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Mind the Gap: English L2 Learners of Russian and the
Null Possessive Pronoun

William Comer

The personal possessive pronouns in Russian (Moj4, TBOJ1, HaIl, Balll, €ro, eé, 1ux)
are taught very early in virtually all elementary textbooks of the language. At
the point of their introduction, the problems that they most often pose for
English-speaking 1.2 learners are their morphology and the rules for agreement
with the nouns they modify. For L2 learners, the usage and frequency of these
pronouns at this stage in language study seem virtually to mirror English
patterns.  When introduced to simple sentences with finite verbs and
complements as well as the “y xoro ecs ut0” construction, learners may (or may
not) notice the difference between the textbook input and sentences that they
produce with «extraneous» possessive pronouns (e.g., *Y MeHs ecTb MOA
KBapTHpa; 51 YMTaI0 MOIO KHUTY; 51 XUBY B MOe kaptupe). Csoit is introduced
later, usually somewhere in the second half of the college elementary-level
textbook.! It appears incidentally in the language input in Nachalo («BbI
paspeliaeTe STO TOABKO CBOMM acrupantam» 50), Golosa (“Po® meHs
TO3HAaKOMMA CO CBOMM Apyrom Makcom” 366), and Troika (“/lena moaapuaa
csoemy apyry Vsany kuury” 343). In Live from Russia, its appearance is connected
specifically with the issue of disambiguating third-person references (i.e., “Tans
pacckaspiBaaa Oze o cBoéM ak3amene” ~ “TaHa pacckasbiBasa Oae o eé
ak3ameHe” 241).

While all these textbooks present an accurate description of Russian
grammar, they vary in which aspects of cBoit they highlight. Live from Russia,
Golosa and Troika note the use of csoii with all three persons, pointing out its
obligatory use in the third person to differentiate what belongs to the subject
from what belongs to someone other than the subject. Nachalo deals with csoit
only in third-person contexts, although it explicitly mentions that «Russian
usually omits possessives when the context is clear» (55). Thus, while students

1 Cpori is introduced in Live from Russia (2009) in Ch 10 of 14 (approximately 71 percent of the
way through the course); Golosa (4th ed) in Ch 10 of 20 (50 percent of the way); Troika (1996) in
Ch 13 of 18 (72 percent of the way) and Nachalo (2nd ed) in Ch. 8 of 14 (57 percent of the way).
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are introduced to the three main ways of expressing possession with a noun (o
[i.e., the null possessive], cBoi1, and the personal possessive pronouns) at the
elementary level, their learning to deploy these three possessive structures in
native-like ways is a much more complex affair.

This article will explore the use of these three possessive structures
primarily in third-person contexts by comparing one Russian and one English
text with their translations into the other language. This cross linguistic research
will yield both quantitative and qualitative data about the usage of these
possessive structures in narratives, which in turn will be applied to questions of
L2 teaching and learning of these structures.

Literature Review

The reflexive possessive pronoun csoit as well as the reflexive pronoun ce0s
have attracted the attention of many scholars with varying theoretical
perspectives and research agendas.

In his prescriptive grammar of Russian for English speakers, Wade (2000)
concludes his discussion of the possessive pronouns with the generalization
“When ownership is obvious from context, Russian usually dispenses with a
possessive pronoun” (143). In two of his three examples about this point, Wade
features the & possessive before body parts, but he does not go on to note the
likelihood of the @ possessive with specific lexical spheres. Wade's discussion
and examples raise questions about ways that we can quantify the “usual”
omission of a possessive, and how we can define unambiguous contexts that
allow for the o possessive.

The frequency dictionaries that draw on the Russian National Corpus
provide an authoritative source about the relative frequency of expressed
possessive pronouns in contemporary Russian. Based on these data, we know
that the lemma cBoii (i.e., cBoit in all its grammatical forms) is the 27th most
frequently used word in the Russian National Corpus, at 2,867 occurrences per
million running words. The other possessive pronouns occupy the following
frequency rankings: ero — 37th; eé — 44th; nam — 54th; moit — 57th; ux — 80th; sam
— 147th; TBoN1 - 254th (Novyi). The higher frequency of all forms of cpoit is not
surprising here since it can be used in reference to all three persons in both
singular and plural.

Other researchers have focused on describing the semantics of possessive
pronoun usage. Andreyewsky (1973) offers one of the first examinations of the
semantic differences between the use of csoit and the personal possessive
pronouns in first- and second-person contexts. He notes three distinctions in
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usage. First in the pair “I cBoé/Moé aeao 3Hai0” he finds that the cBoit version
focuses on the speaker’s competence in business, whereas the Moit version
focuses on the ownership of this business (5). Second, he notes that with deverbal
nouns the choice of possessives can express a subjective/objective nuance. In the
sentence “S] Bam oy cBoé/Moé aeueHne” the cpoit version suggests that the
“1” received treatment from someone else, while the moit version suggests that
the “I” formulated a treatment for use on someone else (9). In his third
significant point, using the example Mm ¢ TOGOit BCmOMMHaaAM CBOE/Halle
aerctBo, Andreyewsky notes that the cBoii version emphasizes that each person
in the collective subject had his own individual childhood, while the nam version
points to a shared, collective childhood (11). While the article offers a number of
insights, Andreyewsky does not offer a unifying system for describing or linking
the usage distinctions that he notices.

