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Abstract: This research analyzes and compares two near-synonymous Russian discourse mark-
ers, ¢to ni govori (‘whatever you say’) and i pravda (‘truly’), both used to verify the truthfulness
of statements within their contexts. Despite their crucial role in communication, their analysis
remains incomplete. Using data from monolingual and parallel corpora in the Russian Nation-
al Corpus (RNC) and Sketch Engine, we identified the unique features of these discourse mark-
ers, highlighting both their similarities and differences. Our findings reveal distinctions in
their usage across various discourse modes (dialogue, questions, and monologues), the presup-
positions they carry, their positioning within statements, and their combinatorial properties.
Keywords: discourse markers; to ni govori; i pravda; pragmatics; modes of usage; presupposi-
tion.

Resumen: Este articulo analiza y compara dos marcadores rusos del discurso que son casi
sinénimos, cto ni govori (‘digas lo que digas’) e i pravda (‘de verdad’), los cuales se utilizan para
verificar la veracidad de las afirmaciones en los contextos de uso. A pesar de su rol crucial en
la comunicacién, su anilisis continta siendo incompleto. A partir de datos de corpus mono-
lingties y paralelos del Russian National Corpus y de Sketch Engine, identificamos tanto las
similitudes como las diferencias. Los resultados revelan discrepancias en el uso por medio
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de diferentes modos de discurso (didlogo, preguntas y mondlogos), las presuposiciones que
conllevan, la posicién que ocupan dentro de los enunciados y sus propiedades combinatorias.
Palabras clave: marcadores del discurso; ¢to ni govori; i pravda; pragmaitica; modos de uso;
presuposicién.

1. Introduction: aims and materials

Discourse markers resulting from the process of pragmaticalization undergo
semantic, pragmatic, and sometimes syntactic changes. The linguistic ele-
ment often becomes less salient or even entirely lost, with the focus shifting
towards the pragmatic functions it serves. Understanding the distinctions be-
tween synonymous discourse markers presents particular challenges. This
includes groups of markers aimed at verifying the truthfulness of statements
within their scope.

The primary aim of this article is to identify the distinctive features of the
use of two near-synonymous Russian discourse markers, i pravda (u npasoa,
‘truly’) and cto ni govori (umo nu 2oeopu, ‘whatever you say’), which still need
further investigation. The two constructions exhibit some overlap; thus, there
are numerous instances where they are interchangeable. Cf. (1) and (1').

(1) Ilcuxmarpos Torza eme He Obun0. M npasoa, nosesno Yaanaery. He Gbino
TOI/a ICUXUATPOB, CIENOOIBHUL, CyNb(a3HHa, TaTONEPUI0Ia, YKPYTKH.

There weren't any psychiatrists at that time. And it was true, Chaadayev was
lucky. There weren't any psychiatrists, special hospitals, sulfazine, helope-
ridol, or rollups then. [Bnagumup BykoBckuii. «1 Bo3Bpataercst BETep. ..»
(1978) | Vladimir Bukovsky. To build the castle. My life as a dissenter (Michael
Scammell, 1979)]*

(r') Ilcuxnarpos Torna emie He 6b110. Ymo nu 2060pu, mosesno Yaagaesy. He 66110
TOT/a TICUXUATPOB, CHIEIOONBHUIL, CyTb(ha3HHa, TAIONEPHIONA, YKPYTKH.

There were no psychiatrists back then. Whatever you say?, Chaadayev was
lucky. There were no psychiatrists, specialized hospitals, sulphasine, halo-
peridol, or rollups then.

* Here and throughout, where a translator is indicated, the translations are sourced from the
parallel corpora of the Russian National Corpus (RNC), and where no source is provided, they
are the authors’ translations. In examples from the parallel corpora of the RNC and Sketch
Engine, the original spelling is preserved.

> Whatever you say is a word-for-word translation of the expression cto ni govori and does not
reflect the characteristic feature of impersonality inherent in this Russian expression.
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Similarly, it is possible to substitute cto ni govori with i pravda. Cf. (2) and

(27).

(2) Bompoc, koHeuHo, umo Hu 2060pu, CIOKHBIA. — MHe KaxeTcs, YTo JTF0O00BHUK
— MPOCTO MOTBITKA MOHATH ce0s uepes Ipyroro yenoneka. CBOEro pojaa skuBoe
3epkano. [AntoH Ilaiikec. Kancep // «Bonray, 2014]

The question, of course, whatever one may say, is complex. — I think that a
lover is simply an attempt to understand oneself through another person.

(2”) Bompoc, koHE4YHO, u npasda, CIOKHBIN. — MHE KaXeTcsl, 4ToO JIIOOOBHUK —
MPOCTO MOMBITKA MOHSITH ce0sl 4epe3 APYroro yeaoBeKa.

Of course, the question is indeed complex. — I think that a lover is simply
an attempt to understand oneself through another person.

However, as we will observe, this is not universally applicable: the con-
structions are often not interchangeable, and this paper aims to refine the
characterization of these discourse markers.

The analysis draws on material from monolingual and parallel corpora
of the Russian National Corpus (Main corpus, Media, Social networks, Spo-
ken, English-Russian and Russian-English parallel corpora), as well as corpo-
ra from Sketch Engine (Russian Web 2017 [ruTenTenry] and Open Subtitles
2018 parallel). The number of occurrences found in the corpora we examined
is provided in table 1.

