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ABSTRACT. Thenotionof kontrast,or the ability of certainlinguistic expressiongo generatea
setof alternatves, originally proposedy Vallduv andVilkuna (1998)asa clause-lgel concept,
is re-analyzedereasconnectinghelevel of informationpackagingn theclauseandthelevel of
discoursestructuren thefollowing way: kontrastis encodedatthe clausalevel but hasrepercus-
sionsfor discoursestructure.This claimis supportedy evidencefrom thedistribution properties
of threecolloquial Russianparticles—TO, ZE, and VED’ which are analyzedas unambiguous
marlers of kontrast. Both the placemenbf theseparticlesat the clausallevel andtheir role in
discourseareviewed asconsequencesf the type of the kontrastsetandthe cognitive statusof
informationmarked by eachparticle.?

1 Intr oduction

Thenotionof kontrast introducedn Vallduv andVilkuna(1998,V&V hereafter),
establishes conceptualistinctionbetweenwo notionsthat have beenconflated
in the literatureby the term of focus oneis rheme a conceptwhich, in oppo-
sition with theme belongsto the domainof information packaging(Chafe1976
inter alia) andthe otheris whatthe authorslabel askontrast, the notion covering
guantificationaphenomenaf a moreformal semantimature(Rooth1985,1992,
Krifka 1991-92 etc.). V&V usethetermkontrast

asa cover term for several operatoilike interpretationsof focusthat
onefinds in the literature: identificationalfoci, exhaustvenessfoci,
contrastve foci, contrastie topics, and also interrogatve wh-words,

1This paperis basedon chapter8 of my Ph. D. dissertation.| would like to expressgratitude
to my committeememberdor all the help| receved from them: Mary CatherineO’Connor Bruce
FraserEnric Vallduvi, CatherineV. Chvary, andShanlg Allen. Specialthanksgoto my first reader
PaulHagstrom.
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Until recently only descriptve analysesvereavailablefor this groupof parti-
clesandparticleso, ze andved’ werelabeled‘emphatic; “contrastve; “intensi-
fying,” “expressie;” “emotional; “strengthening,“enunciatve; etc.,with further
classificationof context-dependeninultiple meaningsor functionsfor eachparti-
cle (seeVasilyera 1972, collectionof articlesin threevolumesof LesParticules
Enonciativesen RusseContempaain, etc.) However, descriptve approacheso
theseparticleshave provedinadequatenda searchfor anunderlyingmeaningof
(someof) theseparticlehasbeeninitiatedin thefollowing works: Bitextin (1994),
Parrott (1997), Bonnotand Kodzase (1998), Feldman(forthcoming). However,
theseearlystudiesn the“unifying” directionhave their limitations: they areeither
basedn asingleframeavork and/orchooseo dealwith unifying asingleaspecof
the particle(s) suchasdiscourseole or cognitive statusof informationmarked.

In the previous analysesthe placementules of theseparticlesat the clausal
level madereferenceo eitherthe positionof the particlewith respecto a prosod-
ically prominentelementor to someinformation structureconstructas ‘theme-
rheme’, ‘topic-focus’, etc. However, no comprehense semantiocexplanationhas
beenofferedfor explaining what the prosodicmarking is usedfor andwhat the
relationshipbetweenprosodyand information packagingat the clausallevel is.
Similarly, the discourseaole of theseparticleshasbeenanalyzedasgiving riseto
multiple implicaturesandinferencepatternsandthuscontrituting to the cohesion
andcoherencef discourse.

In this paperit will be shavn that suchpropertiesof theseparticlesastheir
positionin the clauseandtheir role in discourseare consequencesf their two
essentiapropertiesask-marlers:

1. thetypeof setit marksandthetype of membershipvithin this set;

2. thecognitve statusof thereferentamarkedby it.