Yokoyama and Klenin (1976) note the need to formulate a broader, non-
structural, rule governing the choice between the reflexive and non-reflexive
possessive pronouns, although their many interesting examples and discussion
do not lead to a formulation of such a rule. To deal with the variations in
possessive pronoun usage, they apply various notions of empathy, speaker
perspective (here-and-now speaker, as opposed to a speaker in another set of
circumstances), and collective versus shared possession to explain the use of a
personal possessive pronoun or cBoi in both «optional» first- and second-person
contexts and also in third person contexts where the personal pronoun usage
seems to violate standard grammatical rules.

Ioffe (1985) notes that the use of possessive pronouns (Moi1, TBOJ, Halll,
pai) stresses the uniqueness of the possessed item, whereas the use of csoi in
the same context suggests that the possessed item or the possessor is one of a set
of similar items/possessors, which happens to be connected to the subject of the
sentence. Ioffe’s unique contribution to scholarly discussion is his consideration
of the @ possessive pronoun. He generates his examples for this discussion
primarily in two ways: by taking sentences that have an expressed possessive
and deleting it, and by citing other examples where an explicit possessive is used
in one part of the sentence, but is omitted before another noun. He finds that the
null possessive «signifies the habitualness of the relations between subject and
object, the usualness of the object for the subject» (6 - my translation), or the null
possessive can indicate the «inalienable or single nature of the object in a given
situation» (108 - my translation).
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Summarizing his own previous work (Timberlake 1980) and giving a very
comprehensive treatment of the use of possessive pronouns, Timberlake (2004)
notes:

cBoii often suggests that the possessed entity fits exactly because it is associated
with the subject, whereas other entities would not fit... this kind of reference is
essential, in that the referent is defined by its relation of identity to the
antecedent. In context, with cBoii, essential reference takes on several guises: a
distributive relation of possessed entities with possessors, a contrast of exactly
this possessor as opposed to other possible possessors, or the sense that this
possessed item, defined by identity to the subject is characteristic of the entity
(2004: 241-242).

He contrasts this essential reference with the notions of neutral reference and
individuated reference, where the entity possessed is defined independently of
its relation to the identity of its antecedent. In neutral reference and
individuated reference, the choice of cBoit or ero/eé/ux will depend on the degree
of restrictions on the domain, with cBoit being used in neutral reference in
unrestricted and moderately restricted domains and in individuated reference
only in unrestricted domains (242).

Extending the parameter of reference, Timberlake notes that the choice of
possessive can also involve «time-worlds» where the reflexive shows that the
entity is «defined relative to one time-world,» while a non-reflexive possessor
denotes an «entity independent of time-worlds,» and speaker perspective where
the reflexive possessive pronouns show the «perspective of one subject as
opposed to other possible subjects,» while the non-reflexive pronoun indicates a
«perspective of the timeless and unique speaker» (256). Timberlake's
identification of these parameters provides a very useful framework considering
the potential meaning differences between the three means of expressing
possession in Russian.

Another whole school of research has examined Russian’s reflexive
constructions from Universal Grammar perspectives, examining how and when
native speakers and non-natives set the parameter for long-distance binding and
other questions. Bailyn (1992) examined how Russian L1 children’s
comprehension of ceGs constructions changes from late childhood to
adolescence. He found changes in his participants’ willingness to allow long-
distance binding from inside uTo6st clauses to main clause subjects. Czeczulin
(2007) also looked at the acquisition of adult native-like strategies for
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understanding the long-distance binding of -ca /cBoii/cebs references among
second-language learners. Her experiments show that higher proficiency L2
learners of Russian have more native-like strategies in identifying the antecedent
for the Russian reflexive form. In the course of her work, she found surprising
variation among native speakers in identifying antecedents for reflexives in some
contexts, which she interprets as a possible sign of changing language norms.

The given article will expand the research base by looking at the use of
three possessive structures (e, personal possessive pronoun, cBoit) specifically
from a comparative Russian-English perspective.

Research Questions

Four research questions will be addressed in this study:

1) How frequent is the usage of the null possessive in comparison with expressed
possessive pronouns?

2) What semantic difference(s) exist between contexts where nouns are and are
not marked by possessive pronouns?

3) What kind of rule(s) can be formulated for English speakers about the &
possessive pronoun?

4) What might the relative frequency of these three means of expressing
possession (g, personal possessive pronoun, csoii) tell us about the likely order of
acquisition of these structures by L2 learners of Russian?

While the first two questions have been considered in the existing
literature, this article centers its discussions on the @ possessive, since its
frequency and use have been very poorly described. Drawing on the frequency
and usage data elicited in answering the first two questions, we will tackle the
third and fourth questions, which have practical applications to the teaching and
learning of Russian. The decision to focus on the & possessive is justified by the
fact that for English speakers to achieve native-like Russian, the effective
deployment of the & possessive in speech is no less important than the accurate
use of csoit and the personal possessive pronouns.

Procedures

The task of quantifying the frequency of the @ possessive requires a comparative
approach to Russian and English usage, and so the researcher selected two
contemporary short stories of approximately similar length (8,373 and 10,765
words) with one originally written in Russian (Liudmila Ulitskaia’s “Pikovaia
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dama”? with English translation by Arch Tait) and one originally written in
English (Saul Bellow’s “The Silver Dish”? with a Russian translation by L.
Bespalova). The translations were published by Schocken Books and AST
respectively, which allows one to assume that their English and Russian usage is
acceptable, even if the translations suffer from inaccuracies. The stories are well
matched for themes (difficult relations among members of a multigenerational
family) and in terms of narrative format (mostly 3 person objective narrator
with some dialog). The authors differ somewhat in style with Ulitskaia reflecting
traditional Russian prose, while Bellow’s English in the given story is markedly
conversational.

