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1. Introduction

Russian nouns have a wide range of patterns if we measure the distribution of their singular and
plural forms in a corpus. In this paper we offer a particular implementation of the Grammatical
Profile method (Janda & Lyashevskaya 2011a, 2011b; cf. also inflectional profiles in Newman
2008) as applied to the grammatical category of Russian substantive number. A grammatical profile
here is the distribution of singular and plural forms of a given noun in a corpus analyzed in
comparison with the mean distributions of larger lexical and semantic classes. According to the
Russian Standard subcorpus of the Russian National Corpus (RNC)?, substantives in general occur
74% in singular and 26% in plural forms. However, the mean ratio of singular and plural forms
within the lexical class of days of week (e.g. ponedel'nik “Monday’, vtornik ‘Tuesday’, etc.) varies
from 89% to 11%. Moreover, if we look at the individual cases across this lexical class, they behave
quite differently: the subclass of weekday names (Monday to Friday) have less than 10% plural
forms, weekend days have 15-16% of plural forms, their sortal name vykhodnoj ‘day off” has 65%
plural forms, and the sortal name for weekdays budni has 100% plural forms (i.e. being pluralia
tantum), cf. Fig. 1. We can speculate that the differences in grammatical profiling correlate with
some relevant properties of the meaning such as taxonomic category (e. g. common, proper,
animate, concrete inanimate, abstract, etc.), inherent and functional qualities of the denotatum,
lexical construal (Lyashevskaya 2004) as well as with certain syntagmatic preferences such as
constructional choice.

%PL, days of weeks

Fig 1. Ratio of plural forms: names of days of week4.

Substantive number is traditionally listed among the categories whose grammatical behavior
is by and large explained by semantic factors (on the hypothesis of semantic motivatedness see
Wierzbicka 1988; Lyashevskaya 2004). So far the behavior patterns under investigation are
countability/uncountability and the absence of plural or singular forms in production, which defines
the boundaries of the classes of singularia tantum and pluralia tantum. Grammatical profiles give us
new behavioral data on what happens between the poles, so we believe that they can serve as a tool
to explore more gradual, otherwise overlooked effects in lexical semantics.

3 A6 MW corpus of texts created in 1760-2010 with manually disambiguated grammatical homonyms, available online at
http://ruscorpora.ru/mycorpora-main.html.
4 Data for the noun sreda is not provided since its meanings ‘Wednesday’ and ‘environment’ are not distinguished in the corpus.



The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section two gives an overview of the previous
research. Section three presents the corpus data which are then analyzed in section 4; we report the
behavior of nouns in four lexical groups: body part names (4.1), names of vehicles (4.2), kinship
terms (4.3), and emotions (4.4). Section five concludes.

2. Background

The idea of using corpus data on grammatical frequencies in order to structure the lexicon is not
new. Greenberg (1974/1990) suggested that different semantic groups might have different
distributions of grammatical cases (both with and without prepositions). According to his
hypothesis, the mean proportion of case forms within the group of abstract quality names (or for
example, the names of body parts or measurements, etc.) differs from the mean proportion of case
forms measured over the the entire set of vocabulary. Greenberg checked his hypothesis with the
Russian frequency data he had at hand, which was not accidental: at that moment Russian was one
of the few languages for which there was a dictionary with the frequency lists of cases and
preposition-case combinations for each noun (Steinfeldt 1963). Greenberg was looking for the
“magic” ratio, which would allow him to group words in relevant semantic classes; unsurprisingly,
he did not succeed. From today's perspective, his observations can be reinterpreted as a
semantically motivated shift in the frequencies of grammatical forms. For example, the word which
refer to forest tends to be used to a large extent in locative constructions (cf. v lesu “in the forest’;
hence the large proportion of Locative case forms), while the name that means ‘path’ is used more
often in the Dative case (cf. po tropinke ‘along the path’). However, the overall overlap of
individual effects is too complex to make clear-cut lexical groupings possible.

