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© . object (svO) word ,ordefhwfhff
'qu'ipr1nC‘pa] thnor1es put forth are
"'fiRuss1anh

'_Tytword order 1n Russ1a -

: if(Russ1an word Gorder iSﬂ

Th1s study proposes3to mnxest1gate what factors govern,

Var1ous authors ho)d‘conflrbthnhn

y

f”hthe devtat1ons 1n Russ1anifrom the . segu]ar SubJect enqﬁ'{ffjaf5j

R o

Borras & Chr1"

~

'Ffan d1scourse (Slrot1n1n'ﬁ

;Q(Kovtunova 1973) 11i;ﬁ5471;:f1'”

- " : Iﬂ V'l ew of these

““fstudy was to exp]ore the fol1ow1ng four hypotheses in ordehﬁ

2

theorles 1n exp1a1n1ng}f"'

NQSTRACT f;},;ifj{fffa_;;;*}l[ii‘fy”?ng

'rans1t1ve sentences ¥ Thefc;n:f
.'that ) word orderg:fh;;fa ihi
¢&n be categor1zed as helat1ve1y unrestra1ned (fOPfif[;oe;
| t1an 1959) 2) there is no- freedom ofxlhff:n
fc'ls cond1t1oned by 1ts funct1ons;i}faf-'
1065) and 3! that ,1n wr1tten;;ej.:

.mone f1xed than '1n ora] Russ1an._f3}; E

thionﬁes the - spec1f1c aim of th157 LA

‘»to ascerta1n prec1se1y what causes permutat1ons in normalg e

’SVO trans1t1ve' sentences, where there - s no cause “for

‘,emphat1c or contrastvve stress

. . SR .\ .
[ . '_\\ . w

-

~fnew 1nformat1on ‘_'. SR CoTE '03_J

“V.['T: ﬂThe leen-New Hypothes:s g1ven 1nformatzon w1]1 preceden o

C 2. ‘The Standand word Onder_ Hyp%thesrs ‘the normal wordgin'

forder for- Russ1an twan51t1ve sentences is SubJect -'VerbV,jf75"

= ObJect (svo).

3. The Relatlve Stness Contoun‘Hypothesrs low stress noun

HNY- N

phrases (such s pronouns) ,wy]l \focus- on the nounf-'g‘

'phrases carrying ew7<'1n£onmatﬁon:"by“ be1ng ’ inﬂl

e o R .



= hypothesis oVer all of the other ones'. proposed w1th the GN
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'yfcarrylng | new 1nformat1on is --moved from *its usua}

-Iv

_fpos1tlon in’ P

&

St akso present M;f[“ix i ,j'j;f» if“.'{ pf,"*'§~*>\-.;?éf~hv

v

~An- experlment was dev1sed to test these theor1es _u51ng

-4

,nat1ve Russ1an speakers as. subJects Data were co]lected on

7;the part1c1pants’ word order cho1ce thh both obuect aﬁﬁ;

subject ° nouns ’,and.“ pronouns,, carrywng g1ven and'"new_

DR

tnformathp\ n wrttten form ; The' dtfference between tthem

_choice‘:of pos1t1oﬁﬁng under these various cohd1t1ons was

then measured and compared aga1nst the pred1ct1ons of the

d1fferent theor1es

The: exper1ment vresults” strongly SUpport'v the;deWON

| {'Hypothes1s operatlng 1n subord1nat1on to the SWO‘.strategy,g"

~ There is also evidence in support of the RS Hypothesis,

although the “'originat','strategy ' proposed : 'reduirese/

'modtfication' »';F1na11y, the  MN Hypothes1s rece1ved B
. recogn1t1on on a secondary level from the aberrant‘subgects
',However "the“‘1nvar1able choice :?Or ,orderlngrof sentence:'
| types was "canonical” WOrd.order,'i.e:, SV0, in six :outf'ofE‘V g

seven contextual conditions. : , A e

vi

L ' *“';”AY""'[_ G e e
‘ »pos 5pos1t1on q‘V:la:f-', - -fji'”fg-rf:‘,-jfg”', g
_}The Movément of N‘w‘Informatzon Hypothesis any element :

7SVO structure where GIVEN 1nformation ftsyiﬁiffi
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’ ”=;’“ Russia

s . INTRODUCTION. . “ . |
,,A".,;.Pr'ehmmamgs R el

One of the recurr1ng problemat1c questtons 4the.:'

grammaﬂxcal ,study of"‘the Russ1an sentence 1s that of the

flextb1l1ty of word order‘ Of the stud1es done on word order

;ﬂscholars usually take one of three pos1t1ons

1) that word order is, general]y free (Borras & Chr1st‘an

1959) '): that there is no freedom in word order, bur

' 1~f cond1t1onal1ty 1s d1fferent from languages w1th r1g1d 'word

-1*31: A var1ety fof” data 1nd1cate that the ba51o~ or

onder and funct1on”ﬁt‘ the sentence ?is7d ot only

grammat1ca1 but d1scourse;_egermined (S1rot1n1na,v1965) }
3) that ikt‘ relat1Ve1y free .1n oral d1scourse but

': relat1ve1y f1xed in wr1tten mater1als (Kovtunova 1973)t'

e T

canon1ca1" word order 1n Russ1an trans1t1ve sentences ’1s

“*?"“SubJect oy Verb + ObJect (hereafted‘referred to- as SVO) and

Wthough 1t 1s not the a1m of th1s study Ato uphold th1s

o statement the most conv1nc1ng ev1dence 1s the folﬂownng

"'“ffjjef’Statlstlca7 wa separate.sets of stat_fihd#zgw'lggﬂj

'“‘_japprox1mately 80% of Russ1an trans1t1ve sentenoes have'a

“1‘ESVD order]ng (79% B1von (1971) 80% *-'Svedstedt

11976) o B

‘.-.

.;ﬁf25 Grammaticai’fWhere,there are no 1nf1ect1ona1 cues ifor:]ff

} the grammatica] funct1on of noun phrases (NP)




R oA L

’ju¢§r'ﬁ“ﬁiJ;°Pder1ng is adopted as 1n theftsentencet'tMat”;f]jubjt’

'fffﬂvf;[' | fdoE’ (Btvon 1971)

;ﬁéﬁhfStyffsfic or . Communlcatlve i, Sty11st1cally ‘oﬁi,“

' tpragmat1cal1y Unmarked ﬂsentences preserve SVO order 3

"~That ‘ts,:” where ;ndﬂ‘-context 1s prov1ded '3$Juih.-

"{“d1scourse 1n1t1at1ng clauses o the order‘ w1ll beff he7.

P above (Thompson 1977 95) S1m11ar]y, . nonsense";fiu.ai

;sentences such as G]oKaJa kuzdra steKo budlanula bokrae

eKueraétt bokrenka (Kovtunova 1967 97, quotlng §éerba

5 ';, adopt the same SVO order V10]atlons of th1s order,» on
nthe other hand tend to be Judged by nat1ve Speakeps as

- [h1gh]y EXpress1ve . or appPOpr1ate onTy .fn]i sp§cra]f
 .f%icontetts;(Bﬂvon.1971;9)_ DTEPR R

- The efore, there ‘seems tofhfbe reasonably strong

Just1f1cat1on for the assumpt1on that Russ1an trans1t1ve

| structures ‘are. 1n1t1ated . a. canon1ca1 SVO“order1ng,

thi;%h desp1te the' cla1ms of certa1n authors (e g:, Babby 1878) - -

S

S 357; thaf such structures would be unordered 1n.;the{ base of

1

‘jfor example, 'a' Transformat1ona1 - Generat1ve Grammar of

Russ1an Regardless of what pos1t1on 1s taken on th1s 1ssue,-;

ft it the permutat1ons of “the SVD orderlng in Russ1an

trans1t1ve sentenoes that th1s study seeks to examine.

.



B. Aim of Study

‘In order\ to. ana1YSe the‘cmod1f1cat1ons of  the-svOo "

\

KRR order1ng 1n RUSSIan trans1t1ve sentences - four, hypotheseSWH'“'

were selected as ppt forth by the authors studled 1n Chapter,

:‘Two The hypotheses are as fo]lows ‘-*' -

"17: Given - New (GN) .

The leen - New Hypothes1s, character1st1c of Speech and

er1tten Mater1a1 is eluc1dated by the c1a1m that

| The un1versal character .of this theory lies in

the separat1on of the two types of i
Given v1nformat1on 15', taKen ‘ tc be that
'1nformat1on wh1ch ‘the speaker assumes he shares ’ Q\:
aw1th the addressee _ wh11e New 1nformat10n is.
that wh1ch the speaker assumes: the hearer is not
aware . ‘of. G1ven ~information is normal]y
separated from the. - New in_ a systemat1c ‘way .
.Typ1cally, G1ven 1nformat1on precedes New.

) ) _ . | (Pr1deaux 1982: 5)

fhe' Just1f1cation for'th1s hypothes1s is advanced by J.

Firbas (1974 35) T a 'Funct1ona1_ Sentence-ﬂPerspective

v scho]ar ‘who statest'

'

gﬁﬂej@g,a‘very prqmitive«(though eff1c1ent) means,i
:*sentence“/dfT;nearity"-cannot ‘%;' under thef,
ctnénmstancés 5"‘bUt reflect the normal “and

n, 2

naturai order- of phenomena as occurr1ng in the

'S

éxtra]tnguistic rea11ty1 In1t1at1ng an.'act1on,u



© AT

4.

1'2;

ST

:A‘the actor necessar1ly ex1st '

after ‘i

'affect i

Jbefore‘_it. Dnly
t has started canl_the action reach or

ts goal or produce some 'altogether. new

obJect The vcommun1cattonmdevetops atong the
We  will interpret“‘ this ' hypothes1s‘*

specifically in'ftermS-;of the order . of noun

phrases

d1sregar

in Russian' 'trans1t1ve sentenges,

d1ng the verb.

Standard Word Order (swo): ol . .

- :rn' this th

that is infl

awhereby the

highlighted

eory. found . 1n speech and wrltten d1scourse~
uenced by speechn- strategy - is adoptedh'

normal SVO word order w111 be preserved

whenever ;possib}e.h'and" new- info mat1on | will be

stress, howe

or ~emphatic

3.

¥

statements)
Relatlve Str

This hypoth

materials, -

: r(bronodns)

1nfqrmatlon

Movement of

: Any element

from 1ts nor

to the prese

by 'additfonal . stress (non COntrastive“
ver not to be confused with the contrast1ve:

stress found in declaratlve contrad1ctoryh

ess Contour ({RS ):
ests,_ relevant to':both_ oral and'written
states:’ Inherent]y .}ow _ stress. 1tems
give‘-focus to the noun phrase carrying New -
by be1ng pos1t1oned after that element.
New Informat ion (MN); ~‘ e

wh1ch .contanns New information will move
mal pasition in a SVO structure-hith respeot,

nce of GIVEN information.
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\ f"_To _}testhTthese»,hypothesesv-sttmuius sentences were

presented to‘subjectsﬁt'n” pre se]ected contexts to gauge[.:

I
their . preferences in word order The exper1ment 1nvo]ved'

’ sett1ng up. two subsets of sentence types ‘71n ‘th flPSt

subset nouns were' used and 1n the second subset pronounsf

were used to determ1ne stat1st1ca1]y the va]1d1ty of “the

proposed hypotheses

The- follow1ng is. a samp]e of the detatled itable thatgf3 §

,appears in Chapter Two, - 1ndlcat1ng the'-predictions of_n'

.preferred word order by the four theor1es based on -two

.ltnput sehtences w1th distinct d1str1but1ons of given and newv;_.

'1nformat1on 1n the noun phrase arguments of the verb

R ;
PREDICTIONS: B . |
. HYPOTHESES  GN  SW0 RS W
CONTEXT | | | |
TYPES
S.= NEW (N)  OSV OVS  svo 'vso sov VSO Sy
0 = GIVEN (Pr) S VOS 0OVS
s'i'éiGE&'?EFY"596'§6v"7’566""*"f'6§§'005' Sov oSV
0 = NEW (N) u - ~VOS OVS

e - - - ...._.’..............'_..-__---..'.._.._....-.._-'..--_-.._--_-.........-___-

:Note. V is always NEW (N) = Noun, (Pr) = Pronoun
TABLE 1. - Samp1e Prediction of WOPd Order 1n SVO Russ1an

Sentences .
)

As is 1ndicated above and over the tota] set ‘of . context

'types, each theory make very d1fferent pred1ct1ons, thereby -

s



. sat1sfy1ng the need to keep the hypotheses T as independent{
.ftfrom one another as poss1ble - |
. - |

C. OVervtew ) ‘1:f ;'a' v

In view. of ch  proposed hypotheses andr' their
exper1menta1 test1ng the fo]tow1ng layout w111 be adopted in
.th1s thes1s Chapter Two w111 constltute a rev1ew of the.
';lIterature dea11ng with WQrd Order 1n Russ1an The reyiew
1ncludes both descr1pt1ve and experimental stud1es, ‘and a
.Pred1ct1ons Table out11n1ng the expected resu]ts from the“
four, hypotheses ' The des1gns and: procedures dﬂof the :

*exper1ments in assoc1at1on with the var1ous' word order

‘1“1'hypotheses are dlscussed in Chapter Three In Chapter FOUPd

'the results are analysed and’ d1sp1ayed on graphs, 1nd1cat1ng ,
SV : . :
'the maJor trends in | the responses The f1fth chapter

'y

.d1scusses }thev-nesults in compar1son_ to the predictions
outlﬁned'in Chapter Two and. conta1ns theb~summary of the

pr1nc1pa1 f1nd1ngs of th1s study

L
%
|
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I1. REVIEW OF STUDIES OF WORD ORDER IN RUSSIAN -

A. Introduction

A number of noted- grhmmartans have 'addressed' the”

problem of def1n1ng word order. in Russ1an The1r stud1es arei

9

revvewed in th1s chapter,_each of the theor1es is def1nedi

and exam1ned The maJor pr1nc1p1es that are. dea]t w1th are

"~

that of Funct1ona1 Sentence Perspect1ve, i.e., 'the

: commun1cat1ve role of the words, the optlonal placement of

the direct. object 1n the sentence, and the role that extrav

stress plays in sentence const1tuent order1ng

Included is "'an exam1nat1on of some ~ of ~ ‘the
VTransformat1onal stud1es of word order 1n Ru551an and some -

of the few existing experlmental studies and the1r relevance

to the various theor1es ' ‘ »
The motivation for thevhypotheses to"be tested later

and the predictions of .word »order' in Russian transitive

sentences Will be’ drawn _ from th;s representat1ve body of-

current th1nk1ng on the prob}em

'B. Descriptive Literature : ’ | 1

Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP)

Many of the scholariy WOrKs'researched in this study

uphold ‘or are 1ncl1ned to the theory of FSP. Since it would
:be overly repet1t1ve to 11st each work separately; th1s

study attempts to comb1ne the scholarly works by def1n1ng

the pr1nc1p1es of FSP, and where necessary how 1t appl1e5;. -

P
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' spec1flca11y to Russ1an ‘word order The authors éf the works .

\—'—-—‘ . .
referred to 1nclude F1rbas Dane§ Vecorek Tolstoy; Kuno;_J-

Ha]leay. ‘ Adamec o and others,v;for' general theoret1ca1't
d1scuss1ons. ~and :,Koytunova,e Sirotinina, Krylova :-and
Khavron1na, for -more'fdetailedipapplications to Russian
syntag.,<t"‘ | 'l |

FSP 1s concerned w1th the. organ1zat{on of the: sentence'

as a 'message : w1th how the grammatrcal ‘and  semantic.

A 3

- structures function in the _very .act77of ‘communication”

~(Halliday 1974:44),

'}; Among the theoret1cally or1ented authors cited, there>;

: are' three aspects of Fsp under bd1scuss1on _1) GIVENr_”

;;in?ormation:vf* NEW 1nformation; 2) theme. (T) - rheme (R):

"3) various degrees of icommunicative»ddynamism '(CD) (Dane§ :

1erazioel. .

