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Abstract. The paper describes the project of RuTOC — a corpus of online lessons in Russian as a foreign lan-
guage — and presents the first results of corpus analysis. The corpus RuTOC presented in the article is a special
type of corpus, specifically, a corpus of classroom academic or educational discourse. Such collections of text
data serve as a basis of discursive and sociolinguistic studies of classroom communication and investigation
of the second language acquisition and make a certain contribution to the development of the pedagogical theo-
ry and practice. The relevance of the study stems from the fact that for the first time it collected, pre-processed
and marked samples of classroom communication in Russian language classes; the corpus has created opportu-
nities for evidence-based research in the theory and practice of teaching Russian as a foreign language. In addi-
tion, the relevance of the study is related to the increased need to study the peculiarities of online language lear-
ning during the pandemic.

The paper describes the process of creating the corpus, which includes the following steps: 1) collecting video
recordings of RFL classes; 2) developing a standard for transcribing video recordings and creating a collection
of transcripts; 3) developing a corpus marking system; 4) corpus data marking; 5) post-processing and analysis
of the corpus. Currently, the corpus consists of 40 transcripts of lessons with a total duration of more than
56 hours and a total volume of 236,400 words; the first version of the corpus includes lessons in the Russian lan-
guage at different educational levels, from the pre-university to the master»s program, at three Russian univer-
sities.

The article presents some difficulties and peculiarities of the transcription and marking of materials and the
first results of a corpus analysis aimed at identifying the differences between student talk and teacher talk in RFL
classes. It has been found that online RFL classes are generally characterized by high interactivity, understood
as the ratio of conversational turns to total speech amount; at the same time, there is a significant imbalance be-
tween the amount of teacher talk and student talk. The paper concludes with a suggestion of promising directions
for research on the basis of RuTOC.
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AuHomayusg. B craTbe ONMCBHIBAETCS OIBIT CO3/AHMS KOPIIyCa OHIAMH-3aHATUM 10 PyCCKOMY SI3BIKY KaK
uHoctpanHoMy RuTOC; IpUBOAATCS [epBble Pe3yIbTaThl KOPIYCHOTO aHAIM3a YueGHOM KOMMYHHUKAIUY Ha OH-
nanH-ypokax 1o PKHU. [IpencTaBieHHbIN B CTaThe KOPIIYC OHIaNH-ypoKoB 110 PKM oTHOCHTCS K TAKUM KOPITIyCam
CIIeIUAIBHOTO TUIA, KAK KOPIIyC y4ebHOTO, UK aKaieMUIeCcKoro, AUCKypca. [Iono0Hble KOMIeKIINY TeKCTOBBIX
JAHHBIX CJIy)KAT OCHOBOY JJIS AUCKYPCHUBHBIX, COLMONUHIBUCTUYECKUX UCCIELOBAHUN YUeOHON KOMMYHMKA-
LIUY, UCCIeZI0BAaHUM T10 OCBOEHUIO MHOCTPAHHOTO S3bIKa, @ TAK)Ke BHOCST BKJIaJl B pa3BUTHE TEOPUU U IPAKTUKU
06y4eHus. AKTyalIbHOCTb HCCIe0BaHUs 0OyCIOBNIEHA TeM, YTO B HeM BIlepBble ObUIN COOpaHBI, mpegobpaboTa-
HbI U pasMeyeHsl 06pasiibl yue6HOM KOMMYHUKALIMY Ha 3aHATHUSIX 10 PYCCKOMY S3BIKY; KOJIEKI[MsT COOPaHHBIX
JaHHbIX CO3/JA€T BO3MOXXHOCTHU IS [IPOBeLEHUs OKa3aTelbHbIX UCCIEOBAHUI B 00IaCTY TEOPUU 1 METOLUKU
npenogasanus PKY. Kpome 3Toro, akTyalabHOCTb UCCIEL0BAHMS CBsI3aHa C BO3POCILeH B IEPUOZ IIaHAEMUU I10-
TpeOHOCTHIO B U3y4eHUH 0CODEHHOCTeH OHIANH-00yIeHUS I3BIKY.