The originals and translations were compared for the use of possessive
pronouns, and the Russian texts were tagged according to 11 possible conditions,
described in Table 1 below.

The tagging system requires a few additional explanations. Condition 8 is
used to mark situations where a possessive pronoun modifies the subject of the
sentence, or where the possessive pronouns (ero/eé/ux) refer to someone other
than the subject of the sentence. Conditions 1 and 10 are complementary.
Condition 1 is applied to any situation where cBoit was grammatically possible
(i.e., the possessor was coreferent with the subject of the clause), even if the
resulting phrase is stylistically impossible or unattested in actual Russian
corpora. This coding criterion is justified, since our task is to elucidate contexts
where an English speaker feels the need to mark the noun with a possessive, and
Russian’s grammar would seem to compel him to use csoit. Condition 10 applies
to all cases where the missing possessive in the Russian text cannot be a third-
person cBoit. In all but a handful of cases (especially for conditions 1 and 10

? Ulitskaia’s story traces four generations living in a single apartment: Mour (in her 80s), her
daughter Anna Fedorovna (in her 60s), her granddaughter Katya (almost 40), and Katya’s two
children, Lena (late teens) and Grisha (early adolescence). Mour’s foul-mouthed reminiscences
about her many love affairs and her tantrums tyrannize the rest of the family. Anna Fedorovna’s
husband Marek, who left the Soviet Union in the 70s, returns for a first visit in the 1990s, and his
presence markedly changes the family dynamics.

® At the death of his father, Woody (the middle-aged main character of Bellow’s story) recalls his
complicated feelings for his roguish father, whose schemes often got Woody into trouble. At one
point during the Great Depression, the college-aged Woody brings his father to his benefactor, a
rich Christian widow. While the woman prays about whether to give Woody’s father the fifty
dollars he requests, Woody'’s father steals a silver dish from a curio cabinet. Woody's father gets
the fifty dollars and pawns the stolen dish, while Woody pays the consequences — he is expelled
from the seminary, estranged from his family, and forced from then on to make his living.
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because of the ambiguity of cpoit/ero-ee-ux usage in participial and infinitival
constructions), the tagging was straight-forward.

Table 1: Tag numbers, condition descriptions, and short-hand summary
Tag # | Condition Short-hand

1 Russian text has no expressed possessive, but could have | R: @ -3 cBoi; E: +
a 3+ person csoit, and the English has an expressed
possessive before the equivalent noun.

2 Russian text has an expressed 3¢ person cgoit, and the R: 3 cpoit; E: +
English has an expressed possessive before the
equivalent noun.
3 Russian text has an expressed 3~ person csoit, while the | R: 3+ csoii; E: ~
English text has no expressed possessive.
4 Russian text has an expressed 1¢ or 2 person cBoit, and | R: 1+t/2nd cpoit; E: +
the English has an expressed possessive.
5 Russian text has an expressed 1% or 27 person cBoi, R: 1st/2nd cpoit E: -
while the English text has no expressed possessive.
6 Russian text has an expressed 1#t or 2% person possessive | R: 1¢//2n possessive — cBOJ%;

pronoun where csoit would be possible, and the English | E: +
text has an expressed possessive.

7 Russian text has an expressed 1%t or 2 person possessive | R: 1¢t/2nd possessive — cBoit;
pronoun where csoit would be possible, while the E:-
English has no expressed possessive.

8 Russian text has an expressed personal possessive R: possessive, cBoi

pronoun where cBoit is not permitted, and English has an | impossible; E: +
expressed possessive.
9 Russian text has an expressed personal possessive R: possessive, cBoit
pronoun where cBoii is not permitted, while English has | impossible; E: -

no expressed possessive.

10 Russian text has no explicit personal possessive and csoit | R: @ - possessive, cBoi
is not permitted, while English has expressed possessive. | impossible; E: +
11 The syntax of the original and translation differ and Different syntax

comparison of possessive pronoun use is not obvious or
cannot be made.

Results
Table 2 below lists for each text the number of cases of each condition, along with
a calculation of its frequency per thousand words of text, and its percentage of
usage based on the total number of tagged nouns.

Table 3 presents the averages from the two texts, sorted by the frequency.
From the data in this table, we can see that the most frequent phenomenon (46
percent of all cases) is the Russian null possessive (conditions 1 and 10
combined) in those contexts where English does use a possessive. Differences in
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syntax account for another 26 percent of all cases when there is divergence in
possessive pronoun usage. Three Russian patterns (y + kxoro constructions, ethical
datives, and -un- suffixed possessives) account for most of the syntax variations
from English’s expressed possessive pronouns.

Table 2: Occurrences of possessive forms (by tag)

Ulitskaia | Bellow | R->E E->R E->R [R>E
R->E E->R per 1000 | per1000 | as% as % of
Words: Words: | words words of tags | tags
8373 10658
1 R: -3 cpoit; E: + 102 78 12.182 7.318 26.98% | 21.08%
2 R: 34 cpoit; E: + 28 20 3.344 1.877 741% | 541%
3 R: 3rd cpoit; E: - 6 11 0.717 1.032 1.59% | 2.97%
4 R: 1¢/27d cBoit; E: + 1 2 0.119 0.188 0.26% | 0.54%
5 R: 1st/2nd cpoiy; E: - 0 3 0.000 0.281 0.00% | 0.81%
6 R: 1%4/27d possessive— | 1 3 0.119 0.281 0.26% | 0.81%
cBoit; E: +
7 R: 1¢/2rd possessive— | 0 1 0.000 0.094 0.00% | 0.27%
ceoit; E: -
8 R: possessive, cBoit 59 53 7.046 4.973 15.61% | 14.32%
impossible; E: +
9 R: possessive, cBoit 3 17 0.358 1.595 0.79% | 4.59%
impossible; E: -
10 R: @ - possessive, 110 56 13.137 5.254 29.10% | 15.14%
cBo¥i impossible; E: +
11 Different syntax 68 126 8.121 11.822 17.99% | 34.05%
Total tags 378 370 45.145 34.716

