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The paper is devoted to some polysemous Russian particles and the prob-
lem of lexicalized prosody. The phenomenon of lexicalized prosody in Rus-
sian 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 im-
ply 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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JIEKCUKAJIUSOBAHHA4A NPOCOANA
N NOJIMCEMUA ANCKYPCUBHbIX CJ10B

JleBoHTUHA WU. B. (irina.levontina@mail.ru)

VIHCTUTYT PyCCKOro a3bika um. B. B. BuHorpaposa PAH,
Mocksa, Poccua

Pab6oTa nocesLLeHa psaay MHOroO3HauHbIX PYCCKMX YacTuu, 1 npobnemMe nek-
CUKONN30BaHHOM Npocoaunn. Jlekcrkanusaums npocoanm B PyCCKOM A3bIke
npuBieKsa BHUMaHve NMHIBUCTOB OKOJSIO TpuAauatu net Hasag,. MNpu aTom
nccnefoBaHne OaHHOro SIBAEHUS OrpaHuMyMBaeTCsl OObIYHO M3yYeHUeMm
cryyaeB fiekcukanuMsaumm mecta v tuna ¢pasoBoro yaapeHus. OgHako
NPUMEHUTENBHO K AUCKYPCMBHBLIM YacTUL,AM 0Ka3blBAETCS, YTO UMEOTCS

VccnesoBaHMe BBIIOJTHEHO 3a CyeT TpaHTa Poccuiickoro HayyHoro ¢oHzAa (IIPOEKT
N216-18-02054). ABTOp BhIpaxkaeT InyboKyo mpusHareabHOCTh T. E. SIHKO 3a HeolleHU-
MYIO IOMOIIb B aHaiIu3e 3Bydaleil pedr. ABTOp 6aroZapuT aHOHMMHBIX PelleH3eHTOB
«Jlmanora» 3a cogepkareabHble 3aMedYaHus.
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WHTEPECHbIE Cllydyan JNeKCcuKanmMsaumm He TONbKo Ppas3oBOro akueHTa,
HO 1 CamMoro MHTOHALWOHHOMO KOHTYpa. B paboTe o6¢cyxaaioTca ABa Takmx
cny4yas. Bo-nepBbix, 9T0 YacTULa —T0, KOTOpPas B Pa3HbIX CBOUX 3HAYEHUSIX
TpebyeT COBEPLUEHHO Pa3HOro MHTOHAUWOHHOrO odopmMneHus dpasbl.
Tak, Bo dppasax Bcé-1o Bbl 3HaeTe; Yx 6aenHas-to 6neaHasi; [ae-To oH 6po-
ANT? NHTOHaLMS Pe3KOo OTIMYaEeTCs OT MHTOHaLMK Gpas ¢ To- B OONbLUNH-
CTBE ApYrux 3HayeHuii. Bo-BTOpPbIX, 3TO YacTuLa BOT, KOTOpas MOXET UC-
NnoJsib30BaTbCs HE TOJIbKO Kak ykasaTesibHas 4acTuLa, HO U, Hanpumep, Kak
KceHonokasaTtenb (Mapkep nepeckasa unn umMtuposanuns); cp. lpucrtana:
BOOOT, 4TO y Tebs 3a tobka. B aTomM nocnenHem cnyyae TpebyeTcs BecbMa
crneyndryeckmnin MIHTOHALMOHHBIA KOHTYP dpasbl, Tak YTO AaHHOE 3Haye-
HWe YacTuLbl BOT BOOOLLLE NJIOXO NPeACTaBNEeHO B MMCbMEHHOW peyun.

Kniouesbie cnoBa: fekcrkanmsoBaHHas Npocoams, noancemMms, ANCKyp-
CUBHbIE YaCTULbl, PYCCKUI A3bIK

1. The phenomenon of lexicalized prosody

The phenomenon of lexicalized prosody in Russian drew the linguists’ attention
about 30 years ago. See [Apresyan: 1980: 51; Nikolaeva 1985: 122; Pavlova 1987:8; Buly-
gina, Shmelev 1987; Zaliznyak Anna 1994, Boguslavsky 1996: 255, etc.]. A very nice over-
view of different approaches to this problem can be found in [Kobozeva, Zaharov 2004].

Mainly this phenomenon is connected with the communicative structure of an ut-
terance, the topic/focus opposition.

Thus, in ADR (AKTHBHBIH cJIOBaph pyccKoro s3bika) 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 that are re-
flected in ADR: a) prosodic syntagmatics; b) prosodic pardigmatics.