Some 25 years later the first attempt to account for the singular and plural form frequencies
of Russian nouns was made (Corbett et al. 2001). Since we are interested in the interaction of
number forms and lexical classes, Brown et al. (2013) is more relevant for the purpose of our study.
They make use of the frequency data from the Uppsala corpus of contemporary Russian to study the
relationship between number use and the Smith-Stark cross-linguistic hierarchy of number
availability:

Speaker > Addressee > Kin > Non-human rational > Human rational > Human non-rational >
Animate > Concrete inanimate > Abstract inanimate

Brown et al. suggest that in morphologically rich languages like Russian, the animacy hierarchy
predicts not only the availability of the category of number but that the higher or lower proportion
of plural forms depends on the position of the name on the hierarchy. Even though Brown et al. had
to reject their main hypothesis (cf. Fig. 2 which does not confirm that the plural proportions are
decreasing as we move rightward along the hierarchy), they identify two interesting effects. Firstly,
the middle part of the hierarchy (names of humans and animals) shows the highest plural
proportions, with a strong decrease in the left part (2nd person pronouns, kinship terms and names
of gods and creatures) and a stepwise decrease in the right part of the plot (concrete inanimate and
abstract inanimate). Secondly, some nouns tend to be ‘more plural’ regardless of their lexical class;
such items are plotted as outliers in kinship and abstract classes. Brown et al. define cases like
bliznec ‘twin’ as ‘locally unmarked for plural’ (following Tiersma 1982), since their use in singular
contexts is unusual and they are expected to occur mostly in the plural. In our view, grouping the
main body of Russian inanimate nouns into two classes is too general to see the structure of the
lexicon. In our research we focus on micro-effects within quite compact taxonomic groups.
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Fig. 2. The proportion of plural forms in lexical groups which correspond to the Smith-Stark hierarchy
(Brown et al. 2013: 235).

3. Data

For the purpose of this study, we compiled a database of 2900 Russian nouns which occur 100 and
more times in the Russian Standard subcorpus. The same threshold was used in the study of TAM-
profiles® of Russian verbs (Janda and Lyashevskaya 2011): we assume that the threshold of 5
occurrences used in Brown et al. (2013) is too low and can report false trends. Given these
constraints, the database includes 413 common animate, 1006 common concrete inanimate, 1087
abstract, 319 proper animate, 41 proper inanimate nouns, and some borderline cases. Each noun was
provided with the text frequencies of singular forms and plural forms (case distinctions were not
taken into account), and the ratio of the plural to the total number of occurrences was calculated as
the main indicator of number behavior, NumGP. We collected the 10 most frequent bigrams for each
noun from the corpus in order to see in which patterns the word typically occurs. In addition, the
nouns were tagged according to their lexical category (common vs. proper; animate vs. inanimate
concrete vs. inanimate abstract), taxonomic class (e.g. human, animal, transport, emotions, etc., cf.
the RNC classification®) and other known attributes of their behavior such as (a) singularia tantum
VS pluralia tantum; b) countable VS uncountable; c) individual V'S sort / mass / class vs. cumulative
reference (cf. bereza ‘birch tree’, rastenie ‘plant’ and rastitel/'nost’ ‘vegetation’). Animate and
inanimate nouns are treated separately. Items that fall into more than one taxonomic category (as
attested in the corpus) are classified according to their prototypical meaning (e.g. krylo ‘wing’ is
assigned to body parts and not to the parts of devices, cf. the wings of an airplane). Singular uses
with paucal numerals (e. g. dve ruki “plant’) are excluded from analysis.