Corpus Occurrences
Cto ni govori i pravda
Russian Web 2017 [ruTenTen17] 3324 105224
OpenSubtitles 2018 parallel-Russian 72 12742
RNC Main corpus 694 4471
RNC Media 459 4903
RNC Social networks 80 3032
RNC Spoken 16 98
RNC parallel English-Russian, Russian-English 39 357
Total 4684 130829

Table 1. Total number of occurrences extracted from various corpora
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The percentage of homonymy in the construction i pravda is 10 % or less,
indicating it can be considered negligible for analysis. I pravda is dozens of
times more frequent than cto ni govori, which may be explained by the broader
semantic and pragmatic scope of i pravda. For more details, see section 3.

The research material was collected during the period from November
2023 to February 2024. The data was analyzed based on 300 occurrences that
were automatically and randomly extracted by the software, in order to reduce
the number of concordance lines while preserving the sample’s representa-
tiveness.

The methodology relies on a corpus-based approach, which allows us to
identify the distinctive features of the two discourse markers through a thor-
ough analysis of their most common contexts of usage. Thus, this article con-
tributes to developing empirical methods of semantic analysis.

The paper is structured as follows: following this introduction, section
2 summarizes the current state of research and describes the syntactic and
semantic structures of the discourse markers. In section 3, we analyze the
modes of usage of the discourse markers i pravda and cto ni govori. Finally, in
section 4, we aim to capture the most important distinctive features of these
two discourse markers.

2. Discourse markers i pravda (v npaBga) and cto ni govori (470 HU
roopw): state-of-the-art

In Russian, there is a number of discourse markers aimed to verify the truth-
fulness of statements within their scope, such as i pravda (‘true, indeed’), cto
ni govori (‘whatever you say’), cestno/otkrovenno govorja (‘frankly speaking’),
pravda skazat’, po pravde skazat’ (‘to tell the truth’), na samom dele (‘in fact’),
v dejstvitelnosti (‘in reality’), prjamo skazem (‘frankly speaking’), etc>. Some of
them are described in lexicographic sources (Lubensky, 2013), but many still
need further investigation*. Among them there are i pravda, and cto ni govori.

The meaning of ¢to ni govori is described in both lexicographic sources and
grammar books. The most comprehensive description is provided by Luben-
sky (2013: 101): “regardless of any contrary opinions and judgements that may

3 The synonymic markers pravda and pravda skazat’ are analyzed in Zimmerling & Yanko
(2023).

4 An example of a well-described discourse marker is skaZem tak (let’s put it this way), stem-
ming from verbs of speech in Russian (Podlesskaja, 2024).
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be voiced or held (the opinion and judgement that follows is the correct one)”.
According to Grammatika 8o (Svedova, 1980, 2: 593), the indisputability of the
statement made in the main part is emphasized, even when the counterargu-
ment is highly persuasive or despite strong opposing factors. Cto ni govori is
also examined in Dobrovol’skij & Shmelev (2018) from the point of view of its
language-specificity. The analysis uses parallel corpora and focuses on various
translation strategies and their correlation with language-specificity.

I pravda, as a rule, is not analyzed as an independent unit. In Gramota.ru, i
pravda is defined as an introductory construction used to confirm or acknowl-
edge the correctness of something said earlier. According to Onipenko (2014:
198-204), i pravda is considered a conjunction-modal expression, indicating
agreement with a previously stated opinion often used to compare situations®.

The constructions i pravda and cto ni govori differ in their syntactic struc-
tures: i pravda consists of a conjunction, i (and), and a noun, pravda (truth),
whose semantics as discourse markers has already been studied (Paillard,
2003), whereas cto ni govori is a dependent clause formed by the interrogative
pronoun cto (what), the particle ni (neither) (their combination means ‘what-
ever’), and the imperative form of the verb govorit’ (to talk). Paillard’s approach
to characterizing discursive units draws from Culioli’s (1991) theory, which
posits that every word maintains semantic unity across its various uses. This
approach enabled the description of various context-dependent uses of lexical
units without necessitating the identification of distinct meanings.

As noted by Paillard (2003), when used as a discourse marker, pravda is in-
declinable and is syntactically disconnected from its context. The meaning of
pravda has two main facets: on one hand, its truthfulness corresponds to some
referent in the real world, while on the other hand, the truthfulness of the
utterance is comparable to the supposed truth of another utterance. Paillard’s
analysis of the discourse marker pravda does not extend to examining the se-
mantics of the construction i pravda as a separate unit (Paillard, 2003: 28).

In the construction cto ni govori, ni plays the role of a pleonastic negation,
whose real function is to intensify the statement. The focus of the construc-
tion lies on the indisputability of the main assertion, despite the persuasive
nature of the counterargument or in defiance of opposing circumstances.

5 See also the brief mention of ¢to ni govori in Apresjan (2014, 2: 625) ‘in spite of anything’.

¢ Besides the expression i pravda the modal word pravda with a similar meaning exists. Cf. “On
i pravda nikogo ne agitiroval®, and “On privda nikogo ne agitiroval”, with the main sentence
accent on pravda in both sentences, in contrast to the concessive word pravda in the sentence
“On, pravda, nikogo ne agitiroval”.
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According to Svedova (1980), constructions of this kind are lexicalized forms,
typically introductory, derived from more abstract constructions known as
general-concessive. Typologically, they belong to the class of universal conces-
sive conditionals (UCC), as defined by Haspelmath and Kénig (1998).