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 ¢to kasaetsja ‘as for X,” ‘what concerns
X’ marks the NP to the right of it, on which it is syntactically dependent, as the contras-
tive rtheme 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) mo-
dalities of desire, necessity and possibility; 4) evaluation; 5) facts and opinions. The
presence of one or more of those 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
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combines the components of quantification, lost possibility, and evaluation, always
bears the main phrasal stress” [Apresjan V. 2011].

As we see, the main attention is paid to phrasal stress. However it should be men-
tioned 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. -TO

2.1. In Russian two homonymous particles -to are present:
1) aparticle forming indefinite pronouns: kmo-mo somebody, kakoii-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 [Bon-
not 1990, 1991]. According to Bonnot, -to is mostly a topicalizing particle—“la parti-
cule 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 cpasdy He mpams! Don’t spend all you money at once!

(1b)  Bcé-mo s He nompauy! I will not spend all my money at once!

(1c)  Bcé-mo 8bt 3Haeme! You know really everything!

500 R
il
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~ 300+ /
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Bce-| To | cpasy He TparTsk
9.19 10.76
Time (s)
Fig. 1

2 For speech analyzing the 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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1.29604932 1.61783307

504
400+ s
canP
< 300 '/ e *
N
= 200 7 =
< g \\
Q
100+
40
B c e-|ToO s | H e mo T p a q y
0.9557 2.59
Time (s)
Fig. 2
500
400- \
e o~
< 300 A —
<
§ 200+
100+
60
Bc é TO B BI 3 Hae Te
1.983 2.97
Time (s)
Fig. 3

Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 look different, because (1a) is an imperative sentence, which
pressuposes a specific communicative structure, while in (1b) we see the regular topi-
calizing —to. And it is natural that here the so-called intonation construction 3, accord-
ing 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 (1c) differs greatly both from (1a) and (1b). The ex-
ample (1c) and Fig. 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 —to 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:



(2a)

(2b)

Pitch (Hz)
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Ox, uenogek, uesogek, gcex-mo mol nob6edus, 8crody-mo mvl HABOOUUDb
nopsi0okK, MoJibko cpedu camoz0 uesogeuecmaa 00HU pa3odopbl, CKAHOAbL,
csapsl. [BukTop Po3oB. YausneHue nepes xu3ubio (1960-2000)]

Bcezda-mo oH nepsbwlii 0ozadaemcsi! — npsamo 3agudHo. [AHAper bButos. Most
3aBHUCTD (1965)]

Yae u euro omnycmun! MoycHo ckazams, umo Ha wecmu. Ilonpo6osana
S POMOUKY, MAK U 28030UKOL-MO NAXHem, U PO3AHOM NAXHeMm, U euje uem-mo.
[A. H. OctpoBckutii. Becipuganuuna (1879)]

B 6uozpaguu I'nnuua, HanucanHoti Muxauniom ApoHO8bIM U nepeusdaHHoll

8 npoutniom 200y «HoebLm iumepamypHsim 0603peHuem», cobpana

yeslast pocchbinb YUMan, noJiHbLX NJ0X0 CKPbl8aemoll 3agucmu:

U HOCKU-MO Y Hezo benble, U 6proKU mpy6ouKOll, U 4enouka om 4acos
3os10ueHas. 1 Ha cmos-mo Hakpwlealom — gce Ha gapdope, u Ha bezax

oH nponadaem, u yjcuraem e «<Hayuorane», u 3anes oH, Kak nUCaL

HazubuH, «<om mujecnagHoll 06udst» (O CanpeikuH http://kommersant.
ru/doc/2315038?fb_action_ids=459096970874370&fb_action_types=o0g.
likes&fb_source=other_multiline&action_object_map=%7B%22459096970
874370%22%3A584859334907138%7D&action_type_map=%7B%2245909
6970874370%22%3A%220g.1ikes%22%7D&action_ref_map=%5B%5D)

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

BCET/TA mwut cnopuws! and Becezda mut CIIOPUIIIB!

Bcezda-mo mul cnopuius!
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1.315 2.633
Time (s)

Fig. 4
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Fig. 6

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

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

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

Both phrases contain generalization (You always object).

But without —to 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.

2.2. There is one more lexeme of —to in combination with words like who?, what?,

where?, when?, etc.
So, these combinations are homonymous to indefinite pronouns, but have differ-

ent meaning and imply a specific intonation pattern. Let us compare:
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(32) M on He ¢ {memu xodum 20e-mo.
(3b)  Onsamw on 20e-mo dxodum!
(3¢) Ow 20e-mo xooum?

T'de-mo has here the meaning ‘somewhere’, -to is prosodically unmarked.

500

400+
300+

2004,

Pitch (Hz)
/ .

100+ -
40

On TIe-TO xoaut?

0.7922 1.897
Fig. 7

(3d) TIde-mo on xooum? ‘If I knew where he could be now!’

