z.

d) X may speak about Z respectfully as “Vladimir Petrovich,” in
spite of the fact that both X and Y, in personal contact with Z, address him
by one of the forms of the given name. In this case, it is as if X has adopted
the point of view of some abstract detached observer who is neither a
participant nor the subject of the conversation, and whose place is

unspecified.” (1973:20-21)

As exemplified by Uspenskij, the speaker can alter his/her point of view towards
the discourse referent as the particular discourse context dictates, for various reasons. It
could be to emphasize the hearer’s relationship to the referent, or to incite some kind of
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reaction, sarcasm, humour, etc., depending on the speaker’s particular communicative

goal.

Particularly relevant to our discussion is the alternation in choice of referential
expression in (a) and (b) of Uspenskij’s example. In (a), the speaker’s vantage point alone
vis-a-vis the discourse participant determines the term of reference to be used, whereas in
(b), the speaker essentially overrides his/her own ‘usual’ stance towards the discourse
referent, choosing instead to refer to him with the lexical item used primarily by the hearer.

For example, although Aleksander’ s mother always calls him by the endearment
form Sas$en’ka, if she is phoning him at work and asking the boss to call him to the phone,
it is unlikely that she would ask for Sasen’ka . In the mother’s assessment of the discourse
situation (of the temporary state of the addressee’s mind), she probably realizes that 1) the
boss may not realize who Sasen ka is; 2) she should be specific, in that the boss is likely
not thinking about Aleksander right now; 3) she doesn’t know the boss at all, and would
likely not be so ‘open’ as to show endearment towards her son, particularly in his own
professional environment, with a complete stranger over the telephone. It is likely she
would ask for ‘Aleksander Petrovi¢’ (first name and patronymic), assuming the vantage
point of an objective outsider, as in (d) of Uspenskij’s example. Although the relationship
mother = Sasen’ka has not changed, the mother makes an alternative lexical choice in light
of what the discourse context called for. These conditions are a combination of assessment
factors: addressee =~ discourse referent; speaker = addressee. The speaker need not assess
the relationship speaker = discourse referent, because it is in the speaker’s knowledge of
the discourse situation, although this relationship is never static. Even here, the mother
shifts her son out of that area of familiarity, having recognized that the interpersonal
distance here precludes a display of personal interest. Conversely, if the mother is speaking
to her husband about their son, she will likely refer to him as Sasen 'ka, using the term of

reference both parents are accustomed to using.

2.3.0 Empathy and Russian Word Order
We have established the method by which Yokoyama’s TDM attempts to predict the
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linear order of discourse initial utterances in terms of location of knowledge. We have

examined intonational factors and discussed Yokoyama'’s two types, which render such
utterances acceptable or unacceptable discourse-initially. We have discussed the Empathy
concept and how identification for discourse participants and interpersonal distance will
affect a speaker’s choice of term of reference. It now remains for us to discuss how
Yokoyama proposes that Empathy will interact with the TDM and affect linear ordering
processes in Russian.

We are concemned primarily with the linear order of elements as they are affected by

personal Empathy in discourse-initial utterances.17 As outlined earlier, just priorto a
discourse-initial utterance, the only knowledge that is located in the intersection CaNCp is

of {DEIXIS} and | | P | I. According to the ordering rule proposed in (10) of 2.1.6, it
follows that verbs of non-impositional utterances whose only specified referents are
participants of a narrated event (i.e. ‘third parties’ that are not located in {DEIXIS}), would
necessarily be utterance-initial. For example:

%b - V - Can(B-Cp) - AN(Ca-B)

When there are no available Ca~Cb items (i.e. ‘yow/me’), that position is not filled; the

utterance begins with the verb, and is followed by items of current concem to A but not to
B, followed by those that are unknown to B. According to the ordering rule, when the

items to be relocated in a given utterance are all situated in Car(B-Cb) or Ar(Ca-B), they

should necessarily follow the verb. This would suggest that verb-initial utterances would
be very common discourse-initially. That we don’t find verb-initial transitive utterances

exclusively discourse-initially in the absence of shared items of current concem (CanCb
items), we predict, can be accounted for by the interaction of Empathy arising from speaker
attitude and subjectivity involved with assessment, and the relative strength of grammatical

relations.
Consider Yokoyama’s example (a discourse-initial statement by a mother to her

17 Although Yokoyama considers other utterance-types, questions, effusions, performatives, and their
respective linear orders, we will refer only to statements, for our purposes.
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husband relating an incident between their son Sasen’ka and another boy known to both of

them):

(21) SaSen’ku otlupil pervoklassnik Petrov.
Sasen’ku-acc. beat up first-grader Petrov-nom.
“SaSen’ka was beaten up by first-grader Petrov.”

The locations of knowledge are:

Sasen’ku, pervoklassnik Petrov: in Can(B-Cp); both discourse participants are

known to the interlocutor, though it is unlikely that either one is of current concem
to B at the precise moment when s/he entered the room.

Though both items are in Ca(B-Cp), there is a difference in the Empathy status

assigned to the two nouns. Sasen’ka in this instance is the son of the speaker, therefore it is
logical to assume that the speaker would have a relatively high degree of emotional concern
for him. Furthermore, the use of the third-degree diminutive ‘Sasen’ka’ expressing extreme
familiarity, requires it receive HE status:

E(Sasen’ka)>E(pervoklassnik Petrov)

Yokoyama suggests that in situations where the speaker identifies strongly with one
of the participants, and assumes the hearer shares this identification, that the referent will be
imposed (that is, the speaker makes an imposition of the first type as described in section
2.1.5 above, where s/he assumes that an item is in Cp when it is actually located

elsewhere) into the CaCp intersection, resulting in its placement utterance-initially in (as

in (21)),with Type I intonation. Word orders that are contrary to the relative degrees of
Empathy therefore become unacceptable with Type I intonation:
(22) *Pervoklassnik Petrov otlupil Sasen’ku.

Yokoyama expands her ordering rule by adding the following generalization:
(23) “In the absence of any referential items in CgNCp, the

{High Empathy} item among the referential items is
impositionally placed into CagN\Cp.” (1986:257)
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Other orders are of course acceptable, though only when uttered with Type II intonation. In
a Type I utterance where an imposition due to Empathy has been made, the speaker’s

misassessment requires that the item be placed in CaCp. From that point on then, the

ordering rule is maintained.

2.3.1 Pre-position in Type II utterances

The situation with Type II utterance-types is rather different from the standpoint of
information location. With Type II intonation, Yokoyama maintains that the pre-position of
the stressed item reflects NO CHANGE in the location of its referential knowledge. It is

still located in Ca(B-Cp) or AN(Cy-B), as it would have been under Type I intonation.

The NP has been preposed from post-verbal location due to stress assignment.

Yokoyama comes to the conclusion therefore, that since the preposed item in Type
IT utterances is the only item that can convey metinformational knowledge through
sentential stress, that “word order...must be meaningful not only in Type I utterances as a
whole, but also in the choice of the landing site of the preposed item in Type II utterances,
and within all those stretches of segmental material that bear no sentential stress before and
after the word that bears it as well” (1986:199).

Though Yokoyama discusses the fact that word order in Type II utterances (except
for the item marked by sentential stress) is significant, the examples provided in her
discussion of personal Empathy are for the most part those that would be acceptable
discourse-initially with Type I intonation. She submits that unacceptable variants of these
examples would be acceptable with Type II, though there is often only one unacceptable
variant provided. Furthermore, little discussion about the meaning of word order resulting
from Type II is provided, and there is no suggestion that any item other than the utterance-
final item under Type I (for instance, the verb) be preposed and bear the sentential stress in
Type IL. (This is particularly troubling, since even with a 3-word utterance, there are 6
possible word order permutations with Type I intonation, plus 12 more each which realize
sentential stress on any one of the three components which have been preposed, and 6
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more which could have the sentential stress on the utterance-final item18).

The fact that Yokoyama does not discuss in any detail what implications the
implementation of Type II will have on Empathy-influenced utterances in particular makes
it difficult for us to make any strong predictions about where or whether Empathy
impositions are occuring in Type II utterances, relative to the location of sentential stress.
This problem is particularly compounded by the fact that much of the word order literature
that is based on FSP maintains that ‘objective’ order pronounced with ‘neutral’ intonation
(essentially Type I), is characteristic of literary (written) language, and that ‘subjective’ or
‘inverted’ order is characteristic of conversational speech, in conjunction with ‘emphatic’
intonation. In fact, most accounts suggest that in conversational speech, the Functional
Sentence Perspective (the division of the utterance in Theme and Rheme) is determined
primarily by intonation, whereby the rheme is identifiable intonationally in that it is the
portion that bears the ‘logical stress’. It seems contradictory in these terms then, that
Yokoyama’s examples, all being conversational, would be discussed with regard primarily
with Type I intonation.

One solution, then, would be to posit the use of Type II intonation as one factor that
essentially ‘cancels out’ personal Empathy, (in much the same way that grammatical
relations have the potential to do). But if, as Yokoyama suggests, the remainder of the
utterance conveys metinformational knowledge, what is the difference between these two
Type II variants of (21) in terms of Empathy?:

(24) SasSen’ku pervoklassnik Petrov otlupil.
Sasen’ku-acc. p.Petrov-nom. beat up.
“First-grader Petrov beat up SaSen’ka.”

(25) Pervoklassnik Petrov SaSen’ku otlupil.
P. Petrov-nom. Sasen’ku-acc. beat up.
“First-grader Petrov beat up SaSen’ka.”

Both appear to be instances in which Empathy impositions have been made
coincident with Type II intonation. By definition, the utterance-final item with Type I
intonation is preposed and bears the sentential stress, and the location of knowledge of the

18 Such utterances may be pronounced with an IK-2 final syntagma. Bryzgunova's IK-2 is similar to IK-1,
but has a stronger emphasis on the intonational centre.



remaining items does not change. In essence, these utterances could be considered
‘metinformationally synonymous’ to their Type I correlate in (21). In fact, linguists
working from the FSP perspective would agree that they are equivalent, but that the Type I
variants are ‘stylistically-colored.’

Moreover, it seems that wherever the HE item occurs pre-verbally and does not
bear sentential stress, that it has been preposed due to Empathy. If a speaker is uninhibited
in making an Empathy imposition, s/he essentially expects the hearer to accept the
imposition unconditionally. That HE items are either imposed in Type I utterances or do not
bear sentential stress in Type II utterances is perhaps an indication that they do not, based
on the speaker’s assessment, warrant an intonational ‘marker’, as do constituents that are
located furthest away from the set of matters of current concern.

Although Yokoyama applies the TDM to explain some aspects of the deaccentuation
of nouns in English, it seems that a similar tendency may serve to explain why, in
Empathy-influenced utterances in Russian, the HE item should not bear sentential stress.
Ladd (1978:90) notes that a noun is less likely to bear sentential stress if it is ‘retrievable’
or ‘known’.

In both variants (24) and (25) the HE item {Sasen’ka} is pre-verbal and deaccented
and has therefore been imposed and is located in CaCp; the LE item {pervoklassnik

Petrov} is stressed and preposed and is thus located in Can(B-Cp). Though the two

utterances appear to be equal in terms of location of knowledge, the two differ in terms of
the landing site of the preposed LE item relative to the imposed HE item. Contrary to our
arguments in favour of both (24) and (25) realizing Empathy impositions, it will become
clear that (25) is unacceptable as an Empathy variant.

In terms of landing sites of preposed Ca(B-Cp) items, Yokoyama specifies that
they should not precede items in CgNCp (1986:222). Variant (25) is therefore

unacceptable, since the impositionally-placed {Sasen’ka}in Ca"Cp due to Empathy is

nevertheless preceded by the preposed LE item. The distinction between the two appears to
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be subtle, and it becomes difficult to suggest that this variant would be ‘unacceptable’, or at

least not in accordance with Empathy restrictions, as the HE item is still pre-verbal,
deaccented and is derived from the same Type I correlate as is (24). The circular reasoning
involved, whereby Type II utterances are defined in terms of their Type I correlates,
surfaces here as a real impediment to our efforts to classify Type II variants into those that
do and do not realize Empathy impositions.

This inconsistency is troubling for yet another reason, since there are other
phonological factors that interact to determine the landing site of preposed items. Among
these, Yokoyama maintains that the preposed item should not be moved so far leftward that
it becomes difficult for the rest of the segmental material following it to be pronounced
without rising stresses. Since, in (25), the material following the sentential stress is not
particularly unmanageable, it is unlikely that this factor would account for the landing site.
We are likely dealing here with an instance of interference of grammatical relations, which
we will discuss below.

2.3.2 Empathy and word order: inhibited by the interlocutor relationship
Yokoyama suggests that where the speaker assesses that the hearer does not share

identification for the referent, or where the speaker might appear exceedingly egocentric

showing his/her own identification/concern for the referent, the speaker will not impose the

item into CaCp and again, depending on the context, may use an alternative term of

reference for the participant. Consider the same scenario as in (21), but this time the mother
is speaking to the boy’s (pervoklassnik Petrov’s) mother:

(26) Kolja otlupil SaSu.

Kolja-nom. beat up Sasu-acc.
“Kolja beat up Sa%a.”

The more distant interpersonal relationship cancels the two expressions of personal
Empathy seen in (21). The previously HE item is not imposed, and the 3rd degree
diminutive is replaced by {Sasa}, a more neutral (1st degree) variant expressing less
affection. Furthermore, in this case the mother refers to the other boy as ‘Kolja,’ since
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‘pervoklassnik Petrov’ is too detached and impersonal in the other mother’s presence.19

Kolja is a first degree diminutive form of the name Nikolaj (Nicholas). The degree of
Empathy carried by both referential expressions is essentially equal.

Although the ordering rule would predict that in a situation where personal Empathy
is inhibited by the interlocutor relationship, where referential items are still located in

Can(B-Cp), the resulting utterance would be verb-initial, it appears that a SVO order

would nevertheless be more likely. It is at this point where we must discuss grammatical
relations and consider the interference of grammatical ordering strategies with Empathy

factors.

2.4.0 Grammatical Relations

It is important to note that the orders of sentence constituents (in (5) to (10) and
(21)) correspond to the ordering template determined by locations of knowledge,
irrespective of grammatical relations. The sentences are considered acceptable (and
variations thereof are not acceptable when uttered with Type I intonation) although the
word orders realized do not reflect any consistent deep case organization. That these orders

19 One of Yokoyama's only examples similar to (24) in which the speaker is presumably inhibited by the
interpersonal relationship, is ‘Vasa Zena serditsja na Sasu,’” (“Your wife is angry at Sasa”™), the statement
made by Sasa’s mother to her neighbour’s husband.Yokoyama maintains that in this case, since the context
inhibits the expression of personal Empathy, the referential knowledge of both items is located in Can(B-
Cp), just as it would have been prior to an imposition made in an Empathy-influenced utterance, as in (24).

If we recall Kuno and Kaburaki’s Descriptor Empathy Hierarchy, where given a descriptor (you)
and another that is dependent on (you), (your wife), the speaker’s Empathy with (you) is greater than with
(your wife). Although ‘va3a’ is a possessive modifier and not a full lexical item in the possessive genitive
with ‘s, the referent ‘Yena’ (wife) is certainly dependent on ‘vy’ (you), in this case, the interlocutor. ‘You’
and not ‘Zena’ must therefore receive the HE status. As we stated earlier, ‘you’ is referential knowledge
located in {DEIXIS}, therefore in CanCy, and according to Yokoyama's ordering rule, would automatically
be placed utterance-initially.

Yokoyama uses these examples to introduce the question of grammatical interference into her
analysis and suggests that in cases such as these, where both referential items are located in the same
intersection, deep semantic roles will determine their linear placement in the absence of Empathy factors. It
seems in this example however, that Empathy has come into play and the items are not located in the same
intersection, though it seems to be Empathy directed towards the hearer. Yokoyama seems to have
‘overcompensated’ somewhat in her example.

We do agree that effects brought about by personal Empathy diminish when the interpersonal
distance becomes greater, and that especially in such cases, grammatical norms have the potential to
dominate word order choices. In our experiment, however, we have supplied scenarios where we believe the
two referential items are in fact located in Ca(B-Cp).
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(non-SVO) be deemed acceptable discourse-initially further validates the strength of

pragmatic considerations over grammatical relations. Although one may assume the
discourse-initial situation to be the best in identifying ‘basic’ word orders, the fact that one
consistent grammatical order does not emerge suggests that the assessed locations of
knowledge have the potential to outweigh grammatical considerations in the linear
arrangement of sentence constituents. It may be misleading to consider as some have
(Pullum 1977:266) that the discourse-initial situation is useful in determining ‘basic order’
on the assumption that it is ‘context-free’. If, as suggested, an assessment indeed takes
place, whereby the speaker carefully considers and balances his/her own communicational
goals with what may/may not be relevant and meaningful to the hearer, it follows therefore
that there is indeed a preceding context, albeit ‘pre-linguistic’, one that cannot be
considered ‘pragmatically-neutral’.

Linguists working from a Functional Sentence Perspective standpoint, claim that
Russian word order is free, that is, until the FSP for a particular sentence has been
determined. Babby (1978) also agress that a basic order does not exist, and in an analysis
of transformational structures represented in terms of tree-structures, maintains that the
order of elements is then determined only by the contextual/pragmatic features that will
indicate Theme and Rheme.

Although Russian is often considered a free word order language, SVO is certainly
more canonical than the other (though grammatical) permutations. The strength of SVO as a
basic order is often supported by the fact that it is the preferred interpretation for sentences
where subjects and objects cannot be determined morphologically. For example, sentences
such as ‘Mat’ ljubit do¢”’ (Mother-nom/acc. loves daughter-nom/acc.) (Comrie:1981:88).
The SVO order is much more frequent than the other permutations, thereby suggesting that
it is dominant, if not basic. Bivon (1971), in an analysis of frequency determined that 89%
of clauses in Russian are SVO (though this was an analysis of written Russian).

Disregarding for the moment the canonical status of SVO, there is other evidence
that suggests that SO combinations are themselves dominant, perhaps regardless of the
location of the verb. Comrie notes that the predominance of SO in basic word orders seems
to correlate to a universal psychological tendency to place Agents before Patients.
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Yokoyama suggests that one can arrive at a ‘basic’ order only by examining the

arrangement of an utterance consisting of knowledge items that are all equal, both in terms
of Empathy and their location of referential knowledge (1986:271). She arrives at a similar
conclusion, and asserts that “between items equal in their animacy status, agents precede
objects” (1986:273). She maintains therefore, that ‘grammatical relations’ as they interact
and/or interfere with the TDM should be understood in terms of deep semantic roles, with
particular regard to animacy factors, rather than notions of surface case grammatical
categories.

Yokoyama returns to the example (9) of Chapter 2:

(27) Vam prislali Ivanovy priglaSenie.

CanCp -V- Can(B-Cp) - A(Ca-B)

It was considered the acceptable variant with Type I intonation according to locations of
knowledge. Now she submits that speakers may claim other variants to be more
appropriate discourse-initially:

(28) Vam Ivanovy prislali priglaSenie.
IO/Ben.- S/Agent -V - DO/Pat.

(29) Ivanovy prislali vam priglaSenie.
S/Agent - V- IO/Ben. - DO/Pat.

It is suggested that in (29), the grammatically (semantically) prominent item
{Ivanovy}, though clearly situated in Ca(B-Cb), has overridden {vam}, the semantically

less-prominent CaCp item’s claim for utterance-initial position, as in (28). Yokoyama

proposes a seemingly ‘catch-all’ notion of demotion, whereby items that should
presumably be pre-verbal ({ DEIXIS)}), either remain in post-verbal location, or appear pre-

verbally, but follow grammatically-dominant items located in Ca(B-Cp).

