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Abstract

The paper is dedicated to some polysemous Russian particles as they are represented in the Active
dictionary of Russian (ADR), which is currently being compiled under the guidance of Yury
Apresjan at the Russian Language Institute (RAS), and the problem of lexicalized prosody. General
principles of ADR presuppose that all important properties of a lexeme are described in the lexical
entry including lexicalized prosody. The phenomenon of lexicalized prosody in Russian drew the
linguists’ attention about 30 years ago. The investigation is usually confined to phrasal stress as the
most frequently lexicalized and therefore the most lexicographically interesting prosodic pattern.
However, as far as discourse particles are concerned, not only phrasal stress but also intonation
pattern is of greatest interest. Two Russian discourse particles will be discussed. One of them is the
particle -to. Its different usages imply very different prosodic patterns. The other one is vot which
can be used not only as a demonstrative particle, but also as a xenomarker (quotation marker),
which requires a specific prosody.
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1 The Phenomenon of Lexicalized Prosody

As already mentioned above, the phenomenon of lexicalized prosody in Russian drew the linguists’
attention about 30 years ago. See (Apresjan 1980: 51; Nikolaecva 1985: 122; Pavlova 1987: §;
Bulygina, Shmelev 1987; Zaliznyak Anna 1994,; Boguslavsky 1996: 255, etc.). A very nice
overview of different approaches to this problem can be found in (Kobozeva, Zaharov 2004).
Mainly this phenomenon is connected with the communicative structure of an utterance, the
topic/focus opposition.

Thus, in ADR (AkTuBHBIN cioBapb pycckoro si3bika) lexicalized prosody is treated the following
way:

Prosody comprises a wide range of phenomena, out of which ADR is concerned primarily with
those that pertain to phrasal stress as the most frequently lexicalized and therefore the most
lexicographically interesting prosodic pattern.

Lexicalized phrasal stress is always in some way tied up to the communicative structure of the
sentence. There are two groups of prosodic phenomena which are reflected in ADR: a) prosodic
syntagmatics; b) prosodic paradigmatics.

a) Prosodic syntagmatics. Certain lexemes, while themselves not prosodically marked, do, at the
same time, require prosodic accentuation of the words they are syntactically connected with. Thus,
the particle cfo kasaetsja ‘as for X,” ‘what concerns X’ marks the NP to the right of it, on which it is
syntactically dependent, as the contrastive rheme of the sentence, and b) Prosodic paradigmatics.
Prosodic paradigmatics deals with prosodic accentuation as a marker of differences among various
lexemes of the same word or different usages of the same lexeme. Prosodic accentuation tends to
mark the following categories of meanings: 1) negation; 2) quantification; 3) modalities of desire,
necessity and possibility; 4) evaluation; 5) facts and opinions. The presence of one or more of those
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meanings in the semantics of a lexical item allows one to form expectations concerning its prosodic
properties.

This phenomenon can be illustrated with two different lexemes of the word pozdno ‘late.’

Pozdno 1 ‘late 1’ means ‘at a late time’ and can either bear phrasal stress or be prosodically unmarked,
whereas pozdno 3 which means ‘too late for doing X’ and combines the components of quantification, lost
possibility, and evaluation, always bears the main phrasal stress”. (Apresjan V. 2011).

As we can see, the main attention is paid to phrasal stress. However it should be mentioned that as
far as discourse particles are concerned, not only phrasal stress but also intonation pattern is of
greatest interest (see also Kodzasov 1996). I will provide two examples to illustrate my statement.

2 Russian Particle —to
In Russian two homonymous particles —to are present:

1) a particle forming indefinite pronouns: kmo-mo somebody, xkaxoti-mo some, nouemy-mo for
some reason, etc.;
2) adiscourse particle with a number of meanings (see Shimchuk, Shchur 1999).

-To as a discourse particle is discussed in many articles, most thoroughly in (Bonnot 1990, 1991).
According to Bonnot, -0 is mostly a topicalizing particle — “la particule de thematisation”.
However it has some lexemes implying a very unusual intonation pattern.

Let us compare the intonation of the following phrases:?

(1a) Bcé-mo cpazy ne mpams! Don’t spend all your money at once!
(1b) Bcé-mo s ne nompauy! 1 will not spend all my money at once!
(1¢) Bcé-mo 6wt 3naeme! You know really everything!