B cTaThe omucaH IpPOLecC CO34AHMUS KOPIIyCca, BKIIOYAIOIINI B cebs CIeAyIolye aTarbl: 1) cOop BUAeo3anu-
cett 3ansTu o PKU; 2) paspaboTka cTaHAapTa TPAaHCKpUOALMY BUAEO3ANNCEN U CO3AAHMUe KOJIEKIIUY TPAHC-
KPUIITOB; 3) paspaboTKa CUCTEeMbl KOPIIYCHON Pa3MeTKH, YYUTHIBAIOLIEHN CleudUKy MaTepUand; 4) pasMeTKa
KOPIIYCHBIX JaHHBIX; 5) MOCTOOPabOTKa 1 aHaNIK3 KopIyca. B HacTosIee BpeMs KOPIIYC COCTOUT U3 40 TpaHC-
KPUIITOB YPOKOB 00111el IPOZOKUTENBHOCTEIO G0Tee 56 4acoB 1 00IIUM 06eMOM 236 400 CIIOB; B [IEPBYIO Bep-
CHIO KOpITyca BOLLIY 3aHATHS 10 PKU, mpoBezeHHbIe B Tpex By3ax Poccuy Ha pasHbIX yPOBHAX 06pasoBaHuUs —
OT [OATOTOBUTENBHOTO GaKyNIbTeTa JO MATUCTPATYPhL. B CTaThe IPUBOAITCSI HEKOTOPBIE CIIOKHOCTH U 0CObeH-
HOCTH TPaHCKPUOALMY 1 aHHOTAllUY MaTePHAIOB U IIePBble Pe3yIbTaThl KOPIIYCHOIO aHaNIN3a, HAIIPaBIeHHOTO
Ha BBIBJIEHHE COOTHOIIIEHUS PeYy CTYLEHTOB U pedy IIperofaBaTens Ha 3aHATUAX 110 PKU. Brino o6HapyskeHo,
4TO OHJaMH-3aHATUS 110 PKM XapakTepusyloTCs B L[€JI0OM BbICOKOM MHTEPAKTUBHOCTBIO, IOHMMAeMOM Kak CO-
OTHOILIEHVEe YepeLOBAHUM FOBOPIUX K 00I1eMy 06beMy pedu; BMeCTe C STUM HabMI0aeTCs CyIleCTBeHHBIN
ZucbaaHc MeXXAy 06beMOM peuy IMperofaBaTess U pedu CTyAEHTOB. B 3aK/II04eHUY CTaThU JeIAI0TCS IIPEAIIOo-
JIO)K€HHU S O NepCIeKTHUBHBIX HAllpaBIeHUIX UCCIeJ0BaHUM Ha MaTepurae kopiyca RuTOC.

Kawuegvie carosa: Kopiyc yiebHOro AUCKypca; yIeOHBII JUCKYPC; yIeOHbIe TEKCTHI; KOPIIYC MHOS3bIYHON
peun; mefarorudeckuii KopIryc; cosganue kopiryca; PKH; pycckuil 13bIK Kak HHOCTPaHHbIN; METOAMKA [IPerIofa-
BaHUS PYCCKOTO A3bIKa; UHGOPMALIMOHHO-KOMMYHHKAIHOHHbIE TEXHONTOrMU; MHGOPMATH3aLUsL 06pa30BaHMS;
nHdopmanmoHHas 06pa3oBaTeNbHAS Cpea; OHNIANH-3aHATHS

BrazodapHocmu: MccredogaHue BHIIONHEHO NPy GUHAHCOBON MOAAEpKKe POCCUIICKOrO Hay4HOrO
donza (PHP) B pamkax HAyYHOTO IIPOEKTA N° 21-78-00126

Ors yumuposeanus: Jlebegena, M. F0. RuTOC: KOpITyC OHIAMH-YPOKOB I10 PyCCKOMY SI3bIKY KaK HHOCTPAH-
HoMmy / M. 1O. JlebezeBa, A. H. JlanomnHa, H. A. Ankcuur, T. B. JlgiieHko. — TeKCT : HeIOCpeACTBEeHHbIH [/ Pu-
JIOJIOTHUYECKUH Kaacc. — 2022. — Tom 27, No 2. — C. 19—29.
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Introduction

During the Covid-19 pandemic, much of the
communication has moved to the online envi-
ronment, and this transition was especially noti-
ceable in education. Classes began to be conduc-
ted online, in videoconferencing format, and were
often recorded. This expanded the possibilities
for collecting corpus of the educational discourse.