Non-reflexive third-person possessive pronouns account for approximately 15
percent of the total number of cases and are over twice as frequent as incidents of
third-person csoit. Only in about 22 percent of all cases (conditions 2, 4, 6 and 8)
are the possessive pronouns used in ways that reflect the grammar rules
explicitly taught in elementary textbooks of Russian, and mark the same nouns in
English and Russian equivalent sentences. This modest percentage of usage
highlights the fact that English-speaking learners cannot rely on either
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internalized L1 rules or textbook rules when expressing possession in Russian if

they hope to make their output native-like.

Table 3: Occurrences of possessives (sorted by frequency)

Condition Ulitskaia | Bellow Average | Average
R->E E->R per 1000 | as % of
words tags
11. Different syntax 68 126 10.194 25.94%
1. R: -3 cpoi; E: + 102 78 9.458 24.06%
10. R: @ — possessive, coit impossible; E: + | 110 56 8.723 22.19%
8. R: possessive, coi impossible; E: + 59 53 5.885 14.97%
2. R: 34 cpoit; E: + 28 20 2522 6.42%
9. R: possessive, cBoit impossible; E: - 3 17 1.051 2.67%
3. R: 3¢ cpoit; E: - 6 11 0.893 2.27%
6. R: 1st/2nd possessive — cBoi; E: + 1 3 0.210 0.53%
4. R: 1t/2d cpoit; E: + 1 2 0.158 0.40%
5. R: 1st/2rd cBoy; E: - 0 3 0.158 0.40%
7. R: 1stf2rd possessive — cBoif; E: - 0 1 0.053 0.13%
Totals 378 370 39.304 99.98%*

*does not equal 100% because of rounding

Due to the nature of the narratives examined in this study, there were
extremely few examples of first- and second-person possessive pronouns; thus,
the discussion will be restricted to third-person situations.

Analysis of Examples

A. Syntax Differences
In Bellow’s story and its translation, syntactic differences account for most of the
variation in the two languages’ expression of possession. In 21 of the 126 cases,

an English set phrase with a possessive pronoun is translated with a Russian
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verb-noun phrase that does not require one to express the same meaning (e.g.,
“holding his father in his arms” = “06Hsa4 ... crapuxa”; “she became his widow”
= “oBaoses”). In 14 cases, English-reduced relative clauses were rendered with a
Russian possessive pronoun plus a deverbal noun (e.g., “the caddy money you
saved” = “rBom cGepexxenus”; «everything he had» = “Bce ero cuan”). In 11
cases, the possessive idea was rendered by a personal or reflexive pronoun («he
brought home his reflections» = “mpicau ... ou yBe3 ¢ coboit B FOxubit Unkaro”;
«she worked in his shop» = “oHa paGotasa y Hero B aaske”). In ten cases,
variations in possessives occurred in conjunction with descriptions of body parts
and/or clothing items («over his ruddy face” = “kpacuoanustir”; “fill you up with
their ideas”= “3aayputs TeGe roaosy”). The remaining cases can be grouped in
smaller clusters where the two languages take very different approaches to
expressing possession: Bellow’s vague “his way” (e.g., “to steer clients their
way,” “to shovel his way,” “out of his way”) and “his move” (e.g., “to make his
move”) rarely find a direct equivalent in the Russian translation, and even in
some places where possessive pronouns would work in Russian, the translation
reuses a name or more specific noun. Such stylistic and phrasing distinctions
between English and Russian are quite beyond the scope of normal beginning
and intermediate language instruction, and so will not be considered further in
this paper.*

Between Ulitskaia’s Russian original and its English translation, syntactic
differences are less frequent (68 cases total), although they are similar in
category: in 18 cases Russian uses another personal or reflexive pronoun to
denote possession (e.g., “Ilamra y Hee Bceraa Owlaa 3aHaTa” = “her stove”;
“npuHecH KO MHe B KOMHaTy” = “to my room”; “IIpMHOCUT eit TPAMO B IOCTEAb
meHka” = “into her bed”); in 11 cases possessive — un- and other similar
adjectives in Russian are made more explicit in English (e.g., “c My>HuHbIM
cekperapem” = “with her husband's secretary”; “mo acnmpanTckuM
oba3aHHOCTsIM” = “as part of her duties as a postgraduate”). It is worth noting
that the possessives in -u cannot combine with possessive pronouns. In eight of
the 64 cases, a verbal collocation is rendered with an English possessive adjective
and noun (e.g., “OHa He MpaBuAbHO XuBet” = “she was living her life wrong”).
Several examples in the text that all translate into “her own” in English show a

* The one exception here are the location/destination constructions of the type “in his shop» = «y
Hero B aaBke” which are frequent and predictable enough in Russian to draw to students’
attention beginning with the intermediate level.
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wider range of vocabulary in the original Russian, including emphatic words
such as cobcmeennviit and podroil.