Below, these3 particleswill be givena unifying analysiswhich integratesthe
following currentframeworks: the theoryof “kontrast”(V&V); cognitive statuses
of referentsn discours€Yokoyamal986,Gundel Hedbeg, andZacharskil993);
informationpackagingon the clausallevel (Vallduvi 1992);andhierarchicalrga-
nizationof discoursgBiiring 2000).

Thedatacomefrom avariety of colloquial Russiartexts, suchasProtassea’s
corpusof the CHILDES databasgMacWhinng 2000) and Zemskajaand Ka-
panadzg1978). The structureof the paperis the following: in the next three
sections the kontrastve propertiesandtheir consequencewill be discussedor
eachparticle individually, with particle —to given a more detailedanalysisthan
particleszeandved’ The final sectionsummarizeghe findings with respectto
what the analysisof thesethree particlesas k-markers revealsaboutthe role of
kontrastatthe clausalanddiscoursdevels.

4For similar proposalsseeKanena and Gabriele(1995), van Kuppevelt (1995, 1996a,b),and
Roberty1996).

87



2 K-Mark er-TO

I will first discusswo essentiapropertiesof —to: thetype of setandthe cognitive
statusof informationmarked by it. Thenl will demonstratdnow theseessential
propertiesdetermineghe positionof —to in the clauseandits rolein discourse.

2.1 Typeof SetMark edby -TO

Particle—to marksa setof setsof relatedpropositiongequialently a setof ques-
tions)whichis generatetby introducingalternatvesto akontrastve elemenwithin

the link anda kontrastve elementwithin the rheme Consideran examplefrom

CHILDES:

(1) [Varjaandhermotherarelooking atapictureof adogwho putherpawr on
abear They first discusshe dog, thenstarttalking aboutthe bear Varja
getsdistractedby takinga scoopinto herhand.Mothersays:]

U tebjaTO sovok,a chto u medwedjav lape? (cHiLoes sance)
At you-TO scoop but whatat bear in paw

YOU(-TO) have a SCOORbut whatdoesthe BEAR have in his pav?

Theinformationstructureof the (Englishversionof the) utterancecontaining
—to is shavn in (2). Below it, in (3), a generalizedstructureof the utterancewith
—tois given:

(2) [+kswink You] (-TO) have [+k/rRheme@SCOOP]. ..

(3) [+kuink Al-TO hasproperty[+«/rhemeX]

Thedefault casefor (3) is whenthekontrastve (elementwithin the)link A belongs
to a setof entities: M1={A, B, C, ... } andthe kontrastve (elementwithin the)
rhemex belongsto a setof properties:M,={x, y, z, ... }.% Thus,the proposition
X(A) markedwith —TO makesthehearemgeneratea setM3, shavn in threealterna-
tivewaysin (4/5/6).1n (4), thesetM3 is representedsa setof setsof propositions,
in (5) the samesetis shavn asa setof questiongfollowing Hamblin 1958/1973
andKarttunenl1977),andin (6) thesetM3 marked by —to is shavn graphically:

SHowever, amoremarked (i.e., lessfrequent)scenarids alsopossiblei.e., whenthekontrastset
for links is a setof propertieswhile the setof alternatvesto therhemeconsistsof entities,asin (i):

(i) [Varjacant stoprunning.Motheris asking:whois theonerunning?]

NU  [+k/Rhemekto] [+k/Link begaet]TO? (CHILDES,stance2)
Well who is-runningTO

As for somebodyunning¢TO), whois doingthis?
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@) Ms={{ x(A), y(A) z(A)...}
{ x(@B) y@®B) zB)...}
{ x(C), y() z(C)...};...}

(5) M3={What is true of A?; Whatis true of B?; Whatis trueof C?;... }

(6) Thesetof setsof propositiongor, a setof questionsM3 markedby —TO:

QuestionUnder Discussion:
Which entity possesseshatproperty?
Ve X} N\
subq subg ... subg,
What propertydoesA hawe? WhatpropertydoesB have? WhatpropertydoesC have?
e N VAV A N\ v 4 pY
X(A)-TO y(A) z(A) x(B) y(B) z(B) x(C) ylC) z(C)
So,theprimaryfunctionof —to is amarlker of asetof setsof propositionsvhich
is generatedy introducingalternatvesto the kontrastve link andthe kontrastve
rheme.While for the propositioncontaining—to thetruth valueis asserted is not
the casewith thealternatve propositionsithey areonly madesalientwith the help
of —to.