The first distinction was*#ﬁnitially"defined by V. o

Mathes1us (1939) as the ' start1ng point of the utterance as

that wh1eh>1s KnOWn f.:-in the given s1tuatlon and from

' which the speaker proceeds" “(Dane¥ 1974 106) Ln s1mp11f1ed:
terms GIVEN 1nformat1on is 1nformat1on that 1s already known'},r:i'

: and NEW 1nformat1on ﬁ_. what the speaker states ‘about. the7777

GIVEN. In d1scuss1ng the second d1st1nct1on, Mathes1us-
def1nes the theme as someth1ng that is be1ng spoken about in
the sentence and the rheme as what the speaker - says about

the theme .’ KE Flrbas' advanced ‘the " idea - of ‘CD; by this

; concept he means “the extent to wh1ch the ‘sentence element

-

contrlbutes to the development of the~communication" (Daned:




-

<de7l: simultaneou’ me"ls.the,sentence element that

'"_carfié; the Towest CD within the - sentence In
-other words;4 CD,assi thy d1fferent sentence elements
various degrees of themat1c1ty or rhemat1c1ty (Dane¥: 107)
It 1s not the" a1m of thts study to exam1ne FSP deeply.
nor- to elaborate wh1ch m1ght be drawn between GIVEN NEW and
.THEME RHEME The ;1mpl1f1ed hypothes15 generated by th1s]
concept and appl1cable to this- study is that GIVENv precedes
b NEW and/or"THEME precedes RHEME We will not d1st1ngu1shl
betwen‘these two facets of FSP espec1ally since the var1ous
.authors themselves frequently use the terms 1nterchangeably.

ae w1ll be seen below

.
Kl
g
l,fl,
LT

Tnadittonal Gramnar Within FSP | .
0. Vinceler (1977) raises  individual e'theoretical
questions “‘that he cons1ders necessary when study1ng word
order in Russ1an He acknowledges that it is usually alleged
that’ word order in Russ1an ~isv unconstra1ned and that
theoret1cally any permutation in word order1ng is possible.

‘However upon closer exam1nat1on of poss1ble permutat1ons,'
V1nceler states that word order 1s constralned by several
governing factors. He sees the "role of context 1n syntax as
- one ot.eminence ‘and t1es in theme and rheme with it as does
Kafkova (1979'247) Both ma1nta1n that content enables theme
and Theme to mater1al1ze H1s views co1nc1de w1th those of

e

PR



Kovtunova s who will be d1scuSsed below doseph Lake adheres_.
to the maJor theor1es presented‘1n that theme precedes rhemeﬁ p
and,that stress-falls on the focps of' the‘ sentence';- .the‘
focus be1ng rheme (1975:167) . Stnce his articJefrepresents -

‘~\\ the ma1nstream of stud1es surveyed 1t.wil1son1y serve as a

—

potent1al reference here. , o

'I. 1. Kovtunova (1967' 1969, 1973, 1974, 1976, £1979)
has written extensively on the problem of categor1z1ng wordl
’order in Russian. In one of her maJor stud1es (1969) sher-

; states that word order 1s in part dependent upon the log1ca1h

focus of-. the sentence,_‘1 e. ’its' commun1cat1ve role..
Kovtunova attempts to spec1fy under what cond1t1ons word
‘order is free and urider what conditions fit is f1xed 'She'.
°1nvest1gates the theory of Functional Sentence Perspectrve
in. stat1ng her assessments. That is, sentences,’are d1v1ded ‘
into two parts the theme (GIVEN) and. thevrheme (NEW). GIVEN
. 1nformat1on normally stands in 1n1t1a1 pos1tlon espec1ally
i1n wr1tten d1scourse while NEW 1nformat1on 15 pos1t1oned at
'.i‘the end of a sentence. Her basic conclu51ons encompass word
; order both in oral and in wr1tten speech She surm1ses that
‘the theme and rheme in oral _speech are '1nd1cated ma1n1y
”;'through‘1ntonat1on (1967'143),'which she contends, acCounts
for the remarkably free word order in oral speech when it is -
'ﬂf- compared ‘to the relatively ,f1xed word‘ odher‘of wr1tten,
| speech (1969 60). In effect, Kovtunova states 'that word
order in ,RUSsian is cond1t1oned by the theme and rheme

which are s1gna1)ed by word order in written mater1a1 ‘and/or - .
~ c
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1ntonat1on in speech thereby conclud1ng that 'more often'

C»than not,’ word ‘order - in Russ1an is governed by contextualﬂ

cond1t1on1ng factors

When - all of- her stud1es 1tsted in the b1b11ography are .
' exam1ned a common theer emerges throughout when studylng
wordijorder in Russtan it 1s essent1a1 to rea11ze that word

order functions s1mu1taneously on . _two levels ‘n the_ 3

structure of a. sentence 1) on the 1eve1 of 1ts syntact1cal
¢

functton (SubJect/Pred1cate) and 2)" w;jtv level of its
Funct1ona1 Sentence Perspect1ve ’(theme/rheme) Kovtunova
vJUSt]f]eS this assessment by the follow1ng example (Sentence

S

: Type -'SubJect (S))+ Predtcate (P)

1. if the theme = 'S and rheme =P (e. g. Syn uexal ) then FSP

and syntact1cal functtons correspond but - '

r

2. if theme-= P and”rheme =S (e.g., Uexal“syn) then FsP

and syntact1ca] funct1on$3 are oppdged to one anather
(j967.112), i.e.; the neutra] SP order “is violated on

the syntactical level

Conversely if we tried in 2) to maintain the canonical word’
~order the ‘theme-rheme order wouldmbeﬁviolated on'the_FSP e
level. In the instances where the order hPS- Violatesf the

normat syntactlc funct1on order then word order fulf1lls "

‘only one functton - expresstng theme and rheme (1923,55)1.

g



R 1nvest1gat1on

19,

In‘the ana1y51s of’ the present‘ study, Kovtunova .S
.c1a1ms w111 be aud1ted to determ1ne their degree of val1d1ty;
under the head1ngs of both the G1ven New -Hypothesis. wh1ch:"
vbas1ca11y is equated w1th her FSP model, as we]] as the'
Standard Word Order Hypothes1s to which she ‘apparentlyAﬁ'
‘adheres in her' recogn1t1on of a canonicai sentence
structure | .H" | ' -
oA second’, notab]ev author exam1n1ng the'role:of word . -
order in Russian - 1s D S1rot1n1na (1965) he, emphatlca]]y
states that word order in Russ1an cannot be categorLZed as
free (1965 167) . Her- 1nvest1gat10ns 1nd1cate that word order
.fulfiIIS". a grammatical ahd ‘ commun1cat1ve function
>s1mu1taneously -and that the commun1cat1ve form is ‘expressed
}_ in ora]v speech through 1ntonat1on and in wr1tten'speech
through word order (7) N ' B -lf?} .

A section of her study is devoted to the pos1t1on1ng of
the d1rect object in a sentence Since th1stjs rarely, if at
'all; discussed by most scholars it is essentfal that it be

elaborated upon because of its pertinence to vthe"current

S1rot1n1na c1a1ms that the grammat1ca1 norm of word
order in a predlcate (P) (compr1sed of a transitive verb and
aa d1rect obJect (DO) ) is P + DO, if’ the communicative
function of the DO. conta1ns NEW 1nfbrmat1on (36) Preposing
of the DO (DO + P} in wr1tten speech is very rare; it is
vonly placed before‘ a  NEW fyerb\ when it ~carries GIVE& fh‘

~information to more clearly mark the difference between}f7
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GIVEN and ‘NEW information t40) In oral speech’the DO, if it
| carries GIVEN 1nformat1on . becomes enclitic ‘and is more
read11y pos1t1oned before the P, stnce 1n oral speech the .

commun1cat1ve structure of a sentence ‘I8 expressed through.

intonation, not word order By the same token, the plac1ng JQ,f

of'»a DO conta1n1ng NEW 1nformatlon is less rig1d in Oraltz S

. speech than in: wr1tten and can therefore also be pos1ttoned-
' fbefore -the verb (46) Th1s prep051ng of the DO becomes muchf
) mxwe Frequent when the DO 1s a pronoun p »
Ecav we poronHenwe He ABnReTcA Hoabm,'e ;%HTEHTHOH
TI0CTNO03ULHH OHO CﬂHEaeTCR 8 yCTHOH pPeYH C rnaronom,
MBCTOHMBHHOB AOHDHHBHHB CTEHOBHTCH ﬂpOCTO SHHAWT MHOH ,

‘B cvny 3TOro 3HaYHMbIE AONONHEHHA 0BEYHO paCﬂOﬂ&FaMTCH
npeﬂOBHTHBHO (AHCTaHTHO) (47)

I
H

This portion of S1rof1n1na s assert1ons.we w111 1atéF(
analyze under the Relat1ve Stress Contour Hypothes1s, -even
. though she states that the DO 'nom1na1 or pronom1nal) stands'
“in Front of a NEW verb. - | | |
;Shej cont1nues by c1a1m1ng that the order1ng of SP is;
“a]so not free in wr1tten speech ft;liﬁ dependent' on. the;
commun1cat1ve structure of a sentence When S is. GIVEN (one
stat1st1ca1 survey f1nds that 1n 83% of. approx1mate]y 6 OOOt
sentences the subJect is GIVEN) (Svedstedt 1976) S WJTT

| eprecede P (95). Post-pos1t1onal $ occurs only when 'S = NEW

.and also where | sentences are unstructured commun1cat1ve1y_

(i.e.. both S and P are both NEW or GIVEN) (97) AI] inf,aIJ} ;ti: ‘

S1rot1n1nq deciares that 1n1t1a1 S goveins 93% of the t1me




'ﬁ'(102)"’1n oral speech the SP order1ng 1s less Plgld ‘as the?
h'commun1cat1ve structure -is cons1derably weaKened 1nstead
extra stress _on _a new: S 1nd1cates Jits commun1cat1ve rdle,
rather. ‘than does word order (100) »,;?ﬁ,:i7i'
: 'ih{ oonclus1on the essenoe of the argument 1s that thef"
»commun1cat1ve structure of a sentence 1n wr1tten speech 1e

L;expressed only through word order and in- oral speech finstly‘

R

'through 1ntonat10nal méans A 152) Thus : placement of .

sentence - constltuents depends on, ,the1rv commun1cat1ve{ '

'};grammat1cal and styltst1cal rdles, account1ng for no. freedom,.“

>of word order in Russian. {n the’ﬁtnal analys1s ;she. l1kei
Kovtunova. recogn1zes the relevance of the GN Hypothes1s, t-ﬂ
- some extent the canon1cal word'brder (SWO) Hypothesis; and
furthermore ‘adds the not1on that pPonouns are" partwcularlyfl
sens1t1ve to’ the GN Hypothe515 in speech - a mod1t1cat;on;
Tabelled the RS (Relat1ve Stress) Hypothes1s

o .
Valgnna s .publ1cat1on parallels./that of S1rot1n1na sf

only on a. much smaller scale. She too argues that word order -

.inv ‘Russian. 1s not cons1dered free but that grammat1cal and*y;'

® N,

FSP functlons operate together or 1n dlrect opposttton fto
one. another to g1ve element 'orderlng (134). _To_ avo1d;
'.,repetition Valg1na 1s c1ted as a reference )
: The co- authors Krylova and Khavron1na (1976) wrtte that”
there are various conditions l1m1t1ng arbntrary word order'
Coin a Russ1an sentence, s1nce upon éxam1n1ng three sentences |

that are 1dentlcal except for varylng word order one ‘can
‘see. that by» changing ; the word order one is changing-the ;s'

‘ . e . .
) - . ‘ N 1
. oy . N . .



B ,‘1nteract -Qa'd apply s1mu1taneously. account1ng fQ"tt'i7‘

| “fmean1ng of the utterance

1#styltst1ca11y o ."' A;. T d

o fam111ar 1nformat1on

B

ot SRR

| The authors 1nd1cate that one. cond1t1on that governsrﬁf;ﬁkr
- V'the;t seem1ng freedom of arrang1ng words in a sentence is, -
'athe style of speech For example 1n: poetry one ~ can find[
“,1adJect1ves placed after the nouns they qua]1fy or separated‘§5'h
;i;from them by other words In another style of speech | such'_,fd

as the- sc1ent1f1c, thgs‘,word order . woutd, be,1ncorrect

I 5 . el

et
.

However the bas1s of the1r cla1ms is. nested 1n the

‘5'vconcept of FSP wh1ch as before,vts de§1ned as . the d1v1s1on
" of Ja sentence 1nto theme-and rheme s a result word OPdePfﬁ

'sdepends on the speaker s/wr1ter s a1m 1n convey1ng new 1and

FQP ,_exanple BHHTOP dbm y MBHH B rOCTnx (17)

Here the speaker (3 a1m 1s to 1mpart 1nformatlon about‘wf;-“
%f'rV1ctor 'S act1V1t1es. therefére V1ctor 1s»common 1nformatwon
*fd(theme) and his. act1v1t1es are new 1nformatwon1(rheme) (17)

j;Rather than - assert1ng that Russ1an follows: a canon1cal SVO
:a;order1ng, Krylova and Khavronuna d1v1de sentence typesv
q[i'(i.e declarat1ve,i 1nterrogat1ve) 1nto ‘f1ve o pr1nc1pald
“tvarlants The Tcategor1zat1on of ‘the var1ants 1s determ1ned“

rby what is the theme and what .is. the rheme 1n each sentence

‘type In emot1ve_ speech 1ntonatmon and word order W111

1 rearrangements 'tn; the d1rect theme rheme order1ng to, say(fﬁtf;:*f

" 'rheme theme rheme as an the sentence




——r

A
- SWD or RS for pronouns as in the prev1ous author s work

Mxom naXHeT npe oM " TpUYSami (136)
(R) (T) B (R) : . : : :

P

'Inv other words, the rheme is moved from its usual plaqe and

g1ven add1t1ona1 prom1nence by 1ntonatwon {(135).
. “An example of the aothors categor1zat1on is:
Variant IV (88) . ’
0 + S = Comp]ex T, P =R
4\W0rd Order 0 + S+ P

-

are governed by the theory of FSP ‘No recourse is' made ‘to

v~

In summary, a]] of Kry]ova and Khavron1na s assert1ons‘

A Bel skij (1956) is +of the op1n1on that whatever»i

h.thoughts are not commun1cated v1a grammat1ca1 means - 1n ‘an
uuiutterance are done w1th the ‘aid of 1ntonat10n He adds - the

' def1n1t1on of deflnlte to g1ven and indefinite to new andr

3;:

c]a1ms that a g1ven def1n1te subJect Ais’ expressed through g

;1ntonat1on in Russ1an.

MaﬂbHHH ngwmen —'S=~GIVEN

MaﬂbHHH npnuen - 8= NEW . R ,blgt0190)j

» h) T

,In' th1s "way. when canon1cal word ‘order"occUrs; '

1ntonat1on 1nd1cates that S given + def1n1te 0therw1se,-s,w,

g1ven +- def1n1te is expressed w1th a chahge invword onderm

<.

B pyccrom 'a3gHe HHTOHauHOHHoe ‘BLpAMEHME cmucnoaoro
npeJJ,MHaTa HaCTﬁ ‘TONPOBOMBET.CA. MﬂsepcupoaaHHbrm R

TR e i e an e e i oy MAR P

'-.4.4...'

"f"; Drietl - HQDHAHOM»QﬂQB (1957 e ST T s e e

[ S

Th1s cowno1des w1th two of the hypotheses the "present

......

Te Lo ‘,».,,._v.. - e e e e
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AN

Transformat1ona1 Grammar S S

There fi§7~ very ' 11tt1e‘ ava1lab1e T1terature ' on"

*h; a format1ona] grammar-,inf-reLat1on to word order in

'Russ1an Th1s survey dea]s w1th three d1fferent authors “andﬂ .