B. Russian’s ¢ possessive
As noted earlier, nearly half of the uses of possessive pronouns in English are

reflected in Russian with the @ possessive. This usage difference most likely
arises from the fact that possessive pronouns convey information about
ownership at the same time they make an English noun phrase definite (Celce-
Murcia, 312-313). In many of the places where Russian has a null possessive, the
possessive pronoun in the equivalent English sentence does not emphasize
ownership as much as it specifies definiteness. Inasmuch as Russian can specify
definiteness without a definite article, it can do so as well without a possessive
determiner. The null possessive is most likely to suggest that the entity belongs
to the subject although this relationship does not need to be specifically marked,
and so we will begin by looking at cases where the null possessive is contrasted
with the explicit use of cBoii.

In the Ulitskaia text, there are 102 examples where in English, a noun is
marked with a third-person possessive, and in Russian the possessor of the noun
is coreferent with the subject of the clause and thus could be marked with csoii.
In terms of lexical groups, there are clear trends for omitting csoit with a body
part (31 cases), with a kinship term (18 cases), with an item of clothing (nine
cases). In contrast, cBoii is explicitly used a total of 28 times: four times with a
body part; six times with a kinship term; and once with a clothing item. The
trend is similar in Bellow’s text where the null possessive is used in place of 3%
person csoit with body parts (24 cases of total 78), with kinship terms (17 cases),
and with clothing items (15 cases). Cgoit is explicitly used in the Russian
translation 20 times: with a body part (two cases) and with a kinship term (four
cases), but never with a clothing item.

Looking more deeply at these situations, we can start to define exactly a
“clear context” for the omission of a possessive cBoii. In the following examples
the bracketed phrases (< >) start with the condition tag and include the
equivalent phrase from the text’s translation.

1. JleHouka MOAHBIM XOAOM IuJa K mposady <1 her exams> ceccun, HO <1 her

classes> 3aHsTHS B 9TH pelIalolINe AHM OHa 3a0pocuaa, TeHbIo xoamAaa 3a <1 her
brand-new granddad> nosenrkum aeaom. (Ulitskaia)

89



Mind the Gap: English L2 Learners of Russian and the Null Possessive Pronoun
William Comer

2. Woody was fourteen years of age when Pop took off with Halina, who worked
in his shop, leaving his <1 6Gpocma HpaBHyIO XpHcTMaHKy XeHy> difficult
Christian wife and his <1 Brikpecra cema> converted son, and his <1 xporex
Aouepeir> small daughters. (Bellow)

From these two examples, we can see that one “clear context” for the
omission of cpoit is when there is a single explicit subject, and the nouns
modified with possessives in English either unambiguously belong to the subject
and so have definiteness (such as the listing of family members that the father
abandons in Example 2) or belong to a class of objects that really cannot be
possessed in the sense of property (i.e., ceccus/sanatus in Example 1). When we
consider what nouns by themselves can show unambiguous belonging, it
becomes clear why kinship terms and body parts are most often not modified by
possessive pronouns in Russian.

Nevertheless it would be wrong to create the impression that kinship
terms and body parts cannot be modified by possessive pronouns in Russian.
The following example adds nuance to the question of usage here:

3. Mars <8 his mother> ero, kxoMMyHumcTKa, 6exxaaa u3 IMoabum ¢ HuM u <8 his>
ero crapmmuM Gpatom B Poccmio, <10 his father> oren ocraaca B IToabme u
norud. (Ulitskaia)

In Example 3, the main character of the story, Anna Fedorovna, retells a detail
from her estranged husband’s biography that is unknown to her adult daughter.
This sentence introduces the reader to these characters, and thus the pronoun ero
immediately clarifies the relations of Mars and Gpat to an already mentioned
character. The noun oren, in clear opposition to MaTs and in a parallel
construction does not require the clarification of ero since the context has
established whose family is under discussion. Thus, we can note that parallel or
almost parallel constructions (as in 2 and 3), since they reduce ambiguity, seem
to favor the omission of possessive pronouns.

Explicit use of possessive pronouns before kinship terms in Russian can
reflect changes of emphasis or perspective:

4. You think my son would bring me if I was a bad father to your house? He

loves his <1 a106uT mamy> dad, he trusts his <1 Bepur nane> dad, he knows his <8
€ro mamna - xopomusi nana > dad is a good dad. (Bellow)
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In Example 4, the narrator’s father in «The Silver Dish» is trying to con an old
woman into lending him money, playing on his relationship with his son. The
first two cases with the null possessive rather than an explicit csoi1 suggest the
very close connection between son and father, while the change of construction
and the use of ero before the third mamna allow the father to present the old
woman an objectified evaluation of his qualities as a father.

Possessive pronouns can even be repeatedly used before kinship terms as
in Example 5 if they serve to emphasize the connection of the possessed entity
with the subject’s sentence:

5. Y Hee Gblaa Ha peAKOCTh yAadyHas HecyacTHas A1000Bb, paAu KOTOpPOIt OHa M
ocraBuaa <2 her> cBoero repBoro HeBHATHOTO MY>a, U C mpeaMeTom <2 her>
CBOel1 BeAMKOI AI00BM OHa M3PSAHO MBITapMAach, poauaa OT Hero I'puiuky u
yXe TpuHaauarsiii ros Gerasa x <3 to this high-minded lover> cBoemy
COBECTAMBOMY AIOOGOBHUKY Ha peAKue CBUAAHMS M OTKAaAbIBada C roja Ha roa
MOMEHT HacTOSIIero, HeOAHOCTOpOHHero 3HakoMcTBa <1 of her son> ceiHa ¢ <10
with his secret father> tainsim otom. (Ulitskaia)

In Example 5, we find that the three repetitions of csoit serve to emphasize the
connection between Katya (Anna Fedorovna’s adult daughter) and her two
partners. The cpoit highlights that these entities (the problematic first husband
and current lover) are characteristic of Katya, as the narrator ironically remarks
in the sentence’s opening clause. In the final portion of this sentence neither
father nor son requires a possessive modifier in Russian, because their
relationship to Katya and to each other is clear.