The creation and study of corpora of classroom
and academic discourse takes a specific place in
corpus research. Such datasets are of interest
to research of spontaneous or planned acade-
mic speech; they enable the various discourse and
sociolinguistics studies [Biber 2006; Walsh 2006;
Csomay 2012; Evison 2013; Sung, Kim 2020]. On
the other hand, studies of such corpora have im-
plications for educational theory and practice. The
lectures or lessons transcripts collections are used
to explore teachers’ approaches, strategies, and
tactics [Atwood, Turnbull, Carpendale 2010; Farr,
Riordan 2015; Betz et al. 2019], and the content
aspects of teaching [Biber, Conrad, Cortes 2004].
A special type of instructional discourse corpus is
the collection of recordings of foreign language
lessons; such corpora are valuable for language
development research and L2 pedagogy.

The paper presents the project of the RuTOC -
corpus of online lessons in Russian as a foreign
language. The data collection, the current struc-
ture of the corpus, procedures of speech transcrip-
tion and annotation are described. The first results
of the corpus analysis are presented, and assump-
tions are made about the directions of research on
the material of the corpus.

Related work:

corpora of classroom discourse

As D. Biber notes, much of research of acade-
mic discourse has been motivated by applied con-
cerns about specific kinds of language a L2 learner
will need [Biber 2006: 6].

One of the first corpora of spoken academic
speech is Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken
English (MICASE;1,7 million words; approximate-
ly 200 hours), which represents contemporary uni-
versity speech in 15 different types of speech events
such as small/large lectures, study groups, student
presentations, etc. that have taken place in Michi-
gan University [Simpson et al. 2002: 4-5]. The
MICASE is open source, equipped with web search
tools. A number of studies have been conducted on
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the MICASE materials, e. g. study of the academic
vocabulary [Fortanet-Gomez 2004], implication of
corpus methods in language teaching [Tehseen,
Abbas 2018].

British analog to MICASE — BASE (British Aca-
demic Spoken English; 1,6 million tokens; approxi-
mately 200 hours) is a multimodal corpus that
contains 160 lectures and 39 seminars transcrip-
tions and recordings representing undergraduate
and postgraduate level of education [Nesi, Thomp-
son 2006]. BASE enabled a study of educational
communication [Vodyanitskaya, Yaremenko 2020;
Nergis 2021] and The BASE allowed for research
on pedagogical communication and became the
basis for practical guidelines for English teachers
[Breeze, Sancho Guinda 2021].

Another example of an academic speaking
corpus is the Limerick-Belfast Corpus of Aca-
demic Spoken English (LIBEL; approximately
500,000 words) [O’Keeffe and Walsh 2012].
E.g. based on LIBEL, the research of how the
forms and frequency of some vague language ex-
pressions change in everyday and formal/institu-
tional contexts was conducted [O'Keeffe 2008: 9].

Non-open access TOEFL 2000 Spoken & Writ-
ten Academic Language Corpus (T2K-SWAL Cor-
pus; 2,7 million words) was created purposefully
for solving language learning issues. Containing
spoken and written samples of American academ-
ic discourses, it has been used to design receptive
components of the TOEFL 2000 exam [Biber et al.
2004:7].

There is also a separate group of corpuses col-
lected to study certain features of the L2 educa-
tional process in specific conditions. LEarning
and TEaching Corpus (LETEC) contains inter-
action data of global simulation in French as fo-
reign language [Wigham, Chanier 2013]. The Pri-
mary English Classroom Corpus (PECC) consists
of 30 transcripts of primary school lessons in
EFL classrooms in Germany [Limberg 2019]. SEN
Classrooms Corpus (52,813 words) was created to
investigate teacher discourse in special educa-
tional needs classrooms [Smith 2020]. Teacher-
Student Chat Corpus (TSCC; approximately 133,000
words) contains written conversations from 102
one-to-one online English lessons [Caines 2020].

The multimodal, multilingual and multidisci-
plinary corpus of classroom discourse is SCORE
(Multimodal Corpus Database of Education Dis-
course in Singapore Schools; 500h in total). It in-
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cludes the annotated data of Singapore primary and
secondary schools classroom lessons [Hong 2005].