. Transformational 4Grammar_‘in -hii 'studies_ of vTopic and

their assert1ons the f1rst of whom is 0. Dahl C
Dahl (1969, 1974) 'attempts to unite the theory. of
Functional . - Sentence- Perspeot1ve-v with ‘the  theory of

Comment -He assumes fa[ workin hypoti‘f1s that the base

”"component of a transformat1onal grammar is 1dent1ca1 in all

'languages (1969 5) From th1s po1nt Dah' further develops

his c1a1ms by stat1ng that it 1s necessary for one to assume

that the h"top1c-comment (TC) structure is to be accounted:

;'for in the semant1c representat1on of a sentence and s <not-

:-merely a4surface phenomenon (1974 75) and that TC structure

-can be v1ewed as the reflectlon of some’ fundamental aspects=-~:-

i\ the semant1c representat1on of the sentence (1974 75) '__

‘One of the examples he g1ves is the sentence "Korol’ bogac

- "The Knng is a rich man" deflnes an~1nd1v1dua1 the K1ng

‘(1974 761 ",~1.>,g -ina:{}fe;-vwfn«:f~-.e=;;_;f.;

and ' ass1gns to him the property ‘“to “be - r1ch “man”

.-

. IR

Dahl cr1t1c1zes the theoretical Basest:of; FunCtionaf;":

'vgq’Sentenoe Perspect1ve (FSPY 'saying“ that?h" t{ 1dea that a’l

bntounded (1969.11) He bases h1s or1ttcisms of the FSP

‘--wtheory~‘pn}3the“79rounds-'that ”the.rdefinttions offsentence

T -

;speaker "f1rst chooses the :lex1co syntact1c ‘structure*.and :

‘then tne actuaT b1part1t1on 'of the sentence*'is qU1te'9'
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g“elementsv,as e1ther belong1ng to the theme or the Theme are
inSufficlentw4 that the def1n1t1on of what ls g1ven , holdS{
y”good ;onlyv for a few cases (9). He cites the - example:
| "Somebody came in," and ralses the quest1on ig - somebody".
given, or not7 Unfortunately, Dah1 does not seem to offer a
substant1ated alternative def1n1t1on However " Dahl admits
.that the theory he outlines 1s schematic and 1ncomplete yet
still claims that it d1rectly generates Russ1an "word . order
(lBl. The main pert1nent po1nts of Dahl’s theory are that
- The ultimate constituents of base structure are
in. principle thOSe of predicate logic. Thus, the
mean1ng of a sentence can be analysed 1nto a number
~of atomic formulas ‘ connected with each other, on
the one hand by log1cal constants on’ the other, by
a system of indices that determ1nes wh1ch formulas,
"have‘;the same referent. The 'normal form of a
sentence’ .ls . an 1mpl1cat10n The. topic- comment
'lstructpre .of 'a.dsentence ;jsi determlned by thel
d1str1but1on of the funct1onals to the left and

A

.- trlght 51de'_of the r.}@plicatjon~! 51gn Surface'“’
-:grammat1cal relat10h§ <are" partly a reflegtlon of;;:,

'\top1c comment structure partly of the 1ndex systemi’

IR

™ ow  EN
Lo ..'nem"‘"“" -

- 'l,'

o ?”‘HLSL Babby (1978) s the second author th1srvstudy

4exam1nes ‘who - attempts to apply transformat1onal grammar to
"word'order 1n Russ1an He points fout that in a Russian

sentence grammatical relat1ons are expressed almost ent1rely.
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by case morpho]ogy, and that word order does not reflect
V'graﬁnmtical relations. In other words although a change in
‘word"order in Russ1an expresses the theme/rheme structure
it does not express a change in the grammat1cal relat1ons
Case def1nes grammat1cal re]at1ons, not conf1gurat1on/f1xed
word order (40). Thus, Babby s conclus1ons ~are " in d1rect
,oppos1t1on to most of the other scho]ar]y worKs surveyed
Lastly: J. Gundel (1975) d1scusses "~ briefly the -
topic~comment “structure of a sentence, although she equates
it to "the phenomenon of VFSP" .(1745. She 'says> that in
~ "Russian, topic-comment‘structure is-ref]ected primarily‘in:
~ word order and‘ in sentence ‘stress,” and that .prfmary :
sentence dstress always falls  on 'the-comment (174)ﬂ Also
stated is the claim that Russian -sentences- "with distinct
topic-comment .structures ... are also used apprdpriately in
_ditferent¢contexts;“ (175) which is congruent with most of
- the ‘ scholars surveyed. Gundel therefore differs quite
dramatica]ly from the preceding more . - traditional
~transformational grammarians in that she recognizes the
- influence ot?context on‘Russian‘word order, while the former
'aré*’ constrained by‘ the 'requirement that sentences be
‘géhératéd“iﬁ isolationvfrom-contextr
C. Expérimental Studies
As  with the stud1es in transformational grammar there
is a scarc1ty of. experimental data available pertaining . to

word order in Russian. 0f the three to be surveyed, only two
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were done on Fn 1n depth scale and even they dtffer in focus

vand matertal As. a resu]t the stat1st1cs _are not entirely

|

’ conc]us1ve or: al]-encompa551ng : " : L -

The f1rst exper1menta1 study to be examined'is that. of: .

R. Bivon's (1971) .who bases his 1nvest1gat1on so]ely onv:
written discourse. He categor1zes the factors that underlie

the ordering of elements under three broad headings:

contextual: grammaticaTJ' styl1st1c (7). AHe def1nes
contextual as the pragmat1c ' information language
communicates,' ife., the ‘communtcattve or the GIVENfNEW

1nformation. Bivon différs from” Slrottntna Kdvtuncva et al.

. in that he further sub d1v1des NEW into NON- ESSENTIAL (NEN)-

and ESSENTIAL (EN). He states that the accepted order of GN,
from ev1dence studied 1s | |

| NEW

GIVEN - NON-ESSENTIAL NEW - EéSENfIAL NEW (8)

-Thus, here Bivon _is ~in agreement with one ot'the
'hypotheses proposed in this study (GN) and - ;jn 'accord
w1th the maJor1ty of- the scho]ars works surveyed R

He further notes that the order G.- EN - NEN occurs
when an utterance has'a high degreerof emphasis, found most
frequently in spcken 'language, and that wnen no. GIVEN
1nformat1on is present the order EN-NEN occurs (9).

Bivon defines the grammat1cal factor as follows:

In Russian the function of an element is determined

by inflexion rather than the position of . the

elements relative to each other. Thiﬁfleaves Russian’

/ B B R T S
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"greatert'scope’yfor e1emeht“'order,<{o express the
contextua] d1st1nct1ons d1scussed prev1ously (11)
In other words,, Btvon seems to be say1ng that grammat1ca1‘.
1nf1ect1on of syntacttc funct1on creates fPeeP word order,
: wh1ch 1n turn can be exp]ovted for pragmattc purposes _
| The th1rd category is styl1st1c and B1von asserts that
;there are-;relat1ve1y 'rare OCCHS]ODS when d1fferent word R
orders are poss1b1e utthout chang1ng grammatica1 and/or*:
contextual mean1ng It 1s on]y 1n th1s 11m1ted'way that one -
can say that word order in Russ1an is "free (11).
v In order to understand Btvon s analysrs Jt 4& necessauy .
to deflne the term1no1ogy used in hts study as fot1ows‘ *ff:f”‘;f?
a. Subject' rea11sed by a nom1nal group (s) -
b. Pred1cator usually reallsed by a verba] group (P)
c. (Extens1ve) Complement corresponds to the category.

of d1rect obJect (C?

His 1nvest1gat1on cons1sts.of a ser1es of contextua]
analyses of sentence types most frequently found 1n wrttten
Russian (48) drawn.from a selection of the <Un1vers1ty of
Essex, Russian Language Project’s?Texts ‘and suppiementedfby‘
texts from Soviet literature and newspapers (30) _

The follow1ng is a table 1nd1cat1ng the percentages of
var1ous serftence types contalntng SubJect Pred1cate anq,_

Complement out Of the tota] Unspec1f1ed coPpus of sentencﬁs;ﬁ"”}

L . . 3 e LN S e TR N .-f,. ot e et w
R R BRI e oL ThilTe : PR R
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”1nvest1gated (the frequency of each word order occurrence is

a percentage of the total occurrences of S P and C in any

. - order) (42): - . - - |
o s'P"C" (79%)‘
LT S C- P 1%
o P-s-c™ (1%)
| P “."'C" '-rs e ','.:.,(_,_'z%")_
CeseRL L (an)
€-P-s ‘('1‘1-'%); .

; ,*iWOrds 1nterrupt1ng one . another compr1se the other 2A ) lﬁﬂi?ﬁ‘
;:ffﬁﬁﬂ??;‘ B1von then g1ves a contextual analy51s for each of . the)

foea e e ok

_{L1ted above (48) wh1ch 1s represented in Table 2. ;9%"

Vv



e
'——-,—---—--*—-'---—-'-——--—----';.f:'h--'-----—'-'--f'—-“---~~— ---------
" S S ¢
S5-p-C G NEN- EN
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CrR-Soe ENT i NEN G
(11%) - T ONEN - NEN G-
emphatic NEN NEN EN*
€-5-P G NEN G
(4%) G N .G
emphatic NEN NEN CEN
P-C-5S EN - NEN NEN
(2%) N G G
S-C-P G N -
(1%) G NEN . ONEN
G EN - ~NEN
emphatic .G NEN .. EN
P-5-C NEN - 'NEN . NEN "
(1%) ' .

G - Given; NEN - Non-essential new; EN»-~E$séntiéJ new; N -
New (no essential or -non-kssential new{distinguishabJe)._
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CTABLE 2. Bivon’s (1971) Contextual Analysis of Various
‘ Russian Word Orders. - A ‘
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We w111 have occas1on to return to th1s table later 1n-* o

IS

“the d1scuss1on of the results of our own exper1menta] work

o

.hOf' the experimenta] stud}es done ‘on: word order in.

?mRuss1an Dag SVedstedt s (1976) 1s,penhaps one oP the mOrey '

- ""

‘comprehen51ve However h1s study 1s conf1ned to exam1n1ng

._the pos1t1pn of obJect1ve persona] pronouns 1n SubJeot GS)sW“, .

T

f1n1te verb (P) o ‘obJecttve personal pronoun (0) type

. ciauses He 1n1t1ates h1s study w1th the hypothes1s -that the

‘_fdirect obJect is more frequently p]aced in: front of the

"”'Vpred1cate when 1t 1s a pronoun tban when. Tt a*“nouﬁ’ ‘THe:t‘f

| study concentrates .on two -eommon’. péPmutat1ons of word order :

R

theme oF the c]auSe,’then word order is to be regarded ‘as

unmarKed styl1st1ca11y and commu%1cat1ve]y

The study examnned 6 600 c]auses of S+ P+ 0 type and
in 80% of these c]auses S const1tuted the- theme . (20). of

- importance to note ﬁs_ that both written and spOKen.text

types were used in this study.

Then word class of the subJect was d1v1ded 1nto.a noun ;;: .

it - an

- ¥

"t:ifol1ows (42) ‘_m:';?‘t*t o ol ’~7ﬂﬁrA;*:‘4;u.w

rseldom marked 1ntonat1onally
marking optional

-marking always takes.place
marking difficult to p1npo1nt

anom'v
wwnn -

Ajfurther categorization ot S reSUItslin:

1. Explicitly given S (theme)

2. New S (rheme)

~-.SPOand. SOP Svedstedt notes that 1f S'fﬂ chosen ‘as- the:t:fr~

“isla personaI pronoun or: other pronouns and class1f1ed - as DR



Amaterzal 1n order to ach1eve maXJmum coverage (54) ~;Q_ i

C e . ,__\,,.v.-. .

~

25

Coe L, s -
Vol

3. Imo1ic1t1y given S (could pe ES or NS)

4. "Contrastive S - .marked 1ntonat1ona11y'- theme or: rheme
~l 5. Exp11cat1ve S =~ onat1ona1 mark1ng -'contrast

f

. TR
. . - — . R
- o . . . T RS :
va * N—\ o J ; i : )
L' g

In all Four varlabTés must be 11sted in_ the ordering of o

Jemw oo T

a. the.charaeter»of»s (noun pronoun)

b. type of clause (simple, compound) _

cC. mode of express1on (monologue, dxalogue spoken; -
written) - ' T

d. .prosody of S (1mp11c1t expl1c1t)

Lot e e e

Tne fresu]ts-“aré'.TiStednbeﬂoW“jn conjunction with the four

variables:

é) Character of S

SSPO . sop |
S = Noun o e3y o _mdm:37%‘_' ‘
S = Personal Pronoun :dé%;?i;vﬁtwL Coe V54%M:L )
- 8-= Otﬁer Pronounvw 259 o | ,75%'

-

_These ﬂ1gures 1nd1cate the consxderab]e effect that the $jg‘\

""permutat1ons (169) In other words SPO predom1nates when S

is a noun and SDP predom1nates when S is a pronoun
< . o

b) Type_"'of_ Clause (Mbnopredrcatrve —_(MP},
Polypnedrcatlve (PP) and S P 0 + some othen part = A0)°

*“fcharacter of S has -ON- the re?at\Ve d1str1butlon of thé“ﬂtwo~b-:‘
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: 26
o SPO " sop
fQ?MP:i - m_;3q%' . e
pp ‘ “ oL ‘% ~78‘% .o - 22%

?fov;; Svedstedt dléiﬁg“*ihai'"fthé 1arge - d1fference BET

w

w
,»‘~

dﬁstr1but1on accord1ng to c]ause type is governed ma1n1y by

prosod1c factors (178)

P

. c) Mode of Expresszon (M = Monologue D = Dlalogue)e

| sfo SoP
w | o0 . 30
D 2% S 7oy

If one surmises that SPO is. 1arge1y selecfed_'in

monologue because' monologue belongs to- wr1tten speech and :

that SDP,1s»seJected because draloguenbelengs to the spoken

character séeech (as appears to be the case 1fron"~.‘

Svedstedt’s data) then th1s is an 1nd1cat1on that in

”Svedsted‘s—~teﬁms ‘"siy11§t1c factorsi piay as 1mportant a

'ones (172).

.
.d) Prosody of S ((S) = seldom marked, (S) = possible
marking, ‘S = neanry always manked) |

SPO - . soP

s ey

. [ : L N . “«
. - 13 . - - - T - - - e . - : -
P - - s LY .. . . - P P P
- - Coe . - - LY ~ L L T T - . P d e e R e e ) PR e
L. B - . ., o 3 - . K . . C d
RN (A PO IR S Y IR PU R U W, b <«
N . T C . . s
. LS . .

o

- role Ln determ1n1ng choice of’ permutat1on “as- do prosod1c~
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- o ein
“ | 15% - 85%

.. The pércentages indicate that the prosodic rea11zat1on

o

ofi S in terms of - emphat1c or contrastive stress is of great‘
impor tance for the cho1ce of permutation (169)

The conclus1ons are self- ev1dent when each var1ab1e 1s

‘ ]ooked at individually. Obv1ously .all four var1ables are ‘

s1gn1f1cant in permutat1on cho1ce - some more than others.
Choice of word order within- the conf1nes-;of;'SVedstéaf s
study is determined by 'other factors in addition to‘the

prosodic/communicative structure of a sentence, one other

‘factor be1ng stylistics, for example (184).

In summary, he finds that the speaker and t

*  choose the1r permutat1ons due to d1fFerent commdntcat1ve and '

ER

'styl1st1ca1 conswderations . _ >

Ihe analys1s of the present study w1ll be compared to .

