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Abstract

This paper analyzes functional dynamics of one of the most common Russian interjections, “ox” (okh). It
has been proven that it is the most frequent interjection among those attested at the earliest stages of the
Russian language development and still remaining an active part of the language presently. The material
for studies of evolutionary changes was taken from the texts of main, oral, newspaper, regional, dialectic
and multimedia subcorpora of the Russian National Corpus. A conclusion has been drawn that the role of
the interjection in texts is stable through the centuries, its polysemy allows expanding descriptions and
bringing them closer to reader, adding emotive meanings, incline to compassion. Frequency of use in
various contexts demonstrate relevance of genre and style-related limitations. It is argued that criteria of
current and most objective retrospective description are related to changes in use of t he interjection, its
functional role, semantics, graphic presentation, composition of the linguistic item. Detailed descriptions
of development of the oh interjection supported with usage examples taken from texts from various ages,
genres and styles reveal historical development of interjection in the language, as well as relevant
evolutionary changes. It is emphasized that the interjection oh is a resilient linguistic item due to its
additional meanings, potential and real functionality in the Russian language of 19th-21st centuries. This

lexical unit actively develops polysemantic relations due to its unique set of grammatic categories.
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1. Introduction

Evolutionary potential is a rather broad concept having its roots in biology and including a set of
attributes characteristic of a certain phenomenon and its gradual change throughout the path that it
follows in its development, with possible construction of forecasts. In addition, this concept describes the
very existence of capabilities of a studied item with their subsequent actualization, or alternatively, non-
actualization due to certain objective causes.

When working with interjection as a part of speech, active processes were noted that changed the
interjections themselves, their function, place in a sentence, composition. With time, some items lost their
interjectional meaning, some returned to a regular combination of parts of speech (from which they were
initially formed), some succumbed to new rules of spelling and punctuation and continued existing in a
renewed form corresponding to the modern structure of the language. In order to trace their path in
historical retrospective, the authors turned to the Russian National Corpus, that allowed accurate sampling

and constructed a statistically accurate state-of-the-art linguistic picture.

2. Problem Statement

Frequency of use of a morphologic unit in a language is a principal criterion when considering a
given part of speech in the general history of the language, a confirmation that it takes up a significant
place in the history. Interjections attract attention from scholars studying different languages in the
context of cognitive connection between speech and brain (Rosch, 1975; Wharton, 2003). Today, a
statement of Cruz (2010) who concluded that there is a certain continuum of more or less conceptual
units, among which there are concept-containing and non-conceptual units, is an axiom. In the modern
Russian linguistics, interjection is also an object of research in the context of comparison with other
linguistic cultures (Alba-Juez & Larina, 2018), within the framework of semantic relations (Wierzbicka,
2009), synchronous description as a lexico-grammatic class (Ryabkova, 2011), native and borrowed
nature (Shkapenko, 2016). Interjection is one of ten parts of speech in the Russian language, which is as
ancient as any other, but that was recognized properly only during composition of the first Russian
language grammar. Interjection was always an attribute of living speech, so it was relatively rare in
ancient manuscripts. It did not impede it on the path of development within the general linguistic system
and reach the modern form in order to continue performing its function at the current stage of linguistic

development.

3. Research Questions

Methodological foundation of the research lies in provisions of the modern corpus linguistics,
which undergoes a boom both in Russia and abroad (McEnery & Wilson, 2001). An advantage of corpora
is a continuous expansion of data due to inclusion of living popular speech, which is vividly
communicating judgment through interjections (Kachinskaia & Malysheva, 2019). Material for scientific
description of historical dynamics of the “okh” (rus. ox) interjection was collected by continuous

sampling from the Russian National Corpus (hereinafter — Corpus), which in the current state includes
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124,565 documents with a total of 321,712,061 words, including 3733 documents with “okh” amounting
to 13,277 occurrences. The okh interjection occurred at all times as we confirmed with lexicographic
sources, thus, of great interest is its quantitative analysis: this interjection has vanishingly small ratio of
homonymous items, usually it is a coincidence between the interjection and some compound proper name

(«Bommeonunk Ox», The Wizard of Okh).
4. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to identify functional and intentional changes in the okh interjection as
a communicative unit of speech that facilitates expression of emotive, cognitive and emotional-voluntary

meanings of a Russian person.
5. Research Methods

In order to obtain objective data about changes concerning the okh interjection, a method of in-
context study was applied, as were some elements of component analysis, semantic-stylistic method and

quantitative statistical analysis.
6. Findings

The okh interjection occurred throughout the history of the Russian language, which was observed
through historical artifacts and lexicographic sources, thus, its statistics is going to me more illustrative.
This statistics covers only one of the interjections that the authors studied, but it may also be accompanied
with a graphical data representation provided by the Russian National Corpus (https://ruscorpora.ru)

following a specific query.