500

4001
3001
v / L
2001 ~
~
1001 -

40

Pitch (Hz)

T'ne- TO 0OH X00 auT?

0.8612 2.385

Fig. 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: 109]. The mean-
ing of this —to can be described the following way: ‘The answer to this question can
hardly be found, but I am trying to imagine what it could be’.
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2.3. One more lexeme of —to implying similar intonation pattern is worth men-
tioning. See the following examples:

(@) Voc 6se0Hasa-mo 6aedHast;

3aweén pazeogop o nowadsx, u IleuopuH HAUAN PACXBANUBAMb OULAODL
Kasbuua: yj maxasn-mo oHa pe3sas, Kpacueds, CI0BHO cepHd, — Hy, NPOCMo,
no ezo crosam, amaxotl u 8 yesaom mupe Hem [M. FO. JlepmoHTOB. I'epoii
Harmrero BpemeHu (1839-1841)];

ITopadosanucy uepemyxe, 8ce 8 Hee 20108AMU HIOXAAU, CAMAS-NO 8eCHA
[M. C. IlImenes. Jleto I'octiogne (1927-1944)].

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

500

400-

300-

200 //\. \
N

40

Pitch (Hz)

Vi OnenHas TO OnenHas

1.074 2.968
Fig. 9
So we tried to demonstrate that lexicalized prosody is not always confined

to phrasal stress. We see that some lexemes of the discourse particle —to imply certain
intonation patterns.

3. BOT

The particle som is also polysemous®. Its basic meaning is demonstrative (Bom
Mo depesHs). Some of the lexemes are stressed, some are not, some of them are pro-
sodically unmarked. There is an interesting function of this particle as “xenomarker”.

3 BOT, YACT.

BoT 1.1 ‘TOBOpANIMI YTO-TO MOKA3bIBaeT azipecary’: Bom mos kgapmupa.

BoT 1.2 ‘roBOpAIIMIA COOOUIAET aZpecary OTBET HAa KAKOW-I. BOIpoc: Bom umo mbt cle-
aaem — mbl emy 060 8cem pacckaxcem camul.

BOT 2 Happar. ‘TOBOPSAILIUI NpejaraeT aZpecaTy IpeAcTaBUTh cebe uTo-1.": Bom npuwen
OH K Hell u 2z08opum: “Bbixo0u 3a meHsL 3amyrc”.

BOT 3.1 ‘TOBOpANIUI COOOIIAET, YTO BpeMsi COOBITHS GIM3KO K MOMEHTY pedn’: Bom mosbko
ymo <cuio MUHymy> s e20 gudeJ, U yjce Onsims OH Ky0a-mo ucues.
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This function is usually ascribed to the particles mon, deckams, de, as well as
saxo6wt and zpum (estm). Most of them are etymologically connected with verba di-
cendi. 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. Arutyu-
nova, consists in “marking Somebody Else’s presence” («<MapKupoBaTh MPUCYTCTBUE
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, eom, max u max; the construction with imperative re-
duplication and the conjunction za (ITpussidanacs: pacckanxcu da pacckaicu), 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.:

\modce Ha MeHsL ' /nocmompena , «/\Bom! 5l mebs /-8-8bl20HI0-y U-U3-33
+(0.2) amott usz w= -(0.2) "usz -(0.2) " /wxonwt!»
She looked at me too: “T'll throw you out of this school!”.

See also:

S cmana 2o8opums doma: eom, Hamauia npocuia y meHs npoujeHus,
S He npocmua ee...

BOT 3.2 ‘TOBODALIUI MOAYEPKUBAET, YTO KAKOE-TO COOBITHE NTPOU3OIIIO HE3a/[0JITO0 10 MO-
MeHTa pedn’: Bom u.iemo npuutno.

BOT 3.3 pasr. ‘TOBOPALUI cOObLIaeT akTyaabHy0 HHpopManuio o cebe:’ — Tol omkyda? —
/la gom npuexas omuya Hagecmuma.

BOT 4 ‘TOBOPAIINI TOAYePKUBAET, UTO JKeJaTeJlbHOe COOBITHE MPOU30NET Cpa3y Imocie
Apyroro cobeiTUs: Bom clesniaro ypoku u notidy 2yasims.

BOT 5 ‘TOBOPAILIUI yrpoXKaeT ajgpecarty’: Bom ckaxcy mame, Kak mul MeHst 063bl8aellb, OHA

me6e 3adacm!

BOT 6.1 ‘TOBOpALIUI BBIAENSET KOTO-I. WJIU YTO-I.: Bom 6bl, K npumepy, umo o6 amom
dymaeme?

