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ABSTRACT. Thenotionof kontrast,or theability of certainlinguistic expressionsto generatea
setof alternatives,originally proposedby Vallduv́ı andVilkuna (1998)asaclause-level concept,
is re-analyzedhereasconnectingthelevel of informationpackagingin theclauseandthelevel of
discoursestructurein thefollowing way: kontrastis encodedat theclausallevel but hasrepercus-
sionsfor discoursestructure.Thisclaimis supportedby evidencefrom thedistributionproperties
of threecolloquial Russianparticles–TO, ŽE, andVED’ which areanalyzedas unambiguous
markersof kontrast. Both the placementof theseparticlesat the clausallevel andtheir role in
discourseareviewed asconsequencesof the typeof thekontrastsetandthecognitive statusof
informationmarkedby eachparticle.1

1 Intr oduction

Thenotionof kontrast, introducedin Vallduv́ı andVilkuna(1998,V&V hereafter),
establishesa conceptualdistinctionbetweentwo notionsthathave beenconflated
in the literatureby the term of focus: one is rheme, a conceptwhich, in oppo-
sition with theme, belongsto the domainof informationpackaging(Chafe1976
inter alia) andtheotheris what theauthorslabel askontrast, thenotioncovering
quantificationalphenomenaof a moreformal semanticnature(Rooth1985,1992,
Krifka 1991-92,etc.).V&V usethetermkontrast

asa cover term for several operator-like interpretationsof focus that
one finds in the literature: identificationalfoci, exhaustivenessfoci,
contrastive foci, contrastive topics, and also interrogative wh-words,

1This paperis basedon chapter8 of my Ph. D. dissertation.I would like to expressgratitude
to my committeemembersfor all thehelp I receivedfrom them: Mary CatherineO’Connor, Bruce
Fraser, EnricVallduv́ı, CatherineV. Chvany, andShanley Allen. Specialthanksgo to my first reader
PaulHagstrom.
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Until recently, only descriptive analyseswereavailablefor this groupof parti-
clesandparticles–to, že, andved’werelabeled“emphatic,” “contrastive,” “intensi-
fying,” “expressive,” “emotional,” “strengthening,” “enunciative,” etc.,with further
classificationof context-dependentmultiple meaningsor functionsfor eachparti-
cle (seeVasilyeva 1972,collectionof articlesin threevolumesof LesParticules
Enonciativesen RusseContemporain, etc.) However, descriptive approachesto
theseparticleshave proved inadequateanda searchfor anunderlyingmeaningof
(someof) theseparticlehasbeeninitiatedin thefollowing works: Bitextin (1994),
Parrott (1997),BonnotandKodzasov (1998),Feldman(forthcoming). However,
theseearlystudiesin the“unifying” directionhavetheir limitations: they areeither
basedonasingleframework and/orchooseto dealwith unifying asingleaspectof
theparticle(s),suchasdiscourseroleor cognitive statusof informationmarked.

In the previous analyses,the placementrulesof theseparticlesat the clausal
level madereferenceto eitherthepositionof theparticlewith respectto a prosod-
ically prominentelementor to someinformation structureconstructas ‘theme-
rheme’,‘topic-focus’, etc. However, no comprehensive semanticexplanationhas
beenoffered for explaining what the prosodicmarking is usedfor andwhat the
relationshipbetweenprosodyand information packagingat the clausallevel is.
Similarly, thediscourserole of theseparticleshasbeenanalyzedasgiving rise to
multiple implicaturesandinferencepatternsandthuscontributing to thecohesion
andcoherenceof discourse.

In this paperit will be shown that suchpropertiesof theseparticlesas their
position in the clauseand their role in discourseare consequencesof their two
essentialpropertiesask-markers:

1. thetypeof setit marksandthetypeof membershipwithin thisset;

2. thecognitive statusof thereferentsmarkedby it.

Below, these3 particleswill begivena unifying analysiswhich integratesthe
following currentframeworks: thetheoryof “kontrast”(V&V); cognitive statuses
of referentsin discourse(Yokoyama1986,Gundel,Hedberg, andZacharski1993);
informationpackagingon theclausallevel (Vallduv́ı 1992);andhierarchicalorga-
nizationof discourse(Büring 20004).

