LUND STUDIES IN ENGLISH 82
Editors: Sven Bickman and Jan Svartvik

The London-Lund Corpus
of Spoken English

Description and Research

edited by
Jan Svartvik

Lund University Press



[ UND STUDIES IN ENGLISH Contents

Faditons: Sven Bickman and Jan Svartvik
Department of English
Helgonabacken 14
S 223162 Lund. Sweden Preface 5

. Prosodic symbols 7
abilisbwas. Lund University Press Y

Box 141

S§ 22100 Lund, Sweden PART I: DESCRIPTION

1  The London-Lund Corpus of Spoken English 11
Appendix 1: The complete London-Lund Corpus 19
Appendix 2: Publications using Survey material 47
Sidney Greenbaum & Jan Svartvik

PART II: RESEARCH

2 The TESS project 63
Jan Svartvik

3 Tagging and parsing on the TESS project 87
Jan Svartvik

4  An autcmatic word class tagger and a phrase parser 107
Mats Eeg-Olofsson

5 Lexical items peculiar to spoken discourse 137
Anna-Brita Stenstrom

6 Spoken English and the dictionary 177
Bengt Altenberg

7 Some functions of the booster 193
Bengt Altenberg

8 Pauses in monologue and dialogue 211
Anna-Brita Stenstrém

< 1990 The anthor 9  Adverbial commas and prosodic segmentation 253
Art e 20180 Anna-Brita Stenstrém

[SSN 0076 11451 10 Graphic English prosody 267

ISBN 9L 7966 126 2 b and Linpveesilty Press Jan Svartvik

ISBN 0 8638 o0 Clamewell Brat id

Printed m Sweden
Studenthitteratar A
| abnd 1990



Access to structural descriptions:

GET_HEAD_WORD  find head word in structure

Access to tagged Brown corpus input in ‘vertical’ format:

HAS_TAG access to full word class tag (including length)
PURETAG access 10 word class tag proper (not including length
WORD access to word body & prope g leneth)

String handling:
PREFIX test for prefix
SUFFIX test for suffix
List handling: (standard)

APPEND list concatenation
MEMBER list membership
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Lexical items
peculiar to spoken discourse

Anna-Brita Stenstrom

5.1 Is there a special spoken lexis?

Some lexical items are much more common in speech than in writing. A list
comparing the most frequent words in the London-Lund Corpus (LLC) with
the most frequent words in the Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus (LOB) (p 1)
shows for instance that the verbs know, think, and mean with rank 15, 25, and
44 in LLC, do not appear at all in the LOB list; nor does the adverb really,
ranked 59 in LL.C, while well ranked 14 in LLC appears only at rank 95 in
LOB. Not surprisingly, items like yes, no, and oh do not figure among the
most frequent words in the written corpus. Such lexical items are typical of
interactive speech and closely bound to the communicative situation; others like
really and well abound in spoken discourse for other reasons.

Many lexical items which are typically used in spoken discourse
(henceforth referred to as ‘D-items’) are awkward or even impossible to
analyse in syntactic terms, and they generally contribute little, if anything, to
the propositional content of the utterance. However, the mere fact that a lexical
item is extremely common in spoken discourse does not immediately qualify it
as a D-item. The decisive factor is whether its interactive and pragmatic



functions prevail over its ‘ordinary’ grammatical function. This is illustrated in

(1):

(1) butildon’t 'really KNOW that 'T'mB lgoing to 'be a 'vast a'mount of HELP to ‘youll - I
was II?NT’ERESTED in your {ADI VERT‘ISEMEN‘TI }m and lland [sm] -~ « [?3] but [a]
llgather you’re AAFTERR <«an» ellnormous a'mount of 'INFORaMATIONS and 1 lidon’t
REALLY 'know that F've 'got - IYOU 'know Bl whether IWHAT 've ‘gotB lis [?] of Aany

~HELPN I mean it's ireally for 'you to DECTDEN IIREALLYI --=(5.2.2:16-25)

None of the four instances of really will be regarded as a D-item since they all
retain too much of the adverbial function. What finally determines what the
item does in the discourse is its position in the complete contextual situation; it
may serve as a syntactic constituent in a sentence or as a move in the
interaction.

Really, which will be discussed in detail in Section 5.5, can be used as a
prototype to illustrate how the same lexical item can serve more than one
function, depending on where it occurs, In syntactic terms, it may serve as an
emphasizer, adding to the force of an adjective (cf Quirk et al 1985:447), as in
(2) where it modifies the adjective gnnoying:

(2) [7i]it’s lireally ANNGYINGE (S.2.13:82)

or as a content disjunct (Quirk et al 1985:620 ff), reflecting the speaker’s atti-
tude to what he is saying and modifying the whole utterance:

(3) lididn’t make any ADIFFERENCES (REALLYN (S.1.1:1050-1051)

In interactional terms, really may serve as a ’react’ showing the speaker’s atti-
tude to the previous speaker’s utterance; as a ‘go-on’, passing on the turn at a
transition relevance point (Sacks et al 1974) and encouraging the current
speaker to continue (cf ‘continuer’ in Schegloff 1982); as a ‘follow-up’ in a
question-response exchange, constituting the questioner’s confirmation of the
response; as a ‘re-opener’ querying the response; or as a ‘planner’, with con-
curring syntactic and interactive functions (see further pp 152f1).

The term ‘D-item’ will be used to designate lexical items that occur almost
exclusively in spoken interaction, for example yes, please, sure, shut up, and
question tags (Q-tags), as in (4):
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(4> A .. butlithoughtl AWOULDN'T 'have an KBSTRACTI bellcause I athink you
Ahave to [a] - supaply -something YOURASELF 10 the e-picturell JHAVEN'T youll

B: ISUREN (S.1.8:479-482)

The term also designates lexical items that occur in both written and spoken
discourse but with a particular function in speech, for example sort of, you
know, and well:

(5) whereas (IHARTE [ llmean as you KNBWI sort of —- (5.1.5:622-624)

as well as lexical items that are particularly frequent in spoken discourse but
would have a similar discourse function in speech and writing, eg anyway and
now (as a transitional device):

{6)  *buts lithat didn’t AHRPPEN. until IILBNG ‘after [8i:}® - - [2:] -- IBritish and 'French
and Aamerican - ARMIES® had lreally sort of --- llanyway I'm ASORRYN I was

DIIGRESSINGE - but fiwhat I 'mean ISH —- (5.2.3:362-367)

Summing up, D-items may be realized by single words like well, oh, all right,
and anyway or by longer strings like as you know and I'm sure that's right,
and they are used for taking, keeping, and yielding the turn by performing a
speech action, for empathizing with the listener, or for organizing the message.

5.2 The structure of spoken discourse

Spoken interaction will be viewed in terms of four hierarchical levels: ex-
change, turn, move, and act.

The exchange is the minimal interactive unit which consists of at least two
consecutive turns (and at least two moves) produced by different
speakers.,

The turn is what each speaker says before the next speaker takes over; it
consists of one or more moves. Turns can be opening, holding-up,
releasing, continuing, and terminating,.

The move is what the speaker does in order to start, carry on, and finish an
exchange, eg Initiate-Respond. It consists of one or more acts. A simple
move consists of one act, eg a response proper; a compound move consists
of more than one act, eg a response proper followed by an ‘emphasizer’.

The act involves the illocutionary and pragmatic content, eg request-accept.
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This model is slightly different from that of Sinclair & Coulthard (1975) in
that I have introduced the level of ‘turn’ to handle utterances containing more
than one ‘move’. I distinguish the following moves and acts, most of which will
be illustrated in the following discussion (see further Stenstrom 1984a, 1984b):

MOVES

Call-off is the first part of a pre-closing or closing exchange.

Close is the second part of a pre-closing or closing exchange.

Follow-up terminates an exchange and involves speaker-shift.

Frame introduces new topics (aspects) and new exchanges.

Go-on indicates that the listener is paying attention to what is being said and encourages the
current speaker 10 go on.

Initiate initiates an exchange by inquiring, informing, suggesting, etc.

Question elicits a response.

Re-open queries what was stated in a response or an inform.

Response answers a question or supports or challenges the previous speaker’s initiating or re-
opening move.

ACTS

Accept accepts a request, a suggestion or an opinion.

Apology serves to apologize.

Clarify disambiguates a previous utterance by the same speaker,

Comment adds information not expressed in a previous act in the same move.

Caonclude draws a conclusion from a previous utterance.

Confirm responds to a request for confirmation,

Direct orders the addressee to do something.

Elicit is used as an umbrella term for any type of question.

Emphasizer highlights a preceding act in the same response, go-on, or follow-up move.

Endorse supports the point made by the precedin g speaker,

Evaluate expresses the speaker’s attitude.

Exemplifier introduces more detailed information.

Expletive expresses annoyance, excitement, pain, etc.

Filler serves as a verbal pause.

Frame marks a boundary in the discourse, indicates that the speaker introduces a new
topic/aspect or sums up what has already been said.

Greet is what you do when you meet or leave somebody.

Hedge reflects uncertainty and vagueness, avoids abruptness.