4. Case studies

We report four case studies for the lexical classes of body parts, vehicles, kinship terms, and
emotions. For each group, we provide a list of nouns sorted by NumGP. Fig. 3 shows the
distributions of NumGPs in these groups by presenting the median and interquartile range and
allows us to compare these values with the distributions in the main lexical categories (common
animate, inanimate concrete, abstract; proper animate, proper inanimate) and the overall distribution

5 Tense, aspect, and mood.
6 http://ruscorpora.ru/en/corpora-sem.html.



in our database. Our data in general agree with those provided by Brown et al. (2013) but
demonstrate that specific lexical classes within larger lexical categories behave differently. Half of
the body part terms are plural-oriented (NumGP > 50%), which contradicts the ‘usual’ behavior of
concrete nouns. Two-thirds of emotional terms have NumGP < 10% while the median NumGP for
the total body of abstract nouns is 13%. In the following subsections we look at the level of
individual lexemes and explain their position on the NumGP scale. Our analysis involves the notion
of functional frames which represent how objects/events are typically used and typically observed
(cf. the similar concept of ‘functional structure’ in the lexical meaning in Pustejovsky 1991; also
“functional predicate’ in Rakhilina 2000).
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Fig. 3. Distributions of NumGP within target lexical classes and main lexical categories.
4.1. Body parts

The distribution of number GPs across the names of body parts (as well as other kinds of parts) is
governed by the following hierarchy:

singular parts > parts that form pairs and sets

Moreover, the distinction between active (mobile) and passive (fixed) body parts may be of
importance.



Noun PL, PL, Noun PL, PL, Noun PL, PL,

% abs.f. % abs.f. % abs.f.
usta “mouth’ 100% 128 palec ‘finger’ 58% 897 lico ‘face’ 13% 612
veko ‘eyelid’ 90% 99 lapa ‘paw’ 58% 201 dusa “soul’ 9% 224
glaz “eye’ 90% 5860 pleco “shoulder’ 57% 1004 serdce ‘heart’ 8% 172
guba “lip’ 87% 887 visok ‘temple’ 55% 97 spina ‘back’ 8% 87
brov' “eyebrow’ 87% 291 S§ceka “cheek’ 55% 302 golova “head’ 7% 387
zub “tooth’ 82% 751 ukho ‘ear’ 53% 510 rot “‘mouth’ 6% 57
ljogkoe ‘lung’ 80% 86 ruka ‘arm/hand’ 52% 4588 Zivot “stomach’ 6% 21
nozdrja ‘nostril’ 79% 85 bedro ‘hip’ 51% 62 nos ‘nose’ 5% 51
koleno ‘knee’ 74% 530 lokot" “elbow’ 34% 93 lob “forehead’ 5% 29
rog ‘horn’ 71% 93 ladon' ‘palm’ 29% 157 Seja ‘neck’ 5% 33
krylo “wing’ 70% 337 kulak “fist’ 28% 116 grud' ‘breast’ 4% 41
noga ‘foot/leg’ 70% 2356 Ccerep ‘skull’ 23% 56 Zeludok ‘stomach’ 2% 3
nogot' ‘nail’ 67% 136 khvost ‘tail’ 14% 54 gorlo “throat’ 1% 4
oko ‘eye’ 62% 72 morda ‘snout’ 13% 28 podborodok “chin’ 1% 2

Table 1. Number profiles of body part names.

Table 1 shows that the names of pairs and sets have 28% to 90% plural forms, while the names of
single parts have less than 25% plural forms. However, within the subcategory of pairs and sets
there are still some nouns the NumGPs of which are still significantly lower than expected, as they
often refer to the one (selected from the pair / set) element which is in the focus of an observer
(speaker). These cases include either an actively moving part of the body (cf. stuknut' kulakom ‘to
bang one's fist’, makhnut' rukoj ‘to wave one's hand’, pogrozit' pal'cem 'to wag one's finger’, certit'
nogtem ‘draw by one's fingernail”) or an actively used location (cf. povesit' na pleco ‘to hang on the
shoulder’, skazat' na ukho ‘to whisper in one's ear’, te¢’ po sceke ‘to flow fown one's cheek’. Thus,
in accordance with the hierarchy of activity, »uka ‘hand/arm’ have more plural forms than noga
‘foot/leg’, and palec ‘finger/toe’ have more plural forms than zub ‘tooth’). Brov’ ‘eyebrow’ and
guba ‘lip’ refer to the parts which are less “active’ than hands and fingers and are usually described
as pairs.