Thedatacomefrom avarietyof colloquialRussiantexts,suchasProtassova’s
corpusof the CHILDES database(MacWhinney 2000) and Zemskajaand Ka-
panadze(1978). The structureof the paperis the following: in the next three
sections,the kontrastive propertiesand their consequenceswill be discussedfor
eachparticle individually, with particle –to given a more detailedanalysisthan
particlesžeandved’. The final sectionsummarizesthe findingswith respectto
what the analysisof thesethreeparticlesask-markers revealsaboutthe role of
kontrastat theclausalanddiscourselevels.

4For similar proposalsseeKanerva andGabriele(1995), van Kuppevelt (1995,1996a,b),and
Roberts(1996).
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2 K-Mark er –TO

I will first discusstwo essentialpropertiesof –to: thetypeof setandthecognitive
statusof informationmarked by it. ThenI will demonstratehow theseessential
propertiesdeterminethepositionof –to in theclauseandits role in discourse.

2.1 Typeof SetMark ed by -TO

Particle–to marksa setof setsof relatedpropositions(equivalently, a setof ques-
tions)whichisgeneratedby introducingalternativestoakontrastiveelementwithin
the link anda kontrastive elementwithin the rheme. Consideran examplefrom
CHILDES:

(1) [Varjaandhermotherarelookingatapictureof adogwhoputherpaw on
a bear. They first discussthedog, thenstarttalking aboutthebear. Varja
getsdistractedby takingascoopinto herhand.Mothersays:]

U tebja-TO
At you-TO

sovok,
scoop

a
but

chto
what

u
at

medvedja
bear

v lape?
in paw

(CHILDES,séance2)

YOU(-TO) have aSCOOP, but whatdoestheBEAR have in his paw?

The informationstructureof the(Englishversionof the)utterancecontaining
–to is shown in (2). Below it, in (3), a generalizedstructureof theutterancewith
–to is given:

(2) [+K/Link You] (-TO) have [+K/Rhemeascoop] �����

(3) [+K/Link A]-TO hasproperty[+K/Rhemex]

Thedefault casefor (3) is whenthekontrastive (elementwithin the)link A belongs
to a setof entities: M1=

�
A, B, C, ������� andthe kontrastive (elementwithin the)

rhemex belongsto a setof properties:M2=
�
x, y, z, ������� .5 Thus,theproposition

x(A) markedwith –TO makesthehearergenerateasetM3, shown in threealterna-
tivewaysin (4/5/6). In (4), thesetM3 is representedasasetof setsof propositions,
in (5) thesamesetis shown asa setof questions(following Hamblin1958/1973
andKarttunen1977),andin (6) thesetM3 markedby –to is shown graphically:

5However, amoremarked(i.e., lessfrequent)scenariois alsopossible:i.e.,whenthekontrastset
for links is a setof properties,while thesetof alternativesto therhemeconsistsof entities,asin (i):

(i) [Varjacan’t stoprunning.Motheris asking:who is theonerunning?]

Nu
Well

[+K/Rhemekto]
who

[+K/Link begaet]-TO?
is-running-TO

(CHILDES,séance2)

As for somebodyrunning(-TO), who is doingthis?
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(4) M3= � �
x(A), y(A), z(A), ������� ;�
x(B), y(B), z(B), ������� ;�
x(C), y(C), z(C), ������� ; �����	�

(5) M3= � What is true of A?; Whatis trueof B?;Whatis trueof C?; 
�
�
 �
(6) Thesetof setsof propositions(or, a setof questions)M3 markedby –TO:

QuestionUnderDiscussion:
Which entity possesseswhatproperty?�  �

subq1 subq2 ����� subqn
WhatpropertydoesA have? WhatpropertydoesB have? WhatpropertydoesC have?�  � �  � �  �
x(A)-TO y(A) z(A) x(B) y(B) z(B) x(C) y(C) z(C)

So,theprimaryfunctionof –to is amarkerof asetof setsof propositionswhich
is generatedby introducingalternativesto thekontrastive link andthekontrastive
rheme.While for thepropositioncontaining–to thetruthvalueis asserted,it is not
thecasewith thealternative propositions:they areonly madesalientwith thehelp
of –to.