Figure 1. Statistics for distribution of the okh interjection through years and documents included in the
Russian National Corpus
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The diagram (Figure 1) allows tracing a peak in activity and popularity of the okh interjection as
reflected in the documents, which it is possible to follow through the years. So, according to this measure,
the most okh-rich years were 1837 (153.6), 1848 (172.5), 1869 (125.5), 1883 (124.9), 1958 (118.2).

Examples of occurrences found in the Corpus provide insight into usage of the okh interjection in
literary texts (documents of the main corpus) and texts in other, more specific corpora, like oral texts. The
Oral Corpus includes 4126 documents with 13,001,271 words and the okh interjection is represented in
578 by 1239 occurrences.

The Oral Corpus demonstrates an enhanced diversity in examples of speech sample recordings, for
instance: “(no. 3, female, 30, 1973, psychologist) 3aBrpa Oyner npyroit "ox"/ mocne3aBTpa eme OIUH
"ox” (Tomorrow there will be another okh / the day after tommorow there will me one more.
(A conversation with a sociologist on social and political topics (Samara) (2003) // Public Opinion
Foundation)”.

The volume of newspaper materials in the Corpus amounts to 825,380 documents that record
305,365,947 words; the okh interjection is represented in 1477 documents amounting to 1561
occurrences. Some examples may include quoting interjections as a component in proper names:

«l'ocionnn Yepkacckuii J1eOI0THpOBaNI Kak pexuccep B 1964 rony ¢ MyJIbTHUILIMKAMOHHBIM
¢unemom «Taitna gepHoro xopousi». [Tocne 6butn BeIymieHsl «Bonmeonuk Ox», «Jlokrop AWGomUTY,
«Kpoxoaunn u comHue», «Bo3BpaleHnue Ha 0OCTpOB COKPOBHIL», «Kpbutbs», «BOKpyr cBeTa MOHEBOJIE)» H
mHorue npyrue MynbTuinbemel u TB-cepmanbl. C 1989 roma Yepkacckuii ObIT MpPE3HAEHTOM
MEXIYHapoIHOTo (ecTHBaNs aHUMAUMOHHBIX GuiIbMOB «Kpok». O TBOpUeCKOM MyTH pexHccepa
yuraiite B myomukammu “‘b” «Corosmynsrmapanokey». (Mr. Cherkassky debuted as a director in 1964 with
an animation A Secret of the Black King. Later he directed The Wizard of Okh, Doctor Doolittle,
Crocodile and the Sun, Return to the Treasure Island, Wings, Around the World in Against One’s Will
and many other animated films and TV series. From 1989, Cherkassky was the president of the Krok
International Animation Festival. Read more on the director’s career in Kommersant article titled
Soyusmultparadox) (David Cherkassky of Captain Wrongel and Treasure Island fame died //
Kommersant, 2018.10.30).

However, in most examples there are interjections:

“be3 coxanenus. Ox! CKOJIBKO 3MU30I0B MBI BEIOPOCKIIA B PEUKY, M0 CHX mop kaiko. Ceifdac,
BCIIOMUHAs! HAITy JKU3HB, S YXO0XKY OT MHOTHX KPacHBBIX, MO3THYECKHX 3mr30a0B. (Without regret. Okh!
We had thrown away to the river so many episodes that I still have regrets. Now, remembering our life I
go away from many beautiful, poetic episodes.) (Destined for love. Georgii Danelia is 88 on August 25 //
Novaya Gazeta, 2018.08.24)”.