Inform supplies ‘neutral” information which does not explicitly reflect the speaker’s attitude.

Object objects to the previous speaker’s utterance.
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Planner serves as a temporary substitute for a clause element.

Please emphasizes the speaker’s wish and marks politeness.

Prompter appeals for feedback.

React shows the speaker’s attitude to a previous request, asks the listener to do something.

Smooth-over responds to an apology.

Softener empathizes with the listener.

Staller is used w gain time.

Suggest comes up with a proposal.

Thanks expresses gratitude.

Uptake connects the previous speaker’s last move with the succeeding move uttered by the
speaker who produced the uptake.

The most convenient starting-point for identifying what speech signals do in a
dialogue is the conversational exchange and the speaker turns. D-items can
occur in more than one position in the exchange structure and the tum. The
items generally perform different functions in different positions but can also
perform different functions in the same position. Naturally, the function of an
item does not depend only on its position but also on its own inherent meaning
and the larger context. Conversational exchanges vary in size and complexity.
In this corpus, two-turn exchanges were somewhat more common than three-
turn exchanges, but exchanges consisting of up to five and six turns were not
unusual.

If the discourse signal makes up a turn of its own, it is also a move con-
sisting of one act. Otherwise it realizes either a move within the turn or an act
in a move. Its pragmatic function varies with its vertical (tumn-by-turn) posi-
tion in the exchange as well as with its horizontal (within-the-turn) position
(see pp 164ff). Turns have the following functions:

Turn [1] A: OPEN

Turn [2]  B: CONTINUE/TERMINATE
Tumn [3]  A: HOLD-UP/TERMINATE
Turn [4]  B: TERMINATE

Right in (7) terminates the two-turn exchange by responding to an
informing initiating move which opens the exchange. In the following three-
turn-exchange (8), right is part of another response move, one that continues
an exchange terminated by a follow-up move. The next two examples illustrate
four-turn exchanges; right in (9) holds up the exchange by a re-opening move,
and right in (10) terminates the exchange by a confirming follow-up move.
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Example TURN Move act

(7) Two-turn exchange (S.8.2:1009-1010)
s
[11  A:r it’s UNDERE - |IH for HRRRYI OPEN Initiate inform

(2] B: IRIGHTE TE
RMINATE Respond  accept

(8) Three-turn exchange (5.8.1:822-827)

[1] A sohe liknows 'what it’s ABGUTI OPEN Initiate conclude
N
[2] B: ERIGHTE OKR %-MOME + CONTINUE Respond  confirm
. N A
[3]  A: «IGOODN ITHANK youl TERMINATE Follow-up endorse

(9) Four-turn exchange (5.9.1:312-315)
[11  A: [a:m] Ishall we say - would OPEN Initiate suggest

lltwelve o’ Aclock be OI(KYI

S
[2] B: ILOVELYN CONTINUE Respond accept
»
[3] A IIR\I.GHTI HOLD-UP Re-open elicit
4 .
[4] B: IYESKN TERMINATE Respond  clarify

(10) Four-turn exchange (5.7.2:114-118)

[1] A: sollwhat 'time are you OPEN Initiate elicit
COMING this 'afternoon

[2] B: [sm . ama]llas we Asaid about CONTINUE Respond inform
afour O"CLOCKE

(3] A: IOKE IYEAHN TERMINATE  Follow-up confirm

[4] B: IRIGHTE
TERMINATE Follow-up confirm

‘T_he fact that the function of a discourse item is related not only to its
pos?t.lon in the exchange, as we saw in the previous examples, but also to its
position in the turn will be discussed in Section 5.6.
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5.3 The classification of D-items

The discourse level was introduced in our tagging-system for the analysis of
words and expressions that were found to serve interactive and pragmatic
rather than grammatical functions. We felt that these D-items could not be
adequately accounted for at the word, phrase and clause levels of analysis in a
three-level tagging-system. At the discourse level, items were analysed in

terms of speech-organizing, interactional, and communicative devices. Both
tagging-systems are illustrated in the analysis of (11):

F —-
(11) >A: - Amid APRILE - llwe had Areached the POINTH of lithinking that we Aweren’t
Fd
'going to be 'able to AREACHN - a IPOLICY des-cision- =«* and «so» iwe

)
B: xlthat’s RIGHTE *

>A: must » [7] atell these GGYSI s«that we'll» carry ONE - = (5.1.2:165-172)

That's right can be analysed in strict syntactic terms (cf pp 96ff for the tag
labels):

TEXT that’s right
WORD RD*VB+3 JA
PHRASE NPH:dem  VPH:pres JPH
CLAUSE S v C

The following is an alternative analysis in discourse terms:

kN
TEXT lithat’s RIGHTE
WORD DR2
PHRASE 0 0
CLAUSE 0 0
DISCOURSE RESP

In the second analysis, the clause that’s right is considered to be one D-item,
hence at word class level labeiled DR2 denoting a D-item serving as a response
signal (R) and consisting of two words (2). It is left untagged at the phrase and
clause levels; at the discourse level it is tagged RESP for its interactive function
of response in the discourse.

Yet, this second analysis is not entirely satisfactory. Unlike single words
like yes and OK, the string that's right can also be analysed syntactically (as in
our first analysis), and if we refrain from this option altogether, useful gener-

alizations will be lost.
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The classification of D-items was based on the study of ten LLC texts, most
of thefn face-to-face, two-party, unplanned dialogues. The following exempli-
fied discourse categories were identified (DA, DB, etc are the tag codes) in the
sample:

Apologies (DA) DA pardon, sorry
DA2 excuse me, I'm sorry
DA4 I beg your pardon
Smooth-overs (DB) DB2 don’t worry, never mind
Hedges (DC) DC2 kind of, sort of
DC3 sort of thing
Expletives (DE) DE damn, gosh, hell
DE2 Suck off, good heavens, the hell
DE3 for goodness sake, good heavens above,
oh bloody hell
Greetings (DG) DG ki, hello
DG2 good evening, good morning
DG3 Happy New Year, how are you
DG4 how do you do
Initiators (DI} DI anyway, however, now
Negative (DN) DN no
Orders (DO) DO2 give over, go on, shut up
Politeness markers (DP) DP please
Q-tags (DQ) DQ2 is it
DQ3 isnm'tir
R )
esponses (DR) DR ah, fine, good, uhuh, oh, OK, quite, really, right,

sure
DR2 all right, fair enough, I'm sure, I see, thar
ight, , » 1 see, that's good,
that's iv, that's right, thar’ s wue, very good §

Softeners (DS) Ds2 I mean, mind you, you know, you see
DS3 as you know, do you see

Thanks (DT) DT thanks
DT2 thank you

Well (DW) DW well

Exemplifiers (DX) DX say

Positive (DY) DY mhm, yeah, yes, yup

The D-categories presented in the list fall into three groups depending on their
tendency to constitute a separate move.
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Group (a): categories which do not constitute a separate move;
Group (b): categories which may or may not constitute a separate move;
Group (¢): categories which generally constitute a separate move.

Group (a)
Categories which do not constitute a separate move include hedges, initiators,
softeners, exemplifiers and well. The items in this group share certain general

features. They realize acts in various types of move:

(12) well 1don’t know
{13) she sort of said to me that ...

They are not meaningful or informative in isolation but may add some dimen-
sion to the propositional content of the move, without altering its function
(with the exception of exemplifiers and initiators):

(14) nrow all this happened last night
(15) well yes

They are all tummholding, indicating that there is more to come (with the
exception of turn-final softeners):

(16) last night you know (something extraordinary happened)

Whether an item is turntaking, turnholding or turnyielding is of course related
to its position. Only softeners fulfil all three functions:

(17)  you know he said to me ...
he said to me you know that ...
that’s what he said to me you know

Softeners act differently depending on whether they occur in initial, medial, or
final position (cf Crystal & Davy 1975:92-97). Softeners in final position are
unique in that they serve as explicit appeals for feedback, especially if they
carry a rising tone. They are therefore typically turnyielding and interperson-
ally oriented. By adding a softener or a Q-tag, the speaker shows that he is not
completely certain of what he is stating or, alternatively, he pretends not to be
but leaves the final decision to the listener (cf Ostman 1981). In other words,
he adopts a face-saving strategy involving politeness. Q-tags in final position
have a stronger elicitative force than softeners and are generally followed by a
confirming reaction regardless of pitch contour (cf Stenstrom 1984a:224).
Initiators and exemplifiers are purely organizational devices providing very
little information. Initiators indicate that something new is to come, eg a new
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aspect of the topic already being discussed, or they direct the conversation back
to a previous stage in the discourse after a momentary digression. Exemplifiers
introduce illustrations and details.

Group (b)

Categories which may or may not constitute a separate move include politeness
markers (please), comment Qs (isn't it, does it, ¢ic), no and yes. The items in
this group may make up the speaker’s whole contribution (turn). If they do,
they constitute a tum consisting of one move. Otherwise they are acts in
moves:

(18) A:canlborrow your car?

B: please one turn = one move consisting of one act
A: please don’t go one turn = one move consisting of two acts
Similarly:

(19) A: has Bryan arrived?

