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The basic constituents of intonation structure are pitch-accents. Pitch-accents designate topic-
focus distinctions, contrast, and discourse structure. The question arises as to what phonetic
words the accents are placed on. This paper gives an account of various accent placement
principles in modern Russian.

The basic constituents of intonation structure are pitch-accents. They designate topic-focus distinctions, contrast,
and discourse structure. Pitch-accents are placed on the segmental material not in a random way but as properties of
the phonetic words that they fall on [Bolinger 1958, 1961; Halliday 1963, 1967a, b; Steedman 2007]. There is a
considerable body of literature that assumes that the relevant notions of accent placement are information structure,
focus, contrast, or emphasis, i.e. the words bearing pitch-accents refer to either new, or emphatic, or contrasted
information (cf. most recent investigations [Jaeger, Wagner (in press); Steedman 2007; Kadmon 2009], and
references cited thereinz). However, the segmental material referring to either new, or contrastive, or emphatic
information is not restricted to one phonetic word. It may rather have complex syntactic structure. The question
would then arise as to how the words bearing pitch-accents are selected. Many theories of information structure and
accent placement proposed particular sets of syntactic priorities accounting for the selection of the accent-bearer in
syntactic structures, such as the priority of the object to the verb ([Schwarzschild 1999]), and the subject to the verb
([Halliday 1967b: 208; Enkvist 1979; Schwarzschild 1999]). But nobody proposed a full hierarchy of syntactic
constituents relevant for accent placement. Moreover, the parameters relevant for the accent-bearers selection are
not limited to information structure and syntactic hierarchies. Modern Russian displays a number of accent
placement principles for which, apart from the information and syntactic structure, some lexical, illocutionary and
discourse parameters are also significant. Some of the principles are presumably valid not only for Russian but for a
wide variety of languages with no lexical pitch-accents. This paper gives a concise account of accent placement
principles in Russian. The formulation of accent placement principles is aimed at being used in oral speech

synthesizers.

1. Basic Principle

' This work was supported by the program OM®H PAH «TekcT BO B3aHMOJICHCTBHE C COLMOKYJIbTYPHOI Cpejioii:
YPOBHU UCTOPUKO-JIUTEPATYPHON U JIMHIBUCTHUYECKON MHTEpHpeTauun», pasnen VI. TekcT B COUUMOKYIbTYPHOM U
S3BIKOBOM TIpOCTpaHcTBax P®D, mpoekT «YHHUBEpcalbHble W HIHMOITHHYECKUE CTPATErMU IPOAYLUPOBAHUS M
MHTEPIIPETALNH TEKCTay.

% One of the most recent accounts of accent placement given in paper presentation [Kadmon 2009] is based on the
notion of 'recoverable' harking back to Kuno's 'predictable’ ([Kuno 1978: 282-283]), Halliday's 'recoverable'
([Halliday 1967b: 204]), and Prince's given, ([Prince 1981] “which is the informational status of a word depending
not just on preceding context, but also on its relation to its own utterance”. The author also claims that accent
placement can be interpreted “at the level of the word alone, without recursive projection or interpretation of a
syntactic feature” [Kadmon 2009].



The basic principle of accent placement in topics, foci, constituents of questions and imperatives is in the first place
regulated by 1) the given-new distinction [Chafe 1976] (or activation, on the terminology of [Dryer 1996]), and 2)
the syntactic structure (the argument structure of the sentence predicate and the sentence syntactic type).

The ‘given-new’ parameter affects the accent placement in such a way that the items referring to activated
(in the mind of the hearer) information should be eliminated from the set of items of which the focus (= the rheme,
on Mathesius terminology) accent-bearer is to be selected. For example, the replies in (1) and in (2) with the accents
on demu.Nom® and on edsim. Vi respectively demonstrate the priority of the new information to the activated one in
accent-bearer selecting. In sentence (2) the accent-bearer of the reply is the verb because the subject demu is

activated in the question. (The accent-bearers in examples below are boldfaced.)

(1) — Yem mot paccmpoen? — /lemu nnoxo eoam;

(2) — Yem mebs oemu paccmpounu? — [{emu nioxo eoam.