In English, UCCs are characterized by the presence of free choice items
like -ever (Vendler, 1967). The pleonastic or empty negation (here ni) in some
languages expresses the same semantic primitive as the English -ever (Eilam,
2008). UCCs do not presuppose a concrete referent, as in standard conces-
sive relations, but rather a class of events or opinions. Therefore, construc-
tions like cto ni govori are inherently non-monological, as the speaker refers
to an infinite number of opinions, hypotheses, and so forth. It is fixed in the
lexical structure of this expression. However, the real use of c¢to ni govori is
almost exclusively monological: quarrelling or arguing with imaginary op-
ponents is very typical of monologues. A monologue is, first and foremost,
an inner debate with imaginary, expected, or already perceived opinions of
other people. This directly leads us to consider the modes of usage of the two
discourse markers.

3. | pravda (v npaBga) and cto ni govori (4TO HM roBopw):
modes of usage

Next, we will discuss the various modes of usage — in dialogue, questions, and
monologue. Based on the data, it has become evident that the difference in
the use of the two discourse markers manifests itself across different modes.
In this paragraph dialogue (3.1), question (3.2), and monologue (3.3) will be
examined in depth.

To start, it is evident that i pravda occurs in all three modes, whereas cto ni
govori displays more restricted usage.

3.1 Dialogue

By dialogue, we mean the use of discourse markers in a responsive reply to
the immediately preceding statement made by the interlocutor. In dialogue,
the discursive construction i pravda not only amplifies the meaning of the
statement but also has the potential to shape the statement itself, with the
intention of expressing agreement with the interlocutor. Cf. (3).
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3)

In (3),

/ Bot mypa! / Jla manro/ 3a6efi TBI Ha 3T0. / MeHs OecHuT/ 4To y Hee TaKou
JUTMHHBIN SA3BIK. / J1a/ I3BIK y Hee u npasoa JTAHHBIH.

[Cmerotes] / A MoxkeT HaM TIPO Hee ToXKe YTO-HUOY/Ib HaroBopuTh? / Komy? /
Banepe! [Mukponuanoru (2007)]

/She’s such a fooll/ /Oh, come on, forget about it./ /It annoys me/ that
she has such a long tongue. /Yeah, her tongue really is long. [Laughing] /
Maybe we should gossip about her too? /To whom? /To Valerij!”

i pravda is closely tied to the opening da, which on its own may

suffice for the speaker to express agreement, while i pravda further reinforces
alignment with the interlocutor. Semantically, i pravda may seem redundant,
but pragmatically, it is an almost essential component of the utterance and
forms part of a positive politeness strategy.

The pragmatic function of i pravda is present also in (4), where it not only
expresses agreement but also conveys sorrow for the situation.

(4)

Bbabymika, sxen, 73, 1932, nmencuonepka] Jlaa... A CKONBKO CTUNICHIUSA-TO?
CrynenTka, xeH, 20, 1985, crynentka] Jla pyomneit 600 nim okomo Toro...
Bbabymika, sxen, 73, 1932, nencnonepka] 4 npasda / He TPOKUTH MECHII. ..
Crynentka, xeH, 20, 1985, crynentka] B Mockse/ ocobeHHo... Boobmie
HUKaK. [PazroBop 06a0ymiku 1 BHYyUKH (2005)]

[
[
[
[

[Grandmother, female, 73, 1932, pensioner] Yeah... And how much is the
scholarship? [Student, female, 20, 1985, student] Yeah, about 600 rubles
or so... [Grandmother, female, 73, 1932, pensioner] That’s true, can’t live on
that for a montbh... [Student, female, 20, 1985, student] Especially in Mos-
cow... Absolutely impossible.

Unlike cto ni govori, the discourse marker i pravda can also function as a
syntactically independent clause. Cf. (5).

(5)

OH roBOPUT rHYCaBbIM U XPHUILIBIM roiocoM: — M npasda. Yem BO3H00ICHHBIN
TBOH JIy4llle APYTUX MY>KUMH, MUJIast IeByIIKa! —

He speaks in a voice hoarse and snuffling: “Yea, of a truth. What is thy
beloved more than other men, sweet maiden!” [A. . Kynpun. Cynamuds
(1907) | Alexandre Kuprin. Sulamith (Bernard Guilbert Guerney, 1928)].

7 In examples taken from the spoken corpus of the RNC, the original annotations, including
symbols, have been preserved.
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Separating i pravda with punctuation marks when it does not appear at the
very beginning of a sentence seems to be semantically irrelevant and is solely
due to the author’s choice.

The construction cto ni govori is rarely employed in dialogue, as evidenced
by only four instances found in the spoken corpus of the Russian National
Corpus. Cf. (6).

(6) [Bepa, xen, 43, 1963, pabounii] Bor mouemy He ckazars? 1 Bo BceM BOT
tak!..[AHHa, xeH, 42, 1964, ¢portorpad] Hda magHO/ HE KUIATUCH... Ymo Hu
2osopu/ a netn xoporurue/ cinasa bory!

[Vera, female, 43, 1963, worker] Why not? It’s like this in everything!!

[Anna, female, 42, 1964, photographer] Oh come on, don’t get worked
up... Whatever you say, but the children are good, thank God!

