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Experimental Approach to Russian Aspect

* How do native sgeakgrs of Russian react Cornawem P— mom
to aspectual choices in extended I DaBO Bl e miore 1y 1o —— 1 2DO

authentic context? 6e3ponoTHo [ NnpuHsAn / npuHAMan ] sbi6op, KOTOPbIN

* To what extent is the choice of
Eerfective vs. imperfective determined
y context?

* To what extent is the choice open to
construal?

* Do native speakers differ in their
choices?

* What factors are at play?

* How can we use ’ghis information to
improve instruction?




Overview

* What motivated this experiment
* Design of experiment

* Results

* Conclusions



What motivated this experiment

Certain lexical
“triggers” are
known to
determine aspect
BUT: How often
are these triggers
available?

In other words,
what percentage
of verbs appear
in collocation
with triggers?

Perfective

Imperfective

nakonec ‘finally’,

vnezapno ‘suddenly’, srazu
‘immediately’, cut’ ne ‘nearly’, vdrug
‘suddenly’, uze ‘already’, neoZidanno
‘unexpectedly’, sovsem ‘completely’,
za tri casa ‘in three hours’...

vsegda ‘always’, casto ‘often’, inogda
‘sometimes’, poka ‘while’, postojanno
‘continually’, obycno ‘usually’, dolgo
‘for a long time’, kazdyj den’ ‘every
day’, vse vremja ‘all the time’, tri casa
‘for three hours’...

categorical negation: ne nado ‘should
not’, ne stoit ‘not worth’, ne
razresaetsja ‘not allowed’...

_ Adverbials as triggers Verbs as triggers

zabyt’ ‘forget’, ostat’sja ‘remain’,
resit’ ‘decide’, udat’sja ‘succeed’,
uspet’ ‘succeed’, spesit’ ‘hurry’...

Phasal verbs: stat’ ‘start’,
nacat’/nacinat’ ‘begin’,
prodolzZit’/prodolZat’ ‘continue’,
koncit’/koncat’ ‘stop’

Verbs of motion: pojti ‘go’, etc.
Others: ucit’sja ‘learn’, umet’ ‘know
how’, ljubit’ ‘love’...



What motivated this experiment

Only 2 percent of
verbs appear in
collocation with
triggers

Are there other
unknown
triggers?

How can we find
out where aspect
choice is
obligatory and
where it is
variable?

_ Adverbials as triggers Verbs as triggers

Perfective

Imperfective

nakonec ‘finally’,

vnezapno ‘suddenly’, srazu
‘immediately’, cut’ ne ‘nearly’, vdrug
‘sudd

‘unex

za tri

vsega
‘some

‘conti

‘for a

day’,

‘for thicc 1ivuis ...

categorical negation: ne nado ‘should
not’, ne stoit ‘not worth’, ne
razresaetsja ‘not allowed’...

zabyt’ ‘forget’, ostat’sja ‘remain’,
resit’ ‘decide’, udat’sja ‘succeed’,
uspet’ ‘succeed’, spesit’ ‘hurry’...

7
t,
’

ontinue’,

‘g0’, etc.
ULIITID. ULIL Oju Icdalll, umet’ ‘know
how’, ljubit’ ‘love’...



How do native speakers of Russian react to
aspectual choices in extended authentic context?

* We conducted an experiment with over 500 native speakers
and their reactions to aspectual choices for verbs in
extended authentic contexts (1100-1600 words)
representing various genres

* For each verb where it was morphologically possible to form
both a Perfective and an Imperfective form, participants
rated both the original form and the corresponding form of
the opposite aspect as “Impossible” = 0, “Acceptable” =1, or
“Excellent” =2



Stimuli and Participants
Gewe | ibreiated e Worts [kems i) [paricpants

Fiction Beetle 1459 300 (150)

Journalistic Prose Summit 1116 166 (83) 84
Scientific-Technical Prose Phages 1558 198 (99) 72
Spoken Narration Yellow Sign 1275 160 (80) 99
Guided Spoken Narration MSLU 1617 278 (139) 78
Radio Interview lvan D. 1468 244 (122) 85
Totals 1346 (673) 501

Stimuli were chosen based on criteria of Authenticity, Genre Balance,
Length, Density of Test Items, and Appropriateness

Participants were recruited over the Internet and randomly assigned
to stimuli



Number of Test Item Pairs for Each
Combination of Aspect and Subparadigm

___________|Perfective___Imperfective |Total _____

Past

Future 50 7 5 7
Infinitive 104 60 164
Imperative 10 10 20
Total 462 211 673

Verb forms excluded: Present tense, forms of 6biTb, gerunds and
participles, bi-aspectual verbs (e.g. poauTtbca, peannsosartb), other
verbs not paired for aspect, such as —cs passives (e.g.
npeaHa3HayaTbea), and ctaTb in the phasal meaning ‘begin’



Participants were NOT told
what the original aspect was

Sample text as presented to
participants:

ﬂpaBO Bb|60pa KU3HEHHOTIO NYTU -- Participants were
bonblon nogapok cyabbol. Y Bacnnus
3TOro npasa He bbino. OH 6e3ponoTHO
[ npuHAn / npuHmMman ] Bbibop,

KOTopbI¥ 3a Hero [ caenana / penana |

cyabba, 1 3To 6blN BEMKUIA LaT. the Imperfective
verb forms

asked to rate
BOTH the
Perfective and



What our experiment looked like:
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B keagparHbix ckoOkax Bcerga npegnaraeTcs Aga rnarona Ha ebibop. [ns kaxaoro rnarona esibepure yposeHb
npuemnemoctu ("OtnuyHo", "donycrumo” unu "HesoamoxHo") B faHHOM KoHTekcTe. O6a rnarona B kBaapaTHbIX

ckoBKax MOryT nony41TL OANHAKOBYH OLEeHKY. BbiGop yPOBHA NPUEMNEMOCTH 3aBUCUT OT BalLero NUYHOro
BOCNPUATUS.