Topics can also have accented words carrying specific “topical” pitch-accents. The accent placement in topics
(themes) follows similar accent placement principles as the foci. The differences between the focal and the topical
accent placement are discussed in [SIaK0 2008: 60-72].

The syntactic parameter of accent placement is represented by a variety of hierarchies which are determined
by the argument structure of the predicate and the sentence structure [Sako 1991; 2008: 43—73]. These hierarchies
are 1) the Basic Hierarchy of the predicate and its arguments, and 2) the local hierarchies affecting accent placement

in non-terminal arguments (or the arguments which have complements or adjuncts).

1.1. Basic Hierarchy

The basic syntactic hierarchy ranges the sentence components according to the predicate-argument structure. Thus
the indirect object in all-new" sentences is prior to the direct object and the subject; the subject is prior to the finite
verb, the object No. N+1 is prior to the object No. N, the arguments are prior to the adverbial modifiers, cf. the

Hierarchy on Figure 1.

Hierarchy
Verb (P) - adverbial modifiers (C) - arguments (A1 - A2 - A3 - A4 - A5 - AB)

_h..

The elements of the Hierarchy are ranged from the one with the minimal degree of its
readiness to serve as the accent-bearer of the focus (the finite verb, if any) up to the one
with the maximum degree (the last argument, if any); arguments are ranged in the order
characteristic of every specified predicate - A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, AG.

Figure 1. The Basic Syntactic Hierarchy controlling the accent placement in a sentence.

Thus the replies in (3) and in (4) with the accents on demu.NOM (Al) and on kauy.ACC (A2) respectively

exemplify the priority of the arguments to the predicate, and the object to the subject.

(3) — B uem oeno? — Jlemu (A1) nioxo eosim.

3 The following abbreviations are adopted in this paper: ACC — Accusative, INSTR — Instrumental, NOM —
Nominative, NP — Noun Phrase, Vg, — finite verb.
* About all-new (or thetic, on the terminology of V. Mathesius) cf. [bapanos, KoGosesa 1983; Sasse 1987;
Hukomaesa 1996: 53], and literature cited therein.



(4) — B uem 0eno? — Jlemu kauty (A2) nnoxo eoam.

The second sentences in examples (5)-(10) exemplify a number of priorities determined by the Basic

Hierarchy:

(5) — Yem mot paccmpoen? — Babywxa (A1) 6 dopoee (C) ouku (A2) cromana (P);

(6) — Houemy nycmo 6 omoene? — Jupexmop (A1) namo uenogex (A2) 6 Mocksy (A4) ons obmena onvtmom (AS)
xomanouposarn (P);

(7) — Tet kyoa? — Obedams (A2) nopa (P);

(8) — B uem 0eno?> — Jlenez (A) nem (P);

(9) Xyoo, 6pam, scumu 6 Iapuosice. Ecmsb (A) neuezo (P) (Pushkin);

(10) Manvuuru nramos ne nocam. Ha 2opmox (A2) neyooorno (P) (from children’s speech).

In addition to activation and syntax, some other parameters may take effect in accent placement. For
instance, the parameter of idiomatic filling the argument position may produce an accent placement distinct from the
one in a formally identical but non-idiomatic phrase. Thus sentence (11) with the idiom éxodumas ¢ cuny ‘come into
effect’ (lit. ‘come into power’) has the subject 3axkon.ACC ‘law’ as the accent-bearer. Here, the “privileged” accent-
bearer licensed by the basic Hierarchy is the object, while within the idiomatic phrase exodums 6 cuny the
desemantisized object concedes its right of the accent-bearer to the subject which is previous to the object in the

Hierarchy.

(11) — B uem 0eno? — Hosuuii 3akon (A1) 6 cuny (A2) sowen.

Thus example (11) shows that idiomatic expression may violate the main principle of accent placement.