There are cases where Russian’s omitted possessives pose problems for
the translator, as in Example 6:

6. Kats neperastyaacs ¢ <1 her> matepnio: 1 3aech Myp 3aBaajgesa BHMMaHNEM
npexae <10 his> souepu, npexae <10 his> prykos. (Ulitskaia)

After years of living abroad, the estranged father has returned to see his
daughter Katya and her mother, his first wife. At this meeting, the father’s
mother-in-law, a woman of strong character who dominates the household,
enters the room. With the null possessive pronoun in Example 6, we should
understand the possessor of szo4epu and BHykoB to be Mour, the mother-in-law,
but the translator interprets the sentence as «Even here Mour had imposed
herself ahead of his daughter, ahead of his grandchildren» (Ulitskaia, 2005, 90),
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drawing attention to the relationship of the daughter and grandchildren to the
newly-found grandfather.

C. Expressed Possessive Pronouns

Other factors also lead to the explicit use of possessive pronouns with nouns
including kinship terms and body parts. In the discussion of the absence of
fathers across several generations in the family, Ulitskaia’s narrator notes:

7. <2 her>Cpoero otiia oHa [Anna Fedorovna] Tak Hukoraa 6oasiue 1 He BuAeaa
U TOABKO CMYTHO AOTaAbIBalach 0 <3 a vague intuition> ceoem rayGunneitiuem c
HuM cxoacTBe. Jous Aunbl Peaoposusr Kars coxpanmaa o <2 her own father>
cBoeM oTLe eite Doaee cmyTHble BocioMuHanus. (Ulitskaia)

8. Katuna pannss aouka /JeHouka u BoBce He moMHmAa <2 her own father>
csoero otia. (Ulitskaia)

In Examples 7 and 8, the use of cBoii before each instance of the word orer
(which refers to three different males) has a distributive meaning — each woman
has her own father, which is reflected in the translator’s use of “own” in the
second and third generation. This distributive use of cBoix (i.e., the relationship
of each person with his own thing) has been well described in the scholarly
literature, and it represents a place where the null possessive cannot be used.
Furthermore, this is the first mention of the fathers in each generation and so the
explicit possessive here defines them, while the @ possessive would have
suggested that they were already defined in the text.5

Nevertheless, the distributive notion is not the only meaning that
motivates the use of cBoit before kinship terms, body parts, and clothing items.
The difference between literal and figurative meanings of these words can play a
part in the use of possessive pronouns, such as in Examples 9 and 10.

9. O [Marek] nouemy-To BeceA0 3acMesACs, KMHYACS 11eA0BaTh eit [Mour] PYKY,
a OHa, I104aB BeAUKOCBETCKMM ABikeHueM <1 her desiccated hand> cymenyio
KUCTD, CTOsIAA IIepeA HIM, XpynkKas ¥ BeAndecTBeHHasl, Kak GyATO MMEHHO K Hell

* What contribution word order (e.g., the inversion of possessive-noun pairings [as in the opening
words of Example 3 “Mars ero»] and theme-rheme reversals [as in Example 7 “Csoero orua ona
TaK HMKOrAa Boabilie i He BiAeaa”]) may make to the author’s choice to use explicit possessive
pronouns is an interesting question that awaits investigation.
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1 TIpMexaa STOT HapsLAHBLA TOCIIOAVH, 3arpaHM4Has mTy4ka. <2 with her newly
manicured hand> Csoeit HaMaHMKIOPEHHOJ PYYKOM OTBeAa BEAMKOCBETCKas
cTapymika BCeoOLIyl0 HeAOBKOCTb, M BCEM YAeHaM CeMbM CTaA0 COBepIUEHHO
SICHO, KaK Haao cebs Bectu B 9T0i1 HewratHou cutyanun. (Ulitskaia)

In Example 9, at the first meeting of the family with the estranged
father/husband Marek, Mour the mother-in-law tries to claim for herself a central
place, seeing any male in the house as a potential new playmate for herself. Thus
in describing the physical gesture of putting forth her hand (xucrs) to be kissed,
no cBoit is required; however, when she must dispel the awkwardness, it can
only be Mour's hand to make the gesture that will change the atmosphere. Thus,
cBoit appears before HaMaHMKIOpeHHOJ pydukoii to emphasize the connection
between this old woman and this specific gesture. The hand here matters less as
her body part than as a signal of her power. A similar use of cBoit before xyaax
in Example 10 points again to csoit before a figurative, rather than a literal, body
part, despite the modifier BoaocaTsiii.