B: yes one turn = one move consisting of ong act

A: has Jean come too?

B: yes she has one turn = one move consisting of two acts

Response items realizing acts in a move can be found in initial, medial and
final position:

(20) yes that’s right
that’s right yes
he did yes that’s right

Items from all the categories can occur in response position and serve as a
response (if taken in the broad sense of ‘reaction’):

(21) A canIsitdown
B: please Politeness

(22) A:Iheard him saying it
B: did you Comment Q

The items in this group are inherently turntaking. Only please may be ex-
plicitly tumnyielding:

(23)  A:isthis the English department please
B: certainly
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Notice the difference between comment Qs and Q-tags: comment Qs can be used
as responses (feedback) whereas Q-tags are used as response-inviters:

(24) A: this isn’t the way he did it Inform:

B:isn'tit (=1 see) Response (feedback)
(25) A:this I think is looking at the
problem from a completely
different view isn’t it
(= don’t you think) Elicit
B: yes Response (confirm)
Group (c)

Categories which generally constitute a separate move include: apologies
(sorry), smooth-overs (never mind), expletives (hell, fuck off), greetings (hf),
orders (shut up), responses (mhm, sure, that's right, really), thanks {thank
you). These items are inherently turntaking or turnyiclding. Yet greetings,
which belong to so-called ‘adjacency-pairs’, are both; the first greeting triggers
off another greeting in reply:

(26) A:hello
B: hello

The items in this group also denote a strong interpersonal relationship:

(27) A:I'm sorry Apology
B: never mind Smooth-over

The category of responses (DR) is mixed and includes items that realize differ-
ent moves in different positions, ie depending on what type of move precedes
or follows. This category must therefore be subcategorized before it can be
satisfactorily dealt with. ‘Response’ is here taken in the very broad sense of
‘reaction to any utterance made by A’ (greetings and thanks excluded):

(28) A:hesaidhe’ddoit
B: fine Go-on

> A: atonce

(29) A:hedidn’tdoir
B: I see Follow-up

(30) A:didhedoit
B: sure Response

147



(31) A:hedidit
B: really Re-opener
A: yes indeed

Four categories - comment Qs, please, responses, and greetings - belong to
different groups but yet have an important feature in common: they occur both
as eliciting/inviting devices and as elicited/invited elements.

The interpersonal relationship, the most characteristic feature of conversa-
tion, can be observed in all the categories. In group (@) only softeners are
explicitly interpersonal (A/B-oriented). The other a-categories are chiefly
message-oriented discourse organizers. All the categories in groups (b) and (¢)
are interactive and therefore interpersonal.

5.4 A monologue and a dialogue compared

Assuming that the use of discourse itemns would differ in dialogue and mono-
logue, I selected two LLC texts for a comparative study: the dialogue $.4.1, in
which a married couple are chatting over lunch, and the monologue S.12.6, in
which a former master builder talks about memories from his childhood. Both
texts were non-surreptitiously recorded. This probably did not affect the
former master builder who gave a lecture to an audience, but it obviously had
an effect on the young couple. First, they refer in their conversation to the fact
that it was being recorded and that their speech was somewhat strained; second,
they also bring up a large number of topics for discussion, which obviously
indicates their awareness that they were supposed to go on speaking for a
certain period of time and hence felt forced to start on a new topic as soon as
the previous one was exhausted.

All categories of D-items were much less frequent in the monologue than in
the dialogue, which was to be expected. In the monologue, most of the cate-
gories belonging to groups () and (¢) were not expected to occur at all, possi-
bly with the exception of expletives and apologies. On the other hand, items
from group (a), which reflect the planning process, might occur in either type
of spoken discourse.

Four important factors play a crucial role for the difference in use between
the two types of talk. First, the monologue was preplanned - the speaker had
worked out beforehand what he was going to say - whereas the dialogue was
spontaneous. Second, the speaking situations were different. The speaker in the
monologue could go on speaking without risking interruption, while the parties
in the dialogue had to take turns. This required cooperation. Third, the
speaker’s strategy in a the dialogue was affected by the hearer’s reactions in the
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Table 5:1. D-categories in the dialogue and the monologue.

ITEM DIA MONO TOTAL
ORGANIZING

Well (DW) 37 10 47
Softeners (DS) 33 4 37
Expletives (DE) 13 1 14
Initiators (DI) 3 7 10
Hedges (DC) 7 - 7
Exemplifiers (DX) 1 -
INTERPERSONAL

Positive (DY) 97 - 97
Negative (DN} 28 - 28
Responses (DR) 20 - 20
Q-tags {DQ) 16 - 16
Apologies (DA) 4 - 4
Orders (DO) 4 - 4
Politeness markers (DF) 2 - 2
Thanks (DT) 1 - 1
Total 266 22 288

form of oral and/or visual feedback signals, which means that he might, for
example, have to start replanning in the middle of his performance in order to
be understood. Fourth, the monologue was public, and the dialogue was
private.

A speech-situation in which the parties are unprepared, but aware that they
are being recorded and should not stop speaking, certainly invites hesitation
phenomena, such as pauses (filled and unfilled), verbal fillers, and restarts.
Such hesitation phenomena usually occur at the beginning of utterances when
the speaker has not yet made up his mind how to continue (c¢f Brown
1977:120-24). As will be seen in Chapter 8, clusterings of such items were
common.

Table 5:1 shows the frequency and distribution of D-categories in the
dialogue and the monologue with the items arranged in frequency order. The
different speech-situations are very clearly reflected in the use of D-items.
Practically all of the 16 categories (p 144) were found in the dialogue but only
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four in the monologue. As can be expected, interpersonal D-items occurred
only in the dialogue. Note especially the large number of response-items (DY,

DN and DR). The D-categories found in the monologue belong to the area of

planning and organizing.

Softeners were realized somewhat differently in the two text types: by you
know in the dialogue and by as you know in the monologue with a slight shift
of meaning with consequences for the A/B orientation. As you know signals
that the speaker presupposes that the listeners know what he is referring to,
and therefore acts as a politeness device without appealing for verbal feedback.
You know in final position (and with a rising tone) does appeal for feedback,
but without necessarily presupposing previous knowledge.

Hedges, here represented by sort of, did not occur at all in the monologue,
probably a consequence of the pre-planning. It seems, however, that hedging is
not only situation-bound but also highly idiosyncratic. Similarly, the use of Q-
tags and softeners is largely speaker-specific,

According to Table 5:1, initiators were more common in the moneclogue
than the dialogue. This is not the whole truth, however, since well - in a
category of its own - served as an initiator in eight out of the ten cases in the
monologue. This makes initiators the typical D-category. Note that an initiator
is not just an item that occurs frequently in initial position, a definition that
wounld have included the majority of all instances of well, yes and no in the
dialogue. Initiators do very specific things besides occurring initially. This is
illustrated in (32)-(34):

(32) HOWIEVERN - my #mother 'played the PIANON (5.12.6:233-234)

(33) INOWN - llafter the ALLUYSONSE - [:] Sir iPhilip WiLDW a dillrector of the aPort of

"London AUTHORITIE«S»M - listopped +++ (S.12.6:733-737)

(34) IWELLN ANIOTHER 'great ‘family® lllived HERE - {llduring my LIFEM }m

(5.12.6:715-717)

However in (32) resumes the narrative after a short digression; now in (33)
points forward and introduces new information (‘let’s proceed’); well in (34)
links one part of the narrative to what follows (‘let’s leave this and go on’).
Svartvik (1980a) uses the term ‘qualifier’ for well serving as a link between
previous and following discourses. Sinclair & Coulthard (1975) call it a

‘marker’ which realizes a ‘Framing’ move. In later sections I shall use the term
‘frame’ instead of ‘initiator’.
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Well in the dialogue acted differently depending on whether it introduced
an elicit, a response or an inform (taken in a broad sense and including various
types of comments and retorts). Compare (35)-(37):

b
(35) a: well llcan you can you 'not get CLOSERE

br llyes | aCOULD have DONER (S.4.1:81-82)

kY
(36) a:  well iwhat are we 'doing 'this WEEKENDR .-

S
b:  well I've linothing DOWN -anyway - {at IALL.E }B (5.4.1:14-17)

. u
(37) b: whenl IREAD itm I lmeant to 'point it AOUT to youll

.
4 IWBLLA it lwasn’t a bad SUAGGESTIONE IREALLYN (S.4.1:801-805)

In (35) well links a question to a previous utterance in the dialogue, at the same
time introducing a new aspect. In (36) a new topic is brought up but there is no
link with what preceded - well is equivalent to now in the same position. The
second well in (36) serves as a response-prefix, typically introducing a
response which is insufficient in some respect; B cannot come up with a good
suggestion and therefore does not produce a direct answer but a response
which lets A understand, implicitly, that he has no plans for the weekend
instead of saying so straight out. In (37), finally, well introduces a move
expressing evaluation and acts very much as a softener. Broadly speaking, well
serves as an initiator with questions, as a prefix indicating indirectness and
insufficiency with responses, and as a softener with informs.