BOT 6.2 ‘TOBODSAILIUI [T0JYEPKUBAET, YTO OH IIEPEXOJUT OT OOIIUX yTBEPKAEHNUM K KOHKPET-
HBIM npuMepam’: Tak gecmu cebs Hekpacugo. Bom ckascu, paszge mebe 6bL10 6bL npu-
SAMHo, ecau 6bL mebsi cmaau Opa3HUmMyb NAAKCOU?

BOT 7 ‘1oaToMy’: OH CIOMAN 8el0cUNed, BOM NYCMb Meneps U HUHUM e2o.

BOT 8.1 pasr. ‘TOBOPAIIUIA IaeT SMOIMOHATBHYIO OLIeHKY KaKOT0-JI. 00beKTa UJIA CUTYall K’
Bom cymacwedwuii!

BOT 8.2 pas3r. ‘TOBOPALIMI IOAYePKUBAET HECOIIACHE C a/[pecaToM’: A gom u owubaewses.

BOT 8.3 ‘TOBODSAILIUI BbIpaXkaeT KeJaHKe, YTOObI Mesia MEeCTO KaKasi-To CUTyanusa’: Bom 6bt
okazamscs cetiuac Ha 6epezy Mopsi.

BOT 8.4 pa3sr. ‘TOBOpAIIUI IOJYepKUBAeT CBoe ozfobOpeHHe AeHcTBUI ajpecara: Bom,
NpasuibHO.

BOT 9 pasr. ‘TOBOPSILINI He 3HAET, YTO CKa3aTh Aablie’: Mens 308ym Bans. Bom.

BOT 10  pasr. ‘ToBopAmUii lepefaeT dyyxKue coBa’: MHe 2080psim, 860m, s1 NJ10XAA MAMb.

(ADR, lexical entry was written by T. Krylova)
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I started telling at home—well, Natasha asked me to forgive her, and I didn't...
[H. TopsianoBa, MeTamopdo3si].

Interestingly enough, the meaning of som is not confined to threat or condemna-
tion. Compare the following examples:

A oHa cudum u Hoem: «Boom, S mMakas HeCUACMHASL...»
And she is sitting around, whimpering: “Oh, I'm so miserable...”;

O pacxeacmancs: «<Boom, s camulil kpymoti»
He started bragging: “Yeah, I'm such a cool guy”;

Ipussaszanacs: «<Boom, kak mebe He cmblOHO, Umo y mebs 3a 10bka»
She kept intruding on me: “Hey, what kind of a skirt is that? Shame on you!”;

A oH 8ce obewjaem: «Boom, OeHbau 6y0ym co OHSL Ha OeHb, 8ce 0moam»
And he keeps giving promises: “The money will be there any day, I will return
everything I owe”;

Hy u umo sice, umo ona nepeas no3eoHuna? A met 6ul eil ckazan: «Boom, s cam
cobupancs mebe no38oHUMb, NO30PABUMb»

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”, i.e. situations of remembering, perplexity, sinking into daydreams,
and also reported speech (Tems ckazana, Hado uezo-mo mam yko-oJibl Oesams [Aunty
said we should make injections...]). This intonation pattern is described as follows:
«COOTBETCTBYIOUINIA aKLEHT xapaKTepu3yeTcsi MOAbEMOM TOHA U CYIeCTBEHHBIM
VIOJVMHEHUEM YAapHOTO CJIoTa aKIeHTOHOCUTeNsd peMbl. Bes 3ayzapHas obiacTh
poBHas (MHOTJA C HEOOJIBIIUM ECTECTBEHHBIM MaZieHueM)» [A rheme of 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 com-
mon, these two intonation patterns are somewhat different. First of all, retelling is of-
ten 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.:

— W umo on omeemun?
— Ja umo omeemun! «/\Maama He pa3pe/\waaem»
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— 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:

A oH MHe u 208opum: «/\Boom, /\deegywuka, kakas 8bl Kpa,/\cuugas, Kak 8ac
30/\8ym, a noti/\Oeemme, nozy/\nsem, a /\oaaiime mese/\PooHUUK>»
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 pro-
sodic outline of the whole phrase. That’s why it occurs mostly in oral speech.
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Fig. 10

3.59

400+

300+

200+

Pitch (Hz)

100+
40

——

7\

A oHa MHe:

BOOT ThI Ta

Kas

ThI

cA

Kas

2322

Time (s)

Fig. 11

5.454



Levontinal. B.

4.

Conclusion

Such cases as our —-mo and gom are much more difficult for lexicographical

presentation than the cases of lexicalized phrasal stress. As was mentioned earlier,
in ADR such features of lexemes are so far not being fixed. I hope, however, that even-
tually this problem will be solved either with the help of short and clear verbal de-
scriptions, 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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