10. ... 6ypHblit poMaH C TaifHBIM TeHepaAoM, AEpKallyM Bech AMTepaTypHBIN
niponecc B <2 in his hairy fist> coem BoaocaTom kyaaxe ... (Ulitskaia)

Examples 9 and 10 do not seem to conform to the usage of csoit to distinguish
one item from a set of similar items, as in Examples 7 and 8. That usage of cBoit
with a distributive meaning requires a more established context of multiple
persons and multiple objects as can be seen further in Examples 11 and 12:

11. ... ona, KaTs1, B IIATHMCTON KOLIaubel 1IyOe 1 MexXoBOJi Ianke 1AeT I10 y3KOoi
TPONMHKE K OCTAaHOBKe aBToGyca, AepXach 0AHOI pyKoii 3a TeTiO beary, Apyroii -
3a oTua. ABTOoOyC y>XXKe CTOMT Ha OCTaHOBKE, ¥ OHa CTpaliHoO OOMTCSl, YTO OH
OI103Aa€T, He YCIIeeT B HEro BAe3Thb, U, BbIPBaB <2 her> cBOIO pyKy, OHa KpUIUT
eMy:

- Bery, 6eru ckopeii!

B TOM Xe roay oH u Brinoanua Katuny pekoMeHAaluIo. (Ulitskaia)

12. On [Marek] mpu6an3ua k Hest [Anna Fedorovna] csoe <2 his> autio, u Buano
CTa/A0, YTO OH BOBCe He Tak MOAOA. .. (Ulitskaia)

In both Examples 11 and 12, there are multiple actors and multiple hands and
faces. The csoit identifies the owner of the hand and face right before there is a
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change in perspective. In Example 11, the child can have no idea that
withdrawing her hand could have the outcome of letting her father go
permanently (i.e., he emigrates the following year); in Example 12, the context of
the story lets the reader know that the impersonal impression implied by suano
cTaao is actually what Anna Fedorovna perceives herself. The distributive
contexts as well as the heightened contrasts of perspective here seem to favor the
use of an explicit possessive form.

D. Russian Expressed Possessives, English o

Finally it is very instructive to look at places where English does not use a
possessive, but the equivalent Russian text does:

13. But behind his <1 3aBea rpsaxky mMapuxyaHst mo3aau ckaaga> warehouse,
where the <3 rae aep>kaa cBoit pocKOIIHBII "AMHKOABH-KOHTMHeHTaa"> Lincoln
Continental was parked, he kept a patch of marijuana. (Bellow)

14. Once a year, and sometimes oftener, he left his <1 ou IycKaa aeAa Ha
camoTek> business to run itself, arranged with the trust department at the <3
[opy4aa OT4edy AOBEPUTEABHBIX Orepanuii ceoero Hanka> bank to take care of
his <8 npucmatpusats 3a ero npucusMu> gang, and went off. (Bellow)

Examples 13 and 14 both reveal an interesting contrast — the translator into
Russian omits the possessive before ckaaa and ageaa, but when faced with the
definite article before “Lincoln Continental” and “bank” (which suggests an
already known entity) the translator marks the nouns in Russian with a
possessive pronoun so that they cannot be misinterpreted as generic items (a
car/a bank). In absence of the definite article, the expressed possessive adjective
in Russian sometimes is used to mark definiteness.

In the singular, English proper nouns are normally marked as “definite”
so that a definite article or other definite determiner is not required before them
(Celce-Murcia 275-276). In Russian cBoit can often be used before proper nouns
for ironic or other stylistic effect, as in Examples 15 and 16. Here as in Example
5, the cBoit characterizes the place as an attribute of the subject.

15. It was mother, from <3 mama, xoTOpas BbIBE3Aa M3 CBOEro Ausepnyas

aHramitckue maHepsr> Liverpool, who had the refinement, the English manners.
(Bellow)
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16. 3BoHua Mapex u3 <3 from Johannesburg> csoero MoxannecBypra TaK 4acTo,
KaK He 3poHMau <10> npusateasuuns n3 Ceubaosa. (Ulitskaia)

Formulating a usage rule?

While the usage of possessive structures in all the examples found in the texts
can be explained in ways similar to above, it is still quite difficult to formulate
anything other than some general guidelines for English speakers about the uses
of possessives. There are four points that may help in determining usage. First,
if the point of an utterance is to introduce an entity and state its relationship to
the subject/actor, then in Russian one will use an expressed possessive pronoun.
Second, when there is only one expressed subject/actor in the context (sentence
or paragraph), one can probably safely omit possessive pronouns before an
entity, especially if the entity is expressed lexically by a kinship term, a body
part, or a personal item (such as a clothing item). Third, in third-person contexts
where there is more than one subject/actor and/or more than one entity to be
possessed, then an explicit cBoii/ero-ee-ux is very likely. Fourth, in first- and
second-person contexts, the use of cBoit as opposed to the o possessive will give
greater emphasis on the connection between subject and possessed entity, while
the use of the personal possessive pronouns will stress the uniqueness and
independence of the possessed entity. As Timberlake (2004, 253) notes, cson is
more frequent than the other possessive pronouns in first- and second-person
contexts.

Implications and Conclusions

Acquisition

Knowing the relative frequency and usage of these features in Russian narratives
can give us a rubric for judging the native-likeness of a non-native’s narratives.
The current study is limited by its use of literary narratives, and one must
recognize that narratives embedded in spontaneous oral speech may deploy
these three possessive structures with different frequency. While frequency alone
is not an indicator of the likely order of the acquisition of language features (e.g.,
English definite articles have very high frequency but are very hard to acquire
completely), it does allow us to formulate a hypothesis about the possible
acquisition order for possessives for English speakers. Thus one can posit four
stages to native-like deployment of possessive structures:

Stage 1. Overuse of the non-reflexive possessive pronouns in acceptable and
unacceptable contexts
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Stage 2. Omission of many extraneous reflexive and non-reflexive possessive
pronouns