The combined notions of grammatical interference and demotion seem to adequately
account for the order of the animate constituents in (28) and (29). Note, however, that none
of the referential items stand out clearly as targets of a speaker’s Empathy. The
unacceptability of our Empathy example (22), therefore, needs to be reconsidered (repeated
here as (30)):
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(30) Pervoklassnik Petrov otlupil SaSen’ku.

Perhaps, as argued above for (28) and (29), this variant could also be considered an
entirely appropriate discourse-initial utterance. Though it opposes all of the word order
formulations proposed thus far based on locations of knowledge involving items with HE
status, the constituents are ordered in accordance with the grammatical condition that
Agents precede Patients (SO). We could tentatively account for this occurence by
suggesting that { Pervoklassnik Petrov} has claimed utterance-initial position because it is a

semantically dominant Agent, and that {Sasen ku}, though imposed into CaCp due to

Empathy, has been demoted out of that knowledge intersection because it is a (semantically
weaker) Patient.

The suggestion that grammatical factors can effectively rival the linear orders
predicted by the TDM is problematic. It implies that whenever TDM-supported
arrangements and grammatically-supported arrangements are in direct opposition (as in
(28)-(30)), the usage of either one can be justified “after the fact’ by applying the criteria of
whichever approach is reflected.20

Although Yokoyama offers that grammatical relations interfere with items non-
impositionally located pre-verbally (namely {DEIXIS}), as in (28) and (29), she maintains
that grammatical factors do not affect items that have been imposed, due to Empathy, into

CanChp. She asserts that, “claims for preverbal position made by referential items carrying

the speaker’s personal Empathy have...been shown to be dominant,” remarking further that
the examples discussed in her analysis of personal Empathy “indicate that...

(31) ..grammatical factors unambigucusly yield the preverbal
position to items marked with personal Empathy.” (both
Yokoyama 1986:279)

Unfortunately, having drawn this conclusion, it became unnecessary for Yokoyama to
provide examples where grammatical relations might have interfered with Empathy

20 Indeed, this seems to be the case in Yokoyama's analysis of statements that do not involve Empathy.
Here, grammatical relations, demotion, and another concept of ‘shifting out’ (whereby a speaker shifts the
deictic element that is referring to him/herself out of CanCp due (o politeness or humility), are used to

account for all examples that do not follow the ordering rule proposed.



impositions.

In anticipation of our experiment however, we must consider the possibility that
speakers may select variants that clearly support a grammatical SO order, rather than an
order that reflects the proposed appropriate Empathy relationships and locations of
knowledge. For example:

(32) Pervoklassnik Petrov SaSen’ku otlupil. (Type I)

(33) Otlupil pervoklassnik Petrov SaSen’ku. (Type I)

There are also numerous Type II variants that appear to reflect the grammatical SO order in
conflict with the order predicted for Empathy-conditioned utterances. For example:

(34) Otlupil pervoklassnik Petrov Sasen’ku.
(35) Pervoklassnik Petrov otlupil SaSen’ku.
(36) SaSen’ku pervoklassnik Petrov otlupil.
(37) SaSen’ku otlupil pervoklassnik Petrov.
(38) Otlupil SaSen’ku pervoklassnik Petrov.
(39) Pervoklassnik Petrov SaSen’ku otlupil.

Though Yokoyama would deem these variants ‘unacceptable,” we must include
them in our account since the possibility exists that native speakers may select these
arrangements. We will avoid the notion of demotion in our analysis however, choosing
instead to constrast the use of ‘grammatically inverted’ object-initial patterns (on account of
Empathy) with the grammatical SO pattern. In essence, evidence for Empathy impositions
would be provided if utterances are clearly dominant, in which HE objects/patients appear
utterance-initially, because this arrangement runs counter to the universal tendency to place
subjects before objects.

2.5.0 Summary

The TDM as it relates the connative encoding of metinformational knowledge in an
ordered, traceable manner appears to be a powerful system capable of predicting the order
of elements in Russian discourse-initial voluntary informational statements.

Empathy as an operational ordering strategy is claimed to be active in discourse-
initial situations where discourse referents in a transitive relationship are located in the same
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knowledge intersection. Within the TDM’'s linear template, items are ordered from left to

right from those that are of shared current concem to both the speaker and the hearer,
followed by the verb, followed by those that are known to the hearer, but not of current
concern, to those that are unknown to the hearer. Since the speaker can never be absolutely
certain in a discourse-initial situation about what is of current concem to his/her
interlocutor, s/he must make a subjective assessment of the state of his/her hearer’s
knowledge sphere. This assessment is claimed to be conditioned to a great extent by a
speaker’s personal Empathy.

One discourse referent is imposed into utterance-initial position according to the
relative number or strength of Empathy features associated with it. Empathy is claimed to
condition linear arrangements in the following ways. First, a referent may receive HE
status when it is referred to with a diminutive, which, as suggested, is an indicator of a
‘real’ level of closeness and familiarity felt by a speaker towards a participant. Secondly,
when the speaker assesses the hearer to share his/her personal interest in the discourse
referent, the degree of Empathy increases. Thirdly, when the interpersonal distance
between speaker and hearer is small, the speaker feels more comfortable making
impositions of personal Empathy, whether or not the hearer shares Empathy toward the
discourse referent (though this last feature does not affect a referent’s position on the
Empathy scale).

Yokoyama claims that orders resulting from Empathy-influenced contexts will
accord with the pattern (CanCb — V —~ Cany(B-Cb)) regardless of the grammatical case of

discourse referents. As grammatical factors are claimed to yield preverbal position to HE
items, a word order variant with a HE Object/Patient in utterance-initial position (though in
opposition to the grammatical SO arrangement) would be the only acceptable variant.
Acceptable orders may be of two intonational types, classified by Yokoyama as
Type I and Type II. Type I intonation lacks sentential stress. Acceptable discourse-initial
Empathy-conditioned utterances with Type I intonation are arranged from left to right
according to locations of knowledge. Word order is used exclusively to convey the
metinformational ‘assessment’ knowledge of the speaker. Though Type II intonation
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utterances are characterized by sentential stress, they can also be Empathy influenced. The

sentence constituent that would appear utterance-finally under Type I intonation bears the
sentential stress and is pre-posed. Yokoyama maintains that although there is an
intonational ‘marker’ in Type Il utterances (that conveys metinformational knowledge about
what is ‘unknown/new’ to the hearer), the relative order of the remaining constituents is
meaningful, as is the landing site of the preposed item. Empathy appears to be active when
HE discourse referents claim utterance-initial position and are unstressed (in BOTH Type I
and Type II utterances) This situation can be verified only by determining the extent to
which unstressed Object/Patient HE consituents are imposed into utterance-initial position,
as the resulting order would oppose canonical grammatical orders where Subjects precede
Objects.

As Yokoyama does not supply any data to support her claim that Empathy-
conditioned linear orders are dominant although they directly oppose grammatical ‘SO’
linear precedence relations, we feel it necessary to test the model, in order to determine to
what extent the predicted results will be exemplified in an experimental situation.
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CHAPTER THREE

Hypotheses and Experiment

3.0.0 Introduction

In this chapter, we outline the experimental design as well as present the hypotheses
that we intend to test. Our experiment was designed in order to determine whether HE
items will indeed claim utterance-initial position in discourse-initial voluntary statements in
Russian, even when the resulting arrangement opposes the grammatical SO pattern, as has
been suggested by Yokoyama (1986).

Our primary hypotheses are conditioned by the terms of what linear orderings of
discourse-initial utterances Yokoyama deems ‘acceptable’ with either Type I or Type II
intonation in circumstances where an Empathy relationship is involved. In light of some of
the anticipated inconsistencies (for instance, the difficulty faced in making hypotheses
about the placement of sentential stress in Type II utterances, as well as the significance of
word order in the remaining segmental material in Type I utterances), we will address these
issues in terms of secondary questions, which will be discussed descriptively as they arise
throughout our investigation. We expect that we may be able to point out certain areas
where Empathy factors interact with the TDM and suggest modifications to the theory or
define its limitations for use. (For example, it may not be a strong predictive tool, but
worthwhile as a descriptive tool.)

3.1.0 Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1:

In target contexts featuring Empathy conditions (diminutives and close interpersonal
relationships) unstressed-Object-initial word order variants will be selected (OSV, OVS,
oSV, OVS).

In the first portion of the target contexts, subjects are to select discourse-initial utterances
that will be pronounced to an interlocutor who is interpersonally close to him/her. In this
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instance, we expect that native speakers will select one of the four variants which realize

impositions due to personal Empathy, those which do not reflect grammatical ordering
sequences. The orders selected, we predict, will follow Yokoyama’s linear ordering

arrangement
CanCb - V - Can(B-Cb)

as well as Empathy hierarchy

HE>LE
from left to right. In accordance with both Yokoyama’s claims for what factors determine
the location of knowledge and the variables set up in our contexts, a high-degree diminutive

in Object position will be the item most appropriate to impose into CanCb, leaving the LE

Subject/Agent discourse referent to fill the Can(B-Cb) (post-verbal) knowledge

intersection. In grammatical terms, orders of the type

(a) OSV
(b) OVS
(c) OSV
(d) OVS
will be selected. In other words, the HE item (referred to here with a 3rd-degree

diminutive) will claim utterance-initial position and will be unstressed. (Note that the
expected Empathy responses can be uttered with both Type I and Type II intonation.)

Hypothesis 2:
In target contexts without Empathy conditions (diminutives and close interpersonal
relationships are not featured) grammatical word order variants will be selected.

In the second portions of the target contexts, grammatical ordering strategies will dominate
word order selections. Again, orders will reflect Yokoyama's ordering pattern

CanCb - V - Can(B-Cb)

The interlocutor in this instance, however, is a more distantly-related individual. The Object
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referent in this case is referred to using a lesser-degree diminutive or none at all. Both

discourse referents are therefore essentially equal on the Empathy scale. If the interpersonal
distance between interlocutors and the use of a lesser-degree diminutive, as proposed,
inhibits or does not activate a display of personal Empathy, word order selections (a)-(d)
above, will not be chosen as readily. Instead, we expect that order selections reflecting the

grammatical SO pattern will dominate.

3.2.0 Subjects

Twenty-one native speaking Russian subjects participated in the experiment,
fourteen adult men and seven adult women. Their age varied from 27 years to 49 years. All
but one had a university education, and their time of residence outside of the USSR or

Russia was between three months and six years.

3.3.0 Procedure

Subjects were given a booklet containing 25 contexts and an instruction sheet
explaining how they were to proceed with the tasks. Fifteen of the contexts were ‘target’
scenarios, the relationships which we were directly testing, while the remaining ten were
‘distractor’ contexts.

The target contexts in the booklet narrated a variety of scenarios involving two main
characters. One of the characters depicted was shown to have a close interpersonal
relationship with the subject (who ultimately plays the role of the speaker), for example, the
subject’s mother, brother, sister, best friend, aunt, etc. The second character was
invariably someone that the speaker knew, had seen or had heard of, but who was certainly
not interpersonally ‘close’ to the speaker ([the] coach, [the] cashier, [the] musician).

The situations described some event culminating in the more interpersonally distant
character doing something to the closely related character. The subjects were to imagine
they were relating the event (discourse-initially) to their husband/wife/mother or some other
closely related individual. Subjects were asked to read all the possibilities to themselves,
then to mark their first and second choices. As specified by the instructions, the informants
first choice was to be that variant that matched their most genuine personal reaction.
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Subjects were to select the most acceptable of the remaining variants as their second choice.

Informants were asked if they had any questions before the test was given. All questions
and any possible confusion regarding the instructions or anything dealing with how to
proceed with the experiment, were clarified by the author at that point. When the
informants had made their selections, they were asked to pronounce their choices aloud, at
which time the utterances were recorded. They were encouraged to introduce their choices
with introductory phrases or questions such as ‘Nu, ty znaes’...(“Well/So, you
know...),'Ty moZes’ sebe predstavit’...’ (“Can you imagine...”), etc.

The six three-word discourse-initial variants provided differed only with respect to
word order. The more distantly-related character appeared in the nominative case, and was
referred to with an impersonal noun ([the] coach, [the] actor, [the] gardener). The closely
related individual was always the direct object of a transitive verb, and in the first part, was
referred to using a 3rd-degree diminutive. Examples of utterances include: ‘Masen’ku
napoil francuz.’ (“The Frenchman got MaSen’ka drunk.”), ‘Dimocku nokautiroval trener.’
(“Dimocka was KO’d by the trainer.”), ‘Yuroc¢ku vybral korrespondent.’ (“Yurotka was
chosen by the correspondent.”).

In eleven of the fifteen contexts, the HE object was ‘victimized,’ in the sense that
s/he was the object of some negative or ‘uncalled-for’ action (cheated, offended, robbed,
punished, told off, betrayed, knocked out, killed, spanked, made drunk). Not only did we
intend for this victimization to generate more Empathy on the part of the speaker toward the
HE referent, but it was a useful approach that served to make the discourse-initial
utterances less contrived, insofar as the events communicated could be considered more
‘newsworthy.’ In the remaining four contexts, the HE patients were the objects of some
positive action (praised, kissed, defended, chosen).

In the second part, the subjects were again asked to imagine they were relating the
same event, but this time to a more distantly-related interlocutor (a neighbour,
acquaintance) and again, to choose from among six variants, which differed from those in
the first part only in the term of reference used to refer to the closely-related character. In
place of a 3rd-degree diminutive, a 1st or 2nd-degree diminutive was used (in one case, a
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name with no diminutive suffixes was used).

Again, subjects were asked to read all the possibilities to themselves, then to mark
their first and second choices. They pronounced their choices aloud, at which time the
utterances were recorded.

In terms of the parameters proposed by Yokoyama for the discourse-initial

situation, the knowledge of both the characters in each of the contexts is located in Can(B-

Cb). In other words, the specified referential knowledge is known to B (the hearer), but is

not at present time part of B’s matters of current concern. The contexts were structured also
so that the character referred to with an impersonal noun could not be considered indefinite

(could not be located in AN(Ca-B), i.e. could only be understood to be, for example, ‘the

cashier’ rather than ‘a cashier’).

The contexts were developed with a fair amount of precision, containing between 6
and 13 sentences each, in order that the subjects take the time and have access to enough
contextual detail in each instance to adequately ‘set the scene’ within his/her mind. This
approach was taken in light of the results of a pilot study undertaken in which the contexts
proved to be underdeveloped and as a result, there was little or no variation in word order

selection.
A sample target context (translated) is as follows:

Your 12-year old son SaSen’ka plays hockey. You and SaSen’ka were on
your way to his game when you had car trouble, and ended up being late.
As a result, the strict coach didn’t let SaSen’ka play. After the game, the
coach told SaSen’ka that he had to be more disciplined, and therefore would
also not allow him to play in the next game. Furthermore, the coach
wouldn’t give SaSen’ka a chance to explain why he arrived late.

You returned home after the game. SaSen’ka was very angry and
went straight to his bedroom.

Your husband/wife returns home from work. What do you tell

him/her about what happened?

Nakazal trener SaSen’ku.
punished coach-nom Sasen’ka-acc.
Salen’ka was punished by the coach.

Trener nakazal SaSen’ku.
Trener SaSen’ku nakazal.
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SaSen’ku trener nakazal.

SaSen’ku nakazal trener.
Nakazal SaSen’ku trener.

A little while later a family friend, the father of a boy who plays on another team, called
you. What do you tell him about what happened?

SaSu nakazal trener.
Sasu-acc. punished coach-nom.
SaSa was punished by the coach.

Nakazal SaSa trener.
Trener SaSa nakazal.
Trener nakazal Sasa.
Nakazal trener Sasa.
Sasa trener nakazal.

The ten distracter contexts were similar in structure. The subject noun was a human agent
in nine cases, and the direct object was inanimate in six cases. In three cases, the direct
object was an animal, in one context, both agent and patient were animals. Again, a
diminutive alternation was carried out in the distractor contexts. In all nine contexts with a
human agent, the diminutive variation was carried out with the term of reference
designating him/her. In the context with the two animal characters, the direct object animal
was diminutivized.

Participants were given as much time as required in order to complete the
experiment. The duration of the task varied widely between participants (from 40 minutes
to approximately 70 minutes).

3.3.1 Response Choices - Type I

Although there are only six word order permutations possible from the 3-word
discourse-initial utterances provided, the application of either Type I or Type II intonation
makes it necessary to consider eighteen possible arrangements. We must identify which of
the eighteen utterance possibilities support, and which conflict with the Empathy and/or the
grammatical (SO) theories respectively, in order to proceed with the analysis of subjects’
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selections. This inventory refers only to the target contexts, in which the HE items are

objects invariably, and the expected linear order predicted for Empathy is in opposition to
the grammatical order SO. In strict accordance with the terms outlined by Yokoyama,
acceptable variants realizing Empathy impositions would occur in 2 of the 6 possible word
order variants with Type I intonation:

(1) Katen’ku otrugal dvomik.  (Type D ovs

Katen’ku-acc. swore gardener-nom.
Katen’ka was ‘told off” by the gardender.

(2) Katen’ku dvomik otrugal.  (TypeI) osv
In (1), LE {dvornik} remains post-verbally in Ca(B-Cp), while HE {Katen’ka} has been

imposed into CaCp and is situated utterance-initially. In (2), {dvornik} has also been
imposed into CaCh, but follows the HE item. Furthermore, both orders directly oppose

the grammatical SO pattern.
Empathy impositions do not occur in the 4 remaining Type I possibilities:

(3) Dvornik Katen’ku otrugal.  (Type D) Sov
(4) Otrugal Katen’ku dvornik.  (TypeI) VOS
(5) Otrugal dvomnik Katen’ku. (Typel) VSO
(6) Dvornik otrugal Katen’ku. (Typel) SVO

In (4), (5) and (6), HE { Katen’ka} is not imposed pre-verbally. Though imposed in (3), it
follows the LE item. Since the grammatically prominent subject/agent has overriden the HE
item’s claim for utterance-initial position in (3) and (6), Yokoyama would deem these

choices unacceptable. As the HE item should be imposed into CaCp and thus appear pre-

verbally in (4) and (5), these two are also unacceptable Empathy variants. The orders in
(3), (5) and (6) all reflect the Agent preceding Patient SO order. (4) reflects neither the
Empathy nor the grammatical theory.

3.3.2 Response Choices - Type II

The classification of Type II utterances as to whether they support the Empathy or
Grammar theories (or neither) is more problematic. Again, the difficulty arises because our
definition indicates that Type II variants have been derived from Type I correlates. In
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essence, preposed items bearing sentential stress appear utterance-finally in corresponding

Type I utterances. The location of knowledge of the remaining items does not change. Only
two of the 12 possible Type II utterance variants realize impositions due to personal
Empathy:

(7) Katen’ku dvornik otrugal. (Type II) osv
In (7) {dvomnik] is preposed, but bears sentential stress, indicating that its referential

knowledge is still located in Ca(B-Cp).

(8) Katen’ku otrugal dvornik. (Type I) ovs
Although Yokoyama does not consider the possibility that the verb could bear the sentential
stress and be preposed, we will include this variant among those that realize Empathy
impositions, as the other Empathy criteria are met; the HE item has claimed utterance-initial
position and is deaccented. Both (7) and (8) are in opposition to the SO arrangement.