Yes and no have been provided with individual tags because of their high
frequency in speech (instead of being included in the general DR category).
Although their main function is to serve as polar responses, they are a.lso mfel
with as go-ons and follow-ups. The go-on function was not very prominent in
this dialogue, however, probably because the parties knew each other so well
that feedback in that form was not necessary.

The go-on function is also met with in comment Qs which otherwise behave
similarly to really and also serve as follow-ups and re-openers:

(38) A: the weather isn’t going to be better
B: isn’tit Go-on
> A: untl next week

(39) A: the weather isn't going to be better
B: isn’tit Follow-up
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(40) A: the weatherisn't going to be beiter
B: isn’tit Re-opener
A: nol heard the weather forecast

Summing up, the discourse (D) level was adopted as part of our analysis to
handle speech-specific items that cannot be appropriately taken care of at the
syntactic level. In this study based on a small sample, it appeared that D-items
of the types recognized here were generally much less common in the mono-
logue than the dialogue and, furthermore, that fewer D-types were used in the
monclogue. This is basically a consequence of the disparate speech-situations,
but it probably also reflects individual differences in speech-behaviour. As can
be expected, genuine interpersonal items were altogether absent in the mono-
logue. But D-items classified as ‘organizing” were also less frequent, one obvi-
ous reason being that the monologue had been prepared in advance. To what
extent the use of D-items is related to the monologue/dialogue situation as such,
or is speaker-specific, cannot be stated on the basis of only two text samples,
but I presume that an unplanned monologue in a less formal situation would
contain a much greater number of D-items from a larger variety of categories.

Since dialogue is inherently interactive, the devices of turntaking,
turnkeeping, and turnyielding are crucial for a smooth conversation. Com-
municative cues such as softeners do not only reflect the speaker’s personal
involvement but also add liveliness to the conversation, If such signals were
altogether lacking, the speakers might sound not only uninterested but also
plain boring. The same applies to monologues: a narrator or a lecturer who
drops all communicative cues runs a considerable risk of losing the attention of
his audience,

5.5 Really

Among the various D-items I made a special study of really and the ‘right set’
(see pp 161ff). One of the reasons for studying really was its frequency in the
spoken material, another its obvious functional variety which seemed to be
somewhat different in speech and writing. My observations are based on a
sample of LLC (from the LLC:0 version) consisting of approximately 170,000
words for the spoken material and on the entire LOB corpus of approximately
one million words for the written data. I found that really occurred with a
density of 3.17 per 1,000 words in LL.C and 0.31 per 1,000 words in LOB, a
considerable difference which marks really as a characteristic feature of con-
versation. To facilitate the comparison I picked a random sample consisting of
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Figure 5:1. Functions of really.

Imtensifier: sl';c’ s rcally’nice
Evaluater: REALLYN [ doll
Re-opener: A thjs is what I HEARDE

B: REALLY®

A YESE
Go-on: A:  thisis what HEARDE

B: REALLYN

> A right N6Wl )

Planner: he’s a really he’s a THOROUGHBRED

100 instances of really from each concordance. I identified five functions of
really (see Figure 5:1):

As an intensifier, integrated in the clause structure and placed next to a head,
reaily is part of a syntactic unit.

As an evaluater it is peripheral to the clause structure and reflects the
speaker’s attitude to the entire predication. .

As a re-opener expressing the speaker’s reaction to what the previous speaker
said and eliciting a response, it is a purely interactional device. ‘

As a go-on signalling that the hearer is an active listener and expecting the
current speaker to go on talking, it is also purely interactional.

As a planner making it easier for the speaker to formulate _his message by
providing an opportunity for reconsideration, it is partly integrated in the
clause structure.

There is a clear relationship between the function and the position of D-items.
Quirk et al (1985:583-584) remark that ‘emphasizers’, placed .next to a
particular element and not separated by intonation or punctuation, often
emphasize that element alone, but that there may be ambivalence as to whethe:r
the emphasis is on the part (a single constituent) or on the whole (the proposi-
tion). The problem may be highlighted in the following way:

{41a) this question is really surprising

(41b) this is a really surprising question
(41c) this is really a surprising question
(41d) this really is a surprising question
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(41e) reatly this is a surprising question
(41f) this is a surprising question reaily

Disregarding the possible effect of prosody or punctuation, it may safely be
stated that really placed next to the adjective surprising is cle,arly an 'mtensi);‘ier
But the further it is moved towards the left, the less emphasis there is on thc-
part (.surprising), and the more there is on the whole (this is a surprising
q-uestzon). In (41¢), where really is placed initially, it no longer intensifies i
single c]fluse element but comments on the entire proposition. But how are we
to describe the use of really in clause-final position (411)? Greenbaum
(1969:144) states that really is unambiguously a disjunct in initial position and
also usually when it occurs in a separate tone unit; it ‘makes explicit th
speaker’s view that the statement being made is true’. ’ )

f.?eally in initial and medial position (41a-¢) has already been dealt with in
detail by eg Greenbaum (1969), Bolinger (1972a), Jacobson (1978), and Quirk
e.t al (IQE?S); but, to my knowledge, very little has been said abo;lt really in
final p‘osmon (41f), where its function seems to be particularly doubtful )eImd
where it was highly frequent in the present data.

'.I'here was a clear tendency for really to collocate with negation, usuall
realized .by not; one third of all instances of really appeared in a ;1e ativz
surrounding in the conversations and one fourth in the written texts. Thegmost
frequel‘lt position of really in negative declaratives is illustrated in (42) and
(43) with really within the scope of clause negation (Quirk et al 1985 587):

(42) and I lihaven’t really ACSNCENFRATEDI (8.3.1:172)

(43) This place isn’t really a Political Centre (MO02 55)

The syntactic configurations in which really occurred in positive declaratives
;v‘ere much more complex and varied. But the dominating position was imme-
1ately after the operator or BE, ie the same as in negative declaratives:

(44) Thave really got a bug about it {W.1)

(45) Some of the hill-climbs, too, were really devastating (G24 157)

As mentioned above, clause-final iti
: ) - position of really was particularly ¢
in the spoken data (17% in speech vs. 4% in writing): ’ Y eommen

. »
{46) and IIEileen has FORAGOTTENR that IREALLY «you-know» W « (S.1.13:462-463)
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(47) it’s llall AMAD REALLYM -- (S.1.10:1266)

Note, however, that really very seldom occurred in clause-final position in
negative utterances but was usually placed immediately after the negation. In
interrogatives, the position of really was not directly comparable in the two
media due to the different realizations of the interrogative form, with inverted
word-order in writing (48-49) and tag-questions in speech (50-51):

{(48) Don't you really know?
(49)  Are you really happy with him?
(50) goes 'on =really REGULARLY 'does it® ($.3.3:810)

(51) it lIlwas Areally CONVINCINGE IWASN'T itB (5.2.10:839-840)

End of clause correlated with end of tone unit in the spoken data where really
was preceded by a tone unit boundary in 34% of all clause-final occurrences.
In LOB it was occasionally separated from the rest of the clause by a comma:

(52) (. put the aweakest candidate FIRSTH IREALLYN (5.1.3:490-491)

(53) She lost her way, really (P06 143)

The comma in writing often corresponded to a pause in the spoken data:

(54) bellcause we adon’t know ‘what it MEANSH - IREALLY® (S.3.5:280-281)

A specific pitch contour, with really in a separate tone unit, might provide
greater emphasis, as in (55):

(55) it’s IAL'MOSTH - ITHREE ‘weeksH IREALLYE (S.2.7:860-862)

One position which occurred only in speech was really in clause-final position
followed by a comment clause. Such clauses were characteristically uttered

within the same tone unit as really:

(56) which is IQUITE re'vealing REALLY I 'thinkB (5.2.9:333)

This contradicts the statement in Quirk et al (1985:11 12) that comment clauses,
ie disjuncts which express the speaker’s attitude to the main clause or his
manner of asserting it, generally occur in a separate tone unit.
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Thfa clause-constituent separated from the preceding part of the clause by
really in post-position may be obligatory as in (57) or optional as in (58):

(57) SoT'donly need, really, to begin: “Isn’t... (K10 175)

(58) st ldoesn’tx ~BOTHER 'me REALLY® at +IALLE + (S.1.12:506-507)

Post-position was particularly common in cleft sentences and extraposition
where the two parts separated by really were connected by copular BE, eg:

. R bl
(59) it llis a PROBLEM e-reallyll llhow to ATEACH this STOFFE  (5.1.9:1128-1129)

It was also frequently found between a head and its post-modifier:

s B . N
(60)  (...)'ve lIno in ‘tentions NOW of @l - inow of « of apublishing ARRT[CLES REALLYN

Ifrom « Ifrom the BOOKM (S.3.6:434-437)

The dox.n.inating intenation contours of reaily in clause final and post-position
werel rising and falling-rising. Placed in post-position, really typically
cons-tltuted the second part of a pitch sequence consisting of a fall on the im-
mediately preceding clause element and a rise or a fall-rise on really. Except in
the cases where really was followed by a comment clause (eg example 56), it
always occurred at the end of a tone unit (47) or in a separate tone unit (5’2)
II-l case a comment clause constituted the last part of the utterance, this clausé
did not carry a nucleus but continued the main pitch contour,

It may be tempting to regard really separated from the rest of the clause by
a t.one unit boundary and/or a pause as an evaluater, reflecting the speaker’s
atFltude to what he is saying, and to regard really placed before the head, but
with no separating prosodic features, as an intensifier. It is also temptin’g to
take mobility as a criterion of evaluater function. However, this is being much
too (fategorical. Not only must the combined effect of position and prosody be
considered but also the wider context (cf Greenbaum 1969:127, 183).