2.2 CognitiveStatusof ReferentsMark ed by -TO

Particle-to marksinformation(estimatedby thespeaker to be)known to thehearer
but notactivatedin thehearer’s mind at thetimeof theutterance.6

How canthespeaker assumethattheinformationis alsoknown to thehearer?
The speaker cansafelyassumethat the heareralsoknows the informationif this
informationis sharedthrough:code(language,culture),encyclopedicknowledge,
deixis,or commonexperience(for moredetail,seeYokoyama1986).Theexample
in (7) illustratesa speechsituationwherethe sourceof the speaker’s assumption
aboutthepropositionmarkedby –to beinglocatedin thehearer’s knowledgesetis
deixis,while in (8) it comesfrom commonexperience:

(7) [A to B, aftera long silence,on thetopof amountainbeforedawn]

Tišina-TO
Quietness-TO

kakaja!
what

(Vasilyeva1972:68)

‘How quietit is!’ or:
‘As for thestateof quietness(-TO), how quietit is!’
(Vasilyeva’s translation:How wonderfullyquiet!)

6Sinceall threeparticlesarecapableof markinginformationwhich is, in speaker’s estimation,
currentlyactivatedin thehearer’s mind or inferablefrom informationlocatedthere,I amprimarily
concernedwith cognitive statusesthatarelocatedfurtheraway from theinformationwhich is at the
centerof thespeaker’s andthehearer’s attentionat themomentof theutterance.
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(8) [Varjapracticespulling lacesthroughholes.After severalotheractivities,
Mothersays:]

Oj,
Oh

slushaj,
listen

a
but

my
we

s
with

toboj
you

[ +K/Link chernen’kij]-TO
black-TO

shnurochek
lace-DIM

[+K/Rhemetak
so

ni
not

razu
once

eshche
yet

i
even

ne
NEG

prodevali ],
pulled-through,

da?
yes

(CHILDES,séance5)

‘Oh, listen,asfor theBLACK(-TO) lace,youandI haven’t pulledit through
yet evenonce,right?’

To summarizetheessentialpropertiesof –to asak-marker: with respectto the
typeof setmarked, -to marksa setof setsof propositionswhich differ from each
otherin thevaluesof thekontrastive link andthekontrastive rheme.With respectto
cognitive statusof informationmarkedby –to, this informationis assumedby the
speaker to beknown to thehearerbut notactivatedin thehearer’s mindat thetime
of theutterance.In thenext subsectionI will demonstratethat thesetwo essential
propertiesof -to determineits positionin theclauseandits role in discourse.

2.3 Consequences:
Position in the Clauseand Role in Discourse

Thepositionof –to in theclauseisbestanalyzedwith respectto theelementmarked
[+kontrast].Thus,-to is anenclitic to thekontrastive elementwithin the link. This
is a directconsequenceof its kontrastive properties:first, thekontraston the link
valueresultsin a setof setsof propositions(cf. similar treatmentof “contrastive
topics” in Büring 2000,etc.); second,thecognitive statusof informationmarked
by –to — known to the hearerbut not activatedin the hearer’s mind — is more
compatiblewith thefunctionof the link thantherheme.

Theroleof –to at thediscourselevel is alsoaconsequenceof beingamarkerof
a setof questions(equivalently, a setof setsof propositions).7 In a discoursetree,
asin (9), any questionunderdiscussion(QUD) canbeconstrainedby k-marker -to
in thewayasshown in (6):

(9) DiscourseSituation�  �
QUD1 QUD2 QUDn

7Anotherconsequenceof the kontrastive natureof –to is its multiple implicaturesproposedin
the literature. Since–to is a marker of a set of setsof propositions,it also markscontrastand
emphasis,functionsas a theme/topicmarker or a marker of contrastive topics, implies plurality,
etc. The following implicaturesare consequencesof its secondessentialproperty—amarker of
information(assumedby speaker to be)known to hearerbut notactivatedin discourseyet: a marker
of unexpectednessin addressinga topic; the fact that it addsa toneof familiarity, conversational
spontaneity, intimacy, etc.
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To summarize,thenotionof kontrastis thecoresemanticmeaningof particle
–to: by analyzingit asa marker of a setof setsof propositions(equivalently, a
setof questions)andasmarkingreferentsknown to the hearerbut not currently
activated,its positionin theclauseandits role in discourseareaccountedfor.