The remaining Type II variants do not realize Empathy impositions:

(9) Dvornik Katen’ku otrugal. (Type II) SOV

The sentential stress in (9) on the LE item (indicating that it is metinformationally located in

Can(B-Cb)), coupled with the consequent deaccentuation and pre-verbal location of HE

{Katen’ka} may suggest that this utterance accords with our Empathy criteria. Recall
Yokoyama'’s claim (of (31) of Chapter 2), however, that Ca(B-Cp) items preposed with

Type II intonation should not precede those in CaCp, maintaining that even grammatically

prominent LE items yield utterance-initial position to HE items. This variant is therefore
unacceptable as an Empathy utterance. This variant similarly does not support the
grammatical theory. Although it may appear that the order is clearly SOV, we have taken
the approach that Type II utterances can be defined only in conjunction with their Type I
correlates. The ‘underlying’ order is therefore OVS and still opposes the SO arrangement.

The other two variants in which the LE item bears the sentential stress realize no
Empathy influence; the HE item is not imposed pre-verbally:

(10) Dvornik otrugal Katen’ku. (Type II) sSVOo
(11) Otrugal dvornik Katen’ku. (Type I) VSO
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Again, the arrangements in (10) and (11), from left to right, seem to reflect SO

order. If we agree to evaluate them in terms of their Type I correlates (submitting that the
stressed item has been preposed from an equivalent ‘non-stressed’ meaningful utterance-
final location), it follows that the utterances in (9), (10) and (11) support neither the
Empathy nor the grammatical theories.

We will again attempt to determine (as we did in (8)), where personal Empathy is
operational in variants where the verb bears the sentential stress, although this possibility is
not considered in Yokoyama’s Empathy analysis. This occurs in 3 instances:

(12) Otrugal Katen’ku dvomik. (Type II) VOS
(13) Otrugal dvornik Katen’ku. (Type II) VSO
(14) Dvornik otrugal Katen’ku. (Type II) SVO

By definition, preposed items bearing sentential stress appear utterance-finally in
corresponding Type I utterances, while the location of knowledge of the remaining items
does not change. The corresponding Type I utterance of (12) would then be:

(a) Katen’ku dvomnik otrugal.
Utterances (13) and (14) correspond to:

(b) Dvornik Katen’ku otrugal.
As we established above for utterance selections (2) and (3) respectively, an Empathy
imposition is realized in (a) and not in (b), thereby suggesting that Type II utterance (12) is
Empathy influenced, while (13) and (14) are not. Although the pre-verbal location of the
HE item in Type I utterances (2) and (3) indicates that Empathy impositions have been
made, we cannot justifiably use these corresponding variants as evidence for an Empathy
imposition in (12). ‘Imposition’ specifies movement leftward over the verb. In Type I
utterances (12)-(14), the verb itself has been preposed. To then refer back to ‘equivalent’
Type I utterances of (11)-(14) in order to confirm that Empathy impositions have been
made, by which a HE item is itself moved leftward over the verb, seems totally
inappropriate. We hesitate to include these utterances among those that unquestionably
reflect Empathy impositions, as the reasoning by which one may suggest that Empathy
factors are apparent therein, is founded precisely on the type of circular justification we
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referred to earlier.

We suggest instead that variant (12) should be considered in terms of the landing
site of the preposed item, as was variant (9). There, Yokoyama specified that preposed,

stressed Can(B-Cp) items should not precede those imposed into CaNCp due to Empathy.

Again, though stressed, preposed verbs were not covered in Yokoyama’s analysis, since
the HE item is not utterance-initial, it cannot be said to reflect a true Empathy imposition.
Similarly, the grammatical SO order is not reflected. Variant (12), therefore, supports
neither theory.

The remaining 4 possibilities all have the HE item preposed and bearing sentential
stress:

(15) Katen’ku otrugal dvornik. (Type II) OVS
(16) Katen’ku dvornik otrugal. (Type II) osv
(17) Otrugal Katen’ku dvomik. (Type II) VoS
(18) Dvornik Katen’ku otrugal. (Type II) 10)%

Recall that a reflection of personal Empathy would entail that the HE item is imposed into
CanCp. Where the HE item { Katen’ka) bears the sentential stress, is an indication that it is

located in Ca(B-Cp), and has therefore not been imposed. Empathy impositions

therefore, do not occur in these variants.

3.4.0 Summary
We have isolated four of eighteen possible variants that realize Empathy

impositions, in accordance with Yokoyama's predictions involving personal Empathy?2! :

(19) OVS (1)
(20) OSV (2)
(21) OSV (7)
(22) OVS (8)

We have isolated nine variants that reflect the grammatical order SO:

(23) SVO (6)
(249 sov (3)

21 The numbers to the right of each pattern refer to the number of that particular example in our discussion
above.
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(25) VSO ()
(26) VSO (13)
(27) SVO (14)
(28) OVS (15)
(29) OSV (16)
(30) VOS (17)
(31) SOV (18)

The remaining five possibilities support neither the Empathy nor the grammatical theories:

(32) VOS 4)
(33) VSO (11)
(34) SVO (10)
(35) Ssov (9)
(36) VOS (12)

Upon first glance, the classification of some Type II orders may appear to be
incorrect. In particular, one may wonder why orders where S precedes O linearly (as in
(33)-(35)) are classified as not supporting the grammatical theory. How can orders where
O precedes S (as in (28)-(31)) be identified as supporting the grammatical SO theory?
Again we stress that the sentence types were classified according to what Yokoyama claims
the orders reflect ‘metinformationally.’ This determination, in turn, was arrived at by
considering what kinds of information (i.e. current concemn to both interlocutors, current
concem to A only, unknown to B) are to be located in each utterance position with Type I
intonation. Essentially, these Type II utterances are variants of their ‘underlying’ Type I
correlates. In Russian, we cannot observe the order of elements and what it reflects
informationally without considering intonation. Recall that FSP scholars noted the same
type of correlation between ‘neutral’ (Type I) and ‘emotive’ (Type II) variants. Items
bearing sentential stress in Type II are considered to be new/rhematic elements, regardless
of their case/grammatical status. It is an intonational marker that accounts for its movement
leftward from its neutral position in a Type I correlate.

We expect that all responses will reflect Yokoyama'’s linear ordering template.

CanCb - V Can(B-Cb)

As the determination of what belongs in each knowledge intersection discourse-initially is
based on the speaker’s subjective assessment of the discourse situation, personal Empathy
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conditions utterance consituents’ placement in the linear arrangement. When discourse

referents have HE status, they are more likely to be imposed into CanCb, the intersection

that is normally reserved for items of current concemn to both interlocutors. We therefore
made lexical and contextual changes (involving diminutives and interpersonal distance
between interlocutors) in order to change the E status of discourse referents, in order to
generate different responses from the first and second parts of 15 experimental contexts.
In Part (a) of the target contexts therefore, the grammatical Patient/DO was referred
to using a third degree diminutive. It automatically receives HE status and should therefore

be imposed directly into CanCb, more so as the subjects are communicating this utterance

to a closely related interlocutor. We expect selections of the type (19)-(22).

In Part (b) of the target contexts, the grammatical Patient/DO receives a lesser
degree diminutive (first or none). It is therefore approximately equal in terms of Empathy
as the Subject discourse referent. Furthermore, the tendency to empathize is inhibited by a
more distant interlocutor relationship. We expect grammatical word ordering stategies to
dominate, and therefore predict that utterances of the type (23)-(31) will be chosen more
readily.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Results

4.0.0 Introduction

Subjects’ recorded responses were analysed by the author. The relative orders of
Subject, Verb and Object, as well as whether the utterance was chosen as a first or a second
choice, were verified with the responses that informants marked on the questionnaires. The
author then determined whether or not the uttered responses were to be classified as Type I
or Type IL The item bearing the stress in Type II utterances was identified.22 All responses
were then entered into tables and counted according to the inventory of utterance-types
established in sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. Separate tallies were taken for each individual
context, including both target and distractor contexts. Though first and second choices
were marked as such in the original data tables, they were later combined in the majority of
total raw scores.

A running total impacting our primary hypotheses was carried out across all target
contexts. We calculated the total number of Empathy-influenced selections made in Part (a)
of the experiment against the total number of grammatical selections in Part (b). Overall
totals of other experimental variables were noted as well. The total number selected of each
of the 18 word order variants (in Parts (a) and (b) and totals) provided a hierarchy of
preferred linear orders. The number of selections made (in Parts (a) and (b) and totals)
using Type I or Type Il intonation was also counted. The results are presented in this

chapter following this order. The final section presents 12 tests comparing Empathy,
Grammar and ‘Other’ responses by category, responses to Parts (a) and (b) and intonation
Type.

4.1.0 Empathy, Grammar and ‘Other’ Responses
In the Part (a) sections of the target scenarios (those in which the Object/Patient

221n order to support the author’s determination of both which intonational Type was implemented, and
which item was stress-bearing in Type II utterances, the responses would ideally be verified by a panel of
judges or by instrumental analysis. The intonational variation was quite pronounced and rather easily
discemible across the 3-item possibilities in this test.
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referent was referred to using a high-degree diminutive and in which subjects were

addressing closely-related interlocutors with their discourse-initial utierances), Empathy
supported variants were selected 248 times out of a total 630 selections made (1st and 2nd
choices combined). That is, Empathy impositions were realized in only 39.4% of cases.

Table 4.1 Part (a) responses

Total Percentage
Empathy 248 39.4%
Grammar 357 56.6%
Other 25 4.0%
630 100.0%

In the Part (b) sections of the target contexts, the more distant interlocutor relationship and
the use of a lesser-degree diminutive to refer to the Object/Patient discourse referent was
expected to inhibit a display of personal Empathy on the part of speakers. We expected that
the number of selections made reflecting Empathy would decrease, and grammatically-
supported variant selections would increase proportionally. Grammatical variants were
selected slightly more often.

Table 4.2 Part (b) responses

Total Percentage
Empathy 224 35.5%
Grammar 374 59.4%
Other 32 5.1%
630 100.0%

The percentage increase in word orders reflecting the grammatical SO pattern from Part (a)
to Part (b) is therefore only 2.8%. Empathy-influenced selections decreased by 3.9% from
Part (a) to Part (b). The percentage increase-decrease is presented in Figure 4.1 below.
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Figure 4.1 Increase/Decrease in Empathy, Grammar and ‘Other’ responses from Part
(a)to Part (b):
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Table 4.3 presents the total number of Empathy, Grammatical and ‘Other’ variants chosen
in individual target contexts (in Part (a)). Although individual Part (a) contexts varied
dramatically in terms of the percentages of variants selected realizing Empathy impositions,
the highest percentage of Empathy choices in a given context was 64.3% (27 out of 42
possible choices). Only S out of the 15 Part (a) contexts resulted in Empathy selections
more than 50% of the time. (These S are marked in bold type.)



Table 4.3 Part (a) target contexts: Empathy, Grammar and ‘Other’ response
distribution (42 total) and % of Empathy responses

Context | Total Empathy | % Empathy | Total Gammar | Total Other
1a (obscitala) ‘cheated’ 22 52.4% 20 0
2a (obidel) ‘offended’ 323 54.8% 18 1
3a (poxvalil) ‘praised’ 13 31.0% 29 0
4a (ograbil) ‘robbed’ 27 64.3% 13 2
Sa (nakazal) ‘punished’ 23 54.8% 19 0
6a (otrugal) ‘told off" 27 64.3% 15 0
7a (nokautiroval) 'KO'd' 16 38.1% 23 3
8a (vybral) ‘chose’ 10 23.8% 31 1
9a (napoil) ‘'made drunk’ 16 38.1% 25 1
10a (zascitil) 'defended’ 10 23.8% 28 4
11a (obidela) 'offended’ 15 35.7% 25 2
12a (obmanul) ‘betrayed' 10 23.8% 25 7
13a (otsljopala) ‘spanked’ 3 7.1% 38 1
14a (ubil) 'killed' 14 33.3% 28 0
15a (poceloval) 'kissed' 20 47.6% 22 0




4.2.0 Preferred Selections
Tables 4.4 and 4.5 below present the total number of selections made for each of

the 18 possibilities across all target contexts in Parts (a) and (b) respectively.

Table 4.4 Selections (Part (a)) across total 18 word order variants23:

E G 1st choice 2nd choice Total Percentage

ovs ) x 62 56 118 18.7%
osv vy X 11 8 19 3.0%
oSv v x 55 50 105 16.7%
oVs ) x 2 4 6 1.0%

Total E 248 39.4%
sVo X v 99 63 162 25.7%
sov x v 30 30 60 9.5%
vso x v 6 0 6 1.0%
Vso x v 7 7 14 2.2%
sVo x v 11 14 25 4.0%
Ovs x v 0 0 0 0.0%
Osv X ) 0 1 1 0.2%
vOs x ) 0 0 0 0.0%
sOv x v 26 63 89 14.1%

Toal G 357 56.7%
vos x X 2 3 5 0.8%
vSo x x 0 0 0 0.0%
Svo b 4 X 1 0 1 0.2%
Sov b 4 x 0 1 1 0.2%
Vos ? X 4 14 18 2.9%

Total O 25 4.0%

630 100.0%

23 In all data tables and figures, capital letters S, O and V indicate sentential stress is carried by these
constituents. They are therefore all Type II variants.
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Table 4.5 Selections (Part (b)) across total 18 word order variants:

E G 1st choice 2nd choice Total Percentage

ovs v x 61 67 128 20.3%
osv v x 9 9 18 2.9%
oSv v x 30 46 76 12.1%
oVs v x 1 1 2 03%
Total E 224 35.6%

svo x v 125 49 174 27.6%
sov x N 19 40 59 9.4%
vso x v 2 3 s 0.8%
Vso x ) 12 12 24 3.8%
sVo x v 12 12 24 3.8%
Ovs x v 1 1 2 03%
Osv x v 1 2 3 05%
vOs x v 0 1 1 0.2%
sOv x v 32 50 82 13.0%
Total G 374 59.4%

vos X x 2 3 5 0.8%
vSo X X 0 1 1 0.2%
Svo b ¢ x 1 1 2 0.3%
Sov X X 2 1 3 0.5%
Vos ? x 5 16 21 33%
Total O 32 5.1%

630 100.0%
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The percentage of total selections made of each of the 18 variants in order from those most

often selected to those selected least often in Parts (a) and (b) combined is presented in
Table 4.2.

Figure 4.2 Preferred Amrangements
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Certain orders clearly stand out as preferred. They are:

SVO
SOV
LA
osv

which account for 74.1% of all selections across all target contexts. Note that these variants
can be considered metinformationally paired according to our definition of Type II stress
(see pages 21-23). We notice another possible pairing that was next chosen most
frequently:

Sov

SVO
Including this third pairing, these 6 variants account for a significant 87.5% of all

selections made.
The next 3 most frequently chosen variants occur virtually equally. They are:
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VoS
VSO
osv
These nine most preferred variants account for 96.5% of all responses. We will

restrict our statistical analysis to these top 9 variants in some instances, as they are clearly
most reflective of orders Russian native speakers would most naturally and frequently use.

Contrary to our expectation, there was only a marginal decrease from Part (a) to (b)
in Empathy-influenced selections, as well as a negligible increase from (a) to (b) in
grammatical variants. Just as the difference in diminutive-degree and the change in
interpersonal distance between Parts (a) and (b) seems not to have affected subjects’
selections in support of one of either the Empathy or Grammatical SO theories, the
favourability of particular orders also does not seem to have been affected by the context
changes between Parts (a) and (b). Figure 4.3 compares the number of selections made of
each of the most favoured nine variants in Part (a) and Part (b).

Figure 4.3 Most preferred 9 variants:
Number of selections in Part (a) vs. Part (b)

200~

100

svo(a-b) ovs(a-b) 0Sv(a-b)sOv(a-b) sov(a-b) sVo(a-b) Vos(a-b) Vso(a-b)osv(a-b)
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4.3.0 Type I and Type II

Type I variants account for 759 out of 1260 selections made (60.2%) compared
with 501 out of 1260 (39.8%) Type I choices. This 3:2 ratio is consistent when we
compare Type I and Type II occurences in Parts (a) and Parts (b) of the target contexts as
presented in Table 4.6. Table 4.7 divides the Type I and Type II occurences in Parts (a)
and (b) into Empathy/Grammatical and “Other’ categories.

Table 4.6 TypeIand Type II selections made in Parts (a) and (b).

Part (a) Total Percentage | Part (b) Total Percentage

Type I 370 58.7% Typel 389 61.7%

Type II 260 41.3% Type I 241 38.3%
630 100.0% 630 100.0%

Table 4.7 Number of Type I and Type II intonation responses (across
Empathy/Grammar/Other categories) and totals:

Type I Type II
Part (a) | Part (b) Total Part (a) | Part (b) Total
Empathy 137 146 283 Empathy 111 78 189
Grammar 228 238 466 Grammar 129 136 265
Other 5 5 10 Other 20 27 47
370 389 759 260 241 { 501

Though not one of our main hypotheses, we wondered how the interpersonal distance
between interlocutors would affect intonation choice. The subjects mentioned often that
they were less likely to use an extremely expressive intonation when addressing someone
interpersonally distant (as exemplified in the (b) parts of our target contexts). We would
expect then to find an increase in the use of Type I (so-called ‘neutral’ intonation) in the (b)
parts, and the Type II (‘expressive’/’emotive’ intonation) in the (a) parts, where our
subjects are addressing closely-related individuals. We did find a very slight
increase/decrease relationship from (a) to (b). The percentages are presented in Figure 4.4

below.
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Figure 4.4 Part(a) and (b) combined:
Increase/Decrease in use of Type I/Type Il intonation
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4.4.0 Tests for Independence

We conducted a series of %2 tests on our data in order to determine whether or not

our main experimental variables are connected, and if so, in what way they are related. The
variables compared were the Empathy/Grammar/Other utterance-type selections, Parts (a)
and (b) of our experiment (which were characterized by the presence or lack of
diminutives, as well as by a close or distant interpersonal relationship between
interlocutors) and Type I and Type II intonation.

The %2 analysis is the most appropriate for these data since we did expect to find

some kind of connection between variables; the experiment was structured based on
predictions that Parts (a) of target contexts would generate Empathy selections and Parts (b)
would generate Grammar selections. We did not make any hypotheses about the use of
Type I and Type II intonation, but as Type II is often considered ‘emotive,” we expected
that it may be used more often in diminutive contexts.

The %2 value from table 4.8, where we analyzed all responses across Parts (a) and
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Parts (b) with the Empathy/Grammar/Other response choices is insignificant. There is

therefore no relationship between these variables. There is only a small divergence between
the Observed and Expected values - Empathy selections are observed more often than they
are expected in Part (a) (diminutive) contexts, and Grammar selections more often in Part
(b) non-diminutive contexts.

Table 4.8 Contingency table showing relationship between utterance-type selection

across Empathy/Grammatical and ‘Other’ categories in Parts (a) and (b)
across 1260 selections

Part (a) Part (b)
Empathy QObserved 248 224 472
Expected 236 236
Grammar QObsgerved 357 374 731
Expected 366.5 366.5
Other Observed 25 32 57
Expected 28.5 28.5
630 630 1260
x2=2.47
df=2
p<0.3 ns

The situation is much the same in our %2 test of Table 4.9 below. We compared the same

variables as above, but eliminated those orders that are clearly not favoured by native
speakers (and therefore not a true reflection of what native speakers use), from the data.

Again, the 2 value shows no significant relationship between the variables.