In the regional part of the Corpus, the okh interjection is represented in 113 amounting to 126
occurrences, while in total this part includes 37,068 documents recording 17,101,127 words. Regional
documents include data from information websites, interviews, regional news archives. There one may
find short summaries of incidents, personal testimonials from locally influential people, fragments of
advertising materials and on-the-spot commentaries.

«<...> - Ox, 4ro xe s Hajenana! - mpUUUTaNa MOJIOJast XKEHIIUHA. - CKONbKO MaIllMH IPUTHAIH

0 MOeMy 3BOHKY! DTO e JOXXHBIM BBI30B, fa? MHe Temepb HMpUAETCA OTBeUaTh? - DTO HE JOXKHBIHA
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BBI30B, — YCIIOKOMJI €€ IMOXapHbIA. - BBl BCce NPaBUIBHO ClENaNu: ecid MOYyBCTBOBAJIM 3alaX TapH,
cpa3y Hano 3BoHUTH 01. K ToMy MOMeHTy, Korja BBIICHWIOCH, YTO OMACHOCTH HET, K AoMyNe 15 Ha
Cubrara Xakuma npuosit Hapsin JAT1C. (Okh, what have I done, the young lady lamented. So many cars
arrived to my call. Does it count like a false alarm? Will I be prosecuted? - This is not a false alarm, a
firefighter calmed her down. You did everything right: if you smell burning, you shall call 01 right away.
By the moment it became evident that there is not danger, a traffic police patrol arrived to building no. 15
in Sibgat Khakim Street.) (Elena Gorbunchikova. Wrongfully parked SUV prevented firefighters from
reaching Magellan housing complex // Evening Kazan, 2015.09.15).

A typical actualization of polysemantic meanings of the okh interjection is a sad exclamation
attracting attention to speaker’s feelings with respect to the speaker’s own action and subsequent sincere
discontent with its consequences or with the very fact of the action.

Dialect part of the Corpus is of special interest as it may present data on recording the interjection
directly in the stream of oral speech reflected in the text and its description. There, the okh interjection is
recorded in 32 totaling 57 occurrences out of a list of 1080 dialect documents of 395,440 words in total.
There are also special markings for folklore and non-folklore recordings.

«4eM... OX, OX, Jydimie ObI MCHE He Jenatb Obl, OCTAHOBHUTHCS OHI... (oh my, I should not have
done it, I should have stopped) (Strict Celebrations (c. Staroceslavino, Pervomaiskii District, Tambov
oblast, 2002)». In this example, the okh interjection serves to express sadness and denial, subsequent
repentance for the action, which seemed very much right at the moment of action. As it is evident,
perception of interjectional meaning is not inhibited by interposition in the sentence, which is divided
according to the spoken speech, however, the meaning of the interjection is read very clearly, even
strengthened by word repetition.

“(3a yto Xpucra pacrsuin?) — Kand mMath - Th mpaannia// 0x/ CeIH Thl MO/ CBIH/ 33 YBTO THI
pacmsidiibl/ a OH YhBapUTh// 38 YPEIIHbIH MiAP/ KpOdb MPpBIuBADIIBI/ BOT/ BAAUMSE/ OH MITO Th CKa3an//
B0 Bpard BOT bl B3SW// TaK OH cKasan/ Tel HM Iwiays/ Martupb BOxiis/ BATH Ha TPETHH IEHD
BBCKpUIIYCst/ U THOE 1 siBirocs// npapab/ ncbtuab. (Why was Christ crucified?) (When the mother came,
okh, my son, son, why have you been crucified, and he said, for the sinful world the blood was spilled.
That’s what he said. His enemies took him and he said like this “You, Mother of Good, don't you cry, for
on the third day I will resurrect and will appear in front of you, and this is true, true.) (How festivals were
celebrated: Easter, Christianity. Christ and the Mother of God (the village of Chuvichi, Khvorostiansky
district, Samara oblast, 1993)”. At it is evident from the example, the interjection is used next to a
vocative, setting the tone to the phrase, in the same way it worked in Old Russian and as it still works in
the modern language. Semantic field of the interjection is still vast and in this case it actualizes the
meaning of experiencing grief by the speaker. Emotional content of the story that in free form represents
the religious plot of crucifixion of Jesus Christ leaves no doubt that the informer is describing grief
experienced by the Mother of God as an approximation to feelings of any mother having lost her son,
which is evident from selection of vocabulary, which is while oriented towards book-learned biblical tone
is also actually describing the event.