© some of Svedstedt's percentages | 51nce the ~.e-xpemment in
athiis proposa] ¢an draw certa1n parallels ww?h the Stat1st1CS‘

rev1ewed above .- We WJll,.however supplement his f1nd1ngs by

cons1der1ng both nouns"and .pronouns “in both subJect and

"-obJect pos1t1ons and will exam1ne a grea%Fr var1ety of word

' order permutat1ons

Unlike Svedstedt, we do not 1nc]ude all . pronoun 'types

"in our experlment 1.e.; personal demonstrative, etc., nor
do we deal with Expt1c1tly or \T//q1c1tly given >$; or
‘Contrasy1ve. $, i.e., marked .1ntonat1ona11y,.A]sou in our
study‘we do'not_distinguish'between monologue or dtalogue as

°

he - writer



mOdes of expression‘ Finally, this thes1s dea]s with 'simp1e

‘SVD structures (which Svedstedt calls Monopredicative) on]y,_

i whereas ' Svedstedt includes compound or Polypredicative

clauses inihis'inveStigation |
I;»Thompson‘(1977)Lstates‘that word order in Russianﬁis

freed by markKed grammatica] relatipns, as opposed to Engiish

. where the relative]y fixed word. order' serves to_ mark

o~

—

grammatical relations (88).

/ She makes the pojnt. as do other vscholars. that -

theoretically almost any sentence.iin‘ Russian - has the

/m;possibility of having SeVera1; word orders, contingent on

'i{.what the communicative task of the speaKer is. Thompson also

- concedes that there is one more neutral or more typical word :

. order than all other chorces- and that "in categorical

-:judgements "consisting of the traditional  ~subject and

: predicate, ‘the. f]ow ,of 1nformation in Russian typically

»proceeds from what is GIV&N to what is NEW" (83). Her study
differs from the other "scholars, however, 1n that Lt'was
bassd on the assumption that in second language 1earningf

the learners’ native word order’ constraints would be

transferred to the'.target 1anguage. She \ tested the
hypothesis thzt Americans studying Russian used differingf,'

word order than did the (Russiah) snative speakers (90}, with

interesting resultsv re]evant to the present ana]ys1s Of

1mportance are the statistics produced by the Ru551an native

speakers, even though Thompson s study was done'on a small5f

scale. The RUSSians used SV order for 1ntran51tive sentences
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5., 5% of the t1me and VS order 47 5% of Tthé f1me The SV R
"percentage appears to be ;rather low In-comparqson to the;;ii;th
other - stat1st1cal stud1es d1SCUSsed earller : .»535' : 1l‘:i=£y;fl
| | !A; flnal po1nt worthy of comment ¢iST the fact that):_
Thompson s study produced 'a' s1gn1f1cant react1on by the~..
TRuss1an group to absence of conte&t F1rstly, the Russ1ansd'

ldeveloped several alternat1ve orders and suppl1ed ithe~5@.t

“*”jf;Qontextw forf each one. SecondlY. when asked to choose only

' ;Ttione;order w1thout context they usually selected the word

'fb.f_order' SP: Thus,. Thompson asserts that th1s 1nd1cates thath__

“cally;_

sathe concept of neutral word order (SP) 1s psycholl
7real a fact wh1ch 1s demonstrated as a. stat1st1cal trend in

.her data l95)

-

Of relevance to the presen; study then are Thompson s

'f1nd1ngs of an obv1ous neutral word order in: Russ1an 1n the
absence of 'context and - the necesslty -of. prov1d1ng a

_ contextual bas1s for any word order studles of., Russ1an

D. ObjectiVes for Present Study.. : ‘,_l- '4" ,

- As. can be deduced from the reviews of ex1st1ng stud1esi.
n_fon word order in Russxan '1t 1s ev1dent that most of the
v“lnvest1gattons e1ther; touch on . the surface .of th1s complex

' phenomena w1thout subst‘rttal theoretlcal underp1nn1ng, or
rgrav1tate towards the dominant FSP theory The maJor1ty of
the studies.deal, with contextual analyses . as does the
present" one YLH0wever -the nature of the present exper1mehtj

'attempts to test four hypotheses, thereby encompass1ng all ~ijmé%

s

-~
A
EA e



“:S@UdleS% wh1@h were pngsented in wr1tten fonm,_ it was :
o

d1scd\/ered that the subJectsmweﬁ,e reaﬁgmgmt‘he seqtepces oo i

- L
= ¥ .themseiw%ﬁ-ﬁ’

‘ *1nvolves subvoca11zat1on then this distinction dtsappears.

o e Q

g i -

o @y w oay

il - .

o - . L2

mmbetween word order 1n Russ1an“bra1 VErSUS‘wrﬂtten language,

)

f1t was not felt that thls d1st1nct1on could be captured by

the techn1que employed 1n ;he exper1ment Durwng thepr]Ot

;woutd] relate the f1nd1ngs to exclus1ve1y wr1tten d1scourse

”This does, however, ra1se an ,1mportant theoret1cal issue;

A

._namely whether there '1s a c]ear cut empirical distinction

Vrbetween oral and wr1tten language..‘lfg-one adopts the

position of some read1ng auihorities-‘that all reading

or at least.becomes y1rtua]ly,impossible”to test. This was

- the approach forced upon us by the pilot stUdies s

The follow1ng s a table summar1z1ng the pred1ctlons of

'the f0ur hyp éheses relat1ng to word order‘ in trans1t1ve

>

=‘Jof the. propqsed cla1ms set forth by the var1ous autHOrs ff}:j" )
vi;hmportan;“to the a; Lhts p01ht that wheregs thehff.”

. surveyed 11terature 1nd1cates s1gn1f1cant o d1fferences‘- -

:ﬁnx case thereby 1nval1dat1ng any clalms that-

sentences in Russ1an, under contextual cond1t10ns spec1fy1ng’

the GIVEN NEW 1nformat1on structure of the sentence

o~
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e TRYPOTRESES TGN ' —
.+ «CONTEXT: - - -. ata?.-Mm,uf.t;-f‘:r. S PR PI U
ST TS vso sV . NA e T
S = NEW (N)  0OVS sov A
0 = NEW (N} VOS. OSV
SENEW (N] OVS - S0 OvEy VSO 0SV .
0 = GIVEN (N)  0SV . 0SsV? VDS OVS
ST= GIVEN [N] SVO " 3V0 SVe7 . SO0V VO3S
L O FNEWAN)L oSOV - o SOV? T BSV 0VS .
S = GIVEN (NJ 50V SVO N/A SOV VS0
0 = GIVEN (N)  0SV B - ~ V0S 0SV
S = NEW IN]  OVS ST SOV VSO 05V
.0 = GIVEN (Pr) OSV -~ . VSO - - VOS OVS
5= GIVEN [Pr) SVO  SV0  VOS 50V VoS
0= NEW(N) SOV T QSV 0SV' OVS
S = GIVEN [Pr)- SOV VO N/A SO0V VSO
0 = GIVEN (Pr) OSV. o " V0S OSV

-—_—-——..--—-—-——-----—-—--—--——-------———-_——--_—-»_—--—-—-——.
_..—-.-_---—..---—-—-----—_—-—_—---_--_-_—--_-..—_..--__-—_---—-—-

-. Note. Vlis;‘lways'NEW. (N) = Noun, (Pr) = Pronoun -

B ST R

*Since this hypothesis is applicable only to pronouns, we’
can only assume that the GN hypothesis will operate with
nouns .under RS, predicting the orders marked with a question
mark. : : . , : .

TABLE 3. - Prediction of Word Order in Simple Russian
: Transitive Sentences, According to Context
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II1. THE EXPERIMENTS

"fh-A;‘Inthdduetiqny

The motivation for ‘this present study is found in the
relat1ve1y unsubstant1ated claims set forth in the previous
chapter. The ma jority of scholars base their assertions on
FSP theory, with Titt1e attention being given to statistical
daga and experimentation.: The*factors that g@vern change hE
word order in Russ1an are still shrouded 1n amb1gu1ty

Thus in addressing the problem, an experiment was

‘carried out to investigete‘ the"six_“permutations' of SVO.

sentences..under‘seven varying'contexts The condwtlons were
chosen in order to man1pu]ate the commun1cat1ve function of .

the e]ements of the sentences

B. WOPd Order Study _
Hypotheses .
The ekpeﬁiment;bested the following hypotheses:
. GIVEN-NEW Hypothesis (GN): GIVEN. information will

precede NEW information.

Standard  Word  Order  Hypothesis (SWO):  NEW
~information is specﬁfied-.by'additiOnal stress and
- the canonical SVO order is preserved. | o
"Refative -Sthess Contour Hypothesis (RS): Low stress

noun phrases such as pronouns will converge on the

32
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noun phrases bearing NEW 1nformat1on by be1ng placed

e T e a al

o 1mmed1ate1y after the NEW

R I LI ""‘\ A PV

'fMoVémEnt< of NEW lnformatlon Hypothesrs (MN) ; Anyl
element carrying NEW- 1nformat1on is moved from its

(_usual pos1t1on._inp a- canonwcal SVO structure w1th

respect to elements bearing GIVEN 1nformatvon

s, - ® R
. ., . - LN LA N B ] 3
e e, et e et e LI R

“ o seen
> .® . .n«--QO"° “”"»

o P e Paut\a * o 0"’"'"

>

These hypotheses generate vary1ng pred1ct1ons,‘ asl

ihdicated graph1ca]1y by TabIe 3 in Chapter Two. The “GN'

hypothes1s pred1cts that any _constituent ’carrying GIVEN e

C

,1nformat1on will stand‘ in initial - position - and any
constituent carrying NEW 1nformat10n will follow the GIVEN
o The'” SWO hypothes1s pred1cts that ther}canon1ca1 SVO
Worder w11] not be v1o]ated =instead, NEW .information will be -
"31nd1cated with add1t1onal.(nonfcontrastive) stress{
The RS hypothesis »isg reserved for 16w stress}items,
i.e., pronouns,, and. predictS"that 'a' pronoun witl ‘ﬁbe'
posttioned after the noun phrase bear1ng NEW 1nformat1on in
order to~g1ve focus to the NEW constituent. |
Since this theory is pred1cated on low. stress pronouns,.
we wouId assume that nouns, wh1ch are not low stress items,
will vnot. ‘move in the same way as the pronouns Because the
RS hypothes1s does not encompass noun phrases carrying GIVEN
1nformat1on we will® ‘assume r1ghtIy or wrongly that when

this occurs the GN hypothesis will operate 1nstead



- The MN hypotheSis 'predtcts that anyfa constltuent

'*Kcahfying:"new*<$hformai$dh”_waiw be moved from 1ts normaT

.. position.

,qupJects T

M- A «“."_u"zsm. - e » L T T R S

- - Ton

The exper1ment utilized 13 subJects, all of whom were

native Russlan speakers and had lived tn the USSR as

. recently as, s1x years -ago. SubJects ranged from 20 to 50

" years of age and cons1sted of’ 4 females and g males ATT of

.gthe subJects. with the except1on of oheé, had post secondary

tra1n1ng in 'th e' USSR and’ spoke a’ falrﬂy h1gh standard of

o t

order to diminish possible d1a1ect1c 1nterference dur1ng the

course of _the, exper1ment

Materials o o T e s

=3

T1terary Russ1an Th1s standard of Ru551an was des1rable inf

. e

The 35 sentences appearing-in'the eiperiment responded ...

to and created’seven different types of context There were
five repTicates of each of the seven types and .each
repTicate containedh six word order cho1ces that were to be
ranked from one ("the best") to six ("the worst"). The seveh
context - types, together with the response sentences created

‘the’ eptironment necessary to testvaTT four of the proposed
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pinformation . and only persona] pronouns " were'” used.“

thypothese8~:p,;l§;:3fj fff373?ff*5f“’*;*~'~wc~:£ul:e:;- Q

.l\such as adverbs of trme or p]ace adJect1ves etc

In- order to el1m1nate potent1a1 1nterfer1ng faCtOrs jt_n

the 35 sentences conta1ned only a subJect a trans1t1ve verb
'and a pat1eﬁtt or true obJeot i v&., -No . goa] of act1on~
'obJeE¢S» w1th prepos1t1ons were used nor were compTex verbs o

-w1th.1ncorporated-prepos1t1ons A1l of the verbs carrwed Newf;

-~ Y e e 4w

e11m1nat1ng other’ types {such aSvdemonstrat1vef AsT @l result”f'

the fo]low1ng chart lists the overa]l context created by the

~Jnltlat1n9 sentences together with the response sentences:

- e R
PR v - - e - -

- e e e

Context 1: NEW (Noun)

S = NEW (Noun), O»= .
‘Context 2; S = NEW (Noun), © = GIVEN (Noun)
Context 3: S = GIVEN (Noun) b NEw (Noun) )
Context 4: S = GIVEN (Noun), © = GIVEN (Noun)
_ Context 5: 5 = NEW (Nouh) 0 = GIVEN (Pronoun).
" éContsxt.é:-S ; GIVEN (Pronoun) 0"t NEW ONoun):f
Context 7: § = GIVEN-(Pronoun), 0 = GIVEN (Pronoun) . .

<

It is evident that the contexts themse]ves operated

within :two_ groups: Contexts o through™ 4 conta1ned only

nouns, while.ContextsvS and 6 contained both * nouns . and
pronouns and Context 7 had only pronouns These two levels,

were necessary, once _agaln. to - support orphrefute_ the

: hypotheses_under investigqtion.‘.ml. és

;o

% el

e
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A« <book1et - was o pr1nted .,“contatning i_cthe,;.MQS“_‘my

context def1n1ng sentences a]ong.dWith the 35° response7“ o

sentences each in 1ts s1x poss1ble word. orders In order to_'lx‘

.obtain natura] responses. the contexts of the sentences were.
A'random1zed as were theQSJx poss1bte order1ngs of response‘
sentences . o ,- y:AA | ‘ |

- Each booKlet conta1ned a set 2§ tnstructions SubJects'
jnere @sked to-rate the sentences at appeared-in- the r1ght
--hand column on a’ 6 po1nt scale dependtng\_‘_ thetrfj”

suitability to the context that appeared in the left hand

»cmcolumnqhThewinstruct1@ns d1rected the subJects to anchor

L

| their scale before rank1ng each of the 158 word order- cho1ces o

'-1nd1v1dually That is, they were to read the context g1ven
(in the ‘left hand column) then -read through the 6 word
order cho1ces of the response sentence (in  the- r1ght hand
column) and ass1gn. the number_1 to the sentence that best
wﬁsuited.the_context,'Next they were instructed to ass1gn the
number 6 to the word order cho1ce that least su1teduthe
context After the subJects had anchored the1r responses,

they were free to proceed assigning rema1n1ng rank1ngs from _
2-5. The 1nstruct1ons also enaoled the subJects to. ass1gn
the sahe'rankingjto nOre than one of the responses, if they
felt some of the responses were equally as good or equa]ly
as bad. The instructions and eXperlment are reproduced in

<Appendix-Ap
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There WHs -NO: twme llmlt to ihe,»experrment as it -was -,
_ .-.,,..,..A e @

3dQne,»1ndﬂVﬁdua1Ty,‘ not w1tﬁ1n a contro]led cTass sett1ng

'vﬁlb-e-..o‘_. ;

M”The 5ufhon was present to superv1§e and to‘ensure that there”’””

,was —no consultat1on between subJects i f. more than one was

present The author also recorded observat1ons of the -
subjects\ while they were enact1ng 'the experiment. The

session lasted from 45 m1nutes to one hour An‘ana[ysjs and
d1scuss1on - of the compiled - data. from ﬁhe'.experimenf,:

continues in Chapter Four .

- PN
- .
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- " AD Tntroduet fon. |

In order to analyse the exper1mental results, graphs
representing the average 'responses for each word order.
-cho1ce under each of the. seven cond1t1ons were plotted and
an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted onvthé four
varijables: replication ‘sentence type lword order ), context
and speaker The graphs and- analyses or1g1nally 1ncluded all
mf.f;‘,"bf the subjects. However it was obserxedathat.1nra¢he- case-
| | of certa1n, contexts, the 'éehaV?our of a few subjects was
somewhat"erratic. The ‘analyses were then  re-executed
vﬁﬁexcluding the aberrant subJects, 1nstead,their»results_were
.super1mposed over the rema1n1ng average responses' in the
graphs The general trends. for each context type were
examined and the best and the worst polhts'noted: iﬁ vlewvof

the opservation that there was considerable variation in
response ranks 2r§}‘i.e., those betWeen the best and worst,
a second ANOVA on recoded responses where 1 stayed 1 (j;e.)