Table 4.9 Contingency table showing relationship between utterance-type selection
across Empathy/Grammatical and ‘Other’ categories in Parts (a) and (b)

across most favored (9) word order variants only (1216 selections made)

Top 9 wo's Part (a) Part (b)
Empathy Observed 242 222 464
Expected 233 231
Grammar Observed 350 363 713
Expected 358 355
Other Observed 18 21 39
Expected 20 19
610 606 1216
df=2
p<0.5 ns
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We did expect to find some difference in the number of Type I and Type II selections made
from Parts (a) to Parts (b) of the target contexts. We anticipated that the close interpersonal

relationship and use of diminutives in Parts (a) might result in more Type II selections

overall. In Parts (b), where the interlocutor relationship is more distant, and no diminutive

or one of lesser degree is used, we expected more Type I selections. The relationship
between the two is presented in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10 Contingency table showing relationship between intonation type
and Parts (a) and (b) across all contexts (1260 selections made)

all Part (a) Part (b)
Type I Observed 370 389 759
Expected 380 380
Type I Observed 260 241 501
Expected 251 251
630 630 1260

df=1
p<0.30 ns



73
The %2 value indicates that there is no significant relationship between Parts (a) and (b) and
intonational type. There is some divergence between expected and observed frequencies;
the observed frequency of Type II intonation in Parts (a) was higher than expected, and
lower than expected in Parts (b).
The only instance where we found any 12 significance compared the relationship

between the Empathy and Grammar theories, and Parts (a) and (b), within Type II variants
selected. That is, observed and expected frequencies of the orders oVs and oSv were
compared with Vso, sVo, Ovs, Osv, vOs and sOv. There appears to be a relationship
between word order strategy and contexts characterized by the presence or lack of
diminutives and smaller and greater interpersonal distances between interlocutors within
Type II responses. We find more than expected Empathy selections in diminutive/close
interpersonal relationship contexts in this sample, and observe less than expected Empathy
selections in non-diminutive/distant interpersonal relationship environments.

Table 4.11 Relationship between utterance-type selection (Empathy vs Grammar) and
Parts (a) and (b) across Type II variants only (454 selections made)

Type I Part (a) Part (b)
Empathy Observed 111 78 189
Expected 100 89
Grammar Observed 129 136 265
Expected 140 125
240 214 454
%2=4.40
df=1
p<0.05 *

4.5.0 Summary

The results did not support the hypotheses. Word order variants reflecting personal
Empathy were not selected predominantly in Parts (a) of the experiment. This result made it
difficult to verify our second hypothesis; we expected there to be a measurable difference
between Empathy and Grammar responses between Parts (a) and Parts (b) of the target
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contexts, as a result of Empathy factor manipulation.

There proved to be no relationship between ordering strategy and the presence or
lack of personal Empathy stimuli in the context overall. Certain orders (reflecting both a
Grammar and an Empathy strategy) were preferred over others, though also did not reflect
any relationship between ordering strategy and context type. We found no relationship
between intonational type and context type overall. An important connection was
discovered, however, between word order strategy and context within the Type II
utterances. These results will be discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Discussion and Conclusion

5.0.0 Introduction

In this chapter, we discuss our experimental resulits in relation to the hypotheses
tested, as well as the implications that these results have for the Empathy theory and the
Transactional Discourse Model proposed by Yokoyama. We also discuss a number of
unexpected findings, including subjects’ tendencies to pattern both consistently and
contradictorily their first and second choice responses, as well as the relative frequency of
stressed verb variants in general, and stressed verb-initial variants in particular. Throughout
our discussion, we point out areas where flaws in our test contexts or experimental method
may have created confounding variables. Finally, we suggest directions for future study.

5.1.0 Hypothesis I
In target contexts featuring Empathy conditions (diminutives and close interpersonal
relationships) unstressed-Object-initial word order variants will be selected (OSV, OVS,

oSV, OVS).

Our results did not support the prediction made by our first hypothesis. Object-
initial word order variants certainly were not selected frequently enough in Parts (a) of the
target contexts to verify that personal Empathy is dominant over grammatical relations. That
SO orders far outweighed OS orders in terms of word order strategy, even when the
Objects in question were considered to have HE status, has serious implications for the
validity of Yokoyama's theory of personal Empathy as it interacts with word order in
Russian. The results suggest that when two discourse referents are located in the same

knowledge intersection pre-discourse-initially (in Ca(B-Cp) where both are ‘known’ to
the interlocutor, but not of ‘current concemn’ to him/her), that the one more semantically

salient will most often claim utterance-initial position. There is a stronger tendency to place
Subjects/Agents before Objects/Patients even when the Object/Patient referent is a target of
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the speaker’s personal interest.

5.2.0 Hypothesis 11
In target contexts without Empathy conditions (diminutives and close interpersonal
relationships are not featured) grammatical word order variants will be selected.

The prediction made by our second hypothesis is, to some extent, supported by our
results. We expected that where the contextual circumstances prevent a display of personal
Empathy on the part of the speaker, and where there is a lack of lexical stimulus to activate
personal Empathy (no diminutive present), that grammatical word order variants would
dominate subjects’ selections. This did occur, as the majority of response choices in Parts
(b) of the target contexts were those classified as ‘grammatical.” Unfortunately this
hypothesis was made based upon the expectation that Empathy-influenced orders would
dominate in Parts (a) and there would be a measurable difference between Empathy and
Grammar orders selected from Parts (a) to Parts (b) of the target contexts, resulting from
lexical and contextual alternations made within them. We cannot rightly say that the lack of
diminutive use and greater interpersonal distance between interlocutors prevents a dispiay
of personal Empathy (in (b) or in general) when Empathy did not emerge as a viable word
order strategy.

The percentage of Empathy-influenced orders did decrease as the percentage of
Grammar-influenced orders increased from Parts (a) to Parts (b), though only slightly (see
Figure 4.1). The x2 test (Table 4.6) of raw scores across all contexts and word order

variants indicates that there is no significant relationship between either of the Empathy or
Grammar theories and the alternating contextual variables that characterized Parts (a)
(diminutive/close interlocutor relationship) and Parts (b) (non- or lesser-degree

diminutive/distant interlocutor relationship). A x2 test done on a narrower sample of data

including only the preferred 9 word orders selected across all contexts (Table 4.7) moves
closer to significant probability levels, though still not enough to suggest that there is any
real connection between them.
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In our post hoc analysis, we did another %2 test on only those 5 target contexts that
resulted in Empathy responses in Parts (a) more than 50% of the time. The results are
presented in Table 5.1 below.
Table §.1 Contingency table showing the relationship between utterance-type selection

across Empathy and Grammatical categonies in Parts (a) and (b) across the 5
contexts best reflecting Empathy (411 selections made)

Top S contexts{ Part (a) Part (b)
Empathy Observed 122 101 223
Expected 112 112
Grammar Observed 85 103 188
Expected 95 93
207 204 411
12=3.92
=1
p<0.05 *

Though we had predicted a connection between these variables for all our target contexts,
only these S examples generated a higher number of observed Empathy selections in Part
(a) than the calculated expected value. There is a similar divergence in all other cells;
Empathy selections occur in Parts (b) less often than expected, Grammar selections appear
less often than expected in Parts (a), and instances of Grammar selection in Parts (b) are
observed more frequently than expected. Only across this narrow sample does the
relationship between Empathy and Grammar, and Parts (a) and (b) prove to be significant.

One aspect of our experimental procedure may have contributed to the similarity
between response choices from parts (a) to parts (b). Informants were invariably required
to first relate the narrated event to a close intetlocutor and secondly to a more distant
interlocutor. This pattern was consistent across all contexts. This invariability may have
generated an unanticipated carry-over effect from parts (a) to parts (b). Furthermore, there
was little supplemental information in the narrative that preceded part (b). More contextual
material placed in between parts (a) and (b) may have helped to eliminate or lessen this
priming effect.

Though other, context-specific inconsistencies detected through our post hoc
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analysis in the remaining experimental narratives may have created confounding variables

that interfered with the Empathy relationships, these oversights were certainly not severe
enough to account for the insignificance of our results.

We noticed, however, that our analysis of raw scores overall was not reflective of
where the Empathy strategy was most active. In fact, when we limited our statistical
analysis to those variants selected within Type II intonation (see Table 4.11), we found that
there was a significant relationship between the Empathy and Grammar theories
respectively, and contextual variation. If Empathy results are significant only within Type
II (recall that is is the emphatic/emotive/expressive/marked contour), we must determine
why this is so. When emotional, subjective and attitudinal information in Empathy
utterances is compounded (the use of a high-degree diminutive carries emotional meaning,
the close interpersonal relationship would permit the speaker to display his/her emotion and
expressiveness), there is a triggering of the use of Type II intonation. We will discuss this
result further in section 5.8.0 below.

5.3.0 Diminutives

As stated above, the experimental results suggest that personal Empathy is not a
dominant factor in determining word orders of discourse-initial utterances in Russian. It
serves to reevaluate, however, the features that are claimed to stimulate personal Empathy
on the part of speakers, in order to determine whether it is Empathy in a broad sense that is
not operational, or whether these features themselves did not contribute enough to effect
any results supporting the Empathy theory in our experiment.

One feature identified was the use of diminutives to refer to discourse participants.
Perhaps a justification for imposition, as Yokoyama claims, is not encoded into
diminutives, and as a result, our diminutives were not operational. Subjects were required
to use the diminutives as they were presented to them in the contexts. In some instances in
fact, subjects objected to the use of certain diminutives (although we checked our
diminutives and contexts with native speakers prior to the experiment). Several informants
mentioned that ‘Mamocka’ would not normally be used by adults when speaking to their

husbands or wives.
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The level of ‘real’ Empathy directed toward a referent as operationalized by a

diminutive would necessarily increase if the diminutive used was chosen and implemented
by the speaker him/herself. In other words, the diminutives as they referred to imaginary
characters in our experiment, may not have been reflective of the endearment/familiarity
they may have conveyed, had the subjects actually known the target referent. Some
subjects may simply have not been able to validly carry out the task, if they were unable to
imagine themselves in such situations, or were not willing to use the required forms as
presented in the scenarios.

We present this only as an extreme possibility that may have impacted our results. It
has been firmly established that the use of diminutives and varying degrees thereof
(Bratus:1969) clearly conveys a speaker’s level of endearment and familiarity towards the
referent. Furthermore, Uspenskij demonstrated how the speaker’s choice of term of
reference reveals where the speaker positions him/herself vis-a-vis the hearer.

In order to confirm that this is in fact not a confounding variable, it would be
valuable to undertake a similarly-constructed test in which informants are interviewed prior
to the experiment about actual individuals in their lives (parents, siblings, friends) and
terms of reference nomally used to refer to these individuals in various contexts. As we
expected, one might (as in Uspenskij’s example of 2.2.2) use one diminutive variant to
refer to the individual when speaking to a close friend, and another less endearing variant in
a professional context, for example. If the experiment reflected this variation, though based
on ‘real-world’ information gathered from subjects, one could be more certain that the
diminutives and other terms of reference were operational, and genuinely reflective of a HE

status assigned to a discourse referent.

5.4.0 Interpersonal Distance between Interlocutors

The interpersonal distance between interlocutors was identified as being another
feature that affected Empathy impositions. A large distance was expected to inhibit speakers
from openly displaying their Empathy toward discourse referents. We predicted thata
closer relationship would result in more Empathy impositions; speakers, sensing that their
personal concern for the referent was shared by the interlocutor, would feel more free in



imposing their subjective attitude. %0

Again, this feature needs to be reexamined in light of our experimental results. Does
the fact that Empathy variants were not dominant in contexts where the close interpersonal
relationship was expected to reinforce the speakers’ Empathy make interpersonal distance
as an Empathy feature invalid? Just as we concluded in our discussion of diminutives’
effectiveness in operationalizing Empathy, interpersonal distance may have been weak as
an Empathy-influencing feature since the subjects were forced to make their selections
based on imaginary person-to-person relationships. Again, an experimental situation that
reflects subjects’ real-world relationships would be ideal.

Overall, the imaginary nature of the contexts may have impeded our efforts to
accurately verify the extent to which Empathy conditions affect word order. As a result, we
might hesitate at this point, to completely discount the Empathy strategy in Russian word
order, since the features combined to generate Empathy in our test may not have been
reflective of the ‘actual’ level of Empathy a native speaker may assign to discourse
referents, as well as the manner in which Empathy might be encoded on a linguistic level,
had it been generated from a ‘real-world’ context.

Although it becomes impractical to generate theories that are not experimentally
viable, perhaps some aspects of the theory can be salvaged if more ‘real-world’ factors
could be incorporated into testing.

5.5.0 Response Strategies

In the majority of contexts, it became clear that informants developed patterned
response strategies with their first and second choices. The patterns either reflected a
consistency in terms of the proposed locations of metinformational knowledge of
constituents in both choices, or first and second choices contradicted each other as to the
location of metinformational knowledge (as predicted for constituents in each context).

Recall that each target context was structured so that the pre-discourse-initial
situation (prior to any Empathy status being assigned to a referent or any interpersonal
distance factor being incorporated) featured two discourse referents supposedly located
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metinformationally in Ca(B-Cp). In other words, both referents were known to the

hearer, but not presently in his/her set of current concern. Informants were then free to
select what they felt were the 2 most appropriate variants. As responses were pronounced
aloud, 2 of 18 variants were possible for each set of utterances. Let us disregard for the
moment which of the Empathy or Grammatical theories were applied in subjects’
selections.

If we agree that assessed locations of knowledge are the main criteria by which the
linear arrangement of utterance constituents are determined,24 then we would expect the
first and second choices to convey the same metinformational knowledge. For example, if
informant X chose to impose the HE discourse referent into utterance-initial position

CanCp, the resulting order in terms of metinformational knowledge (in accordance with

Yokoyama'’s ordering template) would be:

(1) CanCp - V - Ca(B-Cp)
In accordance with our test, the order selected would be of the type:

(2)ovs (TypeD)
It seems logical that informant X, having made a metinformational assessment that led to
his/her first choice, would make a second choice consistent with the first assessment. That
is, s/he considered the Object/Patient to be of current concern to him/herself and the hearer,
but the Subject/Agent to be out of the hearer’s set of current concern. A second choice
reflecting the same assessment would be of the type:

(3)oSv (TypeID
Recall that in Type II utterances, the utterance-final item with Type I intonation has been
preposed and bears sentential stress, but there is no change in the location of

metinformational knowledge. The Object is still located in CaCp. The Subject remains in

24 Yokoyama's ordering tempiate is based on this premise; orders are determined according to where
knowledge is assessed to be located in his/her knowledge sphere in relation to his/her interlocutor’s
knowledge sphere. The ordering template exists as such CanCp - V - Ca(B-Cp)before any other factors
(Empathy or Grammatical Relations) are incorporated. (See Section 2.1.6)
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Caﬁ(B~Cb).

Supposing informant Y, after contemplating the same context, feels that the Subject
referent is more appropriate (for whatever reason) in utterance-initial position, and makes
his/her two selections accordingly:

(4 svo (Typel
(5)sOv  (TypeID)

Again, the informant made a consistent second choice; the utterance-final constituent (in the
Type I utterance) was preposed and bears sentential stress in Type IL

This type of consistent intonational alternating pattern between first and second
choices reflecting equivalent knowledge locations was implemented particularly frequently
in the distractor contexts. An extract from our data tabulation of first and second choices of
Part (a) of one of the distractor contexts where 19 out of 21 informants followed this
pattern is presented in Table 5.2 below.
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Table 5.2 Data table showing each (of 21) informants’ first and second choices across
all possible word orders for Part (a) of distractor context:

‘Papocka kupil $¢enka’
Daddy-nom bought puppy-acc
“Daddy bought a puppy.”
1i2:3:4:5:6:7|{8:9:10i11:12:1314/(|15:16i17i18i19{20{21
ovs
osv
oSv
oVs
svo 2i2i1i2i2iti2ff1i2i2iriti2i2|f2ii2i2:i1i2
sOV
vso
Vso
sVo
Ovs 2
Osv 2
vOs
sOv piti2ititi2infl2ititi2iaitinf{ri2ititr: i1i1
vos
vSo
Svo
Sov
Vos

Another frequent pattern that emerged, however, was the alternation between first
and second choices of variants that conflicted in terms of locations of knowledge. Consider
again informant X’s first choice "ovs’ in (1) and (2) above. S/he has imposed the Object

referent into CaNCp. The Subject referent remains post-verbally in Ca(B-Cp). Suppose

informant X's second choice is ‘svo’ (Type I). This variant is in direct opposition to the
metinformational assessment s/he made in his/her first selection. Though the Subject
referent may have been preposed because of Grammatical Relations, the Object referent
remains post-verbally. This type of conflicting pattern was made with Type II variants as
well. For example, arrangements arrangements oSv and sOv directly oppose one another in
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terms of locations of knowledge. In oSv, S is located in Ca(B-Cp) while in sOv, itis O

that is located in Ca(B-Cp).

Disregarding Yokoyama’s TDM momentarily, these patterns would also conflict
with word order accounts based on FSP. The speaker has essentially designated one of the
constituents as ‘new’ or ‘rthematic’ information in his first choice, and has made the other
constituent ‘new’ or ‘thematic’ in the second. This type of conflicting pattern occurred
frequently in both Parts (a) and (b) of the target contexts. Table 5.3 presents an extract of
one such context where both metinformationally consistent alternations and conflicting
patterns were regularly made in individual subjects’ first and second choices.

Table S.3 Data table showing each (of 21) informants’ first and second choices of
across all possible word orders for Part (a) of target context:

‘Sasen’ku obidel ucitel’’
SaSenka-gen. offended teacher-nom.
“Sasenka was offended by the teacher.”

1:2:3;14:5:617 8:9:i10:11:12:13:14] | 1516 17{18{19{20i21

ovs 1 1 11 2:1:1:1 1§12:1:1:1:2:1
osv 1 :
oSv 1i2 1 2 (2 1:2
oVs 5

svo 2:2:i1)]2:2:2 1 2:2 1 1:2 2
sov

VS0
Vso
sVo
Ovs
Osv
vOs
sOv 1:2 2 2:2

vOs

vSo

Svo

Sov
Vos 2
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This finding has important significance to the whole notion of locations of

knowledge within the TDM. The first and second choices that are consistent and reflect
equivalent metinformational assessments using intonation (for example, the pairings svo -
sOv; ovs - oSv; perhaps sov - sVo) could support the suggestion that word order is based
on locations of knowledge that are essentially fixed once a speaker’s assessment has been
made - and that word order permutations that bear sentential stress are informationally
equivalent to their Type I ‘neutral’ correlates.

First and second choices in opposition however (ovs - svo; 0Sv - sOv; ovs - SOv;
svo - 0Sv), suggest that assessed locations of knowledge are not always the main criteria
used in establishing linear arrangements. In fact, we may even consider the possibility that
word order variant acceptability is measured on a frequency hierarchy, and not determined
by the communicative content of the utterance.

We are uncertain as to whether or not these patterns should be evaluated either as
support or evidence against the notion of locations of knowledge since the patterning
results from individual informants are quite varied. It seems that subjects each created their
own personal strategies to respond to the task. Table 5.4 presents the response behaviours
of each subject. The column entitled ‘Consistent’ presents the number of times the subject
made metinformationally equivalent selections with his/her first and second choices (paired
choices of the type: ovs - 0Sv; svo - sOv). The column ‘Contradictory’ presents the
number of times each subject made inconsistent selections with his/her first and second

choices across all target contexts.