500 L
®
400+
N 3001
S 200 ~ N N
100+
60
Bce-| To | cpasy He TpaTh
9.19 10.76
Time (s)
Figure 1.

% For speech analyzing the Praat analyzer is used, see http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/ All phrases were
read by one speaker (not by the author), female voice.
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Figure 1 and Figure 2 look different, because (1a) is an imperative sentence, which presupposes a
specific communicative structure, while in (1b) we see the regular topicalizing —to. And it is natural
that here the so-called intonation construction 3, according to E. A. Bryzgunova’s classification (see
Bryzgunova 1977; Russian grammar 1980) is represented. This intonation pattern is typical of
general questions, for example.

However, the intonation of (Ic) differs greatly both from (1a) and (1b). The example (1c) and
Figure 3 demonstrate the so-called intonation construction 5 as defined by Bryzgunova which is
characteristic of the Russian exclamations (Russian grammar 1982: 116-117) (its frequency contour
is specified by the two — the sentence-initial and the sentence-final — tonal peaks).

The respective meaning of the particle —fo can be realized in the sentences with a certain
generalization: either containing a word like all, every, everything, always, never, etc., or a sort of a
row:

Ox, uenosex, uenosek, cex-mo mvl noOeous, 8CIO0y-mo mvl HABOOUULL NOPIOOK, MOIbKO Cheou
camozo uenogewecmea OOHU paz0opvl, CKamoanvl, ceapwvl. [Buktop Po3oB. YmuBnenue mnepen
#u3Hb10 (1960-2000)]

Bcezoa-mo on nepsviii 0ocadaemcs! — npsamo 3asuorno. [Auapeit butos. Mos 3aBuctb (1965)]

Yore u euno omnycmun! Moowcno ckazamov, umo na uecmu. Ilonpoboeana si promouxy, max u
28030UKOUI-MO naxuem, u pozanom naxvem, u ewje yem-mo. [A. H. OctpoBckuii. becnpuaanuuia
(1879)]

B obuoepagpuu I'anuua, nanucannoi Muxaurom Aponosvim u nepeuz0anHHol 6 NpouLiom 200y
"Hosbim numepamypuvim 0003penuem”, cobpana yenas poccvinb yumam, HNOJHbIX NIOXO
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CKpbIBAEMOll 3A8UCMU: W HOCKU-MO V He20 Oenvle, U OprOKU mpyOOuKol, U Yenouka om ydacos

sonouenas. M na cmon-mo maxpvieaiom — e6ce Ha Gapghope, u na bGecax on nponadaem, u
yorcunaem 6 "Hayuonane", u zanen om, xax nucan Haeubumn, "om mwecnasnoii o6uownt” (1O
CarnpblkuH

http://kommersant.ru/doc/2315038?fb_action ids=459096970874370&1tb action types=og.likes&f
b_source=other multiline&action_object map=%7B%22459096970874370%22%3A58485933490
7138%7D&action_type map=%7B%22459096970874370%22%3A%220g.likes%22%7D&action
ref map=%5B%5D )

Now let us compare intonation of similar phrases with and without —to:

(2a) BCEI'J]A mwvt cnopuwn! and Bececoa met CIIOPUIIIB!
(2b) Bcecoa-mo moet cnopuuis!

500
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400+ .
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60
BCEI A T bl cmo pumsb
1.315 2.633
Time (s)
Figure 4.
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Bcerna T Bl CITOPUILb
1.925 3.544
Time (s)
Figure 5.
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Figure 6.

The phrases without —fo are pronounced with a typical rhematic accent (here so-called intonation
construction 2), two variants differ by location of phrasal accent.

The phrase with —fo from the point of view of intonation is very similar to our example (1c¢) Bcé-mo
év1 3Haeme! (intonation construction 5).

From the point of view of semantics the difference between phrases with and without —fo is also
clear.

Both phrases contain generalization (You always object).

But without —fo it is just a statement, while with —to the speaker pretends that the general idea itself
is well known and he or she wants just to illustrate it and express certain feelings towards the
situation that cannot be changed.