2.2 Cognitive Statusof ReferentsMark ed by -TO

Particle-to marksinformation(estimatedy thespealer to be)known to thehearer
but not activatedin the hearers mind atthetime of the utterancé.

How canthe speakr assumehattheinformationis alsoknown to the hearer?
The spealker cansafelyassumehat the heareralsoknows the informationif this
informationis sharedhrough:code(languageculture),eng/clopedicknonvledge,
deixis,or commonexperiencgfor moredetail, seeYokoyamal986). Theexample
in (7) illustratesa speectsituationwherethe sourceof the spealkr’s assumption
aboutthe propositionmarked by —to beinglocatedin the hearers knowledgesetis
deixis,while in (8) it comesfrom commonexperience:

(7) [A toB, afteralongsilence,onthetop of amountainbeforedawn]

TiSinaTO  kakaja! (Vasilyeva 1972:68)
QuietnessTO what

‘How quietit is! or:
‘As for the stateof quietness{TO), how quietit is!’
(Vasilyeva’s translation:How wonderfully quiet!)

6Sinceall threeparticlesare capableof markinginformationwhich is, in spealer’s estimation,
currentlyactivatedin the hearers mind or inferablefrom informationlocatedthere,l am primarily
concernedvith cognitive statuseshatarelocatedfurther away from theinformationwhich is atthe
centerof the speakr’s andthe hearers attentionat the momentof the utterance.
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(8) [Varjapracticespulling lacesthroughholes. After several otheractvities,

Mothersays:]

Oj, slushaja mys  toboj[ +kiLink chernen’ki]-TO shnurochek
Ohlisten but we with you black-TO lace-DIM
[+k/Rhemetakni  razu eshche ne prodeali], da?

so notonceyet  evenNEG pulled-throughyes
(CHILDES,skanceb)

‘Oh, listen,asfor theBLACK(-TO) lace,youandl havent pulledit through
yetevenonce,right?’

To summarizehe essentiapropertieof —to asa k-marlker: with respecto the
type of setmarked, -to marksa setof setsof propositionswvhich differ from each
otherin thevaluesof thekontrastve link andthekontrastve rheme.With respecto
cognitive statusof informationmarked by —to, this informationis assumedy the
spealkr to beknown to the hearetbut not actvatedin the hearers mind atthetime
of the utterance n the next subsectiorl will demonstrat¢hatthesetwo essential
propertiesof -to determindts positionin the clauseandits role in discourse.

2.3 Conseguences:
Position in the Clauseand Role in Discourse

Thepositionof —to in theclausds bestanalyzedvith respecto theelemenimarked
[+kontrast]. Thus,-to is anenclitic to the kontrastve elementwithin thelink. This
is a directconsequencef its kontrastve properties:first, the kontraston the link
valueresultsin a setof setsof propositiong(cf. similar treatmentof “contrastve
topics” in Buring 2000, etc.); secondthe cognitve statusof informationmarked
by to — known to the hearerbut not actvatedin the hearers mind — is more
compatiblewith the functionof thelink thantherheme

Therole of —to atthediscoursdevel is alsoa consequencef beingamarler of
asetof questiongequivalently a setof setsof propositions). In adiscourseree,
asin (9), arny questionunderdiscussior(QUD) canbeconstrainedy k-marker -to
in theway asshavn in (6):