In (6), Anna doesn’t explicitly disagree with the interlocutor, Vera. Instead,
she probably draws on something explicitly stated in previous utterances
(which are not accessible to us), or she puts into words her own reflections on
the subject, drawn from her inferences. This may subtly engage in a polemic
with the interlocutor.

The polemic element holds true for all the other examples we found in the
corpora. Since Cto ni govori is not used as a reactive response to the statement
made by the interlocutor, we consider that it is not used in a dialogue, accord-
ing to our understanding.

3.2 Question

The function of i pravda in a question lies in the speaker’s intention to verify
a hypothesis regarding a certain state of affairs. Cf. (7).

(7) [Dens (Bragumup Unbun, Mmyx,47,1947)] Muts/ Hy Thl MeHs OH:L. Bynes?
[Murs (Oner MenbimkoB, Myx, 34, 1960)] Her. [®ens (Bnagumup Mnbun,
MyX, 47, 1947)] A 181 uT0/ u npasoa xenar? [Mutsa (Oner MeHbIIMKOB,
MyXk, 34, 1960)] He xenar. [Hukura Muxankos, Pycram HMOparnmoexos.
YTomileHHbBIE COMHLEM, K/} (1994)]

[Fedya (Vladimir Ilyin, male, 47, 1947)] Mitya, you got me. Will you? [Mitya
(Oleg Menshikov, male, 34, 1960)] No. [Fedya (Vladimir Ilyin, male, 47,
1947)] Are you really married? [Mitya (Oleg Menshikov, male, 34, 1960)]
No, I'm not married. [Nikita Mikhalkov, Rustam Ibragimbekov. Burnt by
the Sun, film (1994)]
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In (7), the speaker not only verifies whether Mitja is married but also em-
phasizes, through i pravda, how unbelievable this is.

The comparison of i pravda and cto ni govori in interrogative sentences is
fundamentally irrelevant, as ¢to ni govori does not occur in questions. Cto ni
govori may occasionally appear within interrogative sentences, yet not for the
purpose of testing a hypothesis, but rather as part of the speaker’s assertion,
essentially constituting a part of a monologue. Cf. (8).

(8) A Bbl mOMHHUTE, KTO IIepBbIM BhILIeN U3 coctaBa CCCP? Ko, B cymuocTy, 6611
HEPBBIM «CENAPATUCTOMY, HAPYUIUBILHUM, Y0 HU 2060pU, TEPPUTOPUAIIBHYIO

LEJIOCTHOCTh OTPOMHOr0 MHOTOHalMoHajdbHOro rocygapctea — CCCP?
[IpaBuiabHO: HAIIM COIO3HBIC HAIMOHANBHBIC pecrmyOnuku. [Harames
AtiparteroBa. Kummues wm Tupacmons — paBHONpaBHbIE ITapTHEpH //

HesaBucumast rasera, 14.07.1998)]

Do you remember who was the first to leave the USSR? Who, essentially,
was the first “separatist,” violating, whatever one might say, the territorial
integrity of the vast multinational state — the USSR? Right: our allied na-
tional republics.

In (8), cto ni govori emphasizes the speaker’s viewpoint that his interpreta-
tion of the situation is valid. The question is part of a monologue rather than
an open-ended dialogue where various viewpoints are considered. Besides,
Cto ni govori refers to “who violated territorial integrity”, and not to the ques-
tion itself “Who, essentially, was the first ‘separatist’>”.

3.3 Monologue

In this context, the term monologue, like dialogue above, refers to a rather narrow
scope of action, specifically a sequence of sentences within a coherent piece of
text. In certain cases, it may also entail an extended speech within a dialogue.
What's significant here is not necessarily whether the analyzed statements oc-
cur within a dialogue, but rather the lack of an immediate response to the inter-
locutor’s statements. In other words, the speaker transitions from addressing
the interlocutor to their own reflections, often using phrases like i pravda or cto
ni govori as indicators of resolving their own doubts. Cf. (9) and (0).

(9) [T'enepan Enmanumn (¥Oo3ac Bympaiituc, myx, 61, 1940)] Pa3Oupaermbcs/

gyro ymu? [Kusze Menukun (®enop bonpapuyk, myx, 34, 1967)] Hy na/
s nporpammuct. Ilpasna/ noxrop Illueiinep MHe He PEKOMEHIOBAI STHM
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3aHUMATKCS/ TIOTOMY YTO OOSUICS/ UTO S OT ToIoja yMPY. 5 u npasda HECKOIBKO
pa3 B 0OMOpOKHM majajn/ HO KoMmIbloTep He ocranisul. [Poman KauaHoB mir.,
Onyapa Pesnuk. JlayH-xayc, /¢ (2001)]

[General Epanchin (Juozas Budraitis, male, 61, 1940)] Do you understand,
by any chance? [Prince Myshkin (Fyodor Bondarchuk, male, 34, 1967)]
Well, yes, I'm a programmer. True, Dr. Schneider didn’t recommend it
to me because he was afraid I would die of hunger. I really did faint a few
times, but I didn’t leave the computer.

Speaking of Schneider’s concerns that Myskin might die of hunger, the
speaker (Myskin) confirms the validity of these concerns, using i pravda and
further providing the necessary argument.

A monologue is the only mode of usage in which both discourse markers
are employed. Therefore, we will further examine the distinctive features of
using these discourse markers in monologue mode.