Accent placement is also affected by the Animacy hierarchy in such a way that the non-prototypical
argument expression may change the primary priority of elements within the Basic Hierarchy. For instance, an
animate — non-prototypical — object may give its right of the accent-bearer to an inanimate — non-prototypical —
subject. For example, the pair of sentences (12) with the prototypical accent-bearer the object meiiuxy.ACC and (13)
with the non-prototypical accent-bearer the subject cosecms.NOM exemplify the derived priority of the non-

prototypical subject to the non-prototypical object displayed by sentence (13).

(12) — B uem 0eno? — Kowxa (A1) mouuxy (A2) myuaem.
(13) — B yuem 0eno? — Kowky (A2) cosecmw (Al) myuaem.

Finally, the accent placement may also be affected by the parameter of syntactical complexity of a focus
which can consist of more than one phrase having no dominating category in the immediate constituents tree. For
instance, in (14) the reply with the focus Xapmman ¢ 1882 200y consists of the two NPs Xapmman. NOM and 6 1882
200y (lit. ‘in the 1882th year’). These NPs have no shared immediate dominating node. (The focus in (14) below is

underlined.)

(14) — Kmo ewe 3anumancs smoil npobremoi? — dmoti npobremou 3anumanca Xapmman ¢ 1882 200y.

In (14), there are two accents within the focus — the sentence-final focal accent on the accent-bearer of the

constituent ¢ /882 200y and the non-final accent carried by the constituent Xapmmarn [ STaxo 2008: 50].

1.2. Accent Placement in Coordinate Phrases and in Phrases with Complements or Adjuncts



If the selected element — be it a subject, an object, or an adverbial modifier — includes coordinate phrases,
complements or adjuncts (dependent elements), additional local hierarchies allow for selecting Baneuxa in (15)
Taneuxa u Baneuka, Hsanos in (16) Bacsa Heanoe, cocmeii in (17) ocoem 2ocmeir oopozux, and benve in (18)
epszHoe denve cmupams, cf. [KopryHoBa 1976: 146, Pycckas rpammatuka 1982, II: 203-206; Ceero3apopa 1993;
Komzacos 1996: 202]:

(15) Taneuka u Baneuka,
(16) Bacs Heanos,
(17) arcoem zocmeit dopoeux;

(18) epsasnoe benve cmupame.

Accent placement in English compound NPs is discussed in [Zwicky 1986].

The rules based on the local hierarchies are employed recursively until the terminal node is obtained.

1.3. Accent Placement of Contrast

Accent placement in sentences which include contrastive or emphatic components demands a specific consideration.
In sentence (19) the accent-bearer of the focus is the word Bacs, while in (20) with no contrast the accent-bearer is
the family name Hsanos. Similarly, in (21) the accent-bearer is the emphatically stressed verb ne xomenocs ‘did not

want’, while in (22) the accent-bearer of a focus is the object Hepee.

(19) Omo Baca Hsanos, a ne Baus Hsanos.
(20) Omo Bacsa Heanoe.
(21) He xomenocwe mue nepexooums Ha opyeoul bepee.

(22) Mne He xomenocw nepexodums Ha Opyeoii bepez.

The contrastive and emphatic foci (and topics) are regarded here as non-violating the Basic Principle because they
change not the syntactic principle of the accent-bearer selection, but only the boundaries of the foci (or the topics).
For instance, in (19) the contrastive focus is the word Bacs, and therefore it is accented. Whereas the first
occurrence of the word Heanoe here belongs to the topic as being activated in the mind of the hearer, and it
therefore remains unstressed. In sentence (20), however, the focus is Bacs Heanos with the accented word Hearnos
in full accord with the local hierarchy viewed in Section 1.2. Consequently, both cases totally agree with the Basic
Principle as presented in Sections 1.1 and 1.2. Similarly, in (21) the emphatic focus is the prosodic group ue
xomenocw, and thus the verb xomenocs is stressed. In sentence (22), however, the focus is the verb phrase we
Xomenock nepexooums Ha opyeoti bepee ‘did not want to pass to the opposite bank’, therefore the accent-bearer is
the word Oepee ‘river bank’. This accent placement also strictly follows the Basic Principle. About accent-bearers in
contrastive components of sentences cf. [ako 2008: 58].