L . "most acceptable"), 2 5 became 0 - ("uncertaln ), and 6 was
set 'atf.-l‘("least acceptable"), was carr1ed-oot.;Generallylj
speaking, however, this had little effect on the results A

compar1son between nominal and pronominal context conditions

: and a discussion of deviations in responses follows. The
\f\\\\\~ji£st analysis to _follow' descrlbes‘ verbally the general
trends for each context type' Follow1ng this descrvpt1on of

general tendencies\ are more detatled results stemm1ng from

B >
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 ';the correspoﬁd1ng ANOVA analys1s and exam1nat1on of deviénf

subJects "Th reader is. referred to the graphs and tables at '>‘-

- - the end of th1s chapter for clar1f1cat1on

B. Results
In all,  seven contexf response. cond1t1ons were

'gengrated Theéy are listed below along with the overall best

~

average responses (B) and the worst responses (W): - -
" CONTEXT |  RESPONSE - AVERAGE
C1: Sz NEW (N) B = SVO R
0 = NEW (N) W = 0SV/V0S 4.5 f
c2: S = NEW (N) B = SVO 1.4
0 = GIVEN (N) W = VSO/V0S 4.4/4.3
C3: S = GIVEN (N) B = SVO 1.4
0O = NEW (N) W = 0SV 4.9
C4: S = GIVEN (N) B = SVO 1
0 = GIVEN ( N) W = VOS/OVS/0SV  4.6/4.5/4.5
C5: S = NEW (N) - B = 'sv0/(sov) 1.8/(2.2)
. 0 = GIVEN (Pr) W.= VSO 5.2
C6:  S.= GIVEN (Pr) B = SVO S 12
0 = NEW (N) W = 0VS 5.3
C7: S = GIVEN (Pr) B = SOV/(SVO) * 1.4/(2.0)
0 = GIVEN (Pr) W = OVS/VOS 5.2/5. 1
C = Context, (N) = Noun, (Pr) = Pronoun, B = Best, W~= Worst
"TABLE 4. - Best and Worst Overall Responses to Context

Cond1t1ons with (Mean) Average Value.
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As<.c. be observed "SVO sentence typeS“predomﬂnate in®
;v1rtua11y every’ contextua] cond1f1on as the best reSponseJ
Df"s1gn1f1cance is,.the fact also, that when 0 is NEW or
GIVEN -the worst responses‘are usua]ly those that v1olate GN~
ordering (see Graph 4.5). S1m11ar1y,.1n Graphs 4.3 andn4.6,

where S. = GIVEN and O = NEW, ‘the average curve shows a -

conSiderable .trend;-towardsvacceptability at the last point =

VS0, as opposed.to‘Graphs 472'and 4J5,'where S-= NEW and O ;r
GIVEN where VSO is the worst possible order . Thus althoughv
SVO ordering,dominates"invatl‘instanoes eXcept where'subject
and object pronouns appear »th1s ordering is especially
’”relnforced when the - subJect is GIVEN. That ts there: appears
to be a secondary ordering preference gravitating towards
GIVEN precedlng NEW, although this is far from consistent in
all contexts, | | &‘_

Since Ct through C4 represent subject and object nouns
and C5 through CZ'represent subject_and Objectipronouns, it
is of value to compare the contextual- opposites (of which
there are none for Ct) and their corresponding word order

preferences.



and object. We will return to this point in the ‘diSQUSsioh
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T NOUNS - bRoNOUNS o oooTER
CONTEXT  RESPONSE . CONTEXT RESPONSE
C2: $ = N B = SVO- C5: S = N (N) B = svo’
0=aG W= VSO/VOS ~© - 0 =G (Pr) W= VSO
€31 S =6 B = SVQ ©C6: S =G (Pr) B = SVO '
0=N W= o0sv -0 =N (N w=o0vs -
C4: s = G B = SVO C7: S =G (Pr) B = SOV
0=aG W = V0S/0SV 0 =G (Pr) W = OVS.
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
TABLE 5. Comégrison of Responses of Contextual Opposites

A

- -SVO - was rénked best in all contexts'gxcept C7,“where
both 0. and S are prbnouns! Here SOV was ranked best, with
SVO a close second choice (SOX = 1.4, SVO = 2,.0). It is
unCértain wha{%gactors are governing SOV dominance in this

instance, except for the.presence of a pronomina |- subjeét

of results in the-concluding.chapter.

. SVO and GN ordering are considerably weakened in one
other context type, i.e., 5, where S =.NEW (N) and O =
GIVEN (Pr). This‘one context supporté the assumption that
object pronouns will give focus ‘to NEW by‘being placed after

the element carryingyNEW information,_<accounting for the’

1

: -averége response,for-SVO.of 1.8 and the SOV ordering of‘2.é.

A1l in all GIVEN—NEW,ordeh?ng‘of ihfbpmation is. clearly
operafing as a possible;strategyaas well, although someWhat'
weaker than SVD ordering. This is'reflected in the 6btained



'reso1ts’on two levels:
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a. The choices that were ranked as’, the 'worst by . the

respondents were those,',that violated the. GN

'order1ng. That is{-in mos t COntexts,l whérever NEW

information appeared :in;initial position and GIVEN

in fwna] in the VaPIOUS word orders other than svo,

these sentence types were consistently ranked as the .
least acceptable. '

_b.' Whery Shﬁfs GIVEN'the Canonjca] word'order choice.nas:

strengthened, 't.e.,. SvO 'was'ytrtdaily afgnantmoUS‘

choice as the béSt;.

C. Deviations

~In an expertment of this nature it is to be expected .

*\v;/ika}'not all of the subJects will respond in a :un1form'

- same subJects dev1ated frum*“'

context, as are.1nd1cated by

manner. As ment1oned- at ‘the outset “the more obvious

aberrancfes were removed froﬂheachacbntext type, Some of the

e Mmorm  in more than one-
2 ,ééaphs. but none .were

deviant in’ all contexts. As ﬁesult there was no
e

Just1f1catton for ellmtnattng some subJects entirely under -

the assumpt1on that they had m1s1nterpreted the1r tasK

Instead we chose o isolate them 1n 1nd1v1dual contexts In

‘certa1n contexts -the' aberrant subJects had a tendency to
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ﬁform a group (a group here mean1ng two or more subJects) _an ?'

'f{example be1n§ the aberrat1ons ev1dent N Graph 4 1 We w111

!

w~11st the dev1at1ons from the- overall average responses for--fh

‘~all cbntext types and attempt to ass1gn explanat1ons fort

.each | ‘ | o
a. {C1:.S's N. (N) N (N) Graph 4.1 ji:

:;ffty“fﬂ‘ The aberrant preferénces 1n» th1s, context for .;

“best" cho1ce were SVO and For ”worst"'cho1ce OSV

Both of these cho1ces were the samé as the norm The‘

”

ba51c d1fﬁerences from the overa]l average responses

hwere that OSV also rece1ved selat1vely good rat1ngs S

(1 8 to 3 0- compared to a norm of 4 5) and that one
»subject ranked VSO as 2. 2 (compared. tolya.~norm of
:*f4 3).. - Except1ng ‘the VSO

hotéervtthe.ysubJects
)A:"generally acted as a group ) ince-'these 1sentence
types conta1ned only NEW 1nfo‘ atjon and‘thus“no
L3 commun1cat1ve markers, it:_is ss that these
| dev1at1ons ‘ 1nd1cate ~a secondary preference'.for
A certa1n f1xed ‘word order types after the SVO.ch01ce
b C2is =N INFD - 6 (N); Graph 4.2 ST
fﬁ;-- -vy;_ Th1s. context produces the most scatter1ng of -
| A;responses The best”'cho1ce for the norm 1s SVD but

Tﬂthe aberrant responses ftuctuate between SVO SOV

v‘::fand VSO The same fluctuatlon 1s appanent }1n the;,f"

Cen worst" - cho1ce tﬁthé‘* norm be1ng and

-'i?exceptlons choos1ng SOV VSO and OSV

' s no
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group'formation' in 'this COntext a]l‘ except1ons

behave d1fferently We will assume that because S

. NEW in th1s_,context tt- baused :the.‘subJects‘ to
VSCatter'l theirib responsesf due‘ to; perhaps, ‘the.

;confus1ng strateg1es of standard >word order1ng in )

d1rect oppos1t1on to GN order1ng

C3: S =6 (N), O = N-(N),,Graph.4:3-‘

The two deviant. :1ines represented in this
_context type v1olate both standard (SVQQQ.andVGNd

‘order1ng Whereas the norm for ."best" s :SVO -and

"worst" ‘is OSV the aberrant cho1ces for."best" is

equally svo 0VS and vos and for “"worst' SOV and

\

'VSO The dev1at1ons are not un1form 1n their pattern

‘of cho1ces and at tK1s po1nt “the only explanation‘,

forthcom1ng : 1s that. the’{_aberrant subjects
m151nterpreted~these particular oontext-;generated'

response sentences»'

CC4rS= G N), 0 =6 (N); Graph 4.4

‘.nThe'aberrat1ons_here‘vany in the"intermediary
. b \

‘rankingsy, i.e., those qho1ces ranked from. 2 to 5.

-"Best"’corresponds to. the norm,‘ worst" for<¢he {WQ"’

;i;outlwers are chosen gas' DVS or OSV Both dev1ant'

hsubJects behave d1fferent1y andwonce aga1n there ais vt'

no obvioUs exp]anat1on for the1r departure from the

_‘norm

- cs: 5'?5N.tﬁtlf°‘ﬁ,GTKPr?ifG"aph;4*5~".
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- The-.overall . average respéhses  for  this

context~typerare SVO for "best" and VSO for "worst".

i Two of'thé-,three aberrant ’subjects mark OVS as

vlon .

"bestth and the other marks SOV- as "best" A1€‘three

follow the norm in choos1ng VSO as worst" response"

'_cho1ce. Generally}speak1ng the dev1ant subJects form

a loose . group pattern and d1sp1ay 'the tendency to

.choose the word orders that. sUpport ‘the GN orderlng.

s1nce 1n this context GN and sﬁandard word order1ng

are work1ng aga1nst one another Another poss1b111tyﬂ'

to be considered is the fact thatpbecause 0 is GIVEN °

T

~and 1s a pronoun w1th low stress therefore behaYing
| d1fferent1y than a noun - some . 1nterference- occurred

astla' result of the RS st ategy which puts pronouns

after NEW nouns.. ,
C6: S =G (pr), 0 = N (N); Graph 4.6

| Both the norm and the except1ons ranK SVO'

u.'ordering as "best". The aberranf choices for worst"

word orders.are;OVS,‘VOS. OSV {(the norm being VOS)

all of which are in accord with the GN e]ementd

..orderang Two of the dev1ants are general]y un1form

the other 1s 1so}ated within the1r own pattern. ' The
aberrat1ons ‘occur w1th1n the SCOpe of "best% and‘
worst"; causing their 1so]at1on from the norm. |
C7: $ =G (Pr) = G (Pr): Graph 4. 7

This context had no true except1ons and showed:f7

_jfhe most accord L across subJects OVS was.

]«1 - S R
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consistently chosen as the "worst" . response choice
and SOV was unan1mously chosen as “best"‘ the-latter'
cho1ce support1ng both the . 'GN order1ng of
-‘const1tuents and the proposed RS orderwng ‘
D. Summary . | | |
Uponbsummariztng the analyses'of:the reSUlts ,obtained
from this experiment- it ,lsplof" releyance to_include-the
following observat1ons » . | | .
F1rstly, the questlon larises :whether there were any .
subjectsvwﬁo:conS)sgently appeareds:to favour';a_;i dlfferent
strategy: across envlronments From the data plotted on the.
graphs we can 1nfer that no subJects conSIstently utll1zed';
”,‘stPategles deviating from - the ‘norm to3.torma,isolated
sub-groups -As ment1oned previously no -.one _SUbject””
cons1stently dev1ated across envlron@entsf However, there
were not ‘sufficient subJects to speciflcally .evaluate the
possible format1on of .sub groups amonbv the' outliers.
Generally the best p01nts were well agreed' uponﬁ‘ in
‘cohparison the worst :po1nts had less concurrence and the
.1ntermed1ate po1nts showed plenty of var1ation |
' The fluctuat1ons _in '-response cho1ces in. "the

f_1ntermed1ate rankKings resulted in.a recod1ng of - the ANOVA by

ass1gn1ng o (" uncerta1n") to any p01nt between the best and "

the worst After remov1ng th1s factor from the data l1ttleb
'overall dlfference was found (See Table 7). The ANOVA also

resulted in a favourable stat1st1cal 1nd1cat1on ‘that there



:"'}e _

-

ho
were no 5sign?¥icant 2 variations apparent across the
repl1cates which was a condition: str1Ved for when de519n1ng‘
ex er1ment_ This resu]t was parthu]arly comfort1ng in

- reducing ‘the experiment from 70 ‘to 35 st1mu1us

~contexts - the or1g1na1 balance = of Imperfectlve - and B
Perfective aspects inh the respense \sentences “was lost.
Obvnously this had‘;no effect on the‘ﬂresults- of . the
:eXper1ment There wereu‘some }interectton effects in‘the
ANOVA, in particular eentence' type . (the most - s1gn1f1cant
effect) by4context th1s was the des1red interaction effect.
the exper1ment was des1gned to 1ncorporate . On ‘the other
hand there . was also some lesser context by neplicate and
) context by repl icate by sentence type 1nteract1on which
m1ght on]y be exp]a1ned by the spec1f1c lex1cal items used
in the exper1mental replicates. 3 - ' ' 4
In summary, the observations made’frbn'the_compileda
"resuite are that: SVO ordering is heavtly favoured; there ist
also an 1nteract1on apparent between standard word order. and
GIVEN NEW and where -applicable the .relat1ve Stress.
ordering. Pronouns;-'ae. opposed to bncuns, have a marked
effect on standard word order in that they can overrule the
-dom1nant SVO word order cho1ce when S and 0 are both GIVEN.
The ensuing chapter 4w11] spec1f1ca11y compare the
results to the prev1ous pred1ct1ons with reference to the -

claims discussed by the authors in Chapter Two.



8.0¢.

304+

1.0+

1 ‘ ' Al . Y3 L ) {

AVERAGE ——=—
'DEVIANTS ——

{ .
L 3 I

SVO . .SOV.  .owvs
(NNND . (NNND  (NNND  (NNIND

v

VOs
- (NNND

osv .  vso
s (NNND

7

GRAPH 4.1 ' AVERAGE WAcnoss '



.49

CONTEXT 2+ ‘8=NEW(N),O=GIVEN(N)

8.0+

40+

MED.

3.0+

20+

.o+ -

s 1 . . . S >
o svo T sov  ovs.  wvos osv. _  vso
| (NNG). (NGND NN e @NN NG

GRAPH 4.2' AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS

a



50

CONTEXT 3¢ s-ousz(N).o-hEvy(w

20+

.o+

- . AVERAGE —ew <
- A DEVIANTS ——

RN

———— 1 —t
- 1" o BN [0V ’ oVvS . . VoS

| 1 - T 4o o 1
. N ‘osv. vso
(GNN) , © (GNN) (NNG)  (NNG) ANGN) (NGN) -

GRAPH 4.3 AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS
' SENTENCE TYPES ~



CONTEXT 4 S=GIVEN(N), O=GIVEN(N)

. +.
‘e .
LI -
. - e :«ff A
..” . .-,y
' o

4.0+

MED.

304

- 204

i1 ‘ 1 ' 1 . T T
SVO soy  ovs vos - osv vSo
(GNG) (GEBN) (BNG)  (NGG) (GGN) (NGG)

- B GRAPH44vAVMWm§oss



a0

. 8.0

4.0-

CONTEXT 5 : S=NEW(N),O=GIVEN (Pr)

3.0

20+

T ' AVERAGE —-—

DEVIANTS’T

% : ——p .
sSVvo sov ovs vos osvV . .Vvso
(NNG) (NGN) (GNN) - (NGN) - (GNN) ~  (NNG)

GRAPH 45 m RESPONSES ACROSS
SENTENCE TYPES



<401+

et

CONTEXT €' S=GIVEN(Pr), O=NEW(N)

'MED.