4. Discourse markers i pravda (v npaBga) and cto ni govori (4TO HU
roBopw): similarities and differences

In numerous instances, the discourse markers i pravda and cto ni govori ex-
hibit interchangeability. Specifically, i pravda can be substituted with cto ni
govori. Cf. (10) and (10).

(10) «Boaxa 3aroBopeHHas. bynems nBa IHsA €My IO PIOMKE HalMBaTh, a Ha
TpeTuit OH He 3aX04eT». M npasda, MecCsIl He M.

“The vodka is enchanted now. Give him a glass of it for two days in a row,
on the third day, he won't want it anymore.” And it really did work — for a
month, he didn’t drink. [CBernana AnexcueBnd. Bpemst cekoHa X9H[ (2013)
| Svetlana Alexievich. Secondhand Time (Bela Shayevich, 20106)]

(10’) «Bonxka 3aroBopeHHas. bynems 1Ba 1HA €My IO PIOMKE HalldBaTh, a4 Ha
TPETUH OH He 3axo4eT». Ymo Hu 2060pu, MECSIL] HE TTUIL.

The vodka is bewitched. You pour him a glass for two days, and on the
third, he won’t want it. No matter what you say, he hasn’t been drinking for
a month. Whatever you say, (the fact remains that) he hasn’t been drink-
ing for a month.

The replacement of i pravda with cto ni govori is rather possible and does

not deviate from the speaker’s primary communicative intention — to empha-
size that the situation described in the statement (he didn’t drink for a month)

Quaderns de Filologia: Estudis Lingtiistics XXIX: 47-66. doi: 10.7203/QF.29.28803



Russian discourse markers that highlight the truth of the statements... 57

did indeed occur. In the first case, the English translation with the discourse
marker really, intensified by the auxiliary did with the verb drink, is adequate
to the original text. In the second case, whatever you say/no matter what you
say are suggested as translations of cto ni govori. This allows for preliminary
considerations regarding the semantic, pragmatic and syntactic differences
between i pravda and cto ni govori. These differences concern the presupposi-
tion of the statement.

The discourse marker i pravda indicates that up to the moment of speech,
the speaker doubted the effectiveness of the treatment with the enchanted
vodka, but at the moment of speaking, agrees that the doubts were unfound-
ed. When replaced with cto ni govori, the focus shifts from the speaker’s own
doubts to the opinions of interlocutors. Cto ni govori suggests that there might
have been other opinions regarding the correctness of the treatment, but it
turned out to be effective.

This is also true when replacing cto ni govori with i pravda. Cf. (11) and (11’).

(11) BcioMHEM 0 KONJIEKTHBAaX aBTOPOB I'paMMAaTHK / COCTaBUTENEH cloBapeil / o
671aromomyYHbIX / @ TAaKKe 0 HEOIArOIOMyYHBIX KOJUIEKTHBAX. Ymo Hu 2060pu
/ KOTIIEKTHB — 3TO Bceraa cinokHo. KonnexTuBHbIe hopMBI pabOTHI Y HAC / O
MOHATHBIM TPUYMHAM / TIONB3YIOTCS 0co0bIM BHMMaHHeM. [O. H Tpybaues.
Becenst o meromonornm HayuHoro Tpyda. becema 1. Tpaxrar o Xopormrei
pabore]

Let’s recall the teams of grammar authors, dictionary compilers, both suc-
cessful and unsuccessful. Working in a team is never easy, no matter what.
Collective forms of work receive special attention here for obvious reasons.

(r1’)BcrioMHMM O KOJIJIEKTHBAaX aBTOPOB IpaMMaTHK / cocTaBUTeNel cioBapeil /
0 ONaromoIyYHBIX / a TaKKe 0 HeOJIaromoIy9YHBIX KOJUIeKTHBaX. M npasoa /
KOJIJIEKTUB — 3TO Bcerna cioxHo. KomnekruBHble Gpopmbl paboThl y Hac / 110
TIOHSATHBIM NPHYMHAM / TIOJIB3YIOTCS 0COOBIM BHUMAaHHEM.

Let’s recall the teams of grammar authors, dictionary compilers, both suc-
cessful and unsuccessful. Working in a team is indeed never easy, no mat-
ter what. Collective forms of work receive special attention here for obvious
reasons.

As in pairs (11) and (11’), replacing one discourse marker with another re-
sults in a shift in the communicative focus of the statement, a phenomenon
explained by differences in their presuppositional-implicational meanings.
By using cto ni govori, the speaker seems to dismiss potential objections.
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However, by using i pravda, the speaker summarizes their own reflections on
the topic.

Unlike the construction cto ni govori, i pravda cannot open a text. Since i
pravda is more aligned with the search for the most accurate argument or ex-
planation of the facts at hand, this discursive marker necessitates some prior
context. This is another important distinguishing feature between the two
expressions. Cf. (12).

(12) Ymo nu 2060pu, M00OE3HBIN APYT, a MbI IOABUTAEMCsI BIIEPE/, 51 BUXKY 3TO SICHO
1 Ha MoeM TepMmomerpe: mouta u3 Mockssl B [lerepOypr, Harpumep, XOAUT
Tenepp MECTb pa3 B HEJE0, BMECTO ABYX; [...] [M. II. [oroaun. ITuceMo o
PYCCKHX poMaHax (1827)]

Say what you will, dear friend, but we are making progress; I can see it
clearly on my thermometer: for example, the mail from Moscow to St.
Petersburg now runs six times a week instead of two; [...]