Really in clause-final and post-position varied from prosodically unmarked

_to ?gz;rkfj(;l, not only in terms of tone but also other prosodic features, as shown
in (6la-d):

(61a) WI’ve been 'working 'pretty sHARD ‘really@l - (5.2.7:856)

(61b) (..)it's Inot so 'easy as - you ATH?NK *REALLYR * (5.1.5:1180)

(61c) (..)it's lireally for 'you to DECIDER IREALLYN --- (8.2.2:24-25)

(61d) Tldon'tknow if ‘anything’s TERRIBLY 'new at AALLM - IREALLYN - (8.2.7:436-437)
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In none of these examples does it seem natural to move really to initial position
as an indication of intensifier function. Really here reflects the speaker’s view
on the entire proposition, only with varying intensity from prosodically
unmarked in () to a separate tone unit in (d). In (a) the effect resembles that
of a communicative cue, eg you know:; in (d) the effect is that of an after-
thought, paraphrasable by ‘as a matter of fact’.

The main difference between really in clause-final position, as in (61), and
in post-position, as in (62), seems to be that it acts more like an evaluater in the
first case, with the entire preceding proposition as its scope, and more like an
intensifier in the second case, where the nuclear element immediately
preceding really is placed in focus and gets special emphasis.

(62a) andit’s IMIPORTANT 'reatlyll for isomebody that has "Amore experience than
ONE"aSELFE - (§.2.9:1233-1234)
(62b) butit’s llvery imaportant REALLYN - in [Imany [WRYS} to 'write down awhat the

'patient COMaPLAINS of® -+ (5.2.9:1216-1217)
(62c) (..) I'm Njust not " INTERESTED e'noughll - IRFALLYN #- to lido THATH

(5.3.1:134-136)

(62d) Imeanit's IIBEEN 'bad ENOUGH for me as it A}S I 'think N REALLYS - in IIL(\'_‘)TS of

WAYSE {(S.1.9:788-790)

It is still an open question why really occurs finally at all instead of inside the
clause. The most likely answer is that this is a reflection of the speaker’s
ongoing planning strategy. He may realize, at that very point, that he wants to
modify what he just said, either by softening an assertion, as in (62a), or by
giving more emphasis, as in (62c), or by adding an after-thought, as in (62d).
There is also the possibility that really in post-position can become entirely
void of meaning and reflects mannerism rather than a meaningful speaker
strategy.

Three functions of really were not met with in the wriiten corpus: as re-
opener, go-on, and planner. They are all linked to the interactive situation, Re-
opener and go-on moves constitute the hearer’s response to the current
speaker’s talk, but with opposite effects on the turntaking system: the re-opener
causes speaker-shift while the go-on encourages the speaker to hold his tumn.
Planners are overt manifestations of the speaker’s planning procedure and have
a turnholding effect. Re-openers are moves in the interaction which re-open an
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otherwise completed exchange by eliciting confirmation (cf Stubbs 1983:110
and Stenstriim 1984a:240-241). They are often realized by comment-Qs .;.uch
as did he or aren’t you, or by phrases involving really, eg did he real,’ly g0
there. But really on its own, indicating surprise, incredulity, etc, may have the
same response-eliciting effect. A re-opener is either the hearer’s reaction to an

inform (Stenstrém 1984a:86) as in (63), or the questioner’s reaction to the
response as in (64):

N
(63) B: (..) and ITHAT wasll - you IKNOWH in litimes that A? can re'member® -
A +IREALLYE %

a: #good* Lord
B: lloh YESH

. IYESE (5.2.3:34-42)

>

(64) . 10scar is AGOING to the &States

A

B: «IWELLW » this is what | "FHEARDE just bellfore T came AAWAYN —--
A: IREALLYN
B:

N
«IYESH » -— (5.1.2:349-354)

Informs, a.s in (§3), are generally followed by a feedback item (cf Coulthard
1981.:25), ie a minimal answer like mhm or [ see, indicating that the hearer has
received the information, but in this case the hearer queries the truth of the
message, and really serves as a request for confirmation.

. .The normal pitch contour for really as a re-opener is falling-rising or
rising. The 'fact that really in (64) with a rising-falling tone still functions as a
re-opener is probably an effect of the long pause after the response. A
contnbu.tory factor may be that really retains some of its original meaning .and
automatically serves to check the truth/falsehood of the preceding utterance
when occurring in this particular position.

. .Really as a go-on is less expressive than really as a re-opener and does not
invite a confirming response. The current speaker is encouraged to continue
and there is no speaker-shift. Compare (65) with (64): ,

(65) B: Ildon't know if he >DROPPED 'thatR -~
A: lloh REALLYN

. 1 x
B: cos - well IlT Il don’t sSKNOWE #llwhen he was 'trying to FIND# (§.1.5:257-260)
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It is highly probable that the present speaker registers the listener’s feedback
but, contrary to what was the case in (64), he does not show it by a confirming
response.

The term ‘go-on’ is equivalent to ‘continuer’ used by Schegloff (1982) for
items like wh huh, by which the hearer passes up the opportunity of taking over
the turn. By inserting the continuer wh huh the hearer shows that he
understands and is paying attention to what is being said and, above all, that he
is aware of the current speaker’s intention to keep on talking. However,
Schegloff does not include really, which he refers to as a sort of ‘reaction’
invited by the immediately preceding talk, ‘aside from, instead of, or in addi-
tion to the continuer’. But the present data shows that really often has the same
effect as uh huh.

Really as a go-on typically carries a falling or falling-rising tonc. Whether
really should be interpreted as a go-on or as & re-opener depends on the way
B’s utterance is understood:

(66) B: (..) and prelisumably he’s 'got e-something aequally AFATALM llor pershaps it
1S 'lung 'cancerl -
A: IREALLY®

B: Ithis is 'all 'very aSADW 1lfeel - BAD about «that»® (S.1.4:1042-1046)

This is all very sad can either serve as a confirmation invited by really or as a
comment that speaker A would have added anyway. In the first case, really
would be a re-opener, in the second a go-on.

Really as a planner is used as a strategic device in the planning of speech,
sometimes characterized as an empty ‘filler’ (cf Brown 1977:107 ff) and
equivalent to a pause, sometimes as a ‘projecter’, i€ a temporary substitute for
a not yet specified intensifier or an intensifier waiting for a head, and some-
times as an emotionally expressive ‘react’ signal, equivalent to an ‘evaluater’.
In each of these functions, really tends to occur in a hesitation area, either at
the beginning of an utterance where the speaker has not yet made up his mind
how to continue, or within the utterance when he suddenly loses the thread or
otherwise stops to reconsider (sec also Chapter R).

The functions are manifested somewhat differently: really as a filler does
not generally carry a nucleus, but as a react it is always prosodically marked
with some prosodic feature reflecting its degree of intensity. In its filler func-
tion really is neither oriented towards the preceding speaker’s utterance nor
towards an element that follows in the current speaker’s uiterance; as a react it
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is either oriented towards the preceding speaker’s utterance or towards an
element in his own utterance; as a projecter it points forward, looking for
something to modify.

That really can be used as a planner is obvious both in the filler and in the

projecter functions. Really in (67) is pointing forward to a head later on in the
utterance:

{(67) and il - 41 e~get Areally =[am] - - «you lknow» when A[7]when I'm 'trying to C&)Kl

« and fipeople come and CHATH 111 get Aterribly put OFFR - (5.2.7:69-71)

It is therefore different from the filler in (68) where realfy can hardly be
described in syntactic terms at all but is outside the syntactic structure of the
utterance (cf Brown 1977:109):

{68) but [a] lireally I’ve got about » ATHREE WEEKSHE "lless than THATE of Ihardish

AWORKE (S.1.1:155-157)

My‘ s'uggestion is that really in (67) is part of the planning process in that it
a.ntlclpates a head, here realized by pur off; that this is so seems to be con-
firmed by the fact that it is replaced by the intensifier terribly. In anticipating
a head really acts as a ‘dangling’ intensifier. At the same time it attracts the
hearer’s attention to the fact that the real message is still to come and also acts
as a turnholder. Really as a filler in (68) fits Brown’s description of fillers,
which says that their principal duty is ‘to fill the silence and maintain the
speaker’s right to speak, while he organizes what he wants to say’ (1977:109).
Really frequently cooccurs with various kinds of hesitation phenomena:
unfilled and filled pauses, softeners, repetitions, reformulations, new starts,

hedges (kind of, sort of) and other fillers (well) (see (69) and further Svartvik
& Stenstrom 1985):

69 ALL thi 4

(69) and IALL this was DONE [2:]® -- llby —--c-kind of e-letting - [3:] -- « II{WELL}
REALLY by 'just {a:] -- 'sortof [a]® - listarting from ANE)THINGI (8.2.3:115-117)

The speaker probably knows right from the start what he wants to say but not

bow to put it in words. In (70) really is met with in its react function. It occurs
In a separate tone unit and is similar to an evaluater at the syntactic level:
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(70) d: you’re you're an awkward customer aren’t you
A: (---laughs) - [2:m] -—- II{WELL] '‘OAKR IREALLY® - [ ¥mean ---

(5.2.4:813-816)

Why, then, is really so much more common in speech than in writing? One
reason is its versatility: not only can it be used to emphasize different parts of
an utterance as well as the entire utterance, but it can also be used for various
interactional purposes. Another reason is that the functions of really may be
neutralized to the extent that it can be used to fill empty gaps in speech, some-
times for the sake of stalling, sometimes even for rhythmical reasons. There
are other adverbs that can serve some, but not all, of these functions. Actually
is perhaps the nearest candidate but it cannot be used as an intensifier, nor can
it serve any of the interactional functions.