3 K-Mark er ŽE

K-marker že differs from –to in both the type of set and cognitive statusof in-
formationmarkedand,accordingly, its otherimportantproperties(positionin the
clause,role in discourse,etc.)arealsodifferentfrom thoseexhibitedby –to. How-
ever, aswith –to, kontrastivenessis thecoresemanticmeaningof this particleand
determinesits distribution.

3.1 Typeof SetMark ed by ŽE

Particle žemarksa setof propositionswhich differ from eachotherin the value
of (at least)oneterm. Thekontrastsetfor žecontainsmemberswhich aremutu-
ally exclusive: if onepropositionis true, the otherone(s)is/arefalse. Thus, the
relationshipamongthe membersof the žesetoften involves(binary) opposition,
contradiction,or negation.Thekontrastsetmarkedby žeis generalizedin (10)and
illustratedwith asampleof naturallyoccurringdatain (11):

(10) The kontrast setmarked by ŽE:
M=

�
X, X’ � , whereX= � X’

(X is trueif andonly if X’ is false)

(11) [Varjanoticesafly on thewindowsill andaskshermotherto kill it]
VAR: Onamuxa,muxa.
MOT: Muxa,muxa,da.
VAR: Ubit’, ubit’ ee!
MOT: Onazheuzheubita. (CHILDES,séance4)

VAR: It’sa fly, afly.
MOT: A fly, a fly, yes.
VAR: Kill, kill it!
MOT: It (že) is alreadykilled.

Gloss:

Ona
she

zhe
že

[ � K uzhe
already

ubita].
killed (participle).

‘(But) it (že) is alreadykilled.’

In (11),mother’s utterancewith žecorrectsthepresuppositionof Varja’sprevi-
ousutteranceKill it! , i.e.,Thefly is alive. Themembersof thekontrastsetmarked
by žearemutuallyexclusive: it is impossiblefor thefly to bealive (presupposition
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of Varja’s utterance)andto bealreadykilled (mother’s utterancecontainingže) at
thesametime.8

3.2 CognitiveStatusof ReferentsMark ed by ŽE

Particle že marksthe membershipset, onememberof which is activatedin the
hearer’s mind at thetime of theutterance,while theother(incompatible)member
is viewedby thespeaker asthoughit is (or shouldhave been)known to thehearer
andshouldhave beenactivatedat this time.

For example,in (11),theactivatedmemberof thesetis Thefly is alive (presup-
positionof Kill, kill it! ). Theothermemberof theset(is treatedby thespeaker as
thoughit) shouldbeknown to thehearerand,therefore,shouldbeactivated— i.e.,
in thespeaker’s estimation,thereareenoughvisualcuesfor thehearerto make the
correctconclusion(Thefly is alreadydead).

Now let us considersomeconsequencesof the essentialpropertiesof žeasa
k-marker.

3.3 Consequences:
Position in the Clauseand Role in Discourse

Theplacementof particležecanbedefinedwith respectto thekontrastiveelement,
which is a propositionalterm(usuallywithin therheme). Theconditionof mutual
exclusiveness(or binary opposition)on the setmarked by žemakesthis particle
a good candidateof marking rhematickontrasts,especiallycasesof kontrastive