Cto ni govori stands at the very beginning of the text. It is a journalistic,
literary-critical work which, in form only, is addressed to a specific recipient.
Both cto ni govori and the phrase dear friend are literary devices that frame a
monologic journalistic text in the style of a personal letter. The construction i
pravda would hardly be appropriate here. The point is that ¢to ni govori contin-
ues the unfolding of an already initiated argument, involving the defense of
one’s viewpoint in a discussion with an imagined opponent. As stated above,
since i pravda is more oriented toward the search for the most accurate argu-
ment or explanation of existing facts, this discursive marker requires some
preceding context.

Unlike in (12), in example (13), we are formally dealing not with the abso-
lute beginning of the text but with the start of direct speech — the narrator’s
internal reflection. In this sense, we can also speak of the beginning of a dis-
tinct fragment of the text, which opens with the marker ¢to ni govori. Cf. (13).

(13) YenmoBek 3TOT HECOMHEHHO 001aaaj 3HAYUTENLHON MarHETHYECKONW CHIIOH;
JeHCTBYsl, KOHEUHO, HEMOHATHBIM Ul MEHsS CIOCOOOM Ha MOHM HEDBBI, OH
TaK SICHO, TaK ONPEEIEHHO BO30Y/I1I BO MHE 00pa3 CTapHKa, O KOTOPOM s
JlyMaJl, YTO MHE, HAKOHELl, II0Ka3aJ10Ch, YTO 5 €r0 BIXKY Hepes Ia3aMi... [...]
«Ymo nu 2060pu, — Tymai si, — sl BUjiell, CBOUMH INIa3aMH BUJIEN IIOKOHHOIO
moero ryseprepal!» [W. C. Typrenes. Crpannast uctopus (1869)]

This man undoubtedly possessed a significant magnetic force; acting, of
course, in a way that was incomprehensible to me, he so clearly, so dis-
tinctly, evoked in me the image of the old man I was thinking of that, in
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the end, it seemed to me as if I saw him right before my eyes... [...] “What-
ever you say,” I thought, “I saw it, I saw my late tutor with my own eyes!”

(13) « npasoa, — nyman s, — g BUJIeJ1, CBOUMH IJ1a3aMK BHJIE] TIOKOWHOTO MOEro
ryBepHepal»

“Indeed,” I thought, “I saw it, I saw my late tutor with my own eyes!”

If we were to replace cto ni govori with i pravda (13), it would create the
impression that this fragment was preceded by some prior internal consid-
eration by the narrator regarding the likelihood of having seen his deceased
tutor with his own eyes.

Subtle differences in the usage of i pravda and cto ni govori may affect not
only the semantics (particularly their presuppositional component) but also
the placement of the discourse marker within the statement. In (14) the inter-
change is feasible, yet adjusting the word order would enhance naturalness.

(14) JKn3Hp — HaII JIy4IIUH yYUTEINb, 4mo Hu 2060pu. [«MBICIHN O cIaBe HE JAl0T
cB00OO/IHO sibIIIaThy // lenta.ru, 2017.03.30]

Life is our best teacher, no matter what you say.
(14’) XKu3Hb 1 npasoa Hall JTy4YIUN yIUTEIb.

Indeed, life is our best teacher.

The final position of cto ni govori, as seen in example (14), is not typical of
this discourse marker. More often, it appears at the beginning of the sentence.
However, examples (14) and (14’) draw attention to the positional constraints
of the construction i pravda. This discourse marker notably avoids the final
position.

In (15) and (15°) cto ni govori can also be replaced by i pravda.

(15) Ymo nu cosopu, TeneBuneHue Bee ke Beaukoe uzoodperenue. [«IIpoBokanus
— 9To Ham Xy1e0 HacyuHelit» // [lapnamMeHTcKas razera, 2015.01.25)]
Whatever you say, television is still a great invention.

(15°)# npasoa, TeneBueHNE BCE JKE BETUKOE H300peTeHNE.

Indeed, television is still a great invention.

Sentences (15) and (15°) can be translated into English in various ways. Cf.
(16a-j) and (167a-j).
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16a) Say what you will, television is still a great invention.
16b) Regardless of what you say, television remains a great invention.
16¢) No matter what you say, television is still a great invention.
16d) No matter how you put it, television is indeed a great invention.
) However you phrase it, television is truly a great invention.
16f) In spite of what you say, television is a great invention.
16g) Whatever you say, television is still a great invention.
16h) Even if you disagree, television is undeniably a great invention.
16i) While opinions may differ, television is unquestionably a great invention.

16j) Notwithstanding your opinion, television remains a great invention.

16°a) Indeed, television is truly a great invention.

16’b) And truly, television is a great invention.

16°c) It’s true, television is still a remarkable invention.

16°d) Yes, indeed, television is undeniably a great invention.
16’e) And in fact, television remains a great invention.

16°f) Truly, television is still a magnificent invention.

16°g) It is a fact that television is a great invention.

16°h) Yes, indeed, television is genuinely a great invention.
16'1) And indeed, television is undoubtedly a great invention.

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

16%j) Certainly, television is still a remarkable invention.