5.6 The right set

The D-items right, all right (sometimes spelled alright in the transcription),
and OK (or okay) have the following general characteristics (cf Schiffrin’s
conditions for ‘discourse markers” 1986:328):

They do not serve as elements of clause structure.

They serve several functions in the discourse.

They operate at more than one discourse level.

They occur frequently at the beginning and end of turns.
They generally appear in a separate tone unit.

When examining the use of these items {which for convenience will henceforth
be referred to as the ‘right set’) in LLC, I locked for such features as text
frequency, position and function in the discourse. When comparing their
frequency in relation to other discourse items I restricted myself to items with
a potential response function, including feedback (see Table 5:2). Since most of
them can also serve functions analysable in syntactic terms, I have indicated D-
function ratio, ie discourse function in relation to grammatical function
(expressed in per cent).

Yes/yeah outnumbered the rest, and the high frequency of positive signals is
not difficult to explain. First of all, a smooth conversation requires cooperative
partners, which means that no was a rare response compared to yes. Second,
conversation being a mutual undertaking, the listening party is aware
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Table 5:2. Typical D-items in the London-Lund Corpus.

D-ITEM D-ITEM TOTAL
ITEM RATIO FUNCTION ITEM
(%) Frequency Frequency
vesiveah 100 4263 4263
mhm 100 1621 1621
oh 100 1519 1519
that's right 100 79 79
that's OK 100 13 13
that's all right 100 9 9
9).4 92 249 270
well 86 2675 3103
right 55 411 740
all right 48 116 242
indeed 30 56 184
really 15 115 780
quite 13 106 830
af course 11 66 616
certainly 5 13 211
probably 2 7 316

that he is required to show (or at least pretend) that he is an attentive and
interested listener by inserting ‘backchannel items’ at more or less regular
intervals. Such backchannel items were frequent and mostly realized by ves
(yeah) or simply mhm, the third most frequent item in the list. Other frequent
items were well and oh, which were both used mainly as response initiators,
well typically introducing an ‘insufficient’ response (Lakoff 1973, Stenstrém
1984b}) and ok typically used as an ‘information receipt’ (Heritage 1984) or as
a ‘reinforcer’ (Stenstrom 1984a:147). Well as a ‘staller’ (p 141) is discussed in
Svartvik (1980a), Carlson {1984), Schourup (1985), and Schiffrin (1986).
Functions of ok have been described by, among others, James (1972) and
Aijmer (1987).

Also quite and really were found more often than the righr set (but notice
the difference in D-function percentage). Quite and really as responses are
illustrated in Quirk et al (1985:612, 628). (For OK, see Merritt 1984:139-47.)
fndeed, with a lower D-frequency than quire, really, and of course, was still
used more often as a response signal (30 %). Like quire and of course, indeed
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served as an ‘emphasizer’ in most of the cases, adding to the force of the
response proper (as in yes indeed). (Note that ‘emphasizer’ is used as
discourse term and not as a grammatical term as in Quirk et al 1985:485.) In
the few cases where probably and certainly served as response signals they
were also generally used as emphasizers. The typical realization of emphasizers
was that's right, which was added to the list of response (feedback) items for
comparison, like that’'s all right, that's OK, and it’s all righi. Due to their
restricted use, as smooth-overs after apologies, the latter three were exiremely
rare.

What is of particular interest, when it comes to the right set, is that each
one of the D-items served a wider range of discourse functions than any of the
other items mentioned, despite a much lower frequency than some of them (cf
Stenstrom 1987:94). Another noticeable feature is that they were all used very
often in telephone conversations, especially OK, which turned out to be the
typical telephone device (see Table 5:3). Only oh, yes/yeah, and mhm were
used exclusively as interactional devices. One example is (71) where oh is used
as a follow-up move in a questioning exchange by which speaker D indicates
that he has received the information:

(71) D: and fiwhat did you 'do your «
A: UISORRYN
>D DEAGREE - inll
A:  inlmusic and ENGLISHNE

D IOHR (S.1.5:1293-1296)

The other items in the list were used also in various grammatical functions;
right as a noun:

(72) exercised his right as Chief of STRFF

Table 5:3. The right set in face-to-face and telephone conversation.

ITEM FACE-TO-FACE % TELEPHONE % TQTAL
right 93 34 177 66 270
oK 27 11 222 89 249
all right 53 46 63 54 116
TOTAL 173 27 462 73 635
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as an adjective:

(73) onmy right HAND

as an adverb:

{74) right up to the ARCH

all right and OK as adjectives:
(75) you know it’s all RIGHT

B LA
(76) it may not be OK to EVERYBODY

and as adverbs, ie as emphasizer subjunct (cf Quirk et al 1985:587):
(77) she can go shopping all right

(78) make sure that he’s THERE OK

and process adjunct:

(79) 1 hope that drive goes oK

In Section 5.2, 1 demonstrated how the function of turns varies with their
position in the exchange, and I pointed out that the function of discourse items
also varies with their position in the turn. The different positions in the turn
will be referred to as follows:

Slot 1: First item in the turn

(80) NALRIGHTE ILOOKH - [3:]al'm Robin BUSSE (S.8.2:894-896)

Slot 2: Second item, following another D-item in slot 1

(81) NIOKE *IRIGHTE % (5.2.11:1369-1370)

Slot 4: Last item in the turn
» \ = - .
(82) and iI'll TALK to YOUR - lllike at that 'time for a'bout F?NANCE KLRIGHTI

(5.8.2:839-840)

Slot 3: An item between slots 1 or 2 and 4

(83) linearer the two THIRTYR IALRIGHTR liwell we (S.8.2:1228-1230)
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Table 5:4. Distribution of the right set in the turn,

ITEM SLOT 1 SLOT 2 SLOT 3 SLOT 4 SEPARATE TOTAL
TURN

right 114 42 24 20 70 270

0K 77 50 18 40 64 247

all right 39 18 18 24 17 116

The distribution of the right set in the turn is shown in Table 5:4. It is
notable that both right and OK occurred more than twice as often as all right.
Moreover, all three items were more common within the turn than in a
separate turn, and they were most often found at the very beginning of the
turn. The figures also indicate that we can expect right more often than all
right and OK in a separate turn and in slots 1 and 3, and OK more often than
right and all right in slots 2 and 4.

Position in the turn was found to correlate with specific discourse functions
(see Figure 5:2; for exact figures see Stenstrom 1987:95). We notice that go-on
moves, re-openers, and follow-ups generally appeared in a separate turn, while
uptakes, responses, call-offs and closes were turn-initial, and emphasizers were
found in the second slot. Frames usually appeared in turn-medial position,
whereas prompters and questions came at the end of the turn. As for the
realization of these functions, see Table 5:5.

We find that right was more often used as a follow-up and a close than all
right and OK; that all right, despite its low frequency, was the typical
prompter and re-opener; and that OK served as a call-off, as a question, and as
a frame more often than right and all right. Examples (84) - (91) illustrate
what was typically done in each of the four positions and which item typically
occurred in that position.

Figure 5:2, Typical functions in relation to position in the turn.

SLOT 1 SLOT 2 SLOT 3 SLOT 4 SEPARATE TURN
Uptake Emphastzer Frame Prompter Follow-up
Response Question Go-on
Call-off Re-open
Close
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Table 5:5. Item and function.

FUNCTION RIGHT 0K ALL RIGHT TOTAL
Response 45 68 22 135
Frame 27 36 26 89
Follow-up 33 28 3 84
Emyphasizer 38 31 13 82
Call-off 19 55 7 81
Close a3 12 10 55
Prompter 9 2 16 27
Uptake 23 2 8 33
Go-on 19 1 4 24
Question 1 11 2 14
Re-open 3 3 5 11
TOTAL 270 249 116 635

The separate turn proved to be the characteristic position of various types
of feedback in a broad sense, namely follow-ups, go-ons, and re-openers. It
contained a follow-up move more often than any other move:

(84) A: lshall we 'keep those abrackets as they AREN -
B: I'YESH

N
A: IRIGHTHR (5.9.1:515-517)

The follow-up is generally the questioner’s evaluation of the response in a
questioning exchange as in (84), but may sometimes serve as the addressee’s
evaleation of the inform in a non-questioning exchange. It terminates the
exchange unless the termination is temporarily postponed by a re-opener.