9) DiscourseSituation

v { ¢
QUD; QUD, QUD,

’Another consequencef the kontrastve natureof o is its multiple implicaturesproposedn
the literature. Since—to is a marker of a setof setsof propositions,it also marks contrastand
emphasisfunctionsas a theme/topicmarker or a marker of contrastve topics, implies plurality,
etc. The following implicaturesare consequencesf its secondessentialproperty—amarler of
information(assumedby spealer to be) known to hearerbut not activatedin discourseyet: amarker
of unexpectednesin addressinga topic; the fact thatit addsa tone of familiarity, corversational
spontaneityintimagy, etc.
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To summarizethe notion of kontrastis the coresemantianeaningof particle
—to: by analyzingit asa marker of a setof setsof propositions(equvalently a
setof questions)and as marking referentsknown to the hearerbut not currently
activated,its positionin the clauseandits role in discourseareaccountedor.

3 K-Mark er ZE

K-marker ze differs from —to in both the type of setand cognitive statusof in-
formationmarked and,accordingly its otherimportantpropertiegpositionin the
clausefolein discourseetc.) arealsodifferentfrom thoseexhibited by —to. How-
ever, aswith —to, kontrastvenesss the coresemantianeaningof this particleand
determinests distribution.

3.1 Typeof SetMark edby ZE

Particle ze marksa setof propositionswhich differ from eachotherin the value
of (atleast)oneterm. The kontrastsetfor Ze containsmemberswhich are mutu-
ally exclusive: if onepropositionis true, the otherone(s)is/arefalse. Thus,the
relationshipamongthe membersof the Ze setoften involves (binary) opposition,
contradictionpr negation. Thekontrastsetmarkedby zeis generalizedn (10)and
illustratedwith a sampleof naturallyoccurringdatain (11):

(10) The kontrast setmarked by ZE:
M={ X, X" }, whereX=-X’
(Xis trueif andonly if X' is false)

(11) [Vvarjanoticesafly onthewindowsill andaskshermotherto kill it]
VAR: Onamuxa,muxa.
MOT: Muxa, muxa,da.
VAR: Ubit’, ubit’ ee!
MOT: Onazheuzheubita. (CHILDES,stanced)

VAR: It'safly, afly.
MOT: A fly, afly, yes.

VAR: Kill, kill it!
MOT: It (z8 is alreadykilled.
Gloss:

Onazhe[;k uzhe ubita).
she ze alreadykilled (participle).

‘(But) it (z€ is alreadykilled.

In (11), mothers utterancewith Zecorrectshe presuppositiomf Varja’s previ-
ousutteranceKill it!, i.e., Thefly is alive. The membersf thekontrastsetmarked
by zearemutuallyexclusie: it is impossiblefor thefly to bealive (presupposition
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of Varja’s utterancepndto be alreadykilled (mothers utterancecontainingze at
thesametime 8

3.2 Cognitive Statusof ReferentsMark ed by ZE

Particle ze marksthe membershipset, one memberof which is actvatedin the
hearers mind at the time of the utterancewhile the other(incompatible)member
is viewed by the spealer asthoughit is (or shouldhave been)known to the hearer
andshouldhave beenactivatedatthis time.

For example,in (11), theactvatedmemberof thesetis Thefly is alive (presup-
positionof Kill, kill it!). The othermemberof the set(is treatedby the speakr as
thoughit) shouldbeknown to thehearerand,therefore shouldbeactvated—i.e.,
in thespealker’s estimationthereareenoughvisualcuesfor the hearerto malke the
correctconclusion(Thefly is alreadydead.

Now let us considersomeconsequencesf the essentiapropertiesof Zzeasa
k-marler.