Mo 3aBeplieHn 3aaaHua Bbl NONYYUTE NoTeperHbin Kkoa. He ocTaBnsanTe HUKAKUX rnaronos Ha ronybom doHe u
He oTBevyanTe cnyyaHbiM obpa3oMm, uHaye Baw kog Oyaer UCKNoYeH U3 noTepeu.

Yuyactue B akcnepumenTe o6poBonsHO. Bbl MOXeTe npepBaTh 3KCNePUMEHT B M0G0 MOMEHT.

Cornawe m a D ) NOHUMaeTe U NpUuHMaeTe yCnosus 3KCnepuMeHTa.
[MPEBO BLivu s rvriwi i siiin 1y e aows e +wA@POK CyAbOLI. Y Bacunus atoro npasa He Obino. OH
6e3ponoTHo [ npuHsin / npuHuman | sbibop, KOTopbi 3a Hero [ caenana / aenana ] cyas6a, 1 310 6bin

BENWUKUKA LLar.

Bacunuit poauncs B ceMbe 3aXMTONHOro Kynaka B bpsiHckon obnactu. Koraa mansyuky [ ucnonHunocs /
UCNONHANOCH | TpM roga, ero otey [ cowencs / cxoguncs | ¢ pabotHuuein. Mars Bacunus 6uina na cemou
CBSILLEHHUKA, N HUYero MyXxy He [ ckasana / rosopuna ], no-xpuctuaHcku [ notepnena / tTepnena ] sce




Results

* Distribution of responses

* 81% of items received categorical responses, confirming that the
original aspect was much preferred over the non-original aspect:
here aspect is HIGHLY redundant

* 17% of items received similar ratings for both original and non-
original aspect: here aspect is HIGHLY open to construal

* Native speakers react very differently to original vs. non-
original aspect in terms of consistency — responses for non-
original aspect are much LESS consistent
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Examples of test items where redundancy of
aspect is HIGH and construal is LOW

B Bocemb neT manbuuk [ cbexan / cberan | s gpoma.

BoromonbHas KeHLWnHa HUKoraa He [ obpyrana / pyrana ] ero, Ho...

=0 =1

Perfective cbexxan (original aspect)

Imperfective cberan (non-original aspect) 68 12 2 0.195
Perfective obpyrana (non-original aspect) 79 3 o 0.037
Imperfective pyrana (original aspect) 0 0 82 2.0



Weighted average ratings
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Examples of test items where redundancy of
aspect is LOW and construal is HIGH

OH ymen He3amMeTHO [ BbITalWMTb / BbITACKMBATb | A€HbIN U3 KapMaHa 3eBaKM.

BbIXKMBLLYIO U3 YMa CTapyXy HUKTO BCepbe3 He [ npuHAn / npuHMMan |, Ho...

=0 =1

Perfective BbiTawmTb (original aspect) 1.268
Imperfective BbiTackuBaTb (non-original

aspect) 2 25 55 1.646
Perfective npuHan (non-original aspect) 9 30 43 1.415

Imperfective npuHuman (original aspect) 4 25 53 1.598



Presence/Absence of Triggers Doesn’t Seem
to Matter to Native Speakers

Number of test | Mean rating | Mean rating
item pairs (original (non-original
aspect) aspect)

Triggers associated 55 1.8658 0.5985
with Perfective

Triggers associated 57 1.9158 0.2570
with Imperfective

Triggers (total) 112 1.8912 0.4247

Remaining test items 561 1.8414 0.5453



Native speakers are less consistent in rating of
the non-original aspect

daros [noaseprnn / noasepranun | NOJIHOreHOMHOMY CEKBEHMPOBAHUIO

=0 = |

Perfective noasepraun (non-original
aspect) 24 24 23 0.986

Imperfective nogsepranu (original
aspect) 2 13 56 1.761
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Standard deviations within items

o
00)
1

0.6 -

o
RS
1

o
N
1

0.0 1

|

Original tokens

Non-original tokens




Native Speakers Differ in Their Choices, Especially
When Reacting to Non-Authentic Language

* This data gives evidence of divergence in the grammars of speakers

* Native speakers are more reliable in reacting to authentic language,
than in reacting to language that has been manipulated (here, by
suggesting an aspectual form that does not match the original text)

* This result may also have implications for how much linguists can rely
on the intuitions of native speakers in reaction to constructed
“examples” as opposed to authentic ones
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Conclusions

* Contextual triggers listed in grammars co-occur with only 2% of verbs
* Native speakers generally agree on the original aspect (81%)

* In some contexts native speakers accept both aspects (17%)

* Presence vs. absence of “triggers” does not change distribution

* Native speakers are more consistent in rating the original aspect

* There is a lot of variation!

* There are no clear groups in this data!



What’s next:

* Corpus data, experiments, and
machine learning to ferret out and
model the way that native speakers
use context to select aspect

* Discover differences between contexts
where aspect is determined and where
it is open to construal

* Build effective resources for language
learners
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