Table S§.4  Target contexts: Subjects’ selection strategies
Consistent stress alternation pairing vs contradictory pairing in 1st and 2nd

choi
Subjects{ Consistent Contradictory | Other

1 19 5 6

2 15 5 10

3 8 8 14

4 s 5 20

5 7 3 20

6 3 10 17

7 0 11 19

8 19 3 8

9 12 0 18
10 9 3 18
11 23 5 2

12 2 19 9

13 13 11 6

14 9 19 2

15 10 4 16
16 8 4 18
17 6 2 22
18 11 3 16
19 10 14 6

20 14 2 14
21 7 7 16

Totals 210 143 277 630

% 33.33% 22.70% 43.97%

Though response behaviours varied widely across subjects, we feel that this tendency
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cannot be disregarded, as patterned first and second choices in total account for over 50%

of paired responses in both target and distractor contexts. It is interesting to compare the

percentage of pattemed ‘inconsistent’ (metinformationally contradictory) responses across
the target contexts and across distractor contexts. See Figure 5.1.
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Figure S§.1 Difference in percentage of occurrence of subjects’ selection response
patterns between target (t) and distractor (d) contexts:

SA = Stress Alternations; patterns of the type svo - sOv;
MC = Metinformationally Contradictory; pattems of the type ovs - svo

50.0%

40.0% -

30.0% -

20.0% -

10.0% -]

0.0% 4

SA®) SA@ TPMC® MC@ T N@®  N@

The difference between target contexts (SA) and (MC) pairings is not very wide: 33.3% of
all response pairs were made based on metinformational equivalency and stress
alternations, while 22.7% were metinformationally contradictory.

The percentage of metinformationally contradictory patterned responses in the
distractor contexts is extremely low (5.2%), but the percentage of consistent patterns made
with stress alternations is comparatively high (46.9%). The high percentage of consistent
patterns made across distractor contexts supports the notion that Type I and Type I
variants are paired and convey the same metinformational knowledge. Recall that in the
distractor contexts, the Object referent was inanimate in 6 out of 10 cases, and an animal in
the other 4. The Subjects were human in 9 contexts. One Subject was an animal.

We may draw the conclusion that where discourse referents are equal on an
animacy hierarchy (as were all our human referents across all target contexts), the relative
locations of knowledge for each referent are extremely difficult to determine (whether or
not the Empathy or Grammatical theory is being adhered to). Conversely, when one
referent is clearly dominant on an animacy scale, the informant feels more confident in



88
his/her response, and more often selects a second variant that reinforces the first one.

Though not intended to be featured in our analysis, one of the distractor contexts
involved two animal discourse referents. Since it was a distractor context, no Empathy
conditions were directed toward either of the referents. As in the target contexts, informants
once again used the conflicting pattem in their first and second choices. This suggests that
when referents are equal on the animacy hierarchy, subjects become less assured in their
assessments, and as a result, provide word order alternatives that are metinformationally
contradictory.

It is interesting that discourse-initial contexts similar to this two-animal context
(featuring 2 referents equal on an animacy hierarchy in the absence of Empathy factors) are
those which Yokoyama employs to first set out her ordering template according to locations
of knowledge; discourse referents are equal in animacy and are both not part of the
interlocutors’ matters of current concem. If Empathy factors surface at this stage, they are
claimed to cause impositions and thus affect the resulting word orders. In the absence of
Empathy factors, deep semantic roles (Grammatical Relations) are claimed to determine the
arrangement of sentence constituents. The fact that results from this single distractor
context where no Empathy factors were featured mirror the results obtained from our target
contexts (in terms of informants’ contradictory response patterns) strongly suggests that
Empathy factors are very weak, or at best inconsistent in accounting for word order
variation in Russian discourse-initial utterances. These distractor results show that
informants face similar difficulty in making consistent first and second choices when
referents are equal in animacy with or without interference from Empathy factors.

Another context that produced rather unexpected results involved the discourse-
initial utterance ‘Oxotnik ubil sobaku’ (The hunter-nom. killed the dog-acc.) “The hunter
killed the dog.” This was a Part (b) context where the speaker was reporting about the
slaying of his/her dog (referred to by its name ‘Zucka’ in Part (a)) by a hunter in an off-
limits area to a police officer. Assuming the police officer just arrived on the scene, neither
referent could be considered to be of current concem. We would expect ‘svo’ grammatical
orders to be chosen. Interestingly, many ‘ovs’ orders were selected, and again,
contradictory, patterned responses prevailed. This is another instance where informants
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contradicted themselves in the absence of Empathy factors.We suggest that in future tests,

more ‘distractor’ contexts of this type should be incorporated. If informants respond
similarly to both target contexts (referents equal in animacy + Empathy factors) AND
distractor contexts (referents equal in animacy without Empathy factors), results would
disprove the Empathy theory completely. Rather, one may focus on other conclusions that
focus on animacy relationships and Russian discourse-initial word orders.

§.6.0 Verbs

We anticipated that difficulties would be encountered if variants with stressed verbs
were selected. The verb did indeed appear stressed rather frequently; 3 of the 9 preferred
variants were those which include stressed verbs (Vos, Vso and sVo). In some cases, these
choices may reflect oversights in building the narratives. For instance, it became apparent
that the action may have been expected and participants of the event were known to be
involved in some way with the unspecified proposition; the verb was stressed in order to
confirm that the action occurred.

Consider this Part (b) target context:

‘Trener nokautiroval Dimu.’
The coach-nom. KO’d Dima-acc.)
“The coach knocked out Dima.”

In this context, variants featuring stressed verbs were selected 19 times out of 42. The
utterance was to be uttered to an athlete friend of the speaker’s younger brother Dima, who
had wamed Dima about the dangers of sparring with this particular coach. The frequency
with which variants with stressed verbs were chosen in this instance indicates that even
discourse-initially, the informational status of verbs can outweigh that of discourse
referents. Informants chose to confirm the act of ‘knocking out,’ as the assessment would
reveal that the hearer is already familiar with the terms of the proposition. S/he needs
confirmation about whether or not this event took place.

Consider another example, a Part (a) context:

‘Sofocku obmanul fotograf.’
Sofocku-acc. betrayed the photographer-nom.
“Sofotka was betrayed by the photographer.”
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Variants with stressed verbs were chosen 15 times out of 42. Here, the predicational

knowledge was not being confirmed. Instead, the semantic dominance of this strong, rather
negative verb seems to have overpowered both discourse referents in terms of
informational salience. It was not Sofotka that was betrayed by the photographer, or the
photographer who betrayed Sofocka; the act of betrayal itself became the focus.

Of course all variants with stressed verbs are Type IL Recall that we encountered
difficulty classifying these variants, since our definition of Type II intonation specifies that
utterance-final items under Type I intonation are stressed and preposed. We classified the
oVs variant as Empathy-influenced, since the Object claims utterance-initial position and is
unstressed. sVo is a grammatical order. The Subject claims utterance-initial position and
the Object follows (immediately after the verb, if we continue to consider this an
intonational variant equivalent to sov). Variants Vos and Vso present problems however.
Are they equivalent to Type I variants osv and sov? If so, then variants sVo, Vso and sov
and orders oVs, Vos and osv respectively, would be considered metinformationally equal.
(The last item in the Type I variant is stressed and preposed - to either utterance-medial, or
utterance-initial position.)

Recall that in Yokoyama's framework, verbs are represented simply as verbs (V) in
the ordering template. Prior to discourse, they are considered unspecified predicational

knowledge | [ P | | located in CaCp. According to the model then, verbs should never bear

sentential stress, as the possibility that they be located in Ca(B-Cp) is not considered. Let

us consider the acceptability of stressed-verb-initial variants, supposing that verbs can be
located in C3(B-Cp). Yokoyama incorporated a restriction into her analysis regarding the
landing site of preposed items. It specified that preposed items whose knowledge is located
in Can(B-Cp) should not precede items in CaCp (See p. 40). We might conclude then,
that stressed verb-initial variants are unacceptable, since they have been preposed and have
claimed landing sites before (what appear to be) imposed CanCp items in correlate Type I

variants. We hesitate to suggest that stressed verb-initial variants are unacceptable, since



91
they were frequently selected. We suggest instead that this restriction does not apply to

verbs.

Clearly, a refinement to the TDM needs to be made to account for stressed verb
variants. There is no reason to believe that unspecified predicational knowledge (to be
specified by a particular verb) should not be considered ‘information to be relocated’ as is
the knowledge specified by discourse referents (nouns) in a give utterance. In simpler
terms, the informational status of a verb is not always predetermined in the environment of
nominal sentence constituents that fluctuate in terms of informational importance based on
contextual/discourse factors.

We are suggesting here that verbs also move in and out of one’s matters of current
concern based on contextual and perhaps even attitudinal factors. In light of this
development, we propose that predicational knowledge | | P | | (represented as V in the
ordering template and specified by a particular verb in an utterance) not be automatically

included in the pre-discourse-initial CaCp intersection. Instead, verbs must also be

assessed and located within the knowledge intersections of A and B. As these few
examples have shown, there is reason to assume that verbs do not always remain in the
matters of shared concern, and may move in or out of different knowledge intersections as
a result of contextual factors or salience.

We cannot concede that all the stressed verb selections made were a result of
structural flaws in our narratives and were not genuinely reflective of the discourse-initial
situation. The predicate in the context “Sofotka was betrayed by the photographer,” could
in no way have been expected by the hearer. The variability in semantic weight of verbs
needs to be addressed in the TDM if we are to continue to apply it to account for word

order in Russian.
Let us return to the issue of landing sites of preposed items for a moment. When

verbs are stressed, they appear utterance-initially more frequently than they do utterance-
medially. (Vos and Vso were selected 77 times; oVs and sVo were selected 57 times.) The
difference may not seem so significant until it is compared with other stressed-initial

variants.
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Table 5.5 Total selections: variants with stressed utterance-initial items

Variant Total selections
Svo 3
Sov 4
Owvz 2
Osv 4
Vos 39
Vso 38

Variants that have stressed utterance-initial Subjects and Objects are chosen infrequently.
We do not agree that their infrequency is accounted for by phonological factors that are
claimed to interfere with landing sites of preposed items (see page 41). Yokoyama claimed
that native speakers tend not to prepose items too far leftward, as the implementation of
Type II intonation would require all the segmental material that follows the item to be
pronounced with a low tone (see page 22). Phonological factors obviously did not inhibit
stressed verb-initial variants from being selected, as all the utterances in our test were
relatively brief, consisting of only 3 items. Perhaps Yokoyama's claim that preposed

Can(B-Cp) items should not precede imposed CaNCp items legitimately accounts for the
infrequency of stressed Object and Subject-initial variants. Unfortunately, this restriction is
founded on other claims regarding the prominence of imposed CaNCp items that proved to

be invalid. Obviously, some other restriction or tendency inhibits stressed Objects and
Subjects from being placed utterance-initially, but permits stressed verbs from occupying
either position. Again, further refinements must be made to the TDM, in this case to
account for the free movement of stressed verbs and the restricted mobility of stressed
Subjects and Objects.

5.7.0 Type I and Type II Intonation

The relationship between Type I and II intonation is particularly interesting and at
the same time, most problematic. Firstly, Yokoyama conducted her analysis of word order
in Russian from the standpoint of Type I ‘neutral’ intonation. The ordering template
arranged according to locations of knowledge was established using Type I intonation.
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Type Il intonation was subsequently defined in terms of the acceptable orders that were

generated according to this Type I template. From this early stage then, Type I and Type II
were considered to be ‘metinformationally paired.” Knowledge locations of sentence
constituents remain constant in both Types, though the utterance-final item under Type [
intonation is preposed and bears sentential stress in Type II to mark this pre-position.

We disagree with Yokoyama's approach whereby the the framework and interaction
of Empathy within the TDM were outlined primarily upon utterances with Type I
intonation. The analysis centred around discourse-initial utterances - those to be uttered
aloud in conversation between two interlocutors. It is firmly established that intonation we
refer to as Type Il or ‘emotive’ (regardless of terminology) is the intonational contour used
primarily in conversation. Perhaps we are not justified in criticizing Yokoyama’s approach
as our results show that Type I variants were chosen more frequently overall (759 times out
of 1260). We suggest however, that this result is a reflection of the artificial nature of the
experimental situation. Informants were required first to read the narratives to themselves.
Perhaps this put our subjects into a literary state of mind. Intonational Type II is noticeably
‘expressive,’” ‘emotive’ and ‘emphatic’; subjects may not have felt completely comfortable
in uttering Type II selections aloud in front of the tester.

Although not one of our primary hypotheses, we did expect to find some difference
in the number of Type I and Type II selections made from Parts (a) to Parts (b) of the target
contexts. In fact, some informants mentioned that they made an intonational distinction in
terms of the degree of expressiveness they were willing to display to more distant
interlocutors. We thought therefore, that the close interpersonal relationship and use of
diminutives in Parts (a) might result in more Type II selections overall. In Parts (b), where
the interlocutor relationship is more distant, and no diminutive or one of lesser degree is
used, we expected more Type I selections. The relationship between the two was presented

in Table 4.10. Although the %2 test revealed that the relationship between Parts (a) and (b)

and intonational Type was not significant, there was some divergence between expected
and observed frequencies; the observed frequency of Type II intonation in Parts (a) was
higher than expected, and lower than expected in Parts (b).
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The only instance where we found highly relevant x2 significance was in the

analysis of the relationship between the Empathy and Grammar theories, and Parts (a) and
(b), when the data was limited to selections with Type II intonation. (See Table 4.11) It
revealed that there is a relationship between ordering strategy and contexts characterized by
the presence or lack of diminutives and smaller and greater interpersonal distances between
interlocutors, though within variants characterised by ‘emphatic/expressive’ (Type II)
intonation. That we found more than expected Empathy selections in diminutive/close
interpersonal relationship contexts in this sample, and less than expected Empathy
selections in non-diminutive/distant interpersonal relationship contexts, indicates that the
use of the Empathy strategy is best reflected in Type II utterances.

In light of this result, it becomes increasingly difficult to support Yokoyama’s
Empathy analysis as it was developed primarily around Type I intonation. Of course she
refers repeatedly to Type II variant acceptability in her discussion, but does not focus her
Empathy argument at all on Type II variants, those that now appear to most significantly
interact with Empathy.

If we continue to grant Empathy some measure of validity as a condition that affects
word order in Russian discourse-initial utterances within the TDM, a reworking of the
theory from a standpoint closer to Type II needs to be provided. In particular, what is
happening metinformationally in Type II utterances? (We have done our best here to
structure some kind of system within which to classify Type II utterances, but it is clear
that there are still complications.) Can Type I and Type II variants still assumed to be
considered metinformationally paired? This assumption is partially disproved by the
subjects’ tendency to select first and second choices that contradict one another in terms of
locations of knowledge. Perhaps Type I, as it has been reflected in oSv and oVs orders
(those that were significant in terms of Empathy) should be investigated more directly in
terms of Object-initial patterns. It makes sense that Type II is used more frequently in these
situations; ‘expressive’ intonation is said to be used to mark the ‘misplaced’ Rheme, the
movement leftward of the ‘new’ information, or in Yokoyama's terms, the pre-position of

Can(B-Cp) from utterance-final position. As these Object-initial patterns directly oppose
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grammatical SO order, perhaps the implementation of Type II marks not only the misplaced

(preposed) utterance-final item, but also the fact that the word order in general is in
opposition to a grammatical order.

5.8.0 Theoretical Observations

Should we wish to continue to work within the TDM when approaching word order
in Russian, important refinements need to be made. We mentioned earlier in our discussion
that the role of verbs in the transfer of metinformational knowledge needs to be reevaluated.
The fact that stressed verb variants were often selected indicates, contrary to Yokoyama's
formulations, that they cannot always be considered unspecified predicational knowledge

1 P11, located in CanCp prior to discourse.

We also pointed out a significant shortcoming in the formulation of the Empathy
theory. As a discourse theory applied primarily to conversation, it follows that the
framework be constructed from the standpoint of Type II intonation. Although Type II
intonation was seen to best reflect the theory, it was never defined nor explained (in terms
of the transfer of knowledge in Empathy contexts) independently of Type L

Our experimental results have serious implications for Yokoyama’s theory of
Empathy in terms of its interaction with word order in Russian. Clearly, Empathy is
marginally, if at all, influential in determining linear arrangements of discourse-initial
utterances. If it is to be considered operational, it can be investigated and activated primarily
within Type II ‘emphatic/expressive’ intonation.Though we have considered the effects of
some confounding variables that may have influenced our test, their combined interference
was not severe enough to discount our results.

If we wish to grant Empathy a place in word order theory in Russian, we must
consider its expression on a gradient scale. A speaker does not simply have two mutually
exclusive strategies (Empathy and Grammar) to consider before s/he produces his/her
utterance. An individual’s point-of-view and attitude towards discourse referents and the
willingness of the speaker to display this point-of-view are in constant flux. The linguistic
expression of such a variable concept is likely just as flexible. We suggest that Empathy be
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considered in degrees; more or less empathy can be conveyed in a particular instance

depending on contextual variables. Whether or not the situation warrants an expression of
‘full’ Empathy is to be determined by the speaker. The use of a diminutive as a term of
reference is already evidence of an Empathy judgment on the part of the speaker. An
unstressed-Object-initial pattern can be considered a manifestation of Empathy in terms of
linear expression. These two factors compounded may further trigger the use of Type II
‘emphatic/femotive’ intonation. Clearly, the speaker has one or all of these (and likely other)
linguistic ‘signals’ at his/her disposal.

We cannot make any definitive claims as to the effectiveness of the TDM as a basis
for ordering constituents in general; we have no reason to dispute the fact that linear
arrangements are affected by pragmatic considerations. Yokoyama's theory of knowledge
intersections certainly correlates to (and attempts to represent more precisely)
‘Theme/Rheme’ ‘given/new’ dichotomies, which have long been seen to significantly affect
word order in Russian. Their expression in terms of linear arrangement, however, is
perhaps most apparent within the stream of discourse. Our test was designed to determine
the strength of pragmatic considerations exclusively at the outset of discourse (discourse-
initially); they can be considered operational if proven to be effective in instances where no
Topic/given/Theme has been firmly established.

In other words, the Empathy theory proposed that a kind of Topic/given/Theme

(understood as being an imposition made of one item into CaCp) is established prior to

discourse based on subjective and attitudinal factors. Contrary to the claims made by
Yokoyama, discourse-initial orders in environments conditioned by personal Empathy are
arranged primarily on the basis of grammatical case relationships and not in accordance
with locations of knowledge determined by speaker assessment. The contradictory nature
of pattermed responses, however, reveal that groups of informants rely on different
strategies when making assessments prior to discourse. Obviously, contextual factors
manipulated in order to stimulate a “Topic’ choice pre-discourse-initially were not equally
influential to all subjects. We may suggest then, that some subjects do make a Topic choice
based on Empathy factors, while others rely on grammatical strategies. Others combine



both approaches.

Certainly our results indicate that Empathy is not stronger than grammatical
relations in determining word order in Russian. In contrast with Yokoyama’s proposal, it
did not emerge as the dominant theory in the environments tested. Empathy must instead be
considered one of several tendencies that has the potential to influence word order in
appropriate contextual circumstances.

5.9.0 Future Research

We have already encountered certain problems that may be addressed by further
research. We suggested that tests based on ‘real-world’ information gathered from subjects
may render diminutives and terms of reference more operational when testing Empathy.
When discussing patterned response choices, we suggested that similar tests be carried out
that feature referents equal in animacy, both with and without Empathy factors. One may
then be able to determine whether the Empathy theory is operative, or whether informants
simply cannot agree or consistently determine where referents belong ‘metinformationally’
when referents are equal in animacy, regardless of personal Empathy.