3.3 Consequences:
Position in the Clauseand Role in Discourse

Theplacemenbf particlezecanbedefinedwith respecto thekontrastve element,
which is a propositionakerm (usuallywithin therhemg. The conditionof mutual
exclusivenesgor binary opposition)on the setmarked by ze malkesthis particle
a good candidateof marking rhematickontrasts,especiallycasesof kontrastve

8An interestingcaseis the useof zewith wh-words. This caseis somavhat cumbersomeor
the presentanalysis:how in the world canthe kontrastsetbe mutually exclusive with wh-words?
It seemghatthereis a way out of this paradox: ze with wh-wordsis usedto indicatethat from
the spealker’s point of view, the setof possibleanswerds empty of reasonablalternatves (andis
now opento unreasonablalternatves). While the setof possibleanswerss empty of reasonable
alternatves for the spealer, it might not be so for the hearer: the spealkr expectsthe hearerto
provide an answer(which is probablynot so unreasonabléom the hearers point of view). An
example,recordedn ahomesetting,is providedin (i):

(i) [Fatherputsaway his sons library booksandtells him that mothertook thembackto the
library (which shedid notdo). Theboy asksmotherif sheindeedtook themback. Shesays
‘no’. Hethensays(in thepresenc®f bothparents):]

U kogozemnetogdasprosit'?
‘Who (26 (in theworld/thehell ... ) shouldl askthen?’

In (i), from thespealer’s point of view, thesetof reasonablanswergindividualswho canprovide
an answer)is exhaustedor empty; the child now throws the ball to the parentswho might be able
to provide an alternatve explanation,which at this pointin discoursds viewed by the child asan
unexpected/non-predictable/unreasonaaliernatve. However, the answerto the child’s question
is indeedknown to the parent(s)who optednot to reveal it to him. It seemsthat an explanation
alongtheseline would bring us ascloseto the mutually exclusive setaswe could possiblygetwith
wh-words.
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verumfoci® — i.e., kontrastnot on the lexical meaningof the verb but on some
verbalinflectional cateyory, suchastense,aspectetc. It is possibleto translate
utterancesontainingzeascase®f rhematicpolarity of verumfocus;for example,
alternatve translationdor the utterancewith zein (11) arelt [=the fly] IS already
killed or It is ALREADYX killed.

Theroleof Zein discourseés alsoaconsequencef its kontrastve propertiesze
refersbackto asalientelementor someunresoled (from the speakr’s viewpoint)
questionin the discourseor discoursesituation®

To summarizepy analyzingparticlezeasa marlker of a setof mutually exclu-
sive propositionsandasa marker of informationwhich is relatedthroughthe set
relationshipto informationthatis activatedin discourseits distributional proper
tiesattheclausalanddiscoursdevelsarelargely accountedor.

4 K-Mark er VED’

Etymologically particleved’ is aform of theverbvedat'‘to know’, from whichit
hasinheritedfactvity.

4.1 Typeof SetMark ed by VED’

Similarly to ze particleved’ marksa setof propositionswhich differ from each
otherin the value of at leastoneterm. However, thereareimportantdifferences
betweerthem:for ved’' the setmembershijs restrictedto propositionsvhich have
illocutionaryforce of assertiongwhile Zedoesnot have thisrestriction).Also, the
membersof the setare not mutually exclusive (asin the caseof 26 but rather
supplementaryywhenved’ doesexpresscontradiction,it is more of the ‘yes,but
... type.

The examplesin (12-13) illustrate that the differencebetweenze and ved’
comes(partially) from the differencebetweena mutually exclusive set( z¢ and
asupplementarget(ved):

(12) [VarjaandGrandmothemlrelooking at a picture of birds standingon the
ground. Varjabelievesthatthe birds have fallendown. Grandmothecor
rectsVarja: sincethey arestandingandnotlying down, they have notfallen
down:]

*VAR: Etapit’ki.

9Thanksto Enric Vallduvi for pointingthis out.

1O0Multiple implicaturesassociatedvith Ze at the discourseevel canalso be viewed as follow-
ing from its two essentiaproperties. Sincezeis a marker of a restrictedset, containingmutually
exclusive propositionsit is subsequently marker of contrast,a marker of emphasisa marker of
contrastve focus,a marker of contrastve topic, it addsa tone of anindisputableagumentandis
perceved asa verbalattackon hearer etc. From beinga marlker of activatedinformationwhich is
to alarge extentknown to the hearer it follows thatZe canalsobe analyzedasa marler of arefer
encepointin the activateddomainof referenceasbeingperceved to be a verbalattackon hearey
asaddinga toneof anindisputableandirrefutableargument,andcorveying emotionsof irritation,
anngance,andimpatiencegtc.
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%eng:Thesearebirds.