The Basic Principle of accent placement is the main but not the only accent placement principle relevant for
Russian. A question arises as to whether there are accent placement types deviating from the basic priorities. At

various discourse levels some peripheral principles are taking effect. These are:

e the principle based on the linear order of the words in a sentence;

o the principle based on accenting the illocutionary markers in a variety of specific speech act types;



e the principle relevant for the Russian colloquial speech which employs an additional (unspecified
by the Basic Principle) accent-bearer to designate text incompleteness, i.e. the meaning of ‘to be
continued’;

e accent placement types relevant for various cultural traditions, such as chanting, praying, verse

reading, and begging.

These principles are considered in Sections 2-5 respectively.

2. Linear principle

The linear principle is employed in more than one-word Russian vocatives, imperatives and exclamations which are
composed with additional illocutionary meanings, such as gentle reproaching, or persuading or, on the contrary,
with insistent urging to do something, indignation, or anger. This principle is based on positioning the frequency
peak sentence-initially, or, on the contrary, sentence-finally, irrespective of syntactic priorities. For instance, when
addressing a person, close to the speaker either psychologically or in space, the accent moves to the “left”. Consider

sentences (23) with the accent on Mapws and (24) with the accent on Hsanosna respectfully:

(23) Mapwva Hsanosua! Hy kax sce 3mo vl max HeoCmopoxcho?!

(24) Mena 306ym Mapvs Heanoena.

Here, in vocative sentence (23) which expresses a sympathetic reproaching the accent-bearer in the name Mapws
Hesanosna is the first name Mapwvs. However, in sentence (24) which is a simple statement with no any attendant
illocutionary meanings the accent-bearer is the sentence-final patronymic name Heanoena, as the Basic Principle
demands.

Similarly, in (25) which designates a gentle reproach the accent-bearers are the sentence-initial words awa
and xax, while in the corresponding sentences (26) which is a simple statement and (27) which expresses

indignation the accent-bearers are the words uecms (cf. (26)) and max (cf. (27)) respectively:

(25) Bawa uecmsv! Hy kak sice max?! Mot sce ocyacoaem HeuHO8HO20!
(26) Ha kapmy nocmasnena sauia yecme.

(27) Kax sce mak?! Omo eo3mymumensro!.

In sentence (28) which expresses gentle persuading the accent-bearers are the sentence-initial words the
adjective monoooii and the imperative kynume:
(28) Monoooii yuenosex! Kynume oyxemux!

Whereas in a more persistent turning a looker to buy something the accent-bearer is the sentence-final object:

(29) Kynume 6ykemux; I onume pyonuku.
The “left shift” in Russian vocatives was examined in [Ky3smuueBa 1964; CserozapoBa 1993]. In English and

German vocatives, a similar “left” shift is inapplicable:

(30) *Your Honour!; *Young man!; *Mister Johnson!; *Herr Janzen!; *Frau Miiller!; *Doktor Kozak!; *Liebe

Kollegen!; *Marie-Luise!.



About accent-bearers in German vocatives cf. [[Tamsko 2009]. Thus the “left” shift in vocatives is a specific Russian
typological feature.

A symmetric “right” shift is also applicable to speech acts occurring within either space or psychological
distance between the interlocutors. However, the result of it generally coincides with the accent placement governed
by the basic rules, because in statistical majority of cases the accent-bearer, irrespective of possible extraneous
meanings (either space remoteness, or anger, or indignation, or sharp rebuke), the accent-bearer remains sentence-
final. Nevertheless, the minimal pair (31) proves that a remote call follows not the Basic Principle, but the linear

one:

(31) a. Hopoeue cocmu-u! K cmony-y! vs. b. 'ocmu dopozue-e! K cmony-y!

In (31b), the accented sentence-final adjective dopoeue demonstrates that the accent placement here follows the
linear principle because the “syntactic” (or the “basic”) accent-bearer in (31b) would be not the word dopozue but
the word cocmu.

In sum, the linear accent placement principle is employed in Russian to designate the distance between the
interlocutors. Within the short distance communication the accent-bearer is sentence-initial, whereas within the

remote distance communication the accent bearer is sentence-final.