We identified a problem with our experimental procedure that may have influenced
our results, and which should be eliminated in further investigations. Recall that overall,
there was not a very noticeable difference in responses from parts (a) to parts (b).The
speaker was to relate the event to an interpersonally close interlocutor in part (a), which
was always placed first, then to a more distant interlocutor in part (b). In our post hoc
analysis, we realized that the consistency of this arrangement across all 25 narratives may
have had a priming effect towards the part (b) answers, resulting in a sustained pattern
across both parts (a) and (b). It would be worthwhile to conduct another test where this
order is varied. The speaker may first relate the event to an acquaintance or a neighbour, for
instance, and then to a close relative or friend.

It is also important to determine whether or not Type I and Type I variants are
metinformationally equivalent. We suggest that contexts similar to these be tested, but that
word order variants (that we predict reflect or do not reflect Empathy) be provided (in Type
I - Type II pairs), to be read aloud by informants. The intonational contour that informants
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apply to the selections, as a response to the contextual circumstances, would provide

insights into both the equivalency of intonational types, as well as the acceptability of
orders resulting from a particular context.

Though we clarified all of our informants’ confusions and questions regarding the
completion of the task before the test, some may have interpreted the instructions in an
unexpected way. We intended the first choice to be the speaker’s most genuine spoken
reaction in that context. Difficulty encountered in trying to provide a proper equivalent in
Russian to specify a speaker’s ‘second choice,’ resulted in the second variant being
referred to as ‘the most acceptable variant of the remaining choices.’ Informants may have
indeed provided their first, and most natural, reaction, then resorting to what they may have
considered to be an acceptable ‘grammatical’ variant in their second choice. We mention
this only as an extreme possibility that may have affected first and second choices. It was
almost always specified to the subject prior to the experiment that the second answer was to
be their second-most natural reaction. We do suggest, however, that the instructions be
absolutely precise in this regard in all further tests.

Furthermore, it would be valuable to carry out more tests involving a larger
number of subjects and similar contexts, in order to determine whether groups of
informants can be isolated that respond differently, but regularly. We already observed that
some informants responded consistently, wkile others responded with contradictory
selections. Perhaps the Empathy theory can be considered operational, though as a
response strategy used exclusively among a group of speakers. In particular, subjects that
appear to employ the same response strategy, such as the stress alternation pattern, (see
Table 5.4) should be grouped together and analysed independently from those that employ
a contradictory metinformational knowledge pattern, or no consistent pattern at all. Insights
from such restricted analysis may support the suggestion that an individual’s tendency to
employ or rely on either Empathy or another word order strategy may depend on his/her
language capacity or competence.

It should also be mentioned that all our informants had been living in an English-
speaking environment for various periods of time. This could certainly have interfered
somewhat with our results; it is reasonable to assume their responses may have been
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affected by English word order. It would be beneficial to carry out all further research with

informants who have not been exposed to English.
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APPENDIX

B aannoM Oykaere coaepMarcd 25 OTpHBKOB TeKCra. KamaAuMH OTPMBOK
pasaenéH Ha aBe 4qacrtH. [focae Kawagoro maparpada TeKcra, NMpHBOAAICH
BapHaHTH OTBETOB.

I

a)

—BHHMaTeAbHO MPOYHTIAATE MEpPBHH ab3all Texcra. BH cMomMeTe 3aMETHTb, 4TO
KaWAKNK OTPHMBOK PaccKa3HBaeT O COOMTHH, KOTopoe MpoH3olao HedaBHo. IIpH
3TOM, BOBJAEYEHH AI0OAH, HMEOIIHE ONpeAeNEHHOE OTHOIWICHHE K BaM,
HanmpHMEp, BallK POACTBEHHHKH HAM 3HakomHe. [lpeacraBpre, 4TO BH
IBASIEeTEeCh YYaCTHHKOM 3THX COOHTHH. KaKk OH Hrpaere podab.

6) Mpounraiite MpeAnOMEHHS, cAeayoOIIHe 3a 1—~HM ab3alleM H IPOH3HECHTe
ux mpo ce6d. (B peansHoM KOHTEKCTe AAHHHM NPEANOMEHHSM MOLYT
npeAulecTBOBaTh Opa3l THmMa: .Hy, 4ro Homoro?", .TH 3Haems..".)

NMomeTbTe KHOpOH '1I° BapHaHT, KOTOPHH, C BalleH TOYKH 3peHHH, OHA OH
BalleH eCTeCTBEeHHOH peakiuHeH. [I[poH3HeCHTe 3ITO NMpeaJONEeHHe BCAYX.

MomeTbTe UHOPOH ‘2° BapHAHT, KOTOpHH OHA OH HaHGoAee NMpHEMAECMHM H3
OCTABUIHXCS NpeanoWeHHHR. [[poH3HeCHTe 3TO MPpEAJOKEHHEe BCAYX.

II
a) Npounraiire BTOpoit a63all Tekcra. llpeacTaBbTe ce6e AAHHYIO CHTYaUHIO.

6) MoBropHre mMocaegoBatesabHocth K3 m. 1, (6). (B peaasHoM KoHTekcTe
AAHHEM MPEANOKEHHSM MOTYT NpeAlIecCTBOBaTh Gpa3H THma: .Hy, uro
HoBOro?", .BH 3Haere..".)

COMHONOTHYECKHE AaHHHE YYacTBYWOIIEro B 3IKCNEpHMEHTE:

Moa:

Foa pomaeHKS:

PoaHoH €3HK:

O6pa3oBaHHE:

Bpems INpoMHBaHHSA 3a TpaHHIEH:

MpocHM o6paTHTh BHHMaHHe Ha TO, YTO aHKeTa dBASeTCd AHOHMMHOH. BH
BNpaBe MPEeKpPaTHTb 3IKCNEPHMEHT B JAlo6oe BpeMd.
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Baureit MmaMe HIeCThAeCHTh NATHh JAeT. B revyeHHe MOCAEAHMX feT eé
3peHHe yxyamnaocs. K TomMy Me, OHa BCeraa BOAHYeTCS B MarasHHax,
ocoOeHHO Koraa 3a HeH AAHHHAaS odYepeab AAeH, KoTopHe crnewmar. Ei
IPYAHO pa3ANYaTh pa3HMe KYmwpH. Eif Heo6XoaHMO cRenHaABHOE AE€KapCIBO,
KOTOpoe OHa Bceraa MOKyMmaer B anreKke, rae Bail Apyr paboraer
daprauneBTOM.

CerogHg oHa mollaa B anreky ¢ AByMS O6aHkHoTaMH — 5,000 p. H
10,000 p., xoTope BH e paaM. JlexapctBo CToHTr 5,000 p. [Ilpuas aomod,
OMHa BaM OTAaja OCTaBlIHecH AEHBIH — 5,000—HMHA G6aHKHOT.

Oxka3aqnoch, MTO KacCHplIa CNEeUHaABHO HHYEro He CKas3aqa, Koraa
MaMoyKa WMo owHGke 3amaarkaa 10,000 p. Bmecro 5,000 p.

Bamra weHa BepHyaach AOMOH C paGoTH. Yro GH BH CKa3aaH eH o

cayvyHBuIeMcs?
O6cyxrtana MaMoOYKy KaccHpuia
Kacchpma obGcuHTana MaMoOuKy.
MaMoyky o6cyHTana KaccHpuia.
O6cyHTana KacCHpUIa MaMOYKYy.
Kaccupmia MaMoyky obGcuHTasa.

Mamoyky KaccHpma o6CcyYHTana.

Bu pelrHAH MOHTH B aNTeKy H paccKas3arh BalleMy ApYTY
(papmaueBTy), Yr0 mMpoH3owno. Yro 6 BH CKalanH emy?

Kacchpmia mamy ob6cyMTaga.
Mamy obcuHTana KaccHpuia.
Kaccupuia ob6cuHrana mamy.
O6GcuHTana KaccHpuia mamy.

O6cuMTana MaMy KacCHpuia.

Manmy Kkaccupuia obGcyHrasaa.
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MPHT AaCHAH YYaCTBOBATh Ha KOHGEpeHUHH MO rpaMAaHCKOMY CTPOHTEALCIBY B

Fepmauun. OH Bceraa BCE octaBager A0 MocaeaHed MMMYTH. ByxBaabHo B
NOCACAHHR AEeHb NepeA MOe3AKOH OH IOAYMHA BH3Y H KYNHA OHAeT Ha

CaMoaer.

Haxoxrel Bcé 6MA0 roroBo H Caura moexaa B a’pomopr. Yepe3 HekoTopoe

Bpems CalleHbXa NMO3BOHHA BaM H CKa3aq, YTo OH 3a6Ma aoma macmopr. OH

IMONIPOCHA Bac MPHBE3TH €ro B alpomopr.

B 3ToTr MOMEHT, Ballla ¥MeHa BepHyaach AOMOH ¢ pa6oTH. Yro OH BH

CKa3anH e cKasaaM o CayvHBUIeMCH?

Tax xak y Bac HeT MaUIHHH, BH NO3BOHMAM BallleMy 3HaKoMOMY H
MOMPOCHAH €ro OTBE3TH Bac B adpomopT. Yro 6K BH CKa3aaH emy O

CAYYHBLIEMCSH?

Camrenska 3abOHa Macmopr.
Macnopr 3ab6ua CalIeHBKa.
3abua CamreHbKa NacHopT.
3ab6Ha macmopr CallleHbKa.
Mlacnopr CameHbka 3aGua.

CamreHbKa MacmopTr 3a0Ha.

MMacnopr Camra 3a6ma.
Macnmopr 3a6ua Caumra.
3abua Calla MacmopT.
Camra macmopr 3a6HA.

Camwra 3a6HA MacIopr.

3abua nacnopr Caula.
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CauleHpka - Balll TPHHAAUATHACTHHH CMH ~ OvYeHb XOPOWIHH MaAbYHK.
OH o4YeHb Xopolllo BeAér cebg B IIKOAE, K A0 CHX NOP OH BCeraa moayvaa
NATEPKH MO BCEeM CBOHM mpeameram. MaremarHka — aAOGHMMH npeamer
CaumrenskH. KporMe CBOHX YPOKOB, OH HHTepecyercd MY3Mmkoi. OH Hrpaer Ha
CKpHIIKeE.

B 3roM roay Ha paGory B WIKOAY NPHHAAH HOBOro yyHreas. Ox
npemogaéT MareMartHKy, a TaKkme AIOOGHT 3aHHMaThcd cmoprorm. Bce rosopdr,
4YTO YYHTEAb JaAyville OTHOCHTICHE K CTYACGHTaM, KOTOpHE MrpaloT B IIKOABHEX
KOMaHAaX H MOCMEHBaeIcqd HaA CTYACHTIaMH, KOTOPHE He 3aHMMAWTCH CIOPTOM.

C BamH CaumieHbKa HHKOrAa He TOBOPHA 006 3TOH CHTYallHH B lIXoJqe,
XOTd BH YYBCTBOBAaJAM, 4YT0 YTO0—T0 He B mopsiake. HakoHeu oH MpHuIén
AOMOH OYEHb PaCCTPOCHHHH.

Bauia wmeHa BepHyaach AoMoH ¢ pab6oTrH. Uro OH BH paccKka3anM eH o6

3T0M?

Obnaean yuHrteab CalIeHBKY.
CamteHBKYy oOHAeAn YUHTEAb.
O6Haea CalIeHBKY YYHTEAb.
CalleHBKY YUYHTeab obHaea.
Yyureas ob6Haean CallleHBKY.

Yuynreas CaumieHnKy obuaen.

Ha pab6ore Bo BpeMsd mepepHBa BH C KoajaeramH GeceAgoBadH, Koraa
BOllJAa €IDé OAHAa COoTpYAHHMIa. E€é CHH -~ oAHOKAaCCHHK CallIeHBKH, H OH
Hrpaer B 6Gackerboa H B XokkeH. Yro OH BH paccKasaaH eH o cayvyHBuiemcH?

Camry obHAaea yYHTeAb.
Yuurear ob6uaea Caumry.
O6naea Cawy ydHTEAb.
O6Haen yvHTeap Caury.
Camry yuMreab oGHAea.

Yuyureap Caimry obHaea.
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flpamaTHYeckKHH TeaTp B BallleM ropode OpraHH30BaiA JAoTepelo, B
KOTOPOH BHHIpPAaBUIHA AOAMEH MOAYMHTH OHACTH Ha NMpeMbepy HOBOH
NOCTAaHOBKH. BM pellIMAH KYNHTb ABa NOTepeHHMX BHAera. OAMH OHAeT BH
OCTaBHAH cebe, a Apyroi orAaanH mame. Yepe3d Heaeal OMAH O0OBABACHH
BHHIpHUIHKe HoMepa. BM cpa3y We yBMAeaH, YTOo ¥ MamMM Oua
BHHIpHMIIHKA G6Haer. BM molIAR X HeH, YTOOGM paccKka3aTh O CYACTAHBOK
cayYaHHOCTH. MaMoyka Havyana HcKath OHaer Mo BCeH KBapTHpe, HO He Moraa
HaiTH ero. BM moexaaH B TearTp, YTOOM y3Harh, BEAETCH AH Yy HHX YUET

KYNACHHHRX OHAETOB.
B TOoT We Beyep MamMo4iKa NMO3BOHHAA BaM. OKa3anoch, YTo OHaer

3aBaAHACS 32 NMHCHMEHHHH CTOA.
Baura meHa BepHyaach AOMOH ¢ paboTH. Y0 OH BH paccka3aaH ex o

CAYYHBIIHMCH?

braer Hauraa Mamouka.
Hamaa 6Haer Mamoyka.
MaMoyka Hauina OGHaer.
Braer MamMmoyka Hamaa.
Hamrna MamMmouka OGHaer.

Mamoyxa OMaer Hauiaa.

Ha caeayomMi AeHp BH NMOeXaNH emé pa3 B TeaTp C BHMIPHIUIHEM
6uaeroM. YTo BH CKa3adH B Teatpe?

Hamraa Mama O6Haer.
Mama Hamna GHaer.
Buaer Mama Hawaa.
Haurna 6uaer Mama.

Buaer wamna Mama.

MaMma OHaeT Haliaa.



108

Bama ayvinag moapyra MauieHbka — KOMNO3HTOp. OHa OYeHsb
TpYAOAIOOHBAS H MOAYYKAAZ H3BECTHOCTH B BallleM ropoAe, HO B APYTHX MecCTax
€€ NMpOH3BEeAEHHA A0 CHX MOp emé He OYeHb XOpOoUIO H3BeCTHM. Buepa y Heé
6uA YHHKAABHMH IWIaHC. B Bamr ropoa mpHexaa AaBath KOHIEPT 3HAMEHHTHH
My3HKaHT. Ero nmpHraacHax Ha npocayllHBaHHe CTYACHTOB KOHCEPBaTOPHH,
rae HCMOAHSAHCH HEKOTOpHE NMpOH3IBEACHHS MECTHHX MOAOAKX KOMIIO3HTOPOB.
OaHHM H3 HHX OHaAa mMbeca BallleR MOAPYTH. BH Y3HaAM, Y10 €€ KOMMO3HUHS
NMpoH3BeJaa Xopolloe BlleYaT/NeHHe Ha Hero, H Moc/e NPOCAYUMIHBAHHS OH O4veHb
A0ATO TOBOPHJA O €€ TajaMre.

Mo nmpockbe MallleHBKH BH 3aeXanH 3a €€ MyWeMm B a3pomopr — OH
TOABKO 4YTO BEPHYACS H3 MOE3AKH H MPONYyCTHA NpocayuiHBanke. Yto 6H BH
CKa3aqH eMy 0 cayYHBIIeMCH?

My3nKkaHT noxBaaHa MallieHBKY.
MalleHbKy NOXBaAHA MY3IHKAHT.
MoxBanKa MY3NKaHT MalleHbKY.
MaimueHsKky MY3HKaHT NOXBaaAHJ.
My3HKaHT MalleHbKy IOXBaJAHA.

lMToxBaaka MalleHBKY MY3HKaHT.

Bu BcIpeyaereck co 3HaKoMOH MalleHbKM, TOXeE CTYAEHTKOH, KoTopad
TaKKe MHUIEeT MY3HKY, HO NoKa He moaydHaa Goabuioro MpH3HaHHA. Y10 OH
BH CKa3aqH ed o cayYHBUIeMCS?

Maimry noxBaaxa MY3HKaHT.
Maury My3HKaHT MOXBaJaHA.
lMMoxBaana Maumy MY3HKaHT.
My3nKaHT moxBaaxa Mauy.
My3nkaHr Maily NOXBaaHa.

MoxBaana mMy3mxkaHr Mauy.
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Bama amo6umMas TETd, KoTopas MHMBET B KBapTHpe B BallleM goMme,
co6Hpanach MoexaTh HABECTHTH CBO CeCTpPY, KOTOpPYIO OHa AaBHO He BHAeAa.
OHa aoaro orxnaaWBana ACGHBIH Ha MOoe3AKY H HaKoHell cmorsaa moexars. OHa
xoTeaa aobparbcd A0 BOK3aAa Ha MeTpo, HO omo3gana. Tak xak BpeMeHH
6MA0 Mafo, MOKa BMW C NMOMOILI Ballel MEHM NOCHEIIHO YKAAAMBAaAH €€
BelIH, TETYNIKa MOllN2 H OCTaHOBHAA TaKCH Ha yaHue. flioGonuTHag coceaxka
TETYIIKH CHAeAa Y Moabe3Aaa H CMOTpeaa, KaKk OHa CHElIHAA. BH ¢ wWeHoH
camaere TETYUIKY Ha MAIIHRY, NMpolllaeTech C HEH H Bo3BpamaeTech AOMOH.

Yepe3 HexoTOpoe BpeMS TETYUIKa 3BOHHT C BOK3ada oYeHb PacCTPOCHHad.
Okasanoch, 410 WOHEp oTobpana y Heé KOLIeN€K H yexaa.

YcamuraB 3BOHOK, Ballla MeHa Bollaa B KomHary. Iro OM BH paccKa3adlH eH o

cayyuBUIieMcH?

Orpabua TEéTylIKYy WIOQEp.
Ilo¢ép orpabuan TETYUIKY.
Térywky wodép orpabua.
Orpabua urodép TETYWIKY.
Tétywky orpabua uogép.
lWogép rérywky orpabua.

Mocae 3Toro BH MoexadaM 3a TETeH Ha Bok3asa. CocedKka NO~NpeMHEMY
CHaena y moabe3aa. Yro OH BH eH CKa3anH o CAYYHBUIEMCH?

llogép orpabua téTIO.
ogép TéTIO orpabua.
Tério orpabua urodép.
Této wodép orpabHa.
Orpabua tério modép.

Orpabua wodép TETIO.



Ceroansa Bama cecrpa CoHd caaBana BCTYNMHTEABHMEA 3k3ameH B HHA3
Aad nmepeBoAYHKOB. oA Ha3aa CoHd cAaBajia 3K3aMeH MEpBHH pa3, HO

IpoBaNHAACH.
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Mocae 3k3amena CoHd BepHyaach Aomoii. OHa OMAa He yBepeHa, caadaa

AH OHA 3K3aMeH HAH Her. OMa moexasa Ha or, YTOOM pa3BeAThCH.

H BOT BaM 3BOHHT €€ MOAPYra H3 HHCTHTYTa, YTOGM COOGITHTHL XOPOLIYIO

HOBOCTD.

Bawr nama Bo3Bpamaerca AoMoR ¢ paborH. Yro 6M BH paccKa3aaH emy?

Beyepom BH NMOWAH B Mara3dH H BCTPETHJAHCH CO CBOHM 3IHAKOMHM,

CoHeyka caaaa 3K3aMeEH.
dx3ameH caaaa CoHedka.
Caana CoHeyka 3K3aMeH.
Caana 3k3ameH CoHevka.
Jx3amen CoMeyka caaana.