8An interestingcaseis the useof žewith wh-words. This caseis somewhat cumbersomefor
the presentanalysis:how in the world canthe kontrastsetbe mutually exclusive with wh-words?
It seemsthat thereis a way out of this paradox: žewith wh-words is usedto indicatethat from
the speaker’s point of view, the setof possibleanswersis emptyof reasonablealternatives(andis
now opento unreasonablealternatives). While the setof possibleanswersis emptyof reasonable
alternatives for the speaker, it might not be so for the hearer: the speaker expectsthe hearerto
provide an answer(which is probablynot so unreasonablefrom the hearer’s point of view). An
example,recordedin a homesetting,is providedin (i):

(i) [Fatherputsaway his son’s library booksandtells him that mothertook thembackto the
library (which shedid not do). Theboy asksmotherif sheindeedtook themback.Shesays
‘no’. He thensays(in thepresenceof bothparents):]

U kogo žemnetogdasprosit’?
‘Who (že) (in theworld/thehell ����� ) shouldI askthen?’

In (i), from thespeaker’spointof view, thesetof reasonableanswers(individualswhocanprovide
an answer)is exhaustedor empty; the child now throws the ball to the parentswho might be able
to provide an alternative explanation,which at this point in discourseis viewed by the child asan
unexpected/non-predictable/unreasonablealternative. 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 usascloseto themutuallyexclusive setaswe couldpossiblygetwith
wh-words.
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verumfoci9 — i.e., kontrastnot on the lexical meaningof the verb but on some
verbal inflectionalcategory, suchas tense,aspect,etc. It is possibleto translate
utterancescontainingžeascasesof rhematicpolarityof verumfocus;for example,
alternative translationsfor theutterancewith žein (11) areIt [=the fly] IS already
killed or It is ALREADYkilled.

Theroleof žein discourseis alsoaconsequenceof its kontrastiveproperties:̌ze
refersbackto asalientelementor someunresolved(from thespeaker’s viewpoint)
questionin thediscourseor discoursesituation.10

To summarize,by analyzingparticležeasa marker of asetof mutuallyexclu-
sive propositionsandasa marker of informationwhich is relatedthroughtheset
relationshipto informationthat is activatedin discourse,its distributional proper-
tiesat theclausalanddiscourselevelsarelargely accountedfor.

4 K-Mark er VED’

Etymologically, particleved’ is a form of theverbvedat’ ‘to know’, from which it
hasinheritedfactivity.

4.1 Typeof SetMark ed by VED’

Similarly to že, particleved’ marksa setof propositionswhich differ from each
otherin the valueof at leastoneterm. However, thereareimportantdifferences
betweenthem:for ved’ thesetmembershipis restrictedto propositionswhichhave
illocutionaryforceof assertions(while žedoesnothave this restriction).Also, the
membersof the set are not mutually exclusive (as in the caseof že) but rather
supplementary;whenved’ doesexpresscontradiction,it is moreof the ‘yes,but
����� ’ type.

The examplesin (12-13) illustrate that the differencebetweenže and ved’
comes(partially) from the differencebetweena mutually exclusive set( že) and
asupplementaryset(ved’):

(12) [Varja andGrandmotherarelooking at a pictureof birds standingon the
ground.Varjabelievesthat thebirdshave fallendown. Grandmothercor-
rectsVarja:sincethey arestandingandnotlying down, they havenotfallen
down:]
*VAR: Ètapit’ki.

9Thanksto EnricVallduv́ı for pointingthis out.
10Multiple implicaturesassociatedwith žeat the discourselevel canalsobe viewed as follow-

ing from its two essentialproperties.Sinceže is a marker of a restrictedset,containingmutually
exclusive propositions,it is subsequentlya marker of contrast,a marker of emphasis,a marker of
contrastive focus,a marker of contrastive topic, it addsa toneof an indisputableargumentandis
perceived asa verbalattackon hearer, etc. Frombeinga marker of activatedinformationwhich is
to a largeextentknown to thehearer, it follows that žecanalsobeanalyzedasa marker of a refer-
encepoint in theactivateddomainof reference,asbeingperceived to bea verbalattackon hearer,
asaddinga toneof an indisputableandirrefutableargument,andconveying emotionsof irritation,
annoyance,andimpatience,etc.
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%eng:Thesearebirds.
*VAR: Upai.
%eng:Fell down.
*GPP:Oni neupali.
%eng:They did not fall down.
*GPP:Pochemuzhety dumaesh’,chtooni upali.
%eng:Why do you think, thatthey fell down.
*GPP: Odnastoit na penechke, drugajastoit na zemle,a tret’ja stoit na
zemleszadipenechka.
%eng: One is standingon a little stump, the secondis standingon the
ground,andthethird is standingon thegroundbehindthestump.
*GPP:Vot tak,szadipenechka.
%eng:Thatway, behindthestump.
*GPP:A pochemuty dumaesh’,chtooni upali,oni zhnelezhat,oni stojat.
%eng:And why do you think, that they fell down, they arenot lying, but
standing.
*GPP:Kogdakto-nibud’ upadet,on lezhit.
%eng:Whensomebodyfalls,heliesdown. (CHILDES,séance3)