3. “Illocutionary” Principle

The “illocutionary” principle presumes that in certain specific illocutions (dreaming, being puzzled, recollecting,
urgent requests) the accent placement can follow individual rules, cf. sentence (32) with the accent on the object

b6ymepbpooux.ACC and sentence (33) with the “basic” accent on the adjunct xon6ackou. INSTR:

(32) Bom 6v1 Ham cetiuac oanu dymepopo-o00ux c konoackou!

(33) Mama oana mue ¢ coboti 6 wikony OymepopoOux ¢ KOa0ACKOI.

The accent placement in (32) obviously violates the Basic rules.

The rules of individual accent placement are based on 1) the taxonomy of illocutionary meanings, and 2)
the syntactic taxonomy of noun groups. The taxonomy of speech acts and noun groups specify the types of
sentences demanding a shift. For instance, sentence (32) displays the accent shift within the object NP from
konbackou to 6ymepbpooux because (32) expresses a specific state of dreaming. Whereas in (33) that is just a
statement not combined with any possible attendant illocutionary meanings the accent-bearer within the object
(which, in its turn, has a syntactic structure of a noun group with an adjunct) is the word xozr6ackoi. It is selected in
full accord with the Basic Principle.

Thus dreams and recollections are characterized by the following accent shifts. In an NP which itself is a
privileged accent-bearer in terms of the Basic Hierarchy and has dependent nodes the accent moves from 1) the

family name to the first name (cf. examples (34) where (34a) is a sentence of dreaming, while (34b) is an ordinary

statement) and 2) from the complement (or the adjunct) to the head (cf. examples (35)):

(34) a. Bom 6v1 k nam ceiiuac crooa Ba-acio Heanosa! — b. A ceiiuac npusedy ciooa Bacio Heanosa;

(35) a. Bom 0wt cetiuac nuposicko-06 ¢ kanycmou! — b. Mama oana Ham ¢ coOoil NUPOIHCKO8 ¢ KANYCHOL.



However, there are no any expected shifts from the noun to the adjective (cf. (36)), from the patronymic to
the name (cf. (37)), from the name to title (cf. (38)), and from the second coordinate group to the first coordinate

group (cf. (39)):

(36) *Bom 0vl celiuac keauenou kanycmiu!
(37) *Bom 6v1 k Ham cetiuac crooa Bukmopa Heanosuua!
(38) *Bom 6v1 k Ham cetiuac crooa cepycanma Heanosa!l;* Bom 6v1 k Ham celiuac ctooa noumanvona Ileuxuna!

(39) *Bom 6wl k Ham cetiuac crooa Taneuky u Baneuky!
The accent-bearers here are the same as those selected by the Basic Principle:
(40) Bom 6w1 cetiuac keawienou kanycmiu!; Bom 61 k Ham celiuac ctooa Buxmopa Heanoeuua / cepicanma
Heanosa! | noumanvona Illeuxuna! / Taneuxy u Baneuky!

Accent shifts are also displayed by sentences of identification:
(41) Ha smo sic Baca Heanos!; Ané, 30pacmeyiime, smo Baca Hearnos, évi mensi nomnume?; Ewe oc Bacu Heanosa
He xeamaem. On npudem?

In sentences with illocutionary markers xaxoti, kozoa, kyoa designating hesitation, distrust, or being
puzzled the accent-bearer is the illocutionary word:
(42) U kyoa-a monvko on 3anponacmuics, He 3naw!; U kaka-aa ewe modicem 6bims NpocyIKa 8 makyro no2ooy, He
npedcmasnsio cebe?!
The accent placement in the sentences where the words kaxoti, koeoa, kyoa are complementizers follows the basic
rules:
(43) He 3naro, xyoda on 3anponacmuncs; He npeocmaensro cebe, kaxkas npozyika modicem Oblmv 6 MaxKyo no2ooy.

In urgent requests the accent moves from the object to the imperative:

(44) Hy kynu mue smy Kykny, Hy noxcanyticma; 3aiioume x xupypey; He 3a6vi6aiime ceou seuju.

Cf. the basic selection in (45):

(45) Kynu mue, noscanyiicma, smy Kykay; 3aiioume k xupypey; He 3a0viatime céou eewju.