*VAR: Upai.

%eng:Fell down.

*GPP:Oni neupali.

%eng:They did notfall down.

*GPP:Pochemuwhety dumaesh’chtooni upali.

%eng:Why do you think, thatthey fell down.

*GPP: Odnastoit na penechk, drugajastoit na zemle,a tret’ja stoit na
zemleszadipenechka.

%eng: Oneis standingon a little stump, the secondis standingon the
ground,andthethird is standingon the groundbehindthe stump.

*GPP: Vot tak, szadipenechka.

%eng: Thatway, behindthe stump.

*GPP:A pochemuy dumaesh’chtooni upali, oni zh nelezhat,oni stojat.
%eng: And why do you think, thatthey fell down, they arenot lying, but
standing.

*GPP:Kogdakto-nibud’ upadeton lezhit.

%eng:Whensomebodyalls, helies down. (CHILDES,stance3)

GPP:Pochemwzhety dumaesh’chtooni upali.
‘Why (z9 in theworld do you think thatthey fell down!

GPP:A pochemuy dumaesh’chtooni upali, oni zh nelezhat,oni stojat.
‘And why do you think thatthey fell down, they (z€ arenotlying down, they are
standing.

In (12), zemarksa setcontainingmutually exclusve membergthusit conveys
emotionsof contradiction,correction,andis perceved asa ‘verbalattackon the
hearer’): Varja believes that The birds fell down (sincethey are standingon the
ground and not flying), while the Grandmotherefutesthat by sayingthat The
birds did not fall down (sincethey are standingandnot lying down). Later, this
argumentis broughtto a mediatoy Varja’s mother(Katja). In presentinghe gist of
theargumentto Katja, the Grandmotheusesved’ andnot Ze(sinceno opposition
is expectedrom anadultwho knows thelexical meaningof upali ‘fell down’):

(13) [Grandmothere-tellstheagumentaboutthe“fallen” birdsto the mother]

Vot onagovorit, chtoeti  ptichki  upali, a jaschitaju,chto
PART shesays, that thesebirds-DIM fell-down, andl think that
oni [+x ne upali], oni [;k Stojat ved’ nanozhkax ].
they NEG fell-down, they are-standinged’ on feet-DIM
(CHILDES,skance3)

‘So shesaysthat theselittle birds fell down and| think that they did not
fall down, they arestanding(ved) you know, ontheir feet:

So, in (13) ved’ marksa supplementarget, the membersof which are syn-
onymsratherthanantoryms (thus, it constitutesan ‘extensionin logic’ andnot ‘a
verbalattack’): { Thebirdsdid notfall down; Thebirdsare standingon their feet.
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4.2 Cognitive Statusof ReferentsMark ed by VED’

Similarly to —to, particleved’ marksinformationknown to the hearetbut not acti-
vatedin the hearers mind at the time of the utterance.The differencebetweerze
andved’ comes(partially) from the differencein the cognitive statusof informa-
tion marked. Considerexample(14) from ZemskajeandKapanadz€1978:52-53;
glossesandtranslationadded):

(14) [Tworetiredballetdancersadpreviouslytalkedaboutwhatgreatactorsthey
usedto work with in their youth. Later, oneof themrealizesthatthey forgot
to mentiontwo of themostfamousactorgCirkov andCerkas®@) andreminds

herfriend aboutthat]
A:  Kogdamy stobojgovorili o mjuzik-holle,my govorili: ax kakiebyli
aktery!
‘When you and| talked aboutthe music hall, we were saying“Oh
whatactorswerethere!™

Mys tobojved ne skazalitto tam byl Cirkov, tam byl
We with you ved’NEGsaid thattherewasCirkov, therewas
Cerkaso!...