3.0 T

1.O 1+

AVERAGE =~~~
DEVIANTS ———

. s
el

4 | 1 { - 1 i

T i 1 L . : T
Svo 8('.'7\/ ovs - VOos osv . V80O
(GNN) (GNN) (NNG) (NNG) (NGN) (NGN)

GRAPlﬂ; 4.6 AVERAGE RESPONSES ACROSS



80+

- aqQ+

| MED.

. N cr |

i | Ry &
o
P
) \ ‘
! S
! N\
/. \\
/ . |
& / . o
/o . .
! \\r”’

3.0+

201

AVERAGE ==~

I\ N .
I

——
-
-

T ! . : 1 ,
"8SVO - SOV oVvs: . . vOoSs osv VSO
(GNG) (QGN) (GNG) (NGG) (GGN) . - (NGG)

GRAPr-!q.?.NEm
o SENTENCETYPEs!Es ACR °°3



. 55

SOURCE

B

C

S - WITHIN

. .

AS - WITHIN

BS - WITHIN

-

ABS - WITHIN
" CS - WITHIN

AC

BC

BCS - WITHIN

ABC = .
ABCS - WITHI

WITHIN SUBJE

TABLE 6.

ACS - WITHIN

DEGR

SUM OF EES MEAN
SQUARES. "OF  SQUARES
FREEDOM -

3.573 12 0.298
1:462 6 . 0.244
3.719 72 . .0.052
0.358 4 . 0.089
3.090 48 0.064
2.612 24 0.109
17.874 288 - 0.062
333.542" 5 66.708
36.638 60 0.611
127.119 30 - 4,237
111.300 360 0.309
7.432 20 0.372
59.578 240 0,248
48984 120 ™.0.408
N 314.073 1440 0.218

5 s
ANOVA
Con;ext,vRep]icate

?

on Russian $SV0 O

252

018

.001

001
083

001,

S e - - m e eSS

CT FACTORS ARE: A = G@htext, B
Sentence Type - :

)

s, ‘Senten

24

4.715 0
i}
1.388 0.
»1.753 0.
‘109.246 0
13.705 0.
1.497"' 0.
3.852 0.
'

Rgp]ica{e,

rders Over Factors:
ce Types ..
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~ P
. v
_ - -
TYPE SVO. SOV OvS VoS oSV vsa /-
CONTEXT B |
Ct 0.923, -0.092 " -0.108 -0.215 .-0.385 -0.246
0.723  -0.046 (015 =-0.215 -0.154 -0.277
| I ’ ‘
0.754  -0.231 " -0.262 -0.123 -0.277 0.0
0,908  0.015 -0.262". -0.246 -0.385 -0.108
€5 ©0.385  0.354  0.277 -0.200 -0.031 -0.646
r ) .
0.938: 0.0 -0.523  -0.508, -0,062 -0.015
cr 0.385 0

692 ° -0.477  -0.508 -0.169 -0.246

, — X T
TABLE 7..° Overall Aveﬁage Recoded Rankiﬁ%ﬁ of Sentgheé
Typ?s according to Context (B =1, W = -1, Others



‘“5j:fcompar1son .i drawn between ‘the pred1ct1ons in- Table 3 andf”"

‘ffi;B Ana]ys1s Results and Hypotheses {ff;jh-:”"i ;*0\

ﬂhthe maJor trends that were develop1ng as lf result of the?
1*t'ana1yses.q To follow ish a further dtscuss1on that relates

';.d1rectly to ' hypotheses proposed nf Chapter One Ap
4’A:the data obta1ned refut1ng orﬁvl

_fscholarly works itnf}thef l1teraturef3'

;vbr1efly re1ntroduce each

>t1ts val1dtty'with the comp1l‘

"J(GN) Hypothes1s. where GIVEN‘anorﬁ”
Q‘;i;noun phrase arguments of the v.rb

L /
a;wherever S appeared as NEW 1nformation

- ‘. .V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION =
. AR |

A. Introducx1on hﬁff?pﬁ -"?\\'f:llrfyf

dwscuss1ons‘p_ﬁn,

The current study has embod1ed theorettcaﬁ,

E'«and c1a1ms w1th exper1mental results 1n order to ver1fy hhat

tcond1t1ons govern'cho1ce of oonst1tuent order1ng 1n. Russ1an%

-¢trans1t1ve sentences RLE the prev1ous chapter we d1scussedffo\

upport1ng the authors g

".f-\.

:"cla1ms The' relevance of the‘ assertions outl1ned by the T

‘Vey to the datag -

”exam1ned

',»d1sclosures ga1ned and cons1derat1ons for future researeh

~’1~~ "’\ “

proposed CQmpaPISon We'*Willdf

jﬁypothes1s and support or reJect-.

In proceed1ng w1th ]]

'~results.

The f1rst hypothesis und‘r dtscuss1on is the GIVEN4NEW""

‘1°”, P"e’cedesf’-N;Ew din the{' RO

3fforder cho1ce was one that 4would'd1splacej55



'f;;(" ‘oner1ng the GN hypothes1s, although va11d, rellnqu1shes 1tsﬂf

I s e R R PRt . R T S L

"75°g%t15“ Converse]y;l Wherever~?15 appeared iaéfd GIVENdsvl
‘;Pf}fdj1nformat1on ;fhe anf1c1pated ChOlce was Sv;fd"1n1t1a]j“
W : 'j:pos1t1on S1m11arly, when O car‘mevaEw 1nformat1on 1t was‘v:“."";"
lfth stand : after the GIVEN and when 0 carr1ed GIVEN* L
S 'informat1on it was to be found 1ﬁ 1n1t1al pos1tlon However ’

SRR R J: D .
R f_ﬂthf stat1si1cs c]ear]y 1nd1cate that ’iﬁ[ Russ1an word;“

| ' Wleged prevalence to standard word orderwng, regardless of
'Tﬁjfwhat 1s GIVEN or NEW Referr1ng back to Tab]e 3 we pred1cted~.
i.,the followxng for the GN hypotheses,_where app11cable '

.

ifﬁcoNrExT}Tngs3,l'v;_ PREDICTED ORDERING ACTUAL RESULTS SRR

/.

O

NE'W A‘Z(N) ' —ALL _ , ‘54\]0‘: .
NEW (N)© e TR

NEW_(N) f' ovSJ=j” L e
GIVEN(N). oSV~ . syp .

GIVEN () f’1 svof,;j;,7g‘ iy

- GIVEN (N) \so.v' At e
GIVEN (N )u; S OSVe T sV e
Wew. o Covs.. :1u“~*, ‘fd SVO A
-GIVEN (Pr)' 2 P

(GIVEN (Pp);f svol T s
NEW(N) L cgov . o Y0
CGIVEN () Ssov b
= GIVEN (Pr). '*”DSV_;“' e

3 . .,

o -
W

(@]

e W

}

(@)

Y
A'¢5Q’>@3ﬁifwbin' Ow. Cw- é!Q)‘Yjuy |
g ‘ ' ﬁkﬁ'

o u'-_,‘-

1

O ) L e ) N —'j_ .

S Predicted °"d°”‘"g5**a6qﬁ;A¢tua1;¢';.;4
Results for the GIVEN New Hypothesisiggfg_ R

.”‘:<f]fTABLE 8.
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" Table 8. 1llustrates that the on]y 1nstances where the

: .
N a

"_GN hypothes1s géerates is when 1) S'is GIVEN ahd therefore
_j:1s in harmony with canon1cal word order1ng, and 2) 'when ‘S
s;and O are both pronouns (and therefore GIVEN - here the

verb is NEW and sentence f1nal) Slnce it has a]ready been;

I .o
.:establ1shed that ‘pronom1na1 'obJects “and subJects have a,w -

i mpnked effect on word order as opposed to noﬁ\nal obJects -

e

vrand subJects .1n th1s context type (C7) GN cannot ‘be: sdid to .

be ‘khe QOVern1ng hypothes1s s1nce in C7’“".contextua1_

‘:counterpart “(where S GIVEN (N, 0 = GIVEN (N)) the

word order qhosen as the best was SVO, not SOv.

. - Th1s is not to say that ‘GN, is d1scred1ted ent1re1y as-a -
AZQ}VaJ;d ypothes1s There are"factors inv‘the‘ resu]ts that“.
' ::indicage: that GN 1s indeed present and operat1ng howéyer_u
'f'ynot on. the pr1mary level it w_;> prev1ously ass1gned The
s %ﬂﬁort for the va]1d1ty of GN is 1nd1cated in the subJects ;
responses: where S was GIVEN there was - ?éss uncertaInty Tor[

scatter) among respons&s - “fo r' the best word order cho1ce

JSInce the GN - order1ng .and’ ,canon1ca1 _w5rd order1ng were'

- ——,.

_work1ng together compared to the 1nstanc:s where S was NEw
Also the sentence types that were cons1stent1y ranked as._ o
.’"bad" 'aﬂ v1o§ed the GN ordermg For exaane, in-C2 whereif' '

= NEW (N) andb0-= GIVEN (N), although the svo»KNNG) choice

asn the- beét sentence type v1oPated the GN hypothes1s tbeﬁ

n7ﬂ3vos (NGN) ¢ o1ce as . the worst sentence type supported the GN,

‘ ;hypothes1s, ”el, v1olat1on of GN' order1ng

N

[ X0 BN
. .




In summar121ng hthe effect of _the results on the GN
hypothe51s, we ‘can state that the GIVEN NEW Hypothes1s .is
operat1ve, but_-not' as: the prlnc1pal determ1nant in the
order1ng of const1tuents in Russ1an trans1t1ve sentences

The next hypothes1s under exam1natton 1s the Standard-

- Wor}Order Hypott\ems (SWO), where the canomcad word order

- CB:

of S+V+0 would preva11, regardless of contextual cond1t1ons
'The follow1ng is}va compar1son between pred1ctlons and

results‘for this hypdthes1s where relevaﬁt

: st oo

© CONTEXT TYPES | " . PREDICTED ORDERING ACTUAL RESULTS

. R _ "

NEW (N) . . « N
NEW: (N) o0 . sVo S
NEW (N) - o S
GIVEN (N). -+~ svg . svo
:GIVEN'(N)TLTT L S U
NEW (N). svo .. ¢ - SVO

GIVEN (N) . L
GIVENNN) svo - SVO

NEW (N) L -

GIVEN ‘(Pr) SSVO o svp
GIVEN (Pr) = i
NEWIN) s osvoe e L Svo -

GIVEN (pr). .~~~ = U
- GIVEN "{Pr) Sorosvo o sy

.rg1;

c2:

'C3i'

p5:

owm Cﬂn OVi. O .0 Own . Owm

: C?f

ETABLE 9. Comparlson Predlcted Ordering -and Actua1
AR Resu]ts for the Standard wOrd Order Hypothesvs'

. S . ) ‘ ) .
. o . ) . x ',./‘! o
, . . e
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"The compar1son 1nd1cates the susta1ned domlnance of thes'

SWO hypothes1s in .all contexts w1th the exception: of C7
k‘regardless of what is GIVEN and what is NEW. The only factor
that .,affects this clear cut’ dom1nance (and then only
marg1na11y;;‘.e., SOV average response = 1. 4 and SVO average .
‘response = 2.0) is the presence of - pronouns in C7. We have
already discounted why GN cannot be ‘sawd to be‘ the only
operating‘“theoryf'here,. therefore the - onr; other obv1ous'-
interpretation to. be gathered from = the data is = that
canonical ‘word order dominates throughout trans1t1ve Russ1an’
sentences even v1olat1ng the GN order1ng, and cedes its
')}pos1tlon iny when _a pronom1na1 .subJect - and .object are
present The SWO hypothes1s also stated that NEW information
‘ would be h1ghl1ghted by extra stress rather than v1olate thei
vstandard SVO order1ng S1nce this exper1ment did not include
an oral port1on we cannot assert. that th1s claim 1s va11d

However, in view of the.results and’ the prom1nence of SVO

- order1ng. it might be proposed that in: those 1nstances where~'

the SWO hypothes1s v1olates the GN hypothes1s. extra stress |

rather - than - GIVEN NEW - const1tuent order ngwistgnals NEW“'

* from™ the = GIVEN

“information and thus separates 4it

~ﬁnformation : - ﬁ" , . t<=_1*1f?ft
\ The ‘third hypothes1s outl1ned was the §e1ative Stress'
Hypothes1s (RS) where low stress 1tems i.e., pronouns giVet
‘ focus to the noun phrase carry1ng NEW 1nformat1on by be1ng |
placed  after thatve]ement We also made the assumpt1on ‘that

nSjncetthe RS hypothesiSz app11ed only to pronouns, ”thef
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~applicable contexts where nouns .aopear (€2, C3) " would

_oberate Under ‘the GN hypothes1s €An examination of the

-

pred1ct1ons versus the actual results follows

CONTEXT TYPES ~ PREDICTED ORDERING . ACTUAL RESULTS
C2: S = NEW (N) - ovs L svo
0 = GIVEN (N) oSy o T
C3: s = GIVEN (N) ., . svo | o
0= NEW (N sV svo
C5: S= NEW (N) sV T 5o
© 0 = GIVEN (Pr) - "vso | :
C6: S = GIVEN (Pr) ~ - “hliygg- - svo
0= NEW (N) -"-“.osvg» T
7 T )

TABLE 10. Comparlson Predicted Qrdertng and Actual

- Results for the Relative Stress Hypothesis (and
the GIVEN-NEW Hypothesis for Nouns) Applicable
Contexts Only o v §‘ S

.“‘1 : ' . =

‘The data 1nd1cates that ne1ther the RS nor the GN_7

t hypotheses are operatlng here, ‘as SVO order1ng was chosen in

all four of the appl1cable contexts (We have alreadyj;,ﬁj

T evaluated the GN hypothes1s in re]atlon to its val1d1ty and

:therefore we will - focus now on the RS hypothes1s 1 A more.
deta1led exam1nat1on of the data, however , 1ndwcates that

‘the RS hypothes1s has cred1b111ty on a. subord1nate level toJ

'4,4 .
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the SWO hypothesis.

. Firstiy. in. C5 although SVO was ranked as the best o

choice overa44\i1 8), we flnd that the expected. SOV order1ng .

for the R$ hypothes1s “was ranked only marg1nally h1gherf'

(2.2).. jhe recoded fANOVQ (see Table 7) further supported
this-with éVO ordering ranked at 0:39 and SOV order1ng

ranked at 0.35 for C5. Thus, like the GN hypothes1s, the RS

hypothesis cedesntof the SWO hypothesis, However it 'is

“evident that the RS theory must be extended to encompass

J'pronouns in both subject and object pos1t1ons‘ (C7) since

iwi‘th1s is the only condition under which the regular1ty of SVO

ﬁorder1ng is usurped In C7 the best sentence type cho1ce was '

‘ptSOV (1.4) compared to SVO (2.0). The recoded ANOVA enhances,

| th1s ‘seemingly. marg1na1 d1st1nct1on by ranktng SOV sentenCe]

" types as 0.69 " " and SVD types as .- 0. 39 (Table 7). Theﬁf"ﬂ

“distinction is great enough to stg%g that in C7 where S = o,

GIVEN (Pr), 0 = GIVEN (Pr) the resu1t1ng word order cho1ce :

of SOV adheres to a mod1f1ed ‘RS hypothes1s; name ly thatf

since V. = NEW and S +.0 = GIVEN and pronommnar‘tand

therefore . low stress 1tems) both S + 0 stand in Front of

the NEW verb “to give focus to it, 1n the absenée of a NEw'

_subJect This mod1f1ed hypothes1s draws support ftomi»g

0. S‘POtlnlna ‘(1985) and w1ll be d1scussed accordﬁng}y, asTf{

vwellaas cons1dered for future researoh It must also be h‘

'stated that the order1ng of pronouns m1ght not have anyth1ng

‘to do w1th Intonat1on/Stress etc. Another plaus1b1e theory

‘ :can be put forth that the order1ng of:pronouns m1ght be part

L.‘i
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of a historical trend to a fixed word order since the -
prepostngvof -pronoun 'objectsv:is enCOUnteH%d in anetherv
language that historically had cause to influence the
Russ1an language clrca 18th century. namely French: . This -
‘p0551b1l1ty is also br1efly cons1dered by 0. S1rot1n1na
(1965:44) . _‘ | " ; B R
Thus, although our vers1on of the RS hypothes1s d1d notat-
seem to bear we1ght _there is'.enough of -a dlst1nctlonA:j
e'between the behavior of nouns -and pronouns in subJect and
'obJect pos1t1ons to support a’ mod1f1ed or reworked ngit
hypothes1s or to con51der alternate theor1es

The final hypothes1s put forth 1s the Movement of New .