GPP:Pochemuzhety dumaesh’,chtooni upali.
‘Why (že) in theworld do you think thatthey fell down.’

GPP:A pochemuty dumaesh’,chtooni upali,oni zhnelezhat,oni stojat.
‘And why do you think thatthey fell down, they (že) arenot lying down, they are
standing.’

In (12), žemarksasetcontainingmutuallyexclusive members(thusit conveys
emotionsof contradiction,correction,andis perceived asa ‘verbalattackon the
hearer’): Varja believes that Thebirds fell down (sincethey arestandingon the
groundand not flying), while the Grandmotherrefutesthat by saying that The
birds did not fall down (sincethey arestandingandnot lying down). Later, this
argumentis broughtto amediator, Varja’smother(Katja). In presentingthegistof
theargumentto Katja, theGrandmotherusesved’ andnot že(sinceno opposition
is expectedfrom anadultwho knows thelexical meaningof upali ‘ fell down’):

(13) [Grandmotherre-tellstheargumentaboutthe“f allen” birdsto themother]

Vot
PART

ona
she

govorit,
says,

chto
that

èti
these

ptichki
birds-DIM

upali,
fell-down,

a
and

ja
I

schitaju,
think

chto
that

oni
they

[ � K ne
NEG

upali ],
fell-down,

oni
they

[ � K stojat
are-standing

ved’
ved’

na
on

nozhkax
feet-DIM

].

(CHILDES,séance3)

‘So shesaysthat theselittle birds fell down andI think that they did not
fall down, they arestanding,(ved’) youknow, on their feet.’

So, in (13) ved’ marksa supplementaryset, the membersof which aresyn-
onymsratherthanantonyms(thus,it constitutesan‘extensionin logic’ andnot ‘a
verbalattack’):

�
Thebirdsdid not fall down;Thebirdsarestandingontheir feet� .
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4.2 CognitiveStatusof ReferentsMark ed by VED’

Similarly to –to, particleved’ marksinformationknown to thehearerbut not acti-
vatedin thehearer’s mind at thetime of theutterance.Thedifferencebetweeňze
andved’ comes(partially) from thedifferencein thecognitive statusof informa-
tion marked.Considerexample(14) from ZemskajaandKapanadze(1978:52-53;
glossesandtranslationadded):

(14) [Two retiredballetdancershadpreviouslytalkedaboutwhatgreatactorsthey
usedto work with in their youth.Later, oneof themrealizesthatthey forgot
to mentiontwo of themostfamousactors(Čirkov andČerkasov) andreminds
herfriendaboutthat]

A: Kogdamy s tobojgovorili o mjuzik-holle,my govorili: axkakiebyli
aktery!
‘When you andI talked aboutthe musichall, we weresaying“Oh
whatactorswerethere!”’

My
We

s
with

toboj
you

ved’
ved’

ne
NEG

skazali,
said

čto
that

tam
there

byl
was

Čirkov,
Čirkov,

tam
there

byl
was

Čerkasov!...
Čerkasov
‘You know, we did not say that therewas Čirkov there,therewas
Čerkasov there!..’

B: [overlappingwith theendof theprecedingutterance]
Dagospodi!Čerka-a-sov, Čirko-o-v...
‘Oh, my god! Čerka-a-sov, Čirko-o-v...’