There is one more lexeme of —fo in combination with words like who?, what?, where?, when?, etc.
So, these combinations are homonymous to indefinite pronouns, but have different meaning and
imply a specific intonation pattern. Let us compare:

(3a) A on ne ¢ |memu xooum 2oe-mo.

(3b) Oname on eoe-mo | xooum!

(3¢) On 20e-mo xooum?

I'0e-mo has here the meaning ‘somewhere’, -to is prosodically unmarked.

500

400+

300+

)

200,

Pitch (Hz)

100+ -
40

On rIe-To xoguT?

0.7922 1.897
Time (s)

Figure 7.

(3d) I'oe-mo on xooum? 'If I knew where he could be now!'
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Figure 8.

Here a very interesting type of prosody is represented. It is typical of a specific illocution of
mirroring the process of dreaming, or recollecting. It is marked by a rise on the tonic syllables
which are followed by level, or slightly falling post-tonics. The tonic and post-tonics are
substantially prolonged; (see Yanko 2008: 1090). The meaning of this —to can be described in the
following way: ‘The answer to this question can hardly be found, but I am trying to imagine what it
could be’.

One more lexeme of —fo implying similar intonation pattern is worth mentioning. See the following
examples:

(4) Vouc breonas-mo baeonas;

3awén pazeosop o nowaosx, u Ilewopun nauan pacxeéanusams nowads Kaszouua: yxc maxas-mo
OHa pe3sas, Kpacuedsi, CJI0BHO CepHA, — HY, NPOCMO, NO €20 CLO8AM, IMAKOU U 6 YeIOM MUpe Hem
[M. 1O. JlepmonToB. ['epoii Hamero Bpemenu (1839-1841)];

Ilopaoosanuce uepemyxe, 6ce 6 Hee conoeamu Hioxaau, camas-mo eéecna [W. C. lllmenes. Jlero
locnoane (1927-1944)].

Here the particle stresses the idea of extremely high level or extent:

500
400-
< 3004
)
= 2007 //\—.\
Q
= 00 - \v\'\f\_
40
Vixk OsemHast TO oJsieqHas
1.074 2.968
Time (s)
Figure 9.
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So we tried to demonstrate that lexicalized prosody is not always confined to phrasal stress. We see
that some lexemes of the discourse particle —fo imply certain intonation patterns.

3 Russian Particle —vot

The particle som is also polysemous.? Its basic meaning is demonstrative (Bom mos oepesns). Some
of the lexemes are stressed, some are not, some of them are prosodically unmarked. There is an
interesting function of this particle as “xenomarker”.

This function is usually ascribed to the particles mon, deckams, Oe, as well as sxobwr and epum
(ecrm). Most of them are etymologically connected with verba dicendi. Since the speaker uses
xenomarkers to distance himself or herself from another person’s stand, these words quite often
pragmatically imply a valuation, most often a negative one, of the reported speech. Their function,
according to N. D. Arutyunova, consists in “marking Somebody Else’s presence” («MapKupoBaTh
npucytctBue Jpyroro») (Arutyunova 2000: 448). It turns out, however, that the repertoire of
means used as markers of quotation or retelling is much broader than it is generally admitted. Thus,
the words ax, 6om, max u mak; the construction with imperative reduplication and the conjunction
na (Ilpussazanace: pacckadicu oa pacckadgicu), specific intonations of retelling, and some other
phenomena can take over the same function (Levontina 2011).

Bom as xenomarker was discovered in (Podlesskaya, Kibrik 2009), namely as a means of
“expressing threat and condemnation” in reported speech, cf.:

\mootce na mens ** /nocmompena , «/\Bom! A mebs /—6-gviconio-y u-uz-33 +(0.2) smoti uz w= -+(0.2)
“uz +(0.2) " /wxonwt!» [She looked at me too: “I’ll throw you out of this school!”].

See also:

A cmana eosopums doma: eom, Hamawa npocuna y mens npowenus, s e npocmuaa ee... [1 started
telling at home — well, Natasha asked me to forgive her, and I didn’t...] [H. I'opmanosa,
Metamopdo3si].