‘:,Informat1on Hypothes1s (MN) where any element carry1ng NEW

“;{¥1nformatlon 1s moved from tts usual pos1tion in a SVOs

| ;ﬁstpucture ,}w1th GIVEN 1nformat10n also present w1th1n the

SVO structure Table 11 represents the analogy} between
-pred1cttons and- results  for the MN hypothesis within the

-applicable centext-aiypes ..
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.
-CONTEXT TYPES | PRgDLcreekeﬂueﬁlNG  ACTUAL RESULTS
C2:°S = NEW (N) VSO 0sV . . SVD
0 = GIVEN (N) . vosovs :
C3: S = GIVEN (N) . soVVeS . . syo
0 = NEW (N) . 0OSV, OVS LT
' C4: .S = GIVEN (N) SOV VS0 L
~T&= GIVEN (N) . vesosv . - syp
C5:'S = NEW (N) - . vso osv = SVO
0 = GIVEN (Pr) " vOs ovs e,
C6: S = GIVEN (Pr) SOV vos* - . SVO
0 = NEW (N) " 0SV 0VS
C7: S = GIVEN (Pr) | sovV vsg | sov
0 = |

GIVEN (Pr) VoS OSV' .

TABLE 11f ‘ Compar1son Pred1cted 0rder1ng and Actual
, Resu1ts for MN Hypothesis

’

-

- There is l1ttle ev1dence to support the MN hypothes1s

'The only cond1t10n where the pred1ct¥ons of order1ng match -
[y
the actual resu]ts forsthe MN theory is in C7. However th1s

is 1mmed1a?ely refuted by C4 the noun counterpart to C7 }f:i i;r

the MN hypothes1s is. to ga1n recogn1t1on in CT‘ then 1t ti?ﬁjfib
also gain recogn1t1on 1n C4 However._ support f Ff themﬁiﬁgx'ﬂ

ﬁhypothes1s . be - drawn from an _investlgatlon of 'the
aberratlons,‘as they appear on the graphs in Chapter Four.

There .are. -subJects _who rank some sentence.types as.good,
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~ _
, \ ’ :
despite the fact .that these sentence types violate the SWO
and the GN hypotheses in some of the context types. In C2 (S
= N(N) 0:= G(N)) one subject gives V30 an average ranking
of 2.0, another g1ves VOS 2.4 and 0VS 2.6. Al of these
three sentence types were pred1cted for the MN hypothesis.
Further in C3 (S := G(N), O = N(N)) OVS rece1ves .a ranking
of 2.6 and 3.0 and VOS- 1.2 and 2. 6 from aberrants. In C4 (S
= G(N), 0 = G(N)) VSO is\ranked 2.6." Finally in C6 (s =
'G(Pr), O = N(N)) 0OSV stands at 3.0 accordlng to two.-
v aberrants. As can be seen,,-ail of these,:sentence types.“.
) ivioﬂated all of the other[hypofhesés (GN.'SWOF RS)'and'yet‘
were atr ranked‘under the median ‘of 3.5 by vthe various.

‘abeprantsr. The inferred assumption here is that the MN

hypothesis is of some validity also on a subordinate leveLg_

and can account in part for some onthe aberrations. Thus
there is some justification in pursu1ng this hypothesis with
fur ther exper1mentat1on wilh a larger subJect group.

This analys1s can be concluded ’by’ stat1ng that .each
hypothes1s outl1ned in Chapter Two was supported in vary1ng
pdegrees by *the ensuing data. The hypothes1s that iS*
undisputable -is  that of standard Aword order ‘as it is
supported w1th substantxal data -The pred1ct1ons for the GN‘d
hypothes1s were not ful]y real1zed by the results, as theyfl

-were not for the RS and MN hypotheses However, 'underlytng
‘:ev1dence in the data was present for the Just1f1cat1on of
the RS MN and eSpecwally the GN. hypotheses In essence p

'then _the. results do not: entwre]y support a77_ of the



‘.fpréoictions, but nor do Lhey discount a}I.hoF.'the
’ ;fpredictions.> One further possibility which- ‘was not -
‘investigated’ in\ detail here, but which could be dealt with
in subsequent studies is the question, the‘reletivejstrength

or salience of each hypothesis.
"h-C. Comparison: Resu1ts and SchoTarly Clalms

| In Chapter Two an. outl1ne of the holarly works
relating to word order iR Russ1an was gk<;;:>the first of

‘wh1ch 1ncorporated the FSP theory where GIVEN ihforhationn

'ﬁprecedes NEW (or THEME precedes RHEME) Jhe statkstxcshz.'

'prev1ous]y presented d1scount the FSP theory ." the sense
that the GN hypothes1s was relegated to .a pos1t1on of.
secondary prom1nence after the SWO hypothes1s .The tESPMV
scholars conceded that the SVO sentence structure 1n Russuan

occurred when S was GIVEN or in the absence of context Thigs

study indicates that SV0 also occurs when context is present’
and when S is NEW. GNx does work, ho%fver, to disetlow
certain sentencthyoes i.e., it funct1ons as a ‘censoringf

rather than a neCessarlly promot1ng factor. That is, if

one exam1nes the ANOVA in Table 7, it can be‘seen .in mosth_

;cases that those orders: violating GN are 1nvar1ably reJected. -

:by the subjects as possible responses 1n 2. g1ven context
those adhering to GN but v1olat1ng SWO are generally not
acceptable but are better than the former case, wh1le those f

in accord w1th Just SWO are preferred
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1

I. I Kovtunova s (1967, etc. ) theory that - word order

funct1ons simultaneously = on two . 1evels in sentence

., structure, i.e., syntactic A(SubJect/PredJcate) and FSP

(theme/rheme) and that syntact1c and FSP operate either 1n
harmony or in oppos1t10n is extended by the results in this
study. Again it is evident that _when syntactic and FSP
fJicttons are ‘in aocord (s = GIVEN, O =.’NEW) the: éVO}
ordertng'_is strengthened and. that when syntact1c Snd FSP .

funct1ons are in opposition to.each other (§. = NEW, O

GIVEN) the syntact1c function overrules. i.e., SVO ordering

preva1ls » A

@u Shrot1n1na s (1965) assertion that the prepos1ng of
a DO (DO + P) occurs 1n Wr1tten speech only when the DO is
GIVEN (and more often than not pronominal) and the verb is
NEW; is ev1dent1y of some relevance, since C7 (See Graph
4.7) supports this assertion by 1llustrating SOV as .the best
word order choice (where 0 = GIVENAtPr) V = NEW) However,
her * claim that when S .is NEW it will be” found in
post-positiOn t97) is contradicted by the §tatistioa1
evidence dichssed earTier i.e., even ‘when S was NEW SVO |
order1ng was chosen as the best response By the same {;ken,

Kry]ova and Khavron1na S asserttons are refuted, as are the

“"other authors’ cla1ms‘Who propounded the FSP theory (i.e.,

+ .
an invariable. GIVEN NEW order in spite of canonical word

order) ¢

————————-—\/« -
The dom1nance of. the SWO hypothes1s also lends m1n1ma10

or no support to the authors -who »app]Jed»'transformatlonal
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L.

' grammar to word order in Russ1an | 0. Dah} (1969

11974),
although in d1sagreement w1th the FSP theory, offer'
*substant1a1 a]ternat1ve, “J. 7 Gundel (1975) ‘who ba51ca11y-'f
equated topic-comment sentence structure w1th that of FSP;
and L Babby (1978) proposed that case morphology ‘expressed
grammat1ca] ’relat1ons and that_ therefore vthere is no‘
underlytng_canon1ca1 word order.for Russian . n d
' In assessing .the' results of the present .study to the
experimental studjes7 surveyed, th. f}rst author under'
d“i"sc'ussion is R. Bivon (1971). o ‘ |
In h1s contextual analysis B1von found' that s- P c -
(SubJect + Pred1cate + Complement) order1ng occurred 79% of
the time out of the unspec1f1ed number_ of sentences.
analysed, 'when“ S 1s GIVEN, P is NON- ESSENTIAL NEW, and C is
ESSENTIAL NEW. SN .
Our data are in accord w1th the above 1n that\yhen the
order S-P-C (SVD) occurs, S is GIVEN and the verb and obJect
are NEW. However, we also found that SVO ?rder is adopted
when S is NEW and 0(C}j 1s GIVEN which is opposed to- B1Von s
cla1m that in th1s instance C- S P (OSV) orderwng occurs "His
assertion‘ that C P S order1ng 1s preferred when ;C is
ESSENTIAL NEW P '1s NON- ESSENTIAL NEW and S"is GIVEN is
‘surpr151ng when compared to the data presented here, s1nce
'th1s order v1olates both the. SWD \sirategy and the GNE
fstrategy As ment1oned prev1ously. SWO is the dominant
'strategy ut1l1zed in Yhe present data and the GN strategy_

. operates where orders such. as C P- S v1olate the GN order1ng,
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and are therefore‘deemed the 'Jeast acceétable L1kew1se

’where on]y NEW - 1nformat1on is present 1n 'a sentence (C1) our

,data 1nd1cates UnaDIMOUS‘SVO orderlng, whereas B1von claims

P-C-S (VOS) to be the exclus1ve cho1ce AII rankfngs for vos

'Aorder1ng ik the present expertment for C1 exceeded 4 O‘ (see'”

V-

Graph 4, 1) i.e.,. VOS was among “.th ,east acceptab]e

~cho1ces (A point. to remember is that BtvonA dlst1ngu1shes~_

between ESSENTIAE NEW® ahd NON ESSENTIAL and th1s study doeé'

not . ) , o T

SNy

o S C P type drdering (S0V) is. the ch01ce from B1von s:

Table 2; where S is GLVEN vand P and C are- either NEW ._l
ESSENTIAL NEW or NON-ESSENTIAL NEW. The cond1t1ons in c5 g

(see Graph 4. 5),'where S is NEW and 0 is pronom1nal and’
GIVEN does ‘not concur with B1von s contextual cond1t1ons for
this order. C5 has SVG as . the best overal] response cho1ce
followed ‘closely by SOV order1ng Also the results in C7,'
(Graph 4 7) where both S and o ,are GIVEN and pronom1na]w

‘ further cppose B1von s S-P-C's contextua] cond1t1ons s1nce

C7 is the only context wheré SOV s chosen :as ‘the best

overa]l response and accord1ng to Blvon s analys1s the order

C-S+P. (0SV) should have been chosen for }the cond1t10ns' in
¥

C7. O0SV order was ranked as’ qu1te Unacceptable 1n th1s

—
—‘..

context, i.e., with. a mean rating 4.1.

In summary,a the - cho1ces of sentence types in B1von‘

.contexts are- very much in conflict w1th our data Although

B1von s ,ecntextual analys1s is d1fferent From the present*fJL"

ana}YSIS in Rt he did a text _count and therefqreh~hadﬁ;A:i
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:“7¥25d1fferent var1ables wwth1n h1s analys1s than oursstudy d1dr

‘7??'fh18 results are so dramat1cally d1fferent even 1n thosefT”

Azuﬂ;areas where the two counts overlap that 1t suggests that he;s?JPV

-

"ﬂﬁélperhaps j;id. fn t exert suff1c1ent control oyer othergtis;;

A o [ : "
] ) o : et B . . ¢ R 4

lgfn;varlables 1nfluenc1ng hqs data

£

'0

fiﬂy-bﬁsentence type orderlng in Russ1an

v:,.>ff°”]Y be compared w1th th0se obtalned here 1n C5;”'
| _t;f(N) o } GIVEN- (ﬁrli}and in 7 (s GIVEN P

¢ -

el

f*f;;lﬁtheory across four varaables

- b“j tYpe of clause (simp]e Cc" und) o o
mode of expresswon (monologue d1alogue) '7%f23;-"‘

prosody of t""'\“3_1_(:_‘1mpl1c1t (NEW), expl1c1t (GIVEN)Ji

D SVedstedt (1976) confines hws study to ‘“VGStlgatlng/fzﬂ“
”fthe p051t1on of obJect1ve personanﬂpronouns 1n SVO and SGVL,,m;
| ‘ tglhus, h1s result§ can;?dflf
| NEw%”f'

- ;(Pr)) As outl1ned 1n-Chapter Two,- Sveds%edt exam1ned h1sﬁ;_:w}




order1ng overr1des SVU dom1nance i> 4\;'frf' - i
. ','ﬂ The fOIIOW1ng table cqmpares the average raw (best 1;.155

SR T . o

-';;‘ worst 6) and adJusted (best -;31, fworst !, __1), Pank1ngs"5gr-

Ea

fouhd 1n th1s study wwth those of Svedstedt

i RAW RANKING - ADUUSTED RANKING - - SVEDSTEDT =~

"'fﬁﬁTAéLEiWZﬁi Compar1son of Raw and Adjusted Rankings with -
‘r?;”>t;;'~z;,JSvadstedt (1976) when S = Noun (CS) and when S=
i 'H{a?Pronoun (C7) .%,gm+~

wf*?;Pf% vs ev1dent that Svedstedt’ ana1ys1s fi5fi,

“15“ study's1nce h1s percentages are m1rrored;“by tpe rank1ng3_

trends of the res?ondents

T'efsecond'var1ablefhe vncludes'Is clause type,i




'SOP types 61% of the t1me These percentages are clearly atfj*.