What is important for our analysis is that, despite the individuality of each
of the proposed translations, the polemical tendency inherent in (10) is pres-
entin all the translations (16a-j) and absent in (16’a-j), where the assertive tone
predominates. In all versions (16a-j), the focus is on the speaker disagreeing

with an opinion expressed earlier by the interlocutor or others, most often an

imagined interlocutor rather than a real one. This is because sentence (16) is
characterized not by presenting a counterargument in a real or imagined dis-
cussion but by the speaker overcoming their own doubts about the discussed
situation and confirming that their assumption corresponds to reality.

Based on the examples provided above, one might think that replacing
Cto ni govori with i pravda is always possible, with only a slight difference
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in emphasis in the statement due to the difference in the presupposition of
these discourse markers. However, this is not the case. The corpora contain
quite a few contexts in which such replacement is impossible. Partially, this is
explained by semantic and syntactic constraints. Sometimes it is possible to
rely on formal indicators. One such case is that if a clause containing the con-
struction cto ni govori is introduced by the conjunction no (but), replacement
with i pravda is undesirable, although possible. Cf. (17).

(r7) EMy 3TO HpaBUTCS U y HETO €CTb OIpeEIEHHbIE CIIOCOOHOCTH, HO BCE PaBHO,
umo Hu 2080pu, PEOEHOK ecTh peOCHOK — ycTaéT. [AHHa BenurxkanwHa,
Buranuii KaprokoB . Tarbsina YerunoBa: Bee xay, korma s yxe cenaioch
srozkoit! // Komcomonbckas pasna, 2013.04.18]

He likes it and has certain abilities, but still, whatever you say, a child is a
child — gets tired.

This formal constraint has a semantic character. The clause introduced by
the conjunction no (but) usually contains a counterargument, which aligns
well with the semantic properties of cto ni govori. In example (17), the po-
lemical message of the statement is further supported by the grammatical
phraseme vse ravno (still, anyway).

The polemical nature of the discourse marker cto ni govori is evident in the
following syntactic context: if a clause immediately following the construction
contains the conjunctions a (but), no (but), or i (and), the entire utterance is
perceived as a reaction to some opinion with which the speaker disagrees.
In this case, replacing cto ni govori with i pravda is possible only if the entire
structure undergoes replacement: cto ni govori, a; ¢to ni govori, no; and cto ni
govori, i. While the conjunction i (and) itself lacks an inherently adversative
meaning, when combined with the construction cto ni govori, it is perceived
as integral to the counterargument. Therefore, these conjunctions could be
considered part of the discourse marker. Cf. (18-20) and (18"-20’).

(18) Ymo Hu eosopu, a UPHATHO BUJAETH MPOTHO3 IOrOAbI 03 EAMHOIO
3Haka «MmuHYyCc». [[mutpuii bykeBmd. HoBOCHOHMpIEI, PHUTOTOBBTE
conHne3amuTHeie o4ku! / Komcomomnbcekas npasaa, I7.04.2011]

Say what you will, but it’s pleasant to see a weather forecast without a sin-
gle “minus” sign.

(18) ¥ npasoa npusiTHO BUJETH MPOTHO3 ITOTO/IbI €3 eNHOTO 3HAKA «KMHUHYCY.

Really, it’s pleasant to see a weather forecast without a single “minus”
sign.
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(19) Ymo nu 2060pu, HO BCe-TaKH TO TaK 3J0POBO, KOTJa TBOM POJHBIE KUBYT B

TOI1 JKe CTpaHe, YTO ¥ ThI, M ISl BCTPEYH C HUIMU HE HaJ0 O(OPMIIATH BH3bI
u mepecexars rpaauisl. [['anmaa CanokankoBa. Hamm B [TpubanTike: Kype
Ha 3amay // Komcomonbckas mpasna, 26.03.2002]

Regardless of what you say, it’s still so wonderful when your loved ones live
in the same country as you, and you don’t need visas and border crossings
to meet with them.

(19’) M npasoa Bce-Taku 3TO TaK 370POBO, KOIJA TBOU POAHBIE XKHUBYT B TOH

K€ CTpaHC, YTO U Thbl, U JId BCTPCUNU C HUMH HC HAJ0 O(i)OpMJ'IHTB BU3EI U
MepeceKarb rpaHnIbI.

Indeed, it’s still so wonderful when your loved ones live in the same coun-
try as you, and you don’t need visas and border crossings to meet with
them.

(20) Ymo nu 2o60pu, ¥ MHOTMM HallUM INPOMBIIUICHHUKAM OJIM30K 3asJIbli

«HOBBI MHAycTpuanusm» 45-ro mpesuaenrta. [FOpuit Jlyxxos. FOpuit
Jly’)kkoB Hamucanl crarblo O TpammnomaHuu // MOCKOBCKHMH KOMCOMOJIEIL,
16.01.2017]

Say what you will, but the fervent “new industrialism” of the 45th presi-
dent resonates with many of our industrialists.

(20’) 4 npasda MHOTMM HaIlUM NPOMBIIICHHUKAM OJIM30K 3asajbli «HOBBIH

UHIyCTpHATU3M» 45-T0 Ipe3naeHTa.

Truly, the fervent “new industrialism” of the 45th president resonates
with many of our industrialists.

If in examples (18-20) we replace cto ni govori with i pravda, while keeping

the conjunctions a (but), no (but), or i (and), the statements completely lose
their meaning, since i pravda lacks the polemical element in its semantics.
Cf. (187-20").

(18”) *H npaeda, a TpPUATHO BUACTH MPOTHO3 MOTOABI 0€3 EIMHOTO 3HAKa

«KMHHYC».