4.2. \Vehicles

The nouns in this group describe not only means of travel but also (and often) the location where a
scene is developing, see Table 2. Therefore, it is important where the observer of the scene is
situated, either s/he see the scene from outside (e.g. the observer looks at the road where a
vehicle/vehicles move(s), cf. mcatsja avtomobili, gruzoviki, avtobusy, poezda ‘rushing cars, trucks,
buses, trains’) or from inside where the vehicle is unique since the observer can not be situated in
more than one closed space (cf. v avtobuse bylo zarko ‘it was hot in the bus’).



Noun PL, PL, Noun PL, PL, Noun PL, PL,

% abs.f. % abs.f. % abs.f.
sani “sledge’ 100 136 samoljot “plane’ 22% 57 paroxod ‘steamship” 15% 16
%
tank “tank’ 75% 170 lokomotiv 20% 24 velosiped ‘bicycle’ 12% 12
‘locomotive’
gruzovik ‘truck’ 36% 77 tramvaj ‘tram’ 20% 156 telezka “trolley’ 12% 12
avtomobil® “car’ 36% 246 motocikl “motorcycle” 19% 66 Kkareta “carriage’ 10% 19
traktor ‘tractor’ 32% 45 poezd ‘train’ 18% 63 taksi ‘cab’ 1%
korabl" “ship’ 29% 154 avtobus ‘bus’ 17% 25 metro ‘subway’ 1% 1
vagon ‘coach’ 28% 33 lodka ‘boat’ 16% 39

Table 2. Number profiles of vehicle names.

The two names which have more than 50% plural forms are sani “sledge’ and tank ‘tank’.
The former is countable plurale tantum (named for the profiled pair of parts, see Lashevskaja 2002);
the latter, according to corpus data, is described externally, usually as a set of vehicles used in
military operations, cf.:

— Bnepéo, na 3anad!.. Tauxkup_ uoym pombom!.. [Cepreit Jlonaros. 3anoseanuk (1983)]
‘Forward, to the West!.. Tanksp, in rhombus formation!..’

The perspective of an inner observer sitting in the tank is attested in 3 of 58 singular uses, cf.:
Cemnadyamuiemuum oH ceopel 8 maHKesg, sauuuias om gawucmos Yrpauny. [Mapuna Ilaneit. [lomuHOBeHHE
(1987)]

‘He was seventeen when he burned in the tanksg, protecting Ukraine from the fascists.’

Railway coaches which form sets are designated by the singular-oriented noun (NumGP = 28%):
our data shows that it frequently refers to deictically unique locations, in the same way as buses,
boats, planes, etc. which have NumGP ranging from 10 to 36%. Taxis, bicycles, motorcycles and
carts are also, for the most part, deictically unique as they are mentioned as individual
means/instruments in various motion frames. Metro ‘subway’ denotes not only the means of
transport, but also the urban system (by default unique in the city), a space under ground, and a
landmark on the ground (cf. vstrecaemsja u metro ‘we are meeting at the subway’).

4.3. Kinship terms

The deictical uniqueness is very characteristic of kinship terms as they refer only to the role of a
person in the speech situation, for example, in family talks, cf. dad, mother, husband, wife, mother-
in-law, stepfather and even babysitter, see Table 3. Dads, mothers, husbands and the like do not
form any “natural” pairs or sets. What is more, the terms for sons, grandmothers, granddaughters,
sisters, nephews and other family members which in principle could refer to more than one member
of the family, are usually used as singular pointers to the only relative in the situation, for example,
a grandmother who lives in the family or the only child.

"Hy, mHe mama u 6abymKass pacckazvléanu, u s Koe-umo 4umai, 0d u 6 Yepkeu caviudn". [MATPOTIOINT
Amntonnii (biym). O xpuctuanctse (1995)]
‘Well, my mother and grandmother told me (about that), and | read a bit, and heard in the Church’.