Occurrence of interjections in the poetic corpus is also high, and there they completely express

their emotive potential, complementing a poetic verse with rhythm and feeling. So, in a verse in the poem
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by Smeliakov Peter, Peter, the time has come (Iletp, Iletp, cBepmmmmce Cpoku...), (1945-1949), the okh
interjection specifies the feeling of regret, the protagonist’s anxiety in a structure that mimics a
phraseologism “Ox, Henérkoe 3To Aeno/ox, Henérkas 3to padota...” (Oh, this work is hard)):

Port TBOI ci1abbIit 1 100 TBO OeEbIH

Hao OyIeT cKopel 3a0bITh.

Ox, HeNnerkoe 3To AeJi0 —

camozepxueM poccuiickuM ObITh!.. (Your weak mouth and your white forehead / Shall be soon
forgotten / Okh, this is hard to do)” .

The poetic corpus is rich in examples, it contains 89,124 document with a total of 12,407,747
words, out of which 513 texts contain the okh interjection, the number of occurrences is 772.

In its own turn, multimedia corpus is also rich in content: there are 1,098 documents totaling at
5,114,560 words, out which there are 952 occurrences of the okh interjection.

«(Dekna, xen) Ox/ ox! Ckauyt! Acniuapt! Ox/ ox! Cxauyt/ Buepeau! Ha peixem xepebie! 3muii
¢ yeumamu! Wiw/ 3erku-to Beutynui. ((Fyokla, female) Okh, okh / They are riding / Vipers! / Okh, okh,
They are riding in front! / On a chestnut steed! / A moustached viper! / Look, he is goggling) (Nina
Sorotokina, Svetlana Druzhinina, Yury Nagibin. Guardes-Marines, Ahead!, TV movie (1987)”.

Examples in the multimedia corpus are accompanied with video fragments, thus, there is little
place left for ambiguity in understanding the scene included into the Corpus. For the quoted episode, it
fair to say that the okh interjection serves to express the feeling of indignation, annoyance, spite,
contemptuous mockery. A fragment of the female character’s lively reaction is filled with a number of
clearly attitudinal vocabulary, such as acnuoel, 3mui, 3enxu evimynun (vipers, serpent, goggling), the
structure of the phrase and its content communicate enmity to the characters to whom the speech was
addressed. Stylistic nuance of the vocabulary is emphasized by emotional use of interjections that have no
attitudinal meaning of their own but are capable of emphasizing attitudinal nature of utterance as a whole.

«(Hsupka Bepa (I"'anmuna Jlemuna), ke, 62, 1925) Ox/ munbrid!

(Kopcak (Amutpuii XapatbsH), myx, 27, 1960) Kyna Codsro yBezmu? (Nanny Vera (Galina
Demina), female, 62, 1925) Okh, my darling! / (Korsak (Dmitry Kharatian), male, 27, 1960) Where did
they transport Sophia?)

(Nina Sorotokina, Svetlana Druzhinina, Yury Nagibin. Guardes-Marines, Ahead!, TV movie
(1987)”.

In the example above, the interjection emphasizes emotional component of both the individual
phrase starting the dialog and the dialog as a whole, as it develops in the tone reflecting feelings of the
characters, their confusion, attempt to overcome troubles, readiness to action in the face of obstacles.

A single interjection okh is already a significant value among the total number of occurrences and
is recorded in a significant share of texts in the corpora listed above it amounts to 0.0027 % of words,
which is a lot, as the total amount of words is 675,098,153. If take a per-text statistic, the percentage is
even higher: the okh interjection is found in 0.68 % of the total number of texts in the main, oral,

newspaper, regional, dialect, poetic and multimedia corpora taken as a total.
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7. Conclusion

Thus, the research results confirm a hypothesis that frequency of use of the okh interjection
depends on the breadth of its semantic combinability. Quantitative data illustrate frequency distribution
per periods, functional styles and genres. Capabilities of corpus linguistics allowed analyzing individual
functional and intentional characteristics of the okh interjection as a means of expression for subjective

attitude of a Russian speaker.
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