In (14),ved’marksinformationknown to boththespeakerandthehearerwhich
is notactivatedin thehearer’s mindat themoment:talkingaboutwhatgreatactors
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 theclauseis bestdefined
with respectto thekontastive element:it is eithera proclitic or anenclitic to such
element.

The discourserole of ved’ is determinedby the type of set it marks: being
a marker of a supplementaryset, it relatesmembersof the set to eachother by
building asuper-questionabove them.11

11Also, multiple implicaturesof ved’ canbetreatedasconsequencesof its kontrastiveness:since
ved’ is a marker of a (supplementary)setof propositions(assertions),it is a marker of contrast,a
marker of emphasis,anassertionmarker, etc.Sinceved’ (like –to) is a marker of informationthatis
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-TO ŽE VED’
ESSENTIAL PROPERTIES:
Type of set
marked

A set of sets of
propositions (= a
set of questions);
requires two [+K]
elements:in the link
andtherheme

A setof mutuallyex-
clusive propositions
which differ in the
value of at leastone
[+K] element

A supplementary
set of propositions
which differ in the
value of at leastone
[+K] element

Cognitive
status of
referents

Familiar to the
hearer but not ac-
tivated in his/her
mind

One member: in
focus or activated;
the other member:
(treated as) familiar
andactivated

Sameasfor -TO

CONSEQUENCES:
Position in a
clause

Enclitic to [+K] ele-
ment,usuallylink

Enclitic to [+K] ele-
ment

Procliticor encliticto
[+K] element

Role in dis-
course

Generatesa set of
sub-questions (sis-
ters dominated by
thesameQUD); par-
tially answersQUD
andmakessalientthe
othersub-questions.

Refersbackto salient
elementor someun-
resolved question
in the previous
discourse

Generatesa set by
building a super-
question above the
membersof theset

Table11.1:ComparingKontrastive Markers–TO, ŽE, andVED’

To summarize:ved’ hasbeenobserved to sharecertainpropertieswith žeand
otherpropertieswith –to. By addressingthequestionsof whattypeof setandwhat
cognitive statusof informationeachof theseparticlesmarks,their differencesand
similaritiesareexplained.

5 Conclusion

Thenotionof kontrasthasbeenfoundto beacoresemanticmeaningof suchlexi-
cal itemsasparticles–to, že, andved’: theselexemesareanalyzedasunambiguous
markersof kontrast.Thecoresemanticmeaningof eachof theseparticleshasbeen
foundto encompasstwo issues:thetypeof setandthecognitive statusof referents
markedby eachof theseparticles.Amongimportantpropertiesof theseparticles,
which areneverthelesstreatedasconsequencesof their essentialkontrastive prop-
erties,arethe placementof the particlesat the clausallevel andtheir role in the
organizationof discourse. Their distribution propertiesand the choiceof parti-
clesin a particularcontext is alsomotivatedby thedifferencesin their kontrastive

assumedby speaker to beknown to hearerbut not activatedyet, it is a marker of unexpectednessin
addressinga topic, a marker of encyclopedicknowledge,andit is perceived asa (polite) reminder,
etc.
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nature.Thefindingsaresummarizedin Table4.3.
Theexampleof thesethreecolloquialRussianparticlessuggeststhatthenotion

of kontrasthasapplicationsbeyond the level of theclauseto serve asa construct
whichconnectsthelevelsof clausalanddiscoursestructure.

Data Sources

CHILDES: Other Languages- Russian– Protassova. In: MacWhinney, Brian.
2000.TheCHILDESDatabase:Toolsfor AnalyzingTalk. 3d Edition. Vol. 2: The
Database. Mahwah,NJ: LawrenceErlbaumAssociates.

Zemskaja,E. A. and L. A. Kapanadze,eds. 1978. RusskajaRazgovornaja
Rěc’: Teksty. Moskva: Nauka.
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Bitextin, AleksandrBorisovič. 1994. Časticy -to, že, ved’ i Vvodnye Kon-
strukciiTipakakizvestnokakSredstvaUkazanijanaIzvestnost’Propozicional’nogo
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