A, nanpumep, 01 GHYUKUss HACME2ANd CEOUMU PYKAMU JOCKYMHOE 00€s10, 3HAA, Ymo OHO Oyoem eé
obepezamsv, Odasambv el dHepeuto. [HapomHbplii KocTIOM: apxauka miM coBpeMeHHOCTh? // «Haponnoe
TBOpUECTBOY», 2004]

‘For example, I sewed a patchwork quilt for my granddaughterg_ with my own knowing that it will protect
her and give her energy.’



Even though it is typical to have two grandfathers and two grandmothers, neither deduski nor
babuski are “natural” pairs, because they do not live together and there is no common household
(cf. the collocation babuska i deduska, which does not have a one-word equivalent).

Noun PL, PL, Noun PL, PL, Noun PL, PL,
% abs.f. % abs.f. % abs.f.
roditel' “parent’ 95% 933 syn ‘son’ 11% 227 djadja “uncle’ 4% 39
predok “ancestor’ 84% 133 nevesta ‘bride’ 10% 38 ded ‘grandfather’ 4% 33
potomok ‘descendant” 77% 86 zZena ‘wife’ 9% 251 mat' “‘mother’ 3% 94
rodstvennik ‘relative’ 74% 301 tjotka “aunt’ 9% 30 mamen'ka ‘mommy’ 2% 2
rebjonok “child’ 65% 2763 docka ‘daughter’ 9% 37 mama ‘mom’ 2% 37
vnuk ‘grandson’ 48% 127 babka ‘grandmother” 8% 12 supruga ‘spouse (f)’ 2% 3
brat “brother’ 26% 509 batjuska ‘father’ 8% 27 matuska ‘mother’ 2% 4
sestra “sister’ 26% 243 muz ‘husband’ 7% 118 deduska ‘grandfather’ 2% 12
Zenikh ‘fiancé (m)’ 15% 41 zjat' ‘sonin law’ 6% 6 tjotja ‘aunt’ 1% 6
do¢ ‘daughter’ 12% 132 djadjuska ‘uncle’ 6% 7 papa ‘dad’ 1% 11
vaucka 12% 15 babuska 4% 43
‘granddaughter’ ‘grandmother’
plemjannik ‘nephew’ 11% 13 otec ‘father’ 4% 149

Table 3. Number profiles of kinship terms.

The tradition of naming characters by their kin role in fiction and magazine texts as well as in
everyday spoken discourse adds up to the low ratio of singular forms, cf.:

Hoebiii 200 0bepuyncsa osotinvim npasonuxom: Kamepuna — poonas cecmpasg xo3suna — npuexaid
nococmums u3 oanéxou Cubupu, npasoa Henaooneo, npoe3oom. Kopvimun cam e30un na cmanyuio, Kk noe3oy, eé
ecmpeuams u npuees npsamo K Hakpvimomy cmony. Cecmpasg na pooune He 2ocmuna 0agHo. buiio o yém
nocosopums. Bom u npocuodenu y Eiku 0anexko 3a NOIHOUb, Neiu U 0adice manyesanu noo my3viky. Ho no
npugblyKe U 00bINar0 H00ell HEMOIOObIX CeCMPAss XO3AUHA 8CE PAGHO NPOCHYIACL 00601bHO paHo. [b. EkuMOB.
ITunoget (1999)]

‘New Year turned into a double celebration: Katerina—the sistersg of the owner—came to visit him from
remote Siberia, however briefly, only passing through. Korytin himself went to the station, to meet her and bring
directly to the served table. The sistersg had not been at her parents home since long. They had a lot to talk
about. They sat by New Year tree long past midnight, sang and even danced to the music. But nevertheless, out
of the habit of elderly people, the owner's sistersg woke up quite early.’