Stage 3. Use of cpoit in required third-person contexts, such as finite clauses
Stage 4. Use of cpoit in first- and second-person contexts

This progression is only a hypothesis, and to be tested, a researcher will
probably need to devise a video or picture narration task that would serve as a
stimulus for speech samples to be gathered from native speakers and from L2
learners at various stages of language development. The creation of this
narration task will not be simple, although without such a task it is unlikely that
a natural or naturalistic (i.e., an Oral Proficiency Interview) speech sample would
generate enough contexts for varied use of possessive structures.®

Pedagogical Suggestions

From the analysis of usage described in the scholarly literature and in this paper,
there are a number of practical suggestions that we can make about increasing
the salience of these features in language teaching at various levels. Given the
frequency data, a first step for language teachers, particularly at the elementary
and intermediate levels, is to make students aware that Russian very often omits
possessive pronouns.” It might make sense to connect the omission of these
pronouns with Russian’s lack of articles, drawing to the students’ attention that
English possessives show definiteness as well as possession.

Furthermore, students from the beginning level should be made aware of
how possession is often expressed in Russian through means other than
possessive pronouns. Teachers can have students notice this when dealing with
lexico-grammatical patterns such as y mens Goaurt roaosa and coordinated
prepositional phrases (u + genitive with v/na+prepositional) that are

¢ As a first trial of visual prompts for a narration task, the researcher recorded an adult educated
native speaker narrating the stories represented in two sets of pictures (Davis, 70-71, 230-233).
The native speaker was not told what forms the researcher was interested in, and she produced
two lengthy recorded narrations neither of which included a single cBoii. When debriefed after
the session, she noted about the pictures “Ho TyT se 65140 Huuero csoero.” Clearly, not all stories
will prompt the use of possessive pronouns.

7 An activity for noticing the @ possessive could easily be incorporated into the exercise presented
in Golosa (2007, 348) for teaching the moxox Ha koro construction. The textbook authors explain
the construction and give three sample sentences with English equivalents that all have
expressed possessives. A simple question to learners to compare the Russian and English
versions and note the differences in usage would be enough to make explicit Russian’s g
possessive.
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synonymous with preposition+possessivetnoun (e.g., y Hero B aaBke as an
equivalent for B ero aaBke).

The introduction of cBoit should probably be coordinated with highly
salient examples of cpoit in the students’ language input and targeted activities
to have students make necessary form-meaning connections both concerning
lexical meaning (cBoit can after all mean “my, your, his, her, etc.”) as well as
tracing antecedents. The exercise in Dabars et al. (1995, 258) with its illustrated
sample sentences “XyA0XHMK NMIIET CBOW nopTpeT/XyAOKHUK TUIIET €ro
noprper” does an excellent job of making learners establish the form-meaning
connections for csoit. After this kind of introduction, it may be advisable to work
with cBoit mostly in its distributive meaning, since equivalent sentences in
English will usually have an emphatic «own» after the possessive form (e.g., ¥
KaXa0ro ectb cBos komHata = Each person has his own room. Bce poantean
ropasTes cBoumy Aetbmu = All parents are proud of their own children). The
explicit marking of «own» in this usage should give coi increased salience for
English learners.

At this initial stage, teachers should prefer output activities where they
can verify the referential meaning of the student’s work. For example, one can
imagine a line drawing that features four named people each with a backpack
full of the same items that differ in size and quality. The students’ task would be
to write sentences in Russian stating who is pleased with his/her own item, as
well as what item belonging to someone else he/she would like. On the picture,
they would need to draw numbered arrows from subjects to objects to reflect
each sentence. When the teacher grades such an exercise, he/she can verify that a
student’s written forms match his/her annotated drawing,.

Over time, teachers may want to include other highly salient usages of
cpoit, such as «a gobuacs ceoero», where moit and other possessive pronouns
cannot be used. In English, such sentences require some additional noun to
complete the thought (i.e., I got my way), which should make the use of csoit
stand out. Other high-salience phrases might include ro-csoemy, and proverbial
usages of cBoi (e.g., Bcsikomy osoiy cBoé spemst/Csost py0aiiika 6A1Ke K Teay).

Some may argue that the possessive structures discussed here are too
insignificant a feature of Russian to make them the focus of instruction at the
intermediate level, where a major focus is placed on having students attempt
tasks typical of the ACTFL Advanced level (i.e, coherent paragraph length
narration in major time frames). Certainly control of tense, verbal case
governance, and verbs of motion are grammatical areas that cause learners the
most obvious difficulties in reaching the Advanced level. Nevertheless, the
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possessive structures discussed in this paper, and particularly the & possessive,
are an essential part of how Russian creates textual cohesion in paragraph length
discourse. At the intermediate level, asking students to attend to them in a more
conscious fashion (especially the @ in relationship to kinship terms, body parts,
items with unambiguous belonging) may allow teachers to refocus their efforts
from correcting the learners’ faulty morphology of extraneous possessives to
having them notice the number of places where Russian does not need a
possessive pronoun at all. Increasing learner attention to the use of the null
possessive pronoun may steer learners toward producing sentences like “on
norepsia nacnopt” rather than puzzling over the choice between “on motepsa
ero/csoit macriopt” as the equivalent of English’s “He lost his passport.”

In this paper, I have documented the relative frequency of three kinds of
possessive constructions in Russian using written literary narratives. Further
research is needed to learn if the patterns of usage found in these narratives is
similar to that of narratives embedded in spontaneous oral speech. Further
research will also be needed to refine the suggested usage guidelines, and to test
whether the hypothesized acquisition order is correct.
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