The go-on move is an even more typical feedback device:

N
(85) C: lland the AGTHERM - I[3i: om] « her ASALARYN [ {WASN'T) aQUITE ENOUGHN 1o
Ings lage . N
lmeet ['&i '8i 8i] reaquirements of the *aBUILDING SOCTETYN liso #Ashex

B: xINOW x

C: fell 'down on aAFINANCEN +
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B: «IRIGHTH &

C: »soT'vex c-gotjustmwoLEFTl (5.8.1:1169-1176)

The go-on is the listener’s minimal feedback by which he assures the current
speaker that he is listening. Since this move is inserted while the other party is
talking, it often causes a temporary break in the syntactic continuity of his talk,
but always without causing a speaker-shift.

That’s right, sometimes alternating with right for emphatic reasons, was
characteristically used as a go-on when the current speaker’s statement
referred to an event known to both A and B, while all right was used when the
utterance referred to an event known only to B. The main difference between
the follow-up and the go-on is that the latter does not involve speaker-shift
while the former terminates the exchange.

The re-opener reflects a higher degree of involvement than the go-on move
does:

(86) B: lioh1 ASE:.E. - oh well 'we can [a:] - we can ligive 'that 'to her a'mong AE‘)THER
things 'thenl
u
A: IYESH -
I .
B: ALL rightl
N
A: YYESE and I'll licome via HARRODS to YOU you seel and lisee if 1 can 'get those
ASOCKS {for ITANE I3 |
N
B: IlOK®
A IRAGHTE
N
B: IRIGHTR and ikeep an 'eye out for 'something 'for c-for - EMMELINES

(8.7.2:137-147)

The re-opener is used to query unexpected information or ask for confirma-
tion. In (86) ail right re-opens the first exchange which would otherwise be
terminated by yes. Right re-opens the second exchange which would otherwise
have been terminated by OK. The tone of the follow-up and go-on moves was
generally failing, that of the re-opener almost always rising (cf really, p 156).
D-items occurring in turn-initial position (slot 1) generally either
responded to the previcus move or served as a link between the previous and
the immediately succeeding move. This is where we find first response acts and
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uptakes. The term ‘response’ denotes answers to questions as well as retorts to
non-questions, both of which often consist of a first response act followed by a
second, optional act:

(87) B: I'll lget her to 'ring you 'when she comes iNg

A: lOKR IRIGHTE (8.9.1:220-221)

The response move consists of OK which accepts the offer expressed by B and
the emphasizer right. The tone of the response could be either rising or falling.
Although the choice is a matter of finality, it seems reasonable to assume that a
rising tone reflects a more favourable attitude than a falling tone.

‘Uptakes’ look back and create a link with the previous speaker’s move {cf
Edmondson 1981:84):

N
(88) B: IYESR - Ill mean if Apeople 'take it SERIOUSLYN -

¢ *[m]*
N
A: *IRIGHTE % well "II’ve been 'shown up to be a comaplete PHILISTINE®

(5.2.10:579-583)

Speaker A uses right to validate what speaker B just said before continuing.
Uptakes and follow-up moves in turn-initial position provide a very similar
type of feedback. The main difference between them is that the speaker who
produced the uptake goes on and initiates a new exchange in the same turn; the
speaker who produced the follow-up usually terminates the exchange while the
next speaker initiates the new exchange.

Call-offs and closes, which were also characteristically found in slot 1, will
be dealt with below in connection with telephone conversation.

Slot 2 was typically occupied by the ‘emphasizer’, as illustrated in (87)
where right in slot 2 emphasizes OK in slot 1. In this example the emphasizer
accompanies a response act. In other cases it emphasizes a follow-up or a go-
on. Although emphasizers are optional they were more often than not added to
first acts realized by the right set in response moves (see also Stenstrom
1984a:233 for yes/no responses). Emphasizers usually occupied a separate tone
unit and carried a rising more often than a falling tone (especially when real-
ized by that’s right).

Slot 3 was the position of frames:
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u
(89) WTHAT’S it the IFOLKLORE {SOICIETY 'library® } @ I'YESH lithat’s lithat’s RIGHTE
Iihat's <FINE» - IYSAHE - "RIGHTH - [2:m] - fiwell NOWN [jo] you llyou SAY in

OTHER wordsB (5.3.3:217-225)

Frames mark a boundary in the discourse and signal the transition between two
stages (Sinclair & Coulthard 1975:44, Stenstrom 1984a:125). In cases where
the frame occurred tum-initially, it either marked the beginning of a new
transaction (as in mid-position) or introduced the very first thing a speaker
said, or marked the return to, and reconfirmation of, an arrangement agreed
upon carlier {all right), or marked the resumption of an interrupted narrative.
Right, generally with a falling tone, proved to be the characteristic ‘switch-off’
signal (signalling end of topic), whereas all right (usually with a rising tone)
was the characteristic ‘switch-on’ signal (signalling new topic).
Slot 4, finally, was the typical position of the prompter:

"
(90) B: llayto =READ ith as llif you’re c-not « *YOURSELFN - Hthat's=
"
A: sas llif it Awasn’t MINEW - llall RIGHTE x

SB: RIGHTE - IYESE -- liread from 'there to the ++ENDN x% (S.3.1:265-271)

The prompter transforms the statement to which it is attached into a request
for confirmation or acknowledgement. In this function, the D-item generally
constituted a separate tone unit, usually followed by a pause. Occasicnally,
right and all right in slot 4 acted rather like questions. One example is (91):

91y IcLivem IRIGHTE --- (5.9.2:621-622)

This example, which occurred at the beginning of a telephone call, can be
paraphrased as ‘Is that Clive speaking?’. In such cases the tone was always
rising.

Notice that all right, the overall least frequent item, occurred as often as
OK in turn-medial position (slot 3) and more often than right in turn-final
position (slot 4). The most common functions of all right were frame,
response, and prompter, in that order.

The different positional distributions in face-to-face and telephone conver-
sation can be seen in Table 5:6. The difference is particularly obvious in the
separate turn and in slot 1, where the high figures in telephone calls result
from the use of, especially, right and OK in closing sections (Schegloff &
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Table 5:6. Distribution of the right set in face-to-face and telephone conversation,

SLOT 1 SLOT 2 SLOT 3 SLOT 4 SEPARA

TE TU
face tele face tele face tele face tele face tele RN
right 38 76 14 28 16 8 10 10 14 56
OK 3 71 5 43 12 6 0 41 3 61
all right 12 27 g 10 12 6 9 15 5 12

Sacks 1973) where OK was the typical first pair part (call-off) and right the
typical second pair part (close),

‘There are two types of closing exchange: the potential ‘pre-closing’, which
occurs at the end of a phase in the dialogue and provides an opportunity for a
new topic to be introduced instead of the closing, and the ‘closing proper’
which terminates the conversation (Schegloff & Sacks 1973). In this data the
two types of closing were usually merged into one:

(92) A: «we'll» lwant at =-least 'half an aHOURE
B: IUHOHE
. >
el | Call-off

N N
. IRIGHTR [{OH) GREATE Close

N
: lIsee you THENR

A
B
A: OK THENN
B

"
A: IGREATR
B

. bye IBYER (S.7.3:227-236)

OK . the first closing move, is repeated by OK then, before bye terminates the
closing section.

The rt'ght set can occur in any of the turns in the exchange and in any of
the slots. in the turn. Does this also mean that one item can substitute for
another in the set without a change of meaning and function? Could, for exam-

ple, any one of the three D-items right, all right, OK occur in the following
exchanges?

Request / accept:
{93) could you hold on
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Thanks / response:
(94) thanks very much

Suggest / agree:
(95) shall we turn to the applicants now

Direct / accept:
(96) make sure there’s not a question about that

Inform / follow-up:
(97) it’s under H for Harry

All right and OK were used more frequently than right after requests,
suggests, and directs, whereas right and OK, but not all right, were used after
thanks in the data. Right was the typical follow-up in informing exchanges. All
three items were used as a follow-up move in questioning exchanges:

(98) A lishall we 'keep those abrackets as they AREN
B: "IV\ESHE

A IRIGHTE ($.9.1:515-517)

%99 A [s:]lshall I come EARLIERI or at lifour o’CLBCKI

B: lino I should ACOME {at Ifour 0" *CLOCKN 1 B «f you»s

A sllali RIGHT R  (5.7.2:167-169)

(100) A: and I'il ipost AOFF 'Rita’s 'parcel SHALL IW -
B: [o] IYESH ICOULD yous

A IOKE « (§.7.2:100-103)

Are right, all right, and OK interchangeable here, or does the type of ques-
tioning exchange determine which item realizes the follow-up move? The first
question can be paraphrased by ‘do you think we should?’, the second and third
questions by ‘would you like me to?’. Right in (98) is equivalent to ‘I see’, all
right in (99) and OK in (100) are equivalent to ‘I accept’, The question of
interchangeability is extremely complex. Not least does it involve the particu-
lar way things are said that cannot be marked graphically in the transcript.
Therefore, I am not ready to draw any conclusions on this point.