Thus in dreams, recollections, hesitations, identifications, and insistent requests the accent placement may
differ from the basic one. The accent placement principles in such sentences are based on the speech acts taxonomy

and the syntactic classification of noun groups.

4. Text Principle

A sentence as an element of a coherent discourse can conclude specific markers designating text incompleteness.
For example, in sentence (46) the fall on the object nudacax.ACC is a focus marker, whereas the rise on the verb
cnan.Vy, designates text incompleteness, cf. Figure 2. (The rises and falls of frequency in examples below are
marked by up and down arrows respectively. The arrows are placed after the words carrying pitch-accents. The

context of the sentences in question is enclosed in angle brackets)



(46) A moeoa nuodamcaxk™> cHan’, <ua ROUMY™> nockopee nobexcan’, dceHe MmenezpamMmy O CHUNCEHUU YeH HA
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Figure 2. Frequency tracing of sentence (46).

Thus the accent-bearer of the focus the object nudacax follows the Basic Principle. Whereas the rise on the finite
verb can be accounted for only by positing an additional and autonomous accent-bearer to designate text
incompleteness. The finite verb as a marker of text incompleteness is positioned sentence-finally and its selection is
not governed by the basic rules. In English this type of accent placement is obviously barred, in Russian, however, it

is highly frequent in colloquial speech:

(47) A uz komHamul> @vixoxcy’, K020a 6X0XCy, OHA Yice HANoN08uHy nycmas; M xozoa obpamuo™ ysice

68.7!(‘(1./1”}, MMM celyac... 5 U 6om 60 cre meHs kakoe-mo uyecmeo cmpaxa\- oxeamuno’ ...

5. Culturally bound principles

Intonation of begging, praying, verse-reading is characterized by pitch-accents and accent placement principles
distinct from the basic ones. For instance, the Russian traditional Orthodox liturgical reading has specific intonation
that differs from that of everyday speech or from that found in other liturgical traditions’. A number of questions

then arise:

e what does such intonation express?
e what type of pitch-accents does it have?

e what words do the pitch-accents fall on?

The analysis below is based on recordings of the Morning and Evening cycles of prayers recited by
contemporary Russian priests in Church Slavonic. I argue that the Russian liturgical intonation does not express
illocutionary or any other language-specific distinctions. It only serves to divide a prayer into lines and a series of
prayers into single prayers. The marker of a line is a rise on the tonic syllable of the initial phonetic group followed
by high and level groups up to the end of the line. Thus in line (48) the accent on aneervckyro marks the onset of the
line, while the default accent-bearer necwno, “inherited” from the Basic Principle, can remain unaccented, cf. Figure

3.

(48) ...u anzenwvckyro necnv eonuem Tu, Cunvne...

> The Russian traditional Orthodox liturgical prosody has been thoroughly investigated in [[IpoxsaTuaosa 1999]. In
my paper I am only attempting to answer the question what are the words carrying pitch accents in this reading.
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The marker of a prayer is a similar rise and longer duration on the terminal phonetic group of a prayer.
Thus in line (49) the accent on ykasaeo marks the end of the prayer (while the accent on uz6asu designates the

onset of the line), cf. Figure 4.

(49) ...Ho uzbasu nacv om ayKa-asa-azo-0-o.
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Thus the Russian liturgical reading has a highly concise system of intonational text-segmenting, whereas

many other liturgical traditions preserve all language-specific distinctions.

6. Conclusion
The account of accent placement principles proposed here shows that the Basic Principle is not the only one in oral
discourse: within the constraints imposed by the context, the accent placement can be also governed by a diversity

of peripheral intonational strategies.

References

1. Bolinger D. A Theory of Pitch Accent in English // Word, 14, 1958. Pp. 109-149.
2. Bolinger D. Contrastive Accent and Contrastive Stress // Language, 37, 1961. Pp. 83-96.
3. Kadmon N. Some Theories of the Interpretation of Accent Placement. Tel Aviv University. 2009.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

Chafe W. Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects, Topics, and Point of View // Subject and
Topic. New York: Academic Press. 1976.