Really, but it’s pleasant to see a weather forecast without a single “mi-
nus” sign.

(19”) *H npasda, Ho Bce-TaKy TO TaK 340pPOBO, KOIa TBOU POJHBIE KUBYT B TOH

K€ CTpaHe, YTO U Tbl, U JJI1 BCTPECYHU C HUMU HC HAI0 O(i)OpMJ'ISITI) BHU3bI U
NnepeceKarb rpaHrIbl.

Indeed, but it’s still so wonderful when your loved ones live in the same
country as you, and you don’t need visas and border crossings to meet
with them.
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(20”") *H npasoa, u MHOTHM HaIlIUM NTPOMBIIUICHHUKAM OJTM30K 3asI/UTbIH «HOBBIH
UHIYCTpUAIU3M» 45-T0 MIpe3uieHTa.

Truly, and the fervent “new industrialism” of the 45th president reso-
nates with many of our industrialists.

Also important are purely formal constraints: since i pravda already con-
tains the conjunction i (and) as a component, the direct cooccurrence with
another conjunction, especially with i (and) is intuitively unacceptable. This
explains why replacing cto ni govori with i pravda is difficult in cases where the
conjunction i (and) precedes cto ni govori. Cf. (21).

(21) 4, umo Hu 2060pu, TaKyr0 TEHICHLUIO MOXHO TOJBKO IPUBETCTBOBATE.
[Mapust IlepeBommrosa. [Topsanu Tpu GasiHa // lenta.ru, 2016.07.14

And, say what you will, such a trend can only be welcomed.
*U, u npasda, TaKyro TCHICHIIMIO MOXHO TOJIBKO IPHBETCTBOBATS.

And, really, such a trend can only be welcomed.

Similarly, in several cases, the discourse marker i pravda cannot be re-
placed by cto ni govori. Cf. (22-23).

(22)KoBasneB HoaTBep K AaeT, 4TO B CEHTAOPE U npasda 3ahpUKCUPOBAHO HEOOIBIIOE
CHIDKEHHUE TPOU3BOJCTBA CBHHUHBI, HO 10 UTOTAM JIEBATH MECSIEB OHO
HAXOJMTCS Ha YPOBHE TAKOTO e MepHoaa mpouuioro rofa. [Poccus moxer
paspemuTh OeCMONUTHHHBIA BBO3 TOBSIMHBI W CBUHUHBI // Bemomoctw,
2021.11.07]

Kovalev confirms that in September, there was indeed a slight decrease in
pork production, but over the course of nine months, it remains at the
same level as the same period last year.

(23) CnoBoM, 0XmMzAaTh OT TOCHOXKHM 3axXapoBOW B DTOT Beyep MOXKHO ObLIO
MHOTOT0, HO OHA U npasda OTrpaHUuMIack Tenerpammoii. [EBrenus Musosa,
obospesarens “b”. HaBctpeuy Bropoii BosHe // KomMepcanT, 05.10.2020]

In short, one could have expected a lot from Mrs. Zaxarova this evening,
but indeed, she limited herself to a telegram.

Examples (22) and (23) are interesting for two reasons. Firstly, they show
that i pravda does not necessarily refer to the speaker’s doubts, which they
resolve in favour of the truthfulness of the proposition contained in the state-
ment. Example (23) suggests that at some point the speaker doubted whether
Zaxarova would limit herself to a telegram. However, in example (22), it is
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unlikely that Kovalev (the opinion subject) had doubts about the fact of the
decline in pork production. Rather, he appeals to the opinions of others who
have expressed this idea. Importantly, he doesn’t engage in debate with them
but rather agrees. Apparently, this is the main reason why replacing i pravda
with ¢to ni govori is not preferable. As noted above, ¢to ni govori introduces
counterarguments, while the contexts of (22) and (23) do not imply polemics.

The analysis of examples suggests that the specificity of each of these dis-
course markers is largely determined by the mode of their usage (see more
detailed discussion in section 3 above).

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we aimed to identify the distinctive features of the use of two
near-synonymous Russian discourse markers, i pravda and cto ni govori. The
analysis of corpus material allowed us to identify a number of similarities
and differences. The first difference concerns the usage patterns of both dis-
course markers — i pravda is used in three modes — dialogue, question, and
monologue, while cto ni govori is only used in monologue. Subtle differences
in the usage of i pravda and cto ni govori may affect not only their semantics,
particularly their presuppositional component, but also the placement of the
discourse marker within the statement and combinatorial features.

This phenomenon finds semantic justification: i pravda in the question
has such a different meaning that its semantic correspondence with cto ni gov-
ori would be impossible. As for cto ni govori, when used in dialogue, it serves
not to affirm the veracity of the discussed facts, but rather to counter potential
objections, whether real or imagined, as lacking in evidential support.

This paper also aims to contribute to the development of empirical meth-
ods by exploring practical approaches to handling large-scale data in linguistic
research. By addressing challenges related to sampling and representative-
ness, we propose a method that moves toward refining empirical techniques,
especially in the context of semantic analysis.

Working with large text corpora, we faced the challenge of creating lim-
ited-size samples that still maintain statistical representativeness, which is
crucial for discussing experimental methods in semantic research.

The group of discourse markers aimed at verifying the truthfulness of
statements within their scope is still not adequately studied. Given its impor-
tance in communication, further study and exploration are warranted, high-
lighting promising avenues for future research.
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