Coneyka 3K3aMmeH caaaqa.

CHH KOTOoporo B IpoludaoM rody ABaMAK IMPpOBaJHJ/CH Ha 3JIK3aMEHE. Yro 6K BH

eMy cKasaau?

Caana CoHd 3IK3aMeH.
Caaaa 3k3aMeH CoHd.
Jx3ameH CoHA caaana.
CoHs 3K3aMeH chana.

CoxHg cpnana 3K3amMeH.

3xk3ameHr caana CoHd.
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Bamr sBeHaANMaTHACTHHA CHH CalleHbKa Hrpaer B XoKKed. Bmecre c
HHM BH NOEXadAH Ha HIpPy, HO NO NMYTH Y Bac OMAN HEMONaAKH C MALIHHOH,
mo3ToOMY BH OMO3A4aanH. B pesyabrare, CTPOrHi IpeHep KOMAaHAM He ITO3BOJAHA
Cawrenske Hrparb. [Ilocae HIpH TpeHep CKa3aa €My, YTO OM AOAMEH OMTH
6osee AHCHHIIAHPOBAHHMM, H MO3TOMY OH HEe NO3BOJAHT €My NPHHHMATH
y4acTHe B caeaywiek urpe. TpeHep aname He aan CalleHbKe OGBSACHHTD,
moyeMy OH ono34an. B BepHyaMch aAomoit ¢ Mrpu. CauleHbKa OveHb

CEepAHTHH cpa3y YIUIEéA B CHAJABHIO.
Bama weHa BosBpamaercd c¢ pabGorsl. YTro BH pacckamere e€H o

CAYYHBHIEMCS ?
Haxasan rpeHep CalleHBbKY.
Tpexep Haxa3aa CallleHBKY.
Tpenep CalreHsKy Haka3aa.
CaureHbKy TpeHep Haka3sad.
CaumieHbKY HaKa3aJq TpPEHep.

Haxkasan CaumeHbKY TpeHep.

Yepe3 HexoTOopoe Bpems BaM MNO3BOHHA APYTr CeMBH, oTell MaJAbYHKa,
Hrpalomero 3a Apyryio komanay. Yro OH BH pacCKa3anH emMy O
CAyYHBIIEMCH?

Cawy Haxa3an TpeHep.
Hakaszaa Cawy TtpeHep.
Tpenep Camry Haxkasada.
Tpexnep Hakasaan Caury.

Hakasaa rtpenep Caury.

Camry tpeHep Haka3ad.
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Bama BochbMHAeTHSS aovka KareHbka npHilna AOMOH C YAHUM. Bu
YBHAECAH, MTO OHa NaavYer H CHPOCHAH €€, Y10 ¢ HeH. OHa pacckasaaa Bam,
YTO ABOE€ MaAbvYHIIEK pa3bHAH OKHO B capae AAS HHCIPYMEHTIOB BO ABOpE H
cpa3y Ke y6exanH. YBHAEB, UTO CAYYHAOCH, ABOPHHK Haiaa CHABHO pyrarbce
H HakpHiaa Ha KareMsky.

Baila meHa BepHyAaach AoMoH C paborW. Yro OH BH paccKasadaH e o
cayvYHBUIEMCH?

ABopHHK KaTeHbKy orpyraa.
KareHbKy oTpyraa ABOPHHK.
Orpyraa KareHbKy ABOPHHK.
[ABopHHK orpyraa KareHmeKy.
KateHbKY ABOPHHK oOTpyrad.

Otpyraa ABOpPHHK KaTeHbKY.

Bevyepor, BH MOMIAH MOTYASTh H BCTPETHAH Ha YJAHIEe coceaKy, Koropas
HHBET Ha Apyrom 3tame. YTo 6 BH paccKa3laaH eH O CAYYHBLIeMCH?

fBopHuk Kartio orpyraa.
Orpyraa apoprHk Kartio.
Orpyraa KaTio ABOPHHK.
Kartio oTrpyran ABOpPHHK.

ABopHHK orpyraa Karmo.

Kario ABOpPHHK oTpyraa.
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Bawr 3xakomuiit pab6oraer pemmuccépom. HeaaBHO OH CHSAA
AOKYMEHTANBHMA ¢HABM 06 apxHTexrype. Bamr Gpar fluma xover Crarth
apxurexroporm. Pemnccép 6ma yBepeH, Yro ¢HaAbM [lHMOYKe OyAeT HHTIEpeceH
H MOCOBETOBaA MOCMOTperh ero. [HMOoYKa MPONMYCTHA NpeMbLEPY, MOTOMY YTO
6sa 3a ropoaom. Yepes mecsl, Koraa $HabM emé pa3 mMoxa3aaH No

TeNEeBH30PY, [iHMOYKA HAKOHEN NMOCMOTpPeAa €ro.
lMlocae énapma f[urMouxa emé Goabure ybeamacd, Yro eMy Hano YIHTHCH

Ha apXHTIeKropa.
Bamr manma BepHyacsS AomMoH C pabori. Yro OM BH €My paccKa3anu?

lMlocmotpea ¢uaBM [lHMoOYKa.
ArMoYKa mocMoTpes QGHAbM.
dHaBM nocMoTpean [flHMouKa.
NMocrorpea finmouxka OHABM.
duasm [lHMOYKA HMOCMOTpEd.

AxrMovYKka O¢HABM mocMOTpeA.
BN BCTpeTHAH pewHccépa B Merpo. Ito 6H BH CKa3anH emy?

dHabM mocMoTpea [flHma.
dHabm [lHMa nocMoTpeda.
focroTpea ¢uabM [flHMma.
MMocmotpea [flHMa $HABM.

fluMa mocMoTpen GHABM.

fAxmMa GHABM NoCMOTpEa.
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Bawr 6par flkmovuKka 3aHHMaercs KyaAbTYpH3IMOoM. OH MPOBOAHT MHOrO
BpPEeMEHH B CIOPTHBHOM KOMILAEKCe, rae TpeHepom paboraer OMBIIHK
ONHMNHHCKHE Gokcép. HenaBHO TpeHep MpeanowHa [HMOYKE 3aHATHCH H
G6okcom. OH HAYan TPEHHPOBATHLCH K OKasaacd xopolrHM Gokcépom. Tpeuep
npeanoraa eMmy CHapHHr. [HmMovYKa OMA ropa CBOHMH yclexaMH H MO3TOMY
coraackacst. Bce GogaHCh, MOTOMY WTO TPEHEp paHbllle Mpeaaoran CHapHHT
APYTHM MOJOAMM 60KCEpam M NOTOM He AaBaa HM mMomaal. Hexoropwe H3
HEX MOAYYMAH HOKAYT. Y3HaB OT Apyrux o6 3rtom, [lAMOvYKA cam CTaa
GeCmoOKOHTBCH, HO TPEHEp YBEpHA ero, YTo OH 6e3yc/oBHO NMpHMET BO
BHHMAaHHEe CTENEHb MacTepcTBa [lHMOYKH H YTO OHH He 6yayT GOKCHPOBaTh A0
HOKayTa.

[HMOYKa BEepHYACHS AOMOH Mocae 609 B YWHAacCHOM COCTOSHMH. OKa3anoce,
YTO TpeHep emé pa3 He cMor cebg caepwarh. [HMOYKHHA MOAPYWKa
MO3BOHHAA B TOT Bevep. Iro 6H BH paccKkasanH eH o CAyYHBUIEMCH?

AKMOYKY HOKayTHPOBaA TpeHep.
Tpenep HoxkayTHpoBaa [HMOYKY.
[lHMOYKY TpeHep HOKayTHMpoBad.
HoxayrtHpoBan TtpeHep [IHMOYKY.
HoxayTtHpoBaa [HMOYKY TpeHep.
Tpenep [AHMOYKY HOKAayTHpOBaJ.

B ToT Me Bevep Ha yaHIe BH BCTPETHAH MOJ040T0 YeAOBeKa, C
KOTOPHM [lHMOYKA 3aHHMAACH KYABTYPH3MOM A0 Tex Mop, Moka [HMa He
molén Ha 6GokC. JTOT 3HAKOMHHK COBETOBaA flHMOYKe, YTOGH TOT He WIEA Ha
CapHHT C TpeHepom. YTo G6H BH paccKka3adH eMy O CAYYHBLIEMCS?

HoxaytpoBaa tpeHep [umy.
HoxayTtHpoBaa [uMYy TpeHep.
Tpexep f[HMy HOKayTHpoBaa.
My TpeHep HOKayTHpPoOBad.
[HMy HOKayTHpoBaA TpEHep.

Tperep HoxaytHpoBas [HMYy.
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BM TOABKO YTO NepeexanAH Ha HOBYI KBapTHpY B JAMOHKTYOHe. ¥ Bac
HHKOr4a He OMAO AOMAIIHHX HHBOTHMX, TaK Kak B BamieM OMBlIIeM aomMe
60 3anpelleN0 HX Aepwars. Bi Bce, oco6eHHo Balla mMAaaallag cecrpa
Jlenouxa, xorean 6M HMerh cobaxy. Kax BamM OMAH NPHATHO Y3HaTh, YTO B
3TOM HOBOM AOME KBapTHpPaHTaM MO3BoJASeTCH HMETh AOMALUIHHX MHBOTHHX!

OaHaXAM X BalleMy BeaKyaRllieMy YAHBACHHIO Nana BepHYy/ACS AOMOH C
MHANM IDeHKOM. BH cropaere or HeTepmeHHd cKa3arhb cecIpe o HEM.

lTana momwéa moryasdrp co WHIEHKOM, H TYT Ballla ceCIpa BEpHyAaach
AOMOR H3 WIKOAHM. 910 OM BM e cKa3anH?

Kynua meHKa mamoyka.
lNMamoyka IMeHKa KyNHA.
lMlamoyka KyNMHA INEHKa.
lleHxa mamovyxka KyIHAa.
lllenxa KynmHa mnamoyka.

Kynmua mamoyka IMeHKa.
B Tor Bevep, BaM NMO3BOHHA Baml ApYr. Yro OH BH pacCKa3aaun?

lllenxa XymHa nama.
KynHa meHka mama.
lMlana meHka KymHa.

Kymsa nana mmeHka.

lilerka nama KynmHa.

Ilama Xynua meHKa.
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BaureiR naemauunue Malle narHaauars gaer. OHa odYeHp MMaasd, yMHas
H BOCNMHIaHHas aeByuika. HeaaBHo oHa BCIperHaa r104a040ro $paHuy3a,
KOTOpMK npxexan B Poccuio M3yvdarb PYCCKHR 43MK. OR Oua crapuie eé Ha
mects saer. OHH BCTpevYanHCh HeCKOaAbKO pa3, H MalmreHbka momoraa emy
MOArOTOBHTIBCH K 3K3aMeHy. MM Bce MOHAAH, YTO QpaMIKy3 eH ovYeHb HpPaBHTCH.
Mocse 3k3aMeHa OH MPHrAACHA e€ K cebe Ha BeYepHHKY B obmemKTHe. OHa
BOJIHOBAJIACh H C HeTepneHHEeM MAana 3ITOro AHL.

OHa BepHyAach AOMOM C BEYEPHHKH COBCeM MbAHAad H e€ BCIO HOYb
peasno. MalleHska peAKo MBET H INMOITOMY Ha BeYepHHKE MNHTAAACh

O0TKa3HBaThCH 0T aaKoroad, Ho $paHRy3 BCE Bpemnd noAJiHeaan en.
H BOT BaM MO3BOHHAA €€ MaMa M paccka3aqaa, MTO NPpOH3OWAO. Baa

MeHa MPpHXOAHT ¢ paGori. YTo BH cKamere eH O CAYYHBUIEMCH?

ManrensKy ¢paHUy3 HamoHA.
dpanny3 HamoHa MalleHbKY.
MalreHsKky HamoKa ¢paHUY3.
Hamoka ¢paHuy3 MauleHBKY.
Hamoua MalneHbky QpaHUY3.

dpanny3 MalIeHbKYy HamoHa.

Ha yaHue BH BCIpeTHAH ApYyra CeMbH, KOTOpPHH paboraer
npenoAaBareaeM Ha QakyabTeTe PYCCKOro g3MKa Ad4d HHOCTPaAHUEB, raAe YYHTICH
3TOT MOJNOAOH $paHUy3. 'YTo OH BH paccka3anH eMy o caydMBuIeMcs?

Hanmora Mawy §paHiys.
Mawy Hanona ¢paHUY3.
dpaHuy3 Mally HamoMa.
Mawty ¢paMiy3 HamoHa.
PpaHUYy3 HamoHa Maury.

Hamona ¢panunys Maury.



117

3HaMEHHTHNH aMEepHKAHCKHH KOppecNoOHAEHT NpHeXxaa B Ball ropoa,
YTOOH HHICPBHIOMPOBATH AWAeH 00 HX NMOBCeAHEBHOH MH3HH B PoccHm. OH
paboraer Haa mepesavyed, KoTopyw 6GyAyT MOKa3WBaTh MO TEAEBHACHHIO B
fimepuxe. OH yWe B39A HHTEpBBI y OH3HECMEHOB, M3Ipa, YUHTeNeH M APYTHX
aogeR, HO eMy eINé OCTaBanoCh B3STh HHTEPBHIO Y KaKoro—HHOYAb THIHYHOrO
NnpeACTaBHTEAS MOAOAENMH M3 Ballero ropoAa. OH pelliHs MPHCYTCTBOBATh Ha
coOpaHHH MOAOAEMHOro Kay6a, YToOM BHOpaTh cebe KaHAMAaTa AAd
HHTepBblw. KawWAMH, B TOM YHCAE H Balll WeCTHaANaTHAeTHHH Opar Opa,
Hagedacsd, YTo KoppecmoHAeHT BHOeper ero. ITockoasky py 6GoabuUIHHCTIBO
BalIHX 3HAKOMHX CYHTaA0 OYEHb KPacCHOpPEeYHBMNM H YMHMM MOJNOAKM
4YeN0BEeKOM, BH AyMaaH, YTO OH HMea BCe WIAKCH Ha YCHex.

[Opouka BaM MO3BOHHA NMocae COOpaHHA H CKa3aqa, YTo omo3aaer K
yuuHy. OKa3anocp, Y10 KOPPEeCHOHAEGHT NOMPOCHA €ro oCTrarbCcsd, YTOOH B3AThH
HHTepBblo. BW 3BOMHTe Balledl mMame. YTo 6K BH eH CKa3aaH?

Bubpaa [Opouky KOppeCHOHAEHT.
Bubpaa xoppecnmonaeHT [Opouky.
IOpouky BHO6pan KOpPpPEeCMOHAEHT.
IOpoYky XoppecnoHAeHT BHO6paa.
KoppecnonaeHr BHOGpan pouky.

KoppecnnoHaeHTr [Opoiky BHGpaa.

Ilocae 3Toro BN MOWIAKH B Mara3HH H BCTPETHAH Ha YAHUE WEHIXHHY,
AOYB KOTOPOH TakMe XoTeqna AaTth HHTepBhbio. 110 OM BH €H paccKa3aaH?

Koppecnonaenr Bub6pan Opy.
Bubpaa kxoppecmoxHaeHr Opy.
Bubtpaa Opy xoppecmoHAEHT.
Opy kxoppecmonaeHT BHOpaa.

Koppecmonaern Wpy BHGpaa.

IOpy BHGpan KOppecIOHAEHT.
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Bawr AecaTHACTHHA ABOMPOAHMINE 6par f[lHMa YacTo XOAHT Ha PHOaAKY C
BallHM Manod, ASAeH H APYTrHMH apy3pamH. Ho puba y Hero He fAo0BHICH.
JlHMo4YKka OOGMYHMO TepaeT TepneHHe H INepecTaér YAHTb, HO eMy BCEé—TakKH

HPaBHICH XOAHTH.
OaHaAM KOoraa OHH BEpHYAMCH AOMOK C PHOaAKH, [lHMOYKa CHSaA OT
pasocTH. OH OTKpPHA CBOIO CYMKY H MOKa3an BaM CBOH Y/OB.
Yepes HexkoTOpOE Bpems BepHyaach AoMOH Bamra mama. Yro 6K BH

cKa3anH e o6 3rom?
Pub6y moimaa [fnmMovka.
Pub6y fluMovxa mnoRmMaa.
flumoyka mokMaa PpHOY.
IMostman fHMovyxa pHOY.
Mokman puby flHMoOYKa.

Anrmovka puGYy moAmMaan.

B 10T We Bewep BH BCTPETHAHCH C PH6GAKOM, KOTOPHH OOGHYHO XOAMT
Ha PHOaAKy, HO KOTOPHH He XOAHA ceroaHs. YTo OH BH cKa3aaH eMy?

fxma pHOY nonMaa.
Moitnaa fluma pHOY.
Puby flkMa noHmaa.
Noiimaa puby fuma.
finma monmMan pHOY.

Puby noiman [fuma.
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Bamra moapyra JleHa paborana MALIHHHCTKOR B H3aarteabcrBe. EE oveHs
yBaWaAH ApyrHe MaWIMHHCIKK. K ToMy We, HaMaABHMK OTAefa CYHMTaan eé
ayvireH MalIHHHCIKOR H coGMpajacs caenars €€ cCBoeH AMYHOH cexperapuieH.
Ho ero caMoro NMpPOABHHYAH B AOAMHOCTH H OH CTaa 3aMeCTHTIeaAEeM AHpeKTOpa.

Yepea koporKkoe Bpems Ha ero OMBUIYIO AOAMHOCTD Ha paboTy NPHHAAH
HOBOro COTpPYAHHKA. OH oKa3anacd 3N0GHEM 4YeaAOBEeKXOM, KOTOPHMH IoYemy-—ToO
6 He AOBOJIeH paGoToR JIeHOYKH, H HMEHHO K Hek OTHOCHACH C OCOGEeHHOH
HeNpHA3Kblo. OHa C TPYAOM CACPHMHBAAACH, HO NMOCKOABKY MOJOMEHHEe
yXyAmIanoch, B KOHIe KOHIOB OHAa BMII/Aa H3 ce6d. OHa BHpa3Haa eMy CBOé
HEAOBOABCTBO MO NMOBOAY HECNMPaBEAAHBOCTH B oTAefde H CKa3ana, 4TO €ro
nmoaxoa HempodecCHOHafeH.

BceM OHAO H3BECTHO, YTO ITOT HOBHH HaYaAbHHK COOHpajacHs IOHTH K
3aMeCTHTENI0 AHPEKTOpa H YOEeAMTh ero, Yro JleHoyky HYWHO YBOJAHTE. [loTom
BaM ITO3BOHHJAa JleHo4Ka, YTOOH paccKa3arh, MTO CAYYHAOCH.

Oxa3anoch, YT0 HOBHWH HaYaaAbHHK AO0Ka3MBaJ, YTO OHa mMaoxo paboraer,
HEKOPPEKTHO BeAET cebd M ¢ BHCOKAa OTHOCHTICH KO Bcem B oraene. Ho
3aMAHpeKTopa, 3HABIIHH 0 pabGore JleHOMKH, He CTaa ero cayuare H cka3ada,
YT0 HOBHH HadYaAbHHK OHJA He MNpaB.

Baula meHa BepHyaach ¢ pabGoru. YTo OH BH CKa3anH €k o6 3Irom?

JleHoYKy 3aMAMpeKTOpa 3aIIHTHA.
3amanpexrTopa JleHOYKY 3alIHTHA.
3amHTHA JfleHOYKY 3amaHpeKTOpa.
3amHTHA 3aMAHpeKTOopa JIeHOYKY.
3amaHpexkTopa 3alMUTHA JIeHOYKY.