Bom, nanpumep, on oueHb NI0OUL MATEHbKO2O CblHAss, Ho: "Hapromux Ovin oau boe! Bepuee, ne oau boe.
Ilomomy u nomka oxasanace cmpauwinou”. Jto606b K CbIHYsg 0KA3ANACH HAPKOMUKOM, 4 3HAYUM, €€ HYHCHO
svipe3ams U3 cepoya noo koperv. Omyosckas NPUBA3AHHOCMb NPUHEC]A MONbKO 310. CblHsg NPEBPAMUICA 8
UHMAHMUTLHO2O HCUPHO20 OOPOBA, KOMOPDILL HEe MONCEeM PACCamvpCs ¢ 6e33a00mHbIM 0emCmeoM U He 6 CUNAX
8351Mb HA cebsi 83pocaylo omeemcmeennocms 3a céou nocmynku. [. HoBukosa. Ilpeononenune wumosnit (o
pomane Anekcannpa MennxoBa «JI1000Bb K 0TeueckuM rpobamy) // «OKTaopb», 2003 ]

‘Well, for example, he loved his little songg but "'The drug was a heaven! Or rather, heaven forbid. Therefore
the drug withdrawal was terrible'. Love for his sonsg was a drug, which means it needed to be cut out of the heart
at the root. Paternal affection brought only evil; his sonsg turned into an infantile fat hog, who could not part
with his carefree childhood and was not able to take on adult responsibilities for his actions.’



As a result, a number of kin terms are used in plural only occasionally (less than 5 occurrences in
our data set) and thus can be considered as “potential singularia tantum” (Celcova 1976), cf. test'
‘father-in-law’, zjosc¢a ‘mother-in-law’, macekha ‘stepmother’, kum ‘godfather’, prababka ‘great-
grandmother’ , batja ‘dad , papen’'ka ‘daddy’ , matuska ‘mother’ , papasa “pop’ .

In contrast, there is a group of kin names that have more than 50% plural uses, in which they refer
to the class of relatives (cf. rodstvenniki ‘relatives’, potomki ‘descendants’, predki ‘ancestors’) or
pairs (cf. roditeli ‘parents’ and a ‘reciprocal’ pair suprugi ‘spouses’). The singular forms of these
words are often substituted in the lexical system by other, more frequent, nominations, cf. roditel’
‘parent’ such as otec i mat' ‘father and mother’; suprugi ‘spouses’ and muz i Zena “husband and
wife’; so they receive mostly stylistically marked use, cf. (high) ¢ado ‘child’, (high or highly
formal) roditel’ “a parent’, suprug ‘spouse’, cf:

Lleneycmpemnénnocms pooumeneii, peuiusuiux 6bl8ecmu c80€ 4adosg 6 1ioou, noucmune oezepanuyna. [M.
Hasbinosa. Kto B mome xo3suu? (2003) // «100% 3mopoBbsi», 2003.01.15]
‘The tenacity of parents who decided to bring their childsg into the world is truly boundless.’

Cynpyzsg, Komopozo 0omoine 6an08anu co 8cem NblIOM HepACMPAYeHHOU MAMEPUHCKOU 006U U HEHCHOCU,
60pye oxazvleaemcest ¢ cobcmeennwvix 2nazax "mpemvum auwnum”. [M. JlaBsinosa. Kro B mome xo3sun? (2003) //
«100% 3mopoBbsi», 2003.01.15]

‘A spousesg, who hitherto had been pampered with all the fervor of unspent maternal love and tenderness,
suddenly appears in his own eyes "the third wheel"” [both sentences are an ironical stylization of the high style]

In addition, if a kinship name figuratively refers to the class of people of the same generation or
social group (e.g. brat'ja i sjostry ‘brothers and sisters’, vnuki ‘grandchildren as descendants’, dedy
‘grandfathers as ancestors’), it receives higher proportion of plural forms, cf.:

Hacmpoum mut 0au, u nawu 6HyKup 1 BPAGHYKUp| Y8UOSM mym Ho8y10 dicu3hy... [A. I1. UexoB. BuiHeBsbIit caf
(1904)]
‘We'll build the dachas and our grandchildrenp, and great-grandchildrenp_ will see a new life here ...”