As one can easily see, the corpora, with few ex-
ceptions, represent either L1 academic speech in
English or samples of classroom discourse in L2
English classes. We are not aware of any corpus
that would represent samples of L2 Russian lear-
ners’ classroom discourse.

Data collection and transcription

The corpus is currently represented by recor-
dings of classes of Russian as a foreign language held
at several Moscow universities from the spring se-
mester of 2020 to the spring semester of 2021. The
corpus includes classes for different levels of educa-
tion: pre-university, bachelor programs, master pro-
grams, and internships for international students.
Students’ Russian language proficiency levels range
from A1 to B2 according to the CEFR. The core of the
corpus is the practical Russian language course, and
courses in the language for academic purposes of
specialization and specific courses such as listening
class, writing class, etc. are also presented.

The classes that formed the basis of the corpus
were conducted in monolingual groups, among
which L1 Chinese speakers predominated, or in
multilingual groups of varying composition (e. g.
L1 Chinese, Arabic, Bulgarian, Farsi, Indonesian
students study together in the same group).

Table 1. Mark-Up Conventions

All classes were conducted on the Zoom video
conferencing platform. Students and instructors
were notified that classes were being recorded.
According to APA Ethics Code informed consents
were not signed, as research involves the study
of normal educational practices®.

The collected recordings were transcribed in
semi-automatic mode. L2 speech fragments were
transcribed entirely manually, as automatic speech
recognition software was not able to recognize the ac-
cent. Hesitation and filler words were also transcribed.

Following the example of MICASE, we have ap-
plied standard orthography in transcriptions, so
phonetic variations of L2 Russian speech are not
reflected in RuTOC. At the same time, grammati-
cal and lexical errors in the students’ speech were
not corrected and were recorded with the accuracy
that was available to transcribers, e. g.:

S1: Kaxk dera?

S2: D33... Xopouo, chacubo, a Kax meos... a Kax
mebe dera?

In order to respect the anonymity require-
ments, we replaced personal names with TEA-
CHER or STUDENT N placeholders to protect the
privacy of teacher and student participants. No
other sensitive data were found in the dataset.

Mark-up conventions of RuTOC are shown in
Table 1.

CATEGORY CODE DEFINITION
PAUSES Period indicates a brief pause accompa-
nied by an utterance final (falling) intona-
tion contour; not used in a syntactic sense
to indicate complete sentences
Ellipses indicate a brief (1-2 second)
mid-utterance pause with non phrase-
final intonation contour
<PAUSE DESC="3"/> Pauses of 3 seconds or longer are timed
to the nearest second
LAUGHTER <EVENT DESC="LAUGH"/>
SMILE <EVENT DESC="SMILE”/>
ORGANIZING EVENTS {<EVENT DESC="SHOW _SLIDE”/>
UNCERTAIN or UNIN- <EVENT DESC="UNCERTAIN"/>
TELLIGIBLE SPEECH
NAMES When participants’ names occur in a recording, they are changed to corresponding
speakers ID in the transcript
MISTAKES AND MIS- Standard orthography is applied; grammatical and lexical mistakes are reproduced
SPELLING

! APA Ethics Code. URL: https://www.apa.org/ethics/code.
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Corpus structure

The current state of RuTOC consists of tran-
scripts of 40 lessons, with a total duration of
56h 19min. The total volume of the corpus is
236 395 words.

The corpus contains speech samples from
9 instructors. The total number of speakers la-

Table 2. Current composition of the RuTOC
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beled as students in all transcripts is 392; ho-
wever, due to anonymization, we cannot curren-
tly establish overlap between students in differ-
ent transcripts.

The current composition of the corpora is
shown in Table 2.

EDUCATION LEVEL NUMBER OF TRANSCRIPTS NUMBER OF WORDS DURATION (MIN)
Language internship 13 81962 1365
Pre-university faculty 10 70 818 907
Master program 9 45 496 601
Bachelor program 6 29 848 394
Extra courses 2 8271 112
Total 40 236 395 3379
Corpus Annotation

RuTOC mark-up provides information about
lesson, speaker and speech fragments attributes,
relevant for a research of the online language
teaching. Annotation scheme is based on the MI-
CASE corpus description where it was possible.