JleHoYKy 3alIHTHA 3aMAHpeKTOpa.

Bosppamasce 40MOR ¢ paGoTH, BH 3aexaaH 3a JIeHOYKOH B
H3AaTeABCTBO H TaM BCTPETHAM raaBHoro xoppexropa. Iloxome, MTo OH He 3Haa
o cayuMBiliemcd. Kak OGH BH eMy CKa3anH o6 arom?

3amutHa JfleRy 3aMmaHpeKTOpa.
JleHy 3amaHpexTOpa 3alIHTHA.
3alHTHA 3amaHpeKkTOopa Jleny.
3amaupexTopa JleHy 3allHTHA.
3amaHpexTOopa 3alIHTHA Jleny.

Jleny 3amuTHA 3aMAHPEKTOpA.
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Bawr Gpar fAlaéwra 3aiméa x Ballemy cocedy, H CHpPOCHA ero, MOWeT AH
OH MOATH MOryasTh C ero cobaxoi Pexcom B mapke. Cocea pa3pelliHa, H Gpar
ywéa c cobakoii. Yepe3a 1pr aca Opar BepHyaca oaHH. Oxa3anoch, 4Yro, 6oaras
CO CBOHM ApyrosM MO YHHBEPCHTETY, OH 3a0Ma o cobake Ha CEKYHAOYKY H OHa
y6emana. Bamr coces MMBET OAMK. Pexc — ero aAyvMlIMH ApYT.

Bama weHa BepHyaach AoMoi ¢ paboTH. YIro 6M BM paccka3aAH eH o0

aTom?
Ilorepaa fAaéwa Pexca.
flnéwa norepaa Pexca.
Norepaa Pexca Aaéma.
Pexca morepaa faéma.
Pexca flaéma morepsa.

flnéma Pexca moTepsa.

fAlnéira momrén emé pa3 B mapk Hckath Pexca. BH Haére x coceay. 'ro
BH CKaMeTe €My OCAYYHBLUIEMCS?

Pekca flaexcei morepga.
Pexca norepsa Aaekcen.
MMorepaa Aaexceit Pekca.
flaexceir Pekca morepsga.

flaexceit morepaa Pekca.

Morepaa Pexca faexkcen.
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Bamra cecrpa Karg — cryaeHTKka ¢axkyabrera HHOCTPAaHHMX SI3HKOB B
YHHBepcHTeTe. C mMepBOro Kaacca OHa H3y4asa aHTARHCKHR S3MK H IOCTYNHaa
B YHHBEpCHCTEeT Gaarogaps CBOEMY OCHOBATEABHOMY 3HAHHIO aAHTAHHCKoOro. fle
HeAe/NH Ha3aa aad paGoth B PoccHu mo o6reHy mpHexana aMepHKaHcKas
acmHpaHTKa. OHa CcHSAAa KOMHATY Y OAHOro Balero 3HaxoMoro mo paGote.
KaTeHBKa C HeTeplmeHHeM MAaaa BCTPeYH C 3TOH AeBYlIKod. OMa oYeHb Xoreaa
MOrOBOPHTh C HeH Ha aHTrAHACKOM H OHAa roroBa € MoMoYb C PYCCKHM
SI3HKOM.

MMocae Me BCTpeYH C acHHpaHTKoR KaTeHbka mpHuina AOMOH OYeHb
paccrpoeHHas. OKasanoch, YT0 aMepHKaHKa cMmesaach Hap eé
rpaMMaTHIECKHMH OWIHOKaMH H KPHTHKOBana €€ aKUEeHT.

Bama mexa BepHyaach aomoit mocae paborii. Iro 6H BH pacCKa3aaH el
o6 3tom?

O6naena KareHbKY aMepHKaHKa.
Katenbky of6Haena aMepHKaHKa.
O6naena amepHMkaHka KaTeHBKY.
fimepakanka KareHbky obHAaeaa.
KareHpky amepHKkaHKa obHAesaa.

fimepHkaHka ob6Haena KaTeHBKY.

Ha caeayomuit aAeHb Ha paGoTe B KoppHaope BH BCTPETHAH BauIero
3HaKOMOro, y KOTOpOr0 WHBET 3Ta AeBylIka H3 fAAiMepuku. Yro 6H BH
CKa3anH emy ob arom?

O6Haena amMmepHKaHKa Kartio.
fimepukaHka obuaeaa Kartio.
Katio o6Haeaa amMepHKaHKa.
O6Haena KarTio amepHKaHKa.

fimepukanka Kartio obuaena.

Kario amepHkaHka ofnaena.
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Bama cecrpa Codpg oueHp HapnesAach CTaTh MaHEKeHImIHIeRA. Oxa
KpacHBad H YWe YYacTBOBaja B HEKOTOpHX mNoka3ax Moa. Hecxoabko
OTKPNBaTEeAECH TAAAHTOB CYHTAT €€ Moaaolllel oYeHb GoablIHe Haaewas. Kak
H ApYTHe HaYHHAIIHE MaHeKeHITHUM, OHAa MAajna CBoero liaHca NPoGHTBCS B
MHpe MoAa.

llocae oaHoro M3 HeAaBHMX MOKa30B MOA MEHINIHHA, paGorawinas B
Aome Moaeaed, Mo3HakomHaa Codoyky ¢ MoaoaNM dororpadom. OH aaa
Codouke CBOI BH3HIKY H CKa3as, uro paboraer mo gorosopam C
3anaAHOEBpPONMEHCKHMH MOAHMMH WMypHaaaMH. OH y6emagan e€, YT0 eH HYWeH
MOAHHH Ha6Gop QororpadMi H MpeANOMHA CBOX ycaYTH. OH 6GHa YBepeH, 4YTo
Koraa oH MOKaMeT 3IToT HaGop peaaKkropam MypHanaoB, Codouke 6e3yCnOBHO
npeAaoOMaT KOHTPaKT. Pororpad mompocHa CoQovYKy 3amnartHTh BHEpEA 3a
ceaHc. ¥ Heé eaBa XBaTa/o AeHer Ha 3TO, HO OHa He XOTeAa OTKA3arbCHd OT
IIaHCa, H B KOHIL¢ KOHI[OB COraacHAach H gana eMy AeHbri. OH ckasaqa, 4To
MO3BOHHT €M, YTOOH goropopHThcs o Bcrpevye. Ho ororpad Bcé He 3BoHHA. K
TOMY ¥Ke, HoMep TeqnedoHa, KOTOpHH OHJ yKa3aH Ha BH3HTKe, oKa3aacs
HeNpaBHABHHM.

Bamra mMama Bam MO3BOHHAA, YTOOGH Y3HaTh Y Bac, Y10 HOBOro. Yro 6m
BH paccKa3anH eH 06 3arom?

dororpad Codoyky obmarya.
Cogoyxky obmaHya ¢otorpad.
dororpad obmamyn Codovxky.
O6manya ¢ororpad Codouxy.
Codouky ¢ororpad obmaHya.
O6rmanya Codouxky ¢otorpad.

Ha yaHile BH BCTpPETHAH WEHIIHHY, KOTOopas NMo3HakomHaa Codevyky ¢
dororpagom. Yro OH BH paccKa3saNH eH O CAYYHBlIeMCH?

O6manya ¢ororpad Codsio.
dororpad obmanya Codsio.
Codsio obmanyan dororpad.
Codnlo dororpad obmaHya.
O6rmanya Codnio dororpad.

dororpad Codeio obranya.
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Brecre ¢ ApYrHMH XOpPOUIHMH CTYAEHTaMH, Baumero Gpara Camry
BHOGpanH yvacTBOBaTh B COCTH3aHHH OpPATOPCKOro HCKyccrBa. KoHKypcaHToB
MOMPOCKAH MOATOTOBHTH pedb Ha KaKywo—HHOyab TeMmy. 3areM OHH AOAMHE
OHAH NMPOH3HECTH CBOI pevb Mepea aAYAHTOPHEH, cocTogIIeR H3
npenoAaBareaeil, ApYrHX CTYACHTOB H MIOPH. YYacTBOBaTh B COCTH3aHHH —
6oablIag Yecrb, Kpome TOro mobeAHTEAb Moay4dan GoaABUIOH MPH3.

BH c ceMbéif moexaaH mocayuiars BHCTymaeHHe. Xord Caura BoaHoBaJjcs
nepea BHCTYMACHHEM, OH OYEHb CBOGOAHO H YETKO MPOH3IHEC CBOIO pevdb H
roBOpHA C YBEepeHHocTbio. H BOoT WIOpPH oO0baBAder, YTo CalleHbKa —

nobeaxnrTeans.
Koraa BH BHXOAHTE H3 3ada MocC/ae COCIS3aHHA BH BCTpevYaeTech CO

3HaKOMBM, A0YH KOTOPOTO TaKKe YYacTBoBaJa B KoHKypce. Oka3afnoch, 4TO OH
TOABKO YTO NMPHEXaaA H MO3ITOMY MPONMYCTHA BCE. YTo 6M BH CKa3anH emy?

IMoayyna Cawa npHa.
NMpr3 Cama moayvua.
NMpu3 nmoayyna Cawa.
Camra moayvYHa NpH3.
NMoayuyra mpu3 Caura.

Cawa NMpH3 MOAYYHA.

Y10 OH BH CKa3aJAH CBoeH MamMme, KoTropas 3abonena H He Moraa NMpHHATH

Ha KOHKYpC?
CaureHpka NpH3 MOAYYHA.

Moayyna npu3 CaureHbka.
CamreHska mMoay4YHA MNPH3.
Mlpu3 moayyna CauleHbka.

NMoayuyna CaureHbka NpH3.

Mipu3 CaureHbka MOAYYHA.
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Bam npeanoMHAR HOBYIO paboTy H NO3ITOMY, BH MepeexanH B ApYTroH
ropoa. B mpomaor Bamia MaMa NPHCMATPHBAAA 3a BallHM NMATHACTHHM
cuHoM, flaémrek. B GecmokoMrech 0 TOM, KTO0 OyAer cMorpers 3a Aaéluen,
Koraa BM Oysere Ha pa6ore. BH yWe MO3HaKOMHAMCH Cc coceasmH. [lo
pPEeKOMEHAARHH OAHOH H3 COCEAOK BM PCMIHAH HAHATh MPHXOASITYO HEHIO.

Xorg flaéwia emé oveHb MaA, OH OYeHb Xopolllo ceba Beaér K Boobme
OH CNOKOHHMHK pe6GéHox. Hane OMaA0 AaHO yKa3aHHe He HaKa3uwBarth Aaéwy HK
NpH KaKHX YCAOBHAX. flag Bac odeHb BaWHO, YTO BH CaMH MOMeETe BAHATHL Ha

Hero, Koraa oM maoxo cebd Beager.

BH BepHYAHCh AOMOH C paGOTH H YBHACAH Yepe3 OKHO, YTO HAHA
ryasier Bo aBope ¢ Aanémer. BHesamuo flaéura ypoHMA CBOK CTaKaHYHK C
COKOM Ha 3eMaK. YBHAEB, YT0 CTaKaHYHK pa3bHacg, Alnéma Haan naaKars,
H HEHA fnana Aaéule 3BOHKHH LIAENOK.

B paccepaHaAHCh H HEMEAJCHHO YBOAHAH HAHIO. Ballia MeHa BepHyaach
AoMoH ¢ paboTH. YT0o OH BH paccCKa3anH e o caydHBUIeMCH?

OTuaémana HaHg Aaéumry.
Haug otmaénana flaéumry.
Orumaénana Anéwy HaHd.
Haxa Aaéuwry otmaémaaa.
fAnéwy Haug otTmanémana.

Aaémy oruinénana HAHS.

B TOT Me Bedep BH BCTPETHAHCH B JAH(TEe C COCEAKOH, KoTopasd
peKoMeHaoBasa 3Ty NpHXOAAIRYI0 HAHo. YTo O BH paccKkasadH €H o
caydHBuiemcsa?

flnekces HAHA oOTMIAEMAaAna.
flnexces omuaénana HAH4.
Hauna otmwaénana fAlaexced.
Hana Aaexces oTuwiaénana.

OTiuInénana HaHd flaekced.

Otuinénana flaexced HAHSG.



125

Cectpa moApYrH Bamiero maaamero G6para flaémm nompocHaa Aaéwy
ero MOAPYMKY MPHHTH X HHM BevdepoM NOCHAETH C ACTBMH. BM craax
HEMHORKO MOATPYHHBATh HaA HHM IO 3TOMY MOBOAY, NMOTOMY 4YT0 BCeM 6RO
H3BeCTHO, YTo flaéma He AOGHT NpHCMaTpHBaTh 3a aetbMH. Ho flaéwa roros
caenarb BCé ANS CBOEH ACEBYWIKH, H MO3TOMY OH COTrAacHACHS MOHTH C Hek.

Ha cneaywiiHH AeHb OHA 3BOHHT M NMPOCHT Bac mo3parh Aaéwry x
teaedony. Bu cmpamMBaere e€, kak flaéura obGpamancs ¢ AeTBMH, H OHa
CKa3ajna, YT0 OH MHOr0 HIpaa ¢ MATHACTHHM MAABYHKOM, HO Yro Goaee

YAHBHTEABHO — HAKOPMHA ApYroro peGéHKa.
Bamra Mama BXOAMT B KOMHaTty. Yro O6M BH cKa3aaM e o6 3arom?

Haxopmua peb6énka Aaémra.
flnémwra HaxopMHA pebGEHKaA.
Pe6énxa Hakopmua fAaéura.
flnéura pe6énka HakopMHA.
Peb6énxa Aanéwa HakopMHA.

Hakopmua Aaéma pe6GéHka.

B 1oT Bedep BH BCTPETHAH MaMmy AaéuIHHOR moapyra. Yro 6H BH eit
CKa3aau?

Haxopmua fAaexcer pebéHka.
Haxopmua pe6énka fAaexcekn.

Pe6éHxa HakopmHA Anexcei.
Pe6énka faexcer HakopMHa.
flaexcer HakopMHA pe6GE€HKa.

flaexceit pe6€HKa HaKOpMHA.
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B moexaaH B AEpeBHI0 Ha HeAeald MOCETHIH Ballly cemMbio. PoAMTIEAH H
Bamia cobaxa HMyixka KHBYT Ha ¢epme. Hyuxe oveHr HpaBHTICH Gerarhb mo
fecy, KOTOPHH MpoCTHpaerca Aaaexko 3a depmepckum aomom. [locaeanee
BpeMd BalllH poAHTeAH 6ogrca, uro ¢ HMyuxok Momer YTO—HHOYAD CAYYHTBCS.
HeaaBHO OHH BHACAH OXOTHHKAZ B 3ITOM JAeCy, XOTH 0XoTa B 3TOM paHoHe
3anpelexa.

Yrpom MHyuxa mobGemana ryaarh H A0Aro He Bo3Bpaiianachk. Bresammo
BH YCAHUIAAH H3 Jeca TFPOMKHH BHCIpPeN H HeMeaANEeHHO NobGeWaaMm mno
HampaBACHHIO K Hemy. BM yBHaean, uro HMyuxa aeMHTr Ha 3emae. BH rTakie
YBHACAH OXOTHHKA, KOTOPHWH 6eman K HeH H KpHYaq, YTO OH CayvaHHO Nomas
B cobaky. B moGemann aomoi 3a momombio. Balmr orel ToABKO 4TO MpHEXaa
Ha mMauiHHe. Yro OH BH CKa3aaH emy?

Youa oxornuk MHyuxy.
OxoTHHK yO6Ha Hyuxy.
Youa Hyuxy OXOTHMK.
Hyuky yO6HA OXOTHHK.
Hydxy OXOTHHK yO6Ha.

OxoTHHK HMy4ky yOHa.

B TOT We BeYep K BaM NpHIUIEN MHAHLHOHEpP, YTOOH COCTaBHTb
MOAPOOHHHA MpoToKoA. Y10 OH BH CKasaAH eMy O CAyYHBUIEMCH?

Y6ua oxoTHHK cobaky.
Y6ua cobaxy OXOTHHK.
Cobaky yOHA OXOTHHK.
OXOTHHK y6HA cobaky.

OxoTHHK co6aky yG6Ha.

CobGaKky OXOTHHK YOHa.
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poOAEHHS KaMapelky. JleHa 6ilna odeHb paaga. OHa Xxoreaa HaYYHTb €€ MNeETh.
B Bauiefi xBapTHpe WHBET crapas M 3a06Has KomIKa.
OaHaMAM, BH BEPHYAHCH AOMOH M YBHACAH, YTO KOWKAa CHAHT B yray

C NTHUOK BO PTY.

Bamra mMaMa BepHyaach gomoi. Yro 6 BH cKa3anH eH o caAyvdHBIIeMcH?

ItHuy Koulka cheaa.
Koumrxa nruny cseaqa.
My cheaa Komka.
Chena NTHLY KOMLIKa.
Cbena Kouika NTHUY.

Kourka cnena NTHLY.

B ror e Bevep, BH ¢ 6abylIKoH moexasna 3a HOBOH MTHUOH K TOMY Me
YeN0BeKY, KOTOPHH npoaaa 6abyuike nepBylo KaHapeHKy. Yro OH BH cKa3aaH

eMy o CaAyYHBUIEMCSH?

MMy Kolllka cheAaa.
MMuny cbena Kxouka.
Chesna NTHUY KOLIKA.
Cbena KollIka INTHUY.
Komwrka cmesa nrHmy.

Kouxa nTHUY chmeaa.



128

Bamwia martHaAllaTHAETHES cecTpa Mallla yBAeKaaach HOBHM MNOMYASPHEM
TeaecepHanoM. ER, Xak K e€é moapyraM, oYeHb HPABHACH KPacHBHH MOAOAOH
akTép. Maumlenbka Giaa OYeHb B3BOAHOBaHAa, MOTOMY 4T0 ITOT aKIEP AOAMEH
6Kn npHeXxaTh B Balll ropoA Ha BCTpeYy CO 3pPHTEASMH, YTOOM peKaaMHpOBaTh
TeaecepHaa. '

Mauienska ¢ APY3bSMHK CTOS/Aa TPH Yaca B ovYepeaH, HagaesdCh NMOAYYIHTH
aBrorpad K QororpadHio. Ilocae BCTpeYH aKTép pa3maaBan aBTOrpadH, H Koraa
HakoHell mMoAolIna MalleRbEKHHa ovepeab MOSBHACH Qororpad H3 MECTHOH
raseTl H MOMPOCHA aKTépa MO3KpoBaTh Aad Hero. fIKTIép Mo3HpoBaan C
MaureHbKOR H Aaxe MNoLenoBaa €€ B IIEKY.

MauleHska BepHyqach AOMOH H pacckasana BaM, YTo NpoH3oliao. OHa
66na Ha ceapmom HebGe. YyTh mo3we Balla MaMa BEpHYyAach AOMOH C paGoTH.
9ro 6K BH CKa3aaH ek o6 3tom?

fixTép nouesaorasn MallleHBKY.
MauleHbEKy akTép mouenoBad.
Mounenopan MauweHbKy aKTEp.
Mouenopan axtép MalleHBKY.
MamreHsky mouenoBan axkTép.

fixTép MauleHbKy moOLleNOBaAA.

B ToT Bevep BH BCTPETHAH Ha YAHIe MaTh OAHOH H3 HMOAPYT
MaiueHsk. Y10 OH BH cKa3aAH eH?

Axrép moueaosan Maury.
Mawy mouesnoBan axrép.
Axrép Mawy moneaosaa.
Mouenoran Maiy akrtép.

loxenoBan akrép Mamy.

Mawy akrép moueaosad.