Cerkaso 5
‘You know, we did not say that therewas Cirkov there,therewas

Cerkasw there!..

B: [overlappingwith theendof the precedingutterance]
Dagospodi!Cerka-a-sg, Cirko-o-v...
‘Oh, my god! Cerka-a-s@ Cirko-o-v...

In (14),ved’ marksinformationknown to boththespealkr andthehearemhich
is notactivatedin the hearers mind atthe moment:talking aboutwhatgreatactors
werein the theaterat the time whenboth of the interlocutorsworked there,they
forgot to mentiontwo mostfamousactors.

4.3 Consequences:
Position in the Clauseand Role in Discourse

Similarly to theothertwo particles thepositionof ved'’in theclauses bestdefined
with respecto the kontastve element:it is eithera proclitic or anenclitic to such
element

The discourserole of ved’ is determinedby the type of setit marks: being
a marler of a supplementarget, it relatesmembersof the setto eachother by
building a superquestionabove them?!!

11Also, multiple implicaturesof ved’ canbetreatedasconsequencesf its kontrastveness:since
ved’ is a marker of a (supplementary}etof propositions(assertions)it is a marker of contrast,a
marker of emphasisanassertiormarler, etc. Sinceved’ (like —to) is amarlker of informationthatis
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| -TO ZE | VED’
ESSENTIAL PROPERTIES:
Type of set| A set of sets of | A setof mutuallyex- | A supplementary
marked propositions (= a | clusive propositions| set of propositions

set of questions);| which differ in the | which differ in the

requires two [+K] | valueof at leastone | value of at leastone

elements:in the link | [+K] element [+K] element

andtherheme
Cognitive Familiar to the| One member: in | Sameasfor-TO
status of | hearer but not ac- | focus or activated
referents tivated in his/her| the other member:

mind (treated as) familiar

andactivated

CONSEQUENCES:
Position in a | Enclitic to [+K] ele- | Enclitic to [+K] ele- | Procliticor encliticto
clause ment,usuallylink ment [+K] element
Role in dis- | Generatesa set of | Refersbackto salient| Generatesa set by
course sub-questions (sis- | elementor someun- | building a super

ters dominated by | resohed  question| question above the

thesameQUD); par | in  the previous | memberof theset

tially answersQUD | discourse

andmakessalientthe

othersub-questions.

Tablel1.1: Comparingkontrastve Markers—TO, ZE, andVED’

To summarizeved hasbeenobseredto sharecertainpropertieswvith zeand
otherpropertiesvith —to. By addressinghe question®f whattypeof setandwhat
cognitive statusof informationeachof theseparticlesmarks,their differencesand
similaritiesareexplained.

5 Conclusion

Thenotionof kontrasthasbeenfoundto be a coresemantianeaningof suchlexi-
calitemsasparticles—o, Ze andved’ thesdexemesareanalyzedasunambiguous
markersof kontrast.The coresemantianeaningof eachof theseparticleshasbeen
foundto encompassno issuesthetypeof setandthe cognitive statusof referents
marked by eachof theseparticles.Amongimportantpropertiesof theseparticles,
which areneverthelesdreatedasconsequencesf their essentiakontrastve prop-
erties,arethe placemenbf the particlesat the clausallevel andtheir role in the
organizationof discourse. Their distribution propertiesand the choiceof parti-
clesin aparticularcontext is alsomotivatedby the differencesn their kontrastve

assumedby spealer to beknown to hearermut not activatedyet, it is a marker of unexpectednesm
addressing topic, a marker of eng/clopedicknowledge,andit is perceved asa (polite) reminder
etc.
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nature.Thefindingsaresummarizedn Table4.3.

Theexampleof thesethreecolloquialRussiarparticlessuggestshatthenotion
of kontrasthasapplicationsbeyond the level of the clauseto sene asa construct
which connectghelevelsof clausalanddiscoursestructure.
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