Each lesson of the corpus is categorized ac-
cording to various attributes, including orga-
nizing attributes such as date and name of in-
stitution, lesson duration time, number of par-
ticipants and pedagogical attributes such as
educational level of participants (e.g., pre-uni-
versity program or master program), main to-
pic of a lesson, approximate Russian proficien-
cy level of a students group. These attributes can
be found in the header of each transcript. Each
speaker is annotated in terms of its role in edu-

Table 3. Annotation attributes of RuTOC

cational process (e.g., teacher or student), indi-
vidual speaker ID (which allows us to explore the
different pedagogical strategies of one teacher
among different lessons and students groups, or
compare the speech of some students within the
same study group), speaker demographic vari-
ables (e.g., gender and age), speaker native lan-
guage. Finally, each speech fragment includes the
information about speaker ID, starting time of a
speech fragment and camera setup of a speaker.
A description of all the attributes and their corre-
sponding codes is shown in Table 3.

Class session transcripts and attributes are
XML format files and compatible with Text En-
coding Initiative (TEI). An example of corpus an-
notation of RuTOC is presented in the Picture 1.

LEVEL OF ATTRIBUTES CATEGORY CODE/DEFINITION
Lesson attributes ~ TITLE Main topic of the lesson
INSTITUTION Institution name
DATE Lesson date
WORDCOUNT Number of words in transcript
DURATION Lesson duration in minutes
STUDENTS NUMBER Number of present students
CEFR LEVEL
A1-A2 A
Bi-B2 B
Ci-C2 C
EDUCATION LEVEL
Pre-university faculty pu
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LEVEL OF ATTRIBUTES CATEGORY CODE/DEFINITION
Bachelor program bc
Master program md
Extra courses c
Language internship in
INTERACTIVITY RATE
Low L
Medium M
Hight H
Speaker attributes = GENDER
Female F
Male M
AGE GROUP
17-23 1
24-30 2
31-50 3
51and older 4
ACADEMIC ROLE
Teacher Teacher ID
Student Student_ID
NATIVE SPEAKER STATUS
Native speakers of Russian NS
Non-native speakers of Russian NNS
FIRST LANGUAGE
ISO 639-2 code of speaker"s native language CHI
Speech fragment ~ TIME Starting time of speech fragment
attributes SPEAKER Speaker_ID
SPEAKER'S CAMERA
Camerais on ON
Camera is oft OFF
Photo or avatar is seen AVATAR
1 <p SPEAKER='"Teacher_1" ROLE="TEACHER" LANG="NS' FIRSTLANG="RU" SEX="F" AGE="3" CAMERA="ON' TIME="083:18">

2 UTak, cKaxuTe, MOXanyWcTa, oT Kakoro rnarona Msl ofpa3oBanu cnoeo "3HaTk", TO eCTb €AOBO "3HaHMe". CNOEO
"3HaHue". <EVENT DESC="SHOW_SLIDE"/> OT Kakoreo rnarona Msl NoAyqYuau?

3 </p>

4 <p SPEAKER="Student_1" ROLE="STUDENT" LANG="HNNS" FIRSTLANG="CHI" SEX="F" AGE="1" CAMERA="OFF" TIME="03:23">
53... MoxHo? <EVENT DESC="UNCERTAIN"/=

6 </p>

7 <p SPEAKER="Teacher_1" ROLE="TEACHER" LANG="NS5" FIRSTLANG="RU" SEX="F" AGE="3" CAMERA="ON" TIME="03:25">

8 la, STUDENT_1.

9 </p>

10 <p SPEAKER="Student_ 1" ROLE="STUDENT" LANG="NNS" FIRSTLANG="CHI" SEX="F" AGE="1" CAMERA="OFF" TIME="03:27">

113...
12 </p>

0T rnarona "3HaTe".

Picture 1. An example of corpus annotation format of RuTOC

First results

For the initial analysis of the corpus, we calcu-
lated two parameters of foreign language class-
room discourse: interactiveness of lessons and
ratio of student talking time (STT) to teacher
talking time (TTT).

The levels of interactiveness were distinguished
in line with T2K-SWAL calculation methodo-
logy: a score fewer than 10 turns per 1,000 words

24

corresponds to low interactiveness; a score be-
tween 10 and 25 turns per 1,000 words corre-
sponds to medium interactiveness; and a score
more than 25 turns per 1,000 words corresponds
to high interactiveness [Biber et al. 2004: 9]. We
expect to see a high level of interactivity in the
foreign Russian language classes we have collec-
ted in RuTOC.