Dryer M.S. Focus, pragmatic pressupposition, and activated propositions// Journal of pragmatics.26, 1996.
Enkvist N.E. Marked focus: functions and constraints // Stuides in English Linguistics for Randolph Quirk.
London. 1979. Pp. 134-152.

Halliday M. The Tones of English. Archivum Linguisticum, 15, 1. 1963.

Halliday M. Intonation and Grammar in British English. The Hague: Mouton. 1967a.

Halliday M. Notes on transitivity and theme in English . Part 2 . Journal of Linguistics, 3, 1967b. Pp.199-
244 .

Prince E. F. Toward a taxonomy of given-new information // Radical pragmatics. New York: Academic.
1981. Pp. 223-255.

Jaeger F., Wagner M. (in press). When Warriors Mourn Longer. Testing Some Phonetic Predictions of
Current Focus Theories // web.mit.edu/~chael/www/JaegerWagner03 SemFest.pdf

Schwarzschild R.. Givenness, AvoidF and other constraints on the placement of accent / Natural Language
Semantics. 7. 1999. Pp.141-177.

Steedman M. Information Structural Semantics for English Intonation // Topic and Focus: Cross-Linguistic
Perspectives on Meaning and Intonation. Dordrecht: Springer. 2007.

Sasse H.-J. The thetic/categorical distinction revisited / LINGUISTICS 25/3. 1987. Pp. 511-580.

Zwicky A.M. Forestress and afterstress. OSU WPL 32. 1986. Pp. 46-62.

BbapanoB A.H., Ko6ozesa .M. (1983) CemaHTnka OOIIMX BOIIPOCOB B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE (KaTeropus
ycranoBkH) // U3B. AH CCCP. Cep. nmur. u s13. T.42, N7. C. 263-275.

KosrynoBa U. U1 .CoBpeMeHHBIH pyCCKUi S3bIK. [IOPAIOK CIOB M aKTyalbHOE WICHEHHE MPeIOKeHUI. M.,
1976.

Komzacos C.B. 3akonsl (ppazoBoit akuenrtyanuu // [Ipocoanueckuii cTpoit pycckoit peun. M., 1996.
Ky3pmuueBa B.K. MHTOHaIus obpaleHnii B COBpEMEHHOM PYCCKOM JIMTEpaTypHOM s3bIke. Juccepranus
Ha COMCKAaHUE YUCHOU CTEIMEeHU KaHIuaaTa Gpuiojornyeckux Hayk. Kues, 1964,

Huxonaesa T.M. Ilpocoaus bankan. CnoBo - BeIcka3biBaHue - TeKCT. Mocksa: Munapuk, 1996.

[Mamexo M.JI. Tlpoconus oOpaleHHii B HEMELKOM SI3bIKE B COIOCTaBJICHHU C pycckuM // KommbroTepHas
JUHTBUCTHKA W MHTEIUICKTYAIbHBIe TeXHONOTUU. Tpynsr MexmyHapoaaoit kordpepennun duanor'2009 mo
KOMIIBIOTEPHOI TMHTBUCTHKE U ee puiioxkeHusM. 2009.

IIpoxBatuioBa O. A. [IpaBocnaBHas MpoOMoBeas U MOJUTBA Kak (DeHOMEH COBPEMEHHOH 3Bydwalleil pedn.
Bomrorp. roc. yH-T., Bonrorpazn, 1999.

Pycckas rpammaruka T. 2, M., Hayxka. 1982.

CgerozapoBa H.J[. AKIEHTHO-pUTMHYECKHE HHHOBAIlMM B PYCCKOHW CHOHTaHHOH peud // mpoOieMsl
¢oneruku. Bem. 1. M. 1993.

Suko T.E. KoMMyHUKaTHBHAs CTPYKTYpa C HEMHI'€PEHTHO Temoii // HayuHo-TexHuueckas nHdopmanus.
Cep. 2. N7. 1991.

Anxo T.E. MHTOHAINOHHBIE CTPATETHH PYCCKOM pedr B cormocTtaBuTensHOM actiekre. M.: SICK, 2008.