—_ EptlmwlpL u cé'cmpbtpL, —NPOHUKHOBEHHO CKA3AJl OH, — Y MEHA MOJbKO 4mo... Om HeNCHOCmU CO()pOZHleaCb
Oywa. [Bacunmii lllykmuna. Kanuna kpachHast (1973)]
‘—Brothersp, and sisterss, —he said with feeling—1 just ... my soul shuddered of tenderness.’

Thus, the semantic hierarchy of kinship terms which corresponds to NumGP is as follows:

deictically unique > pairs and sets > classes

Another functional-semantic factor is the proportion of appellative and hypocoristic uses. About
half of the names with NumGP close to zero are primarily appelatives, cf. mama ‘mom’, papa
‘dad’. Hypocoristic uses (e.g. babuska ‘granny’, matuska “mother’) can be also associated with
greater individualization.

We have already mentioned some disproportions of number use forced out by the structure of the
lexical system. The same factor can explain the low ratio of plural forms in nomina feminina such
as supruga ‘spouse (fem.)’. The plural form suprugi is a form of the noun suprug which refers to a
masculine spouse in singular and mainly a couple in plural. Given that, the use of the female name
in plural is limited to rather exotic examples, cf.:

eno 6 mom, umo co ecemu ceoumu mpems Cynpyzamup| (8 XpOHOI02UYECKOM NOPAOKe) A NOSHAKOMUILCA 8 OOHOM
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u mom odice mecme! [CBetnana TkaueBa. JleHb BmoOneHHBIX... (2003) // «100% 3m0poBbs», 2003.01.15]
“The point is that | met all my three spousesp, (in chronological order) in the same place!”

4.4. Emotions

If we ignore words that occur less than 5 times in the plural (occasional uses), we see that this group
can be divided into four cases: 1) singularia tantum, 2) names with a small NumGP (2% to 14%); 3)
names with larger ratio of plural uses (22% to 67%), and 4) the class hame emocija ‘emotion’ which
is mostly plural (cf. also cuvstvo “feeling” which is excluded because of homonymy), see Table 4.

Noun

emocija ‘emotion’

perezivanie ‘feelings’
stradanie ‘suffering’
strast' ‘passion’
obida ‘offense’
trevoga ‘anxiety’
naslazdenie

‘pleasure’
pecal’ “sadness’

radost’ ‘joy’

vostorg ‘delight’
uzas ‘horror’

strakh ‘fear’

socuvstvie ‘sympathy’

PL,
%

90%

67%
50%
40%
22%
14%
11%

11%

10%

8%
7%

6%
6%

PL,
abs.f.

97

78
166
183
64
43
20

21
83

30
47

54
87

Noun

udovol'stvie
‘pleasure’

vesel'je “fun’
dosada ‘vexation’
sozalenie ‘regret’
grust' ‘sorrow’
revnost' ‘jealousy’
zloba ‘malice’

otvrascenie ‘aversion’

voskhiscenie
‘admiration’

ljubov' “love’
gore “grief’

scast'je “happiness’
Zalost' “pity’

PL,
%

5%

3%
2%
2%
2%
1%
1%

1%

1%

0%
0%

0%
0%

PL,
abs.f

41

P P, N O B w

Noun

toska ‘yearning’

udivlenie “surprise’
otcajanie “despair’
prezrenie ‘contempt’
zavist' ‘envy’

skuka ‘boredom’
styd “shame’

izumlenie
‘amazement’

ispug ‘fright’

jarost' ‘rage’
ravnodusie
‘indifference’

PL,
%

0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%

0%

0%
0%

PL,
abs

O O O O o o

1.

Table 4. Number profiles of emotion names.