Teacher talking time (TTT) and student
talking time (STT) are basic categories in a fo-
reign language teaching methodology. In the
modern communicative language teaching ap-
proach, it is considered that effective L2 lessons
keep a balance between TTT and STT. Moreover,
some recommendations instruct teachers to in-
crease STT by up to 70-80%'. In the case of Ru-
TOC, teacher talking time was calculated as the

PROJECTS. PROGRAMS. HYPOTHESES

ratio of the number of words said by a teacher to
the total number of words said during the les-
son. We hypothesized that the ratio of STT to TTT
would vary depending on the group’s level of Rus-
sian language proficiency.

The interactiveness score and the distribution
of lesson word volume between TTT and STT for
each level of education are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Interactiveness and Teacher Talking Time / Student Talking Time over

the educational level

EDUCATION LEVEL Esgii‘éi;iiig“ﬁf INTERACTIVENESS + SD TEACﬁfﬂ‘;i%KING STUDTEITATEFI&L)KING
Pre-university faculty A1-A2 92431 79 21
Bachelor program B1-B2 85+34 71 29
Master program B1-B2 98+21 67 33
Language internship B1-B2 52+13 61 39
Extra courses A1-A2 48434 85 15
Average - 77431 74 26

The interactiveness score in our data differs
from the T2K-SWAL collection, where sessions
with more than 25 turns per thousand words are
considered to be highly interactive. In the Ru-
TOC data, this score varies from 24 to 143. This is
due to the specifics of the language class, where
turn-taking occurs rather frequently, unlike an
academic lecture. Therefore, there is an obvious
need to modify the scale of interactiveness to suit
the peculiarities of the language class.

It is noticeable that despite the high interac-
tiveness score, compared with T2K-SWAL data,
in most of the corpus classes, the STT to TTT ratio
is far from balanced. In the sessions we analyzed,
the teacher’s speech tends to be monological,
while the student’s speech may be limited to 1-2
words (yes, [ understand, a short answer to a direct
question, etc.). This is confirmed by the num-
ber of words spoken by students in one speech
fragment: more than 50% of all students’ speech
fragments are between 1 to 3 words (Picture 2).
In some cases this is motivated by the goal of the
class (e.g., to teach students how to listen to an
academic lecture). However, on the whole, we
find that even in classes for high levels of Russian

language proficiency, the student’s role is only
that of respondent. These findings also indicate
the need for further development of ways to mea-
sure interactivity and students’ learning activity,
depending on this type of language lessons.

Conclusion

We have described the RuTOC - corpus of on-
line lessons in Russian as a foreign language, the
first resource of classroom discourse of L2 Rus-
sian learners available for research use. RuTOC
currently contains 40 class session transcripts,
totalling 236 400 words, in the future it will be ex-
panded with new data.

Annotation of RuTOC is intended to enable
research of the educational discourse in online
learning settings, language teaching process, and
Russian as a foreign language development.

A short initial analysis we conducted on Ru-
TOC data revealed that interactiveness of the
classroom discourse, calculated as the number
of communicative turns per word count, doesn’t
imply an active learning environment in which
students are able to maximize their use of the
target language.

! E.g. American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages recommends following the “80:20 rule in the language

classroom”. URL: https://www.actfl.org.
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Picture 2. Number of words per students’ VS teachers’ speech fragments

The presented version of the corpus is the re-
sult of the first stage of work on it. We plan to de-
velop this resource in several directions. First, a
promising development of the corpus may be the
addition of error markup, in which case RuTOC
may become an error-annotated learner corpus
with focus on the oral speech of L2 students. Se-
cond, for pedagogical discourse research it might
be valuable to present the corpus (or parts of it)
as multimodal, with markup by gestures, teacher
strategies, and demonstrated materials.

JIuteparypa

In the next iteration, the collection of mate-
rial for the corpus is intended to be longitudinal
in order to track changes in students’ speech at
different stages of Russian language learning.

Finally, future research will involve a more de-
tailed examination of L2 classroom communica-
tion, particularly the distribution of each indivi-
dual student’s speech time in the total group STT,
as well as an analysis of what teacher strategies
lead to increased STT in the classroom.
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