"A _var1ance w1th the results of the present study, wh1chhl

"”r}ficonta1ns MP type clauses only, and shows an overwhelm1ng> g

r[gprefepence lffoﬁf‘ SVO ‘all env1ronments' except those

i,;1nd1cated

Further,‘ the varlable of mode of express1on 1s notfyfiff

_lfp‘consrdered totally relevant to th1s study, s1nce we dld nOt';w_

1id1st1ngu1sh between : monologue ')and7“d1alogue,2 but"fthe:

u=dom1nance of standard word order in our study rnot{ 1nf?ﬁf

'hqtotal agreement w1th Svedstedt’s clalm that 1n monologue SPO-

"'rgoccurs w1th a frequency of 70% and SOP 30% L although_jJ;“

”fy"varl/ble that affects standard word order cho1ce 1s that of‘ flvu

"'7?obJect would stand 1n front of the predicate w1th greaterti*

'}pf,frequency than a :noun oblect across the*-fo-

hfstudy

VﬂfffobJect become 7encl1t1c (1 e v relat1ve

77ffg1ve focus tor th ”'NEW subJect In h1:

| 'we cannot compare h1s percentages w1th our ranK1ngs, sop}
V;appears to have a. rather h1gh percentage H1s f1nal var1ableﬂf;

of " emphat1c and contrast1ve stress was ﬁbt tested in thlstef"f“

;V]the character of S 1 e - pronom1nal subJects comb1ned w1th¢
‘“%pronom}nal obJects are_ dlstinct from nomlnal Inf thlsf_.,fT'

}ﬁ41m1ted way our- study concurs w1th that of Svedstedt’

Svedstedt set out to examlne the theory that a pronounﬁ3f

e

f’varlablesij

,hh;;iment1oned above,_ and under the assumpt1on th_tfa pronountjﬁ;ffu

ress-'contourl

The results ‘of th1s expec1ment po1nt out that the only.}iif_;

, conclus:onlhe also}{f L



the pos1t1on1ng frequenc1es of the obJect1ve pronoun in SDP
and SPO'sentence structures z?t ';‘K o _ ,‘
| ' “As: 1n B1von s exper1mental study, Svedstedt’s data ; %é |
'7 d1ff1cult\ to' assess 1n the1r entlrety 1n compar1son to the "
data here s1nce he also d1d only a’ textual analys1s ‘-It4 msf‘.»
l1kely that the presence of d1fferent var1ables ;ande’
' d1fferent controls 1n the analyses surveYed above accounts“flf~
*;}f0r> the dlspar1ty in results when compared to our data The-a”
;thTcurrent exper1ment removed most 1nterfer1ng factors* wh1le'.
f?f;hé" textual analy51s of Svedstedt’s d1d not, an examp{e L
(ﬁ?t@f]ibe1ng that wh1le we had s1mple 1solated SVD structures..;ghlpt
. .'? ;Svedstedt llfted many of hws from w1th1n complex clause
13%fttstructures As & result we cannot make a d1rect compar1son P

:,,fw1th h1s data

>,

‘ The f1nal scholar rev1ewed earluer wa§771 Thompspn”\ﬁ
'(1977) who stated that mfarma_"'"‘““‘
o 7eproceeded from GIVEN to NEW We h\

'“Ru§$1an sentenjesl‘tthat
prev1ously dlscounted

jtf.s;”thls ‘clalm and so as”notito become repet1t1ous w1ll ohlya ‘

‘"assert that the'present studyldoes not Uphold the GIVEN NEwtl fﬂ'h

__t1on, as a prevalent factor Aan const1tuent.:;7 )

'-flow of 1nfor' S
V'I ;order1ng Thompson alsF noted the 1mportance 0f pPOVldan 3:ud'“
e ontext f't= any wordeorder stud1es of Russ1an wh1ch was}ﬁ' 3
;‘hyefurther supported in th1s work B h | , A?,“_“ ‘ ,

"lk*ffﬁf conclUs1on 1t becomes ev1dent that,the rest lts‘of;'. »
.';irithls study contest much of what has been asserted by h frfvfff

;i’z;;'jscholarly worKs rev1ewed in Chapter Two Th1s 1nd1cates the*{{fff;

}need for further and more extens1ve research 1n exam1n1ngf“}*fﬁt

. RN
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word order in Russ1an, w1th Careful attent1on‘ glven toi'

controll1ng context types, i.e. K el1m1nat1ng all potent1al

| 1nterference in: context ianda' response " sqptences,; dandva”'

' extendlng research beyond the conf1nes of textual counts and
analyses | -
Do Conclus1on L e o ...?5s‘”7:"y | w,' B

The Salrent conclus1on emerglng From th1s study 1s that

o a h1erarchy of strategwes Hls: funct1on1ng in. word order

o ChOlce 'SWO \tandard word order) fi the maJor factori

goVern1ng the responses of mosf subJects almost all

~2

ontexts 'w1th 1nteract1on on a secondary level by the

k}

GIVEN -NEW- const1tuent order1ng strategy A clear d1st1nct1on

:"jn- the :appl1cab1l1ty of the SWO and GN strateg1es was

o ‘75': ‘

Y

establtshed on the bas1s of pPeferPed versus un table ng‘_f

| responses to the var1ous context types SWO as repeatedly

g -

ment1oned above, 1s the dominant hypothes1s in“ th formerite."x

case. wh1le GN funct1ons most v1gorously 1n dlsaIIOWIng

certa1n structures ;Ln ;th two CQntext types where th

| author1ty .of canon1cal SVD order1ng is overruled (or 1n ;iffi'

danger of encroachment) namely C5 _and C7 s conv1nc1ng

Just1f1cat1on for the Relatlve Stress Hypothes1s surfaces.g,tlsg;

va1ously the pecullar1t1es of pronoun placement overrrde
canon1cal' word order 1n a more compellIng\manner than can
GIVEN NEW order1ng 1n these contexts Accord1ng to the data

. obtalned pronouns arg’ d1su1ngu1shable_from nouns in both

obJect and subJect placement S
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.

Consequentdy,. th‘si study arr1ves vat‘G.aﬁ dlfferent'rf L

“"vTconclus1on than v1rtua1]y all scholars referenced 1n Chapter‘i
yTwo The ANOVA 1ndtcated the v1taT 1mportance of context “tor;
hsentence type yet the prev1ous claims- stated that canon1ca1-
eiword order was und1sputed only “in the absence of context'

The current exper1ment claims that canonTcaT word order TS;mr

. the. govern1ng order not onTy 1n the absence of context betc‘i

'.1n the presence "of s1x vary1ng Contextual cond1t1ons The-f‘

JtSWO hypothesrs overruled all other hypotheses, except where'>
: pronouns stood as both subJethand obJect Even W1th a”NEWJ,,

' ;subJect wh1ch should haveT shifted. from . 1n1t1al pos1tlonh ‘

cord1ng to - the, GN hy“”‘ gsas,fswo superceded GIVEN-NEW.

; Accord1ng to all the FSP adherents, word order,f and"

.Qacommun1cat1ve function operate 1n harmony -or confllct, and¢'"

. when ‘they do conf11ct commun1cat1ve funct]on (here tqs GN“}‘

fstrategy) prevalls The content1on from the f1nd1ngs of thexh

.experlments descr1bed here i qu1te the oppos1te v where -

canon1cal word order’ and commun)catlve funct1on make”“”*’

Vconfllctlng cla1ms about preferred word order 1n ,Russ1an[;'

j_canon1caT word order 1s the dom1nant force Is 1mmob1]1tyi1n;f.i'

e'word order penetrat1ng the Russ1%n Tanguage° I

{f

E Future Consa?eratlons

In conduct1ng this exper1menta1 study/the author notedjf,

Ao

ksome shortcom1ngs W1th1n the exper:ment wtself ahd also somef?

po1nts necessary to comment« on"w1th negard to furthar ;
’ ’ R e . Lo . ! ‘:' . ’\ ‘ . .
research ‘ o L
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| F1rst there was a shortage of: subJects and as a result?

(?.tt; was d1ff1cult to Judge whether or_ not - d1fferent strategy”h'f
-ftigroups were formIng among the subJects The aberrat1ons in
h:ﬁthe responses 1nd1cate the poss1b1l1ty’of the format1on of a"; E
'“figroup or groups wh1ch dev1ate from the norm ,iA‘ substant1a1.f§{_.:
;:1ncrease' inﬁ'thef number of subJects wou]d clar1fy :the‘ "w\

”'behavuour pattern developang in the except1ons ! | .‘
In de51gn1ng the experlment we were aware of poss1b1err
1nterfer1ng factors such as,adverbs, verb types,»fefc,‘ Thus=
':”7the respdhse Sentences were str1ctly controlled in that much'h

:gposs1b1e 1nterference was el1m1nated 1n them f Further_fﬂ S
ffri'control 1s suggested in two areas: 1) develop1ng the contextf'

tfﬁpl]y, s1nce 1nd1v1dual 1ex1ca] 1tems m1ght 1nteract w1thhf‘t

:.context “and so that there 1s no quest1on 1n the m1nds of_:-

" 'the subJectsﬂthat the response sentences are generated byﬁ-
<\/\\the g1ven context (some subJects had d1ff1culty in certa1n

- 1nstances reﬂat1ng the response sentences to the 'preced1ngh‘

) context) -2) control]]ng the ﬁUbJects"ih- terms-of‘age,_.i»]
L eBUCatvon soc1al 8 status Na_d dlalect "iatgwAszingﬁf
4homogeneous groups L :_”,‘f o . , ”; .

n add1t1on the author suggests that the sett1ng ;fo&7jf);j

ﬁttfﬁt'future exper1ments remalns the same as the uncontrolleg\:fj"
.sett1ﬁg used 1n th1s eaper1ment ‘ wh1ch QQSPFéB_J“IPUQ,igtf*‘“

« pspogﬁane1tf;fn'responses by the subJects—“ fj*%imgjjt

For future exper1ments of th1s type another jlmportant

cons1derat1on 9toffﬂbef' taken 1nto account s thata of

:}iﬂiﬂ. control]1ng "1ntonat1dn"” also c1a1med to be -of importance

D
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1n expre551ng the commun1cat1ve funct1on of sentences Thls :

N experwment d1d not control ‘for 1ntonatlon Vs1nce it was -

‘u?dec1ded that 1t was- beyond the scope of the present study

A f1nal word should be sa1d about the comparab1llty of’vg

‘the exper1mental study conducted here and some of “the otherey'

‘-stat1st1cal results surveyed 'tn:fthe] l1terature It was’
jmentloned at the conclus1on of Chapter Two that because of»f

'the nature _of our ranklngw task and the' way subjects

"«performed th1s task i -'beCame 1mp0531ble to d1st1ngu1shf

_between written and- oral Rus51an (subJects were vocallz1ng
'the1r responses when rank1ng them)t Svedstedt cla1med to
hihave found substant1al dlfferences 1n two equivalent ﬁbdes.‘
'of exprpss1on for subJect nouns and obJect pronouns (SVO <
: 70% in. monologue,‘ SDV "j 72% in d1alogue) whereas the :
't current exper1ment ﬁhowed SVO ,sllghtly better than SOVi

f(Context 5) although both were qu1te acoeptable;"

‘f_'SVedstedt s stat1st1cs, however are equally mtsleading.i

' s1nce his dlst1nctlon between monologue ~_and d1alogue is

»;based solely on textual ev1dence,'.te.,ffall h1s data . are;y‘

- drawn from wr1tten sources Clearly much more soph1st1cated_::

' u_exper1ments must be deslgned to test the ‘cla1m that suchx'

“y,d1fferences really ex1st The same can be sa1d for our

{hexperlment s fa1lure to test for the dJst1nct1on betweenf

i

o

productJon"'and'"comprehens1on or evaluatlon In a sense~

ulthe prov1ded a hybr1d type of eXpeP‘me”t where the st1mulus o

“?context was read and “comprehended“,:wh1le the response wa553

"“ﬂijboth comprehended and produced' Agaln th1s was beyond ‘the

DY R
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lscope of our study and must be taken as a note of cautmn ino
overmterpretmg the r-esu]ts presented here as well as a_.'g_
".suggeshon for. consxderahon 1n future expemmentahon

e
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KEY. TO APPENDIX 4

_ Contéxt 1: S = NEW INj. O = NEW (N} 7-' -
o 'HQSentence Numbers 1, ‘71 16 21 o
“Context 25 S= NEW (N}, .0 = GIVEN (N) -

‘ 'Senten Numbers 2, 9 22 26 30

" Context 3: S = GIVEN (N]. O = NEW.(N) . T

e . e _Sentence Numbers 3, 10, “17 281 32
_ VCOntext74¢‘-s = GIVEN (N}, O = GIVEN -(NJ

* o - Sentence Numbers 5, 12 19, 23 34

ut

~ Context 5: S = NEW (N), O = CTVEN lPrJ S

L -NSentence Numbers '4J 25, 27, 33 ‘

Context 6: S = GIVEN-(Pri, O = NEW fN)‘iﬁ»' |
B Sentence Numbers 6, 13, 24, 31, 35

Context 7: §': GIVEN (Pri, 0°= GIVEN (Pr) '5\\ \\
SR Sentence Numbers 8. .15, _18 20 29

¥ . ) a




Instbucfionsf1 : ,f SR

TR o . v". 7. . g y ; o

C . APPENDIX A

‘t

F1rst,j chOOSé the best sentence from the r1ght hand;‘

*and mark 1t 1

';co1umn to match the context g1ven 1n the' left hand columnj

Next choose the wonst sentence and mark 1t 6

"Mark the rema1n1ng sentences (1n the r1ght hand column)“.

from 2 to 5 depend1ng on the1P su1tab1l1ty to the —cOntext

(1n the left hand co]umn)

P . . . T . -

C1F you th1nk 'some of the sentences | have equal:]

Hsu1tab111ty or nonsu1tab1T1ty. a5519n=them the same number

No consultatron between subJects. ;

e
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"HHbTﬁyﬁu#ﬂﬁﬁ?f{53 f { : .

‘1 oHa nyuwe Bcero nonxonuno H HOHTBHCTy, naHHomy e neaou
"HONDHRB-H oOoaHaque ero un¢pou I

7fnpenﬂomeHne HJDOOSHaqsre unmpou 6

Dooswaqbre.ocraawuecs npennomeHwn (8. npaaou HOHDHHB)
unmpamn .aT 2'

Cnepaa aucepure npannomeuwe a3 npaaon Hononun, HTOGH ’

[R

STAKE B aaaucnmocru or TGFD,-waH OHH nonxognr_‘;

“H HoHTeHCTy[(AaHHomy B neaon HonoHHe) Ecnm aam HameTcn, _

HTO eCTb npegnameunﬂ,”uoropue DAHHBHDBO nogxognr nnm He

"'_r'IO,ElXO,ElHT H HDHTBHCT_\/, OﬁDBHaLH:TB HX O,QHDH H TOH )HB LLHQ)DOH
. . i

ﬂomanymcra,,He COBBTyHTBCb Apyr c Apyrom.

. [4



1. ﬂoean npuexan ‘H3 nBHHHFpaAa. :

i . . - e . : .
N . : : . . . - P
N ey : o

.

Tonna cTofAna Ha HBDDOHB.;

L

N ) . W

2. Tpopeccop YHTaeT fenumo,. .
‘ '.’ -

o

. M — - )
3. HBBH Apwen. nomou nosgHo
-: BSHBDOM anHHH.

L

4, B yHMBEpMaR ﬁ‘yBHABH LS

Hpacusym OCHy.; s

aid
Lol

e

a) Mawa-scTpaTHna Weana. ,

"'b) Mauwa Héaga BCTpeTMAa.
jé)”HBaHavMéwa Bcrpérhhe;
”d)'BCTpeTHna WBaHa Mawa.
ﬂ{é5 HeaHa acrpeTHna Mawa,

f) BGTpBTHna Mawa MaaHa.

L

A

b"'b)erygeHTa neHuHD cnywanw
_fc)'Cnywaqg neﬂuuo CIyAEHTH. '
‘;\fd5;CnymanH CTyABHTU nevunof

£) CTyABHTH cnywann NeHUMa o

~a) To6un. MeaH . meHy .

4‘ b) HéaH ndﬁnn Wemy .

- ¢J MoGun meHy HBaHZ
' ‘d)-HbHy HBaH noGwun.
:_”e) MBaw weHy notun. - _
' f) HeHy nOGHT. HeaH.[-'

-a)]Hynhna'ﬁeHa eé'
. b)) HeHa Hynuna se.'

- ¢) EB meHa HynWna, @ - .

d)&ﬂaHa ee HyrmMna.

-e) Hynwna eg. weHa,

- ,f) Ee Hynmna meHa/

i

i

_a)\ﬂeHuHa"cnyméhH?CTygéHTu}"

v

L e)\TEhuum CTyABHTH Cnywani,

86



5. Babywsia cnewna
BHYHOB. |

Kanad_ans

-

8. A aqeﬁa yBHaEn ﬂmay'éa‘

yiuue.

7. JleTom ecTe mHOrO ‘patoTh.
patoTaeT B oropogg. -

 TMana HocuT. ceHo

A}

8. ¥ Buwtopa oTey
. CTapee.

M MaTe

R

-6

L)

,é)l

b)

'cf
@

g)

a)

b)
c)

d)
e)

£

Y]
. b)

a)

e).

)

a)
b)

-e)
‘d)

e)

)

JDeth srogs cobupaot

OH mx nasuT .

Hanau' compani smyku.
BHyKH Hanay compani..
Cbﬂpanﬂ?aHyHHyHanaq,j
'HéhaQ;eﬁyﬁH}cbmpanml
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