Interestingly enough, the meaning of 6om is not confined to threat or condemnation. Compare the
following examples:

A ona cuoum u noem: «Boom, s maxas necuacmuas...» [And she is sitting around, whimpering:
“Oh, I'm so miserable...”];

O pacxsacmancsa: «Boom, s camwiti kpymouy [He started bragging: “Yeah, I’'m such a cool guy”];
Ipusazanace: «Boom, xax mebe ne cmoiono, umo y mebs 3a wooka» [She kept intruding on me:
“Hey, what kind of a skirt is that? Shame on you!”];

A owu ece obewaem: «BooT, neHeru OyayT co OHS Ha JeHb, Bce ornaMm [And he keeps giving
promises: “The money will be there any day, I will return everything I owe”]».

Hy u umo xce, umo ona nepsas nozeéonuna? A mei ovl el ckazan: «Boom, s cam cobupanca mebe
nozsonums, nozopasumsy [Yes, she called first, so what? You should have said — I was planning to
call you with the greetings myself].

It should be stressed that this lexeme demands certain intonation.

In (Yanko 2008: 109) an intonation pattern described is called “the intonation of mental activity”,
1.e. situations of remembering, perplexity, sinking into daydreams, and also reported speech (Tems
ckazana, Hado ye2o-mo mam yko-onvl oeramsv [Aunty said we should make injections...]). This
intonation pattern is described as follows: «CoOTBEeTCTBYIOmMI AaKIEHT XapaKTepU3yeTcs
MOJTbEMOM TOHA U CYIIECTBEHHBIM YJ/UIMHEHHEM YIAapHOIO cjiora akUEHTOHOCUTeNs pembl. Bes
3aynapHasi 0o0jacTh poBHas (WMHOTAA C HEOONBIIMM €CTECTBEHHBIM MaaCHHEM)» [A rheme of

3 BOT, YACT. Bot 10, pasr. ‘ToBOpsAIIMii TepeaaeT dyxkue cioBa’: Mue 2osopam, 6om, 5 N10XAs Mamb.
(ADR, lexical entry was written by T. Krylova).
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dreaming or recollecting: a rise on the tonic syllables followed by level or slightly falling post-
tonics accompanied by lengthening the tonic and post-tonic syllables.]. Yanko notes, that by
retelling a speaker does not copy somebody else’s intonation, but arranges his or her utterance with
a specific “remembering” prosody.

However, although the prosody of retelling and remembering has much in common, these two
intonation patterns are somewhat different. First of all, retelling is often affective and emotive, and
the prosody in this case is emphatic, which is hardly possible in the case of remembering,
perplexity, or sinking into daydreams. Secondly, by retelling, the phrase is often split into minor
segments as against original speech. Cf.:

- U umo on omeemun?
- Jla ymo omeemun! «/\Maama ne paszpe/\wiaaem» [And what did he say? What could he say?
Mommy won’t let me].

From the point of view of intonation, reported speech often turns to sounding rhythmical,
pronounced with seriate tone rises and falls, similar to “listing” intonation: 4 on mue u co6opum:
«/\Boom, /\Oeesywixa, xaxas evl Kpa/\cuueasn, xax eac 30/\eym, a noti/\Oeemme, nocy/\nsem, a
Noaaiime mene/\¢poonuux» [And he tells me: Hey lady, you’re so pretty, what’s your name, let’s go
for a walk, please give me your phone number].

For phrases with som as xenomarker this type of intonation is obligatory: the particle only cannot
express this meaning without this pattern, it implies certain prosodic outline of the whole phrase.
That’s why it occurs mostly in oral speech.

500
400+
300+
N
s ﬁ
< 2001 .
S e e N
100+
40
Bor HMEHHO 00 3TOM ST U TrOBOPIO
1.413 3.59
Time (s)
Figure 10.
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500
4004
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N
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40
A OHAa MHEC: BOOT ThI Ta Kas ThI (63} Kas
2.322 5.454
Time (s)
Figure 11.
4 Conclusion

Such cases as our —mo and som are much more difficult for lexicographical presentation than the
cases of lexicalized phrasal stress. As it was mentioned earlier, in ADR such features of lexemes are
not fixed so far. I hope, however, that eventually this problem will be solved either with the help of
short and clear verbal descriptions, or with signs like /\, /-\, or similar. For the future digital version
of ADR, audio-illustrations will be helpful in such cases (see Kobozeva, Zaharov 2004).
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