The plural forms can bear the following meanings: several speech acts expressing an emotional
state or one longer act consisting of multiple sub-units (vyslusivat' soZalenija ‘listen to one's
regrets’); heterogeneous emotion, mixed feelings (strakhi ‘fears’); several objects of emotional
attitude (izo vsekh ljubovej ‘among all persons I loved’); several events of the social interaction
(mezdu pervoj i vtoroj ljubovjami ‘between first and second love’); ‘sorts’ of emotional states
(raznoobraznye naslazdenija ‘various types of pleasure’); several objects or situations which cause
an emotion (udovol'stvija “pleasures’) and some other readings which relate to an emotion as if it
consists of multiple units, cf.:

A wién max, cio8Ho MHe wecmHaoyams iem, 6CE anpenbekoe 80IHeHUess U IOHOUECKUEe CHIPAXUp. 60CKPECTU 60
wmHe. [Bacunmit Axcenos. [Topa, moit npyr, nopa (1963)]

‘I was walking as if | was sixteen, and all the excitementsg of April and all the youth fearsp, rose within me’.
Jliobonvimuvim noayuuacs oopas 6aoku 3yopa. Iucan eé yuumenv nod Carmuluuxy, Kax HAC Y4UiU npo
Kpenocmuukos. Pyzanace no-uepnomy. Obausana 0e60Kk KUnAMKOM 6 C6OUX OMUAAHHBIX 3100aXp, . [[lannni

7 Five out of eight occurrences of socuvstvie in plural in our database belong to Sergej Bogarov who discusses Apollon Grigoriev's

essay on Puskin.
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I'panun. 3yop (1987)]

‘An image of Zubr's grandmother occurred to be interesting. The teacher posed her as Saltychikha, just as we
were taught about the feudals. She swore her head off and poured boiling water over her serf girls in her
desperate malicesp, ’.

Some emotions tend to accumulate inside the subject, cf. obidy ‘insults’. Emotions like stradanija
‘sufferings’ (in plural) are mostly heterogeneous; the singular form of the noun usually has either
generic or physical reading (cf. telesnoe stradanie “physical body suffering”). Strasti “passions’ (in
plural) describes external manifestations of any strong feelings while strast' (in singular) is a
particular (internal) emotion, cf.:

— Hamanus FOpvesna, nexomopoe épemsi Ha3a0 6 Gaulem meampe pazeopencs CKAHOd, KOLIeKmMU8 pacKoioacs,
006 3mom pacckasvisana u « Ol'y. Cmpacmup noymuxau? [Vina Peroxuna. CtpaHa dygec OTKpbUIa 18epu //
«O6mas razeray, 1995]

‘- Natalia Yurievna, some time ago there was a scandal in your theater, the team split up, OG newspaper

also wrote about it. Have the passionsp_ calmed down?’.

The singular-oriented nouns (singularia tantum and those that occur in plural only
occasionally, e. g. udivlenie ‘surprise’, ispug ‘fright’, gore ‘grief’, revnost' ‘jealousy’) are hardly
consistent with the idea of heterogeneity and external manifestations and refer mostly to a current
internal emotional state.

The most frequent n-grams in the RNC which include emotional terms show the difference
in singular-oriented nouns and plural-oriented nouns, too, cf. s trevogoj ‘with anxiety’, ne v obidu
‘no offense (intended), lit. not in offense’, strast' k “passion for’, on the one hand, and stradanija i X
‘sufferings and smth.’, perezivanija i X ‘feelings and smth.’, emocii i X ‘emotions and smth.’, on the
other hand.

5. Conclusions

The lexical classes we have analyzed exhibit a variety of grammatical behavior including nouns
with full paradigms, singularia tantum, pluralia tantum, paradigms with certain biases of singular
and plural forms, with occasional uses of either singular or plural forms. Grammatical profiles help
to highlight certain aspects of meaning which explains how their denotata typically function, how
they are conceptualized (cf. countable, uncountable, and deictically unique nouns), and how the
nouns are used in speech (cf. appelatives and idiomatic expressions).
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