Summing up, the members of the right set were not the most frequent dis-
course items in the corpus but they were found to serve the widest range of

171



functions. All three occurred more frequently in the telephone calls than in the
face-to-face conversations. 0K, the typical telephone device, was particularly
com‘mon as the call-off move in the closing section of the call, while right
realized the close move.

When. identifying the functions of the set in the dialogues, I took their
position in the exchange structure as a starting-point. All three were found to
occupy the same positions in the exchange, to fill the same slots in the turn, and
to serve the same functions, but with different frequency. ,

Items providing feedback of various kinds were found to make up entire
speaker-turns. ltems serving as a response to what was said in the previous
utte.ra}nce or linking two successive utterances were found in utterance-initial
Posmon. Next came emphasizers which gave more force to utterance-initial
items. Items marking topic boundaries and signalling transitions were found in
the middle of an utterance, and items appealing for feedback or eliciting a
response at the end.

Right was the typical realization of the follow-up move, all right that of the
prompter, and OK that of the response. Although all three items were found to
oc?upy the same positions, they were not fully interchangeable. The choice of
D-item was related to type of mode (face-to-face or telephone), type of
exchange (eg informing or requesting), and type of preceding move.

5.7 Towards a model of analysis

A mc-nde.:l of analysis may not be indispensable for the interpretation and
description of discourse items, but it is certainly helpful. Exactly what aspects
the model should be able to handle and how detailed it should be is a different
matter. I have aimed at a model (described in Stenstrém 1989) that can handle
not only the various levels of a conversational exchange but also bridge the gap
between grammar and discourse by indicating when items that are traditionally
referred to in grammatical terms have a predominantly interactive function.
It is possible to identify three different types of D-items:

(1] PURE_LY .INTERACTIONAL, including lexical items which cannot be
described in terms of clause elements;

(2] MAINLY INTERACTIONAL, including lexical items that are primarily used

as interactional devices but may be used, in some environments, as clause
elements:

(3] {\LSO I'NTERACTIONAL, including adverbials of various classes used as
mteractional or discourse organizing devices.
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The three categories can be seen along a ‘clause-integration’ scale, which
implies that the more interactional an item is, the less integrated it is - and vice
versa. The most common D-items in the data are listed in Figure 5:3.

All the items, except those in the first group, are provided with at least two
word-class tags which indicate their potential interactive and/or grammatical
function. The word-class labels differ from those used earlier in this chapter
but follow the TESS tagging dictionary (see pp 101ff), which was based on
Quirk et al (1985) and introduced for the automatic word-class tagging. How-
ever, the three groups suggested here do not agree entirely with their catego-
rization. They regard ah, aha, mhm, and oh (group 1) together with eg ouch
and pooh as ‘purely emotive’ interjections which *do not enter into syntactic
relations’; yes and yeah (group 1) and all right (group 2) are referred to as
formulae, most of which, are ‘used for stereotyped communication situations’
and can be analysed into clause elements in a very limited way (1985:852-53).
Ah, mhm, and oh do not enter into syntactic relations, but I do not see them as
purely emotive, and I find it difficult to look upon yes, yeah, and all right as
formulae. Nor do I think that any of them are used specifically in stereotyped
communication situations.

The word-class membership of D-items (including single words as well as
strings of words used as D-items) is shown in Figure 5:3. Although they are all
classed as adverbials (indicated by A in the labels), the ‘purely interactional’
items (group [11) do not really belong to any traditional word-class category,
unless we regard all items that do not fit the definition of other word-classes as
adverbs (cf Quirk et al 1985:438). By contrast, the items referred to as ‘mainly
interactional’ (group [2]) and ‘also interactional’ (group {3]) are provided with
at least two word-class labels indicating their potential functions at the
discourse and/for grammatical level.

Purely interactional items do not normally serve as clause constituents.
Ttems that are not purely interactional are more often found in a context where
they serve as clements of clause structure, D-items realized by sentence frag-
ments and simple sentences are the only ones that can always be analyzed as
clause elements.

The question is now: what kind of discourse model can handle not only the
interactional aspect manifested in the exchange but also the grammatical aspect
manifested in the sentence? In Stenstrom (1989) 1 discuss a combined, two-
level model which can handle both the interactional function of D-items in a
speaker’s turn and their potential syntactic functions (as indicated in Figure
5:3) as well as their syntactic structure in appropriate cases (eg that's right, [
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Figure 5:3. Categorics of interactional D-items (see pp 101ff for labels).

[3]1 ALSO INTERACTIONAL

[13 PURELY INTERACTIONAL
ah AQres
aha AQres
mhm AQres
oh AQres
yeah AQpos
yes AQpos

[2] MAINLY INTERACTIONAL

no
please

I see

I mean

you krnow
You see

OK

ail right
thank you
that's right
that's all right
tag Qs

well

sure

right

AQneg  B3neg
AQpaol YA

AQres BHsub+VA
AQsof BMsub+VA
AQsof BHper+VA
AQsof BHper+VA
AQres AQfra

AQres AQfra IA
AQtha VA+BHper
AQres RC+VB3+JA
AQres RC+VB3+JA

AQtag op(+not}+JA

AQwel ASint JA NC AC
AQres ADcnt ASint JA ASemp
AQres AQfra AAprofspa JA NC

VA

anyway ACcon
in fact ACcon
mayvbe ADcnt
perhaps ADcnt
probably ADecnt
absolutely ASint
however ACcon
of course ACcon
certainly ADcnt
obviously ADcnt
indeed ADcnt
really ADcnt
honestly ADsty
now AAtLmM

AQfra
AQfra
AQres
AQres
AQres
AQres
AQfra
ASemp
ASemp
ASint
ASint
ASint
AApro
ACres

AQres
AQres
AQres
ADcon
ASemp
ASemp
CCum

AQres
AQres
AQres
AQfm

see what you mean). As I try to demonstrate, a model of this kind has many
advantages. The most obvious disadvantage is that it tends to become rather
bulky, especially if we want to make an extensive analysis, not only of

individual D-items but of entire turns.
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Note

Section 5.5 on really is based on Stenstrom (1986) and Section 5.6 on the right set is based on

Stenstrém (1987).
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6

Spoken English and
the dictionary

Bengt Altenberg

6.1 Introduction

On the whole, dictionaries tend to reflect the written language rather than the
spoken.! We only have to take a cursory glance in a dictionary to notice this.
The written idiom dominates, and many words and expressions that are
characteristic of speech are either missing or inadequately described. Even
recent and ambitious dictionaries which put special emphasis on ‘real’ language
as it is used in ‘natural communication’, reveal a lingering written bias that is
sometimes irritating to a user interested in the spoken word.

Perhaps this written bias is only what we can expect: speech has only
recently come of age as a variety worthy of scholarly attention, and our
knowledge of the spoken language still lags behind that of the written. Perhaps
it also reflects the difficulty of describing speech in traditional terms -
especially the ‘ungrammatical’ variety we hear in everyday conversation, with
its unplanned ‘messiness’, its interactive and emotive character, and its reliance
on intonation and gesture to convey meanings.

Yet, our knowledge of natural spoken discourse has made substantial
advances in the last decades, and we are now beginning to see more clearly the
inadequacies of our dictionaries in their treatment of the spoken medium. 1
will here touch on two areas where I think contemporary dictionaries fail to
give an adequate representation of speech: the use of intonation to differentiate



adverbial functions and the treatment of certain speech-specific ‘discourse
items’.

I will use two learners’ dictionaries to illustrate my points: the new edition
of the Longman dictionary of contemporary English (LDOCE) and the Collins
COBUILD English language dictionary (COBUILD), both published in 1987.
The choice of these was natural. They provide the most up-to-date and
authoritative accounts of contemporary English vocabulary and are probably
the most influential and useful monolingual dictionaries currently available to
leamners and teachers of English., Moreover, both focus on *ordinary everyday
English’ drawn from extensive corpora of citations or text samples, a fact
which should guarantee an exhaustive and reliable treatment of the spoken
word.2

Although both LDOCE and COBUILD are leamers’ dictionaries, I will not
examine them from the user’s point of view or evaluate them as tools for
language leaming. Rather, my chief concern has been a more general linguistic
phenomenon: the difficulty of describing speech in terms primarily developed
for writing. This difficulty is familiar to anyone who has tried to make a
grammatical analysis of genuine conversational data. My reflections here
spring from this kind of experience, and in particular from the descriptive
problems we have encountered within the TESS project in our efforts to write
formalized rules for automatic grammatical analysis and intonation assignment
on the basis of the London-Lund Corpus.

6.2 Adverbs and intonation

The fact that speakers make use of intonation (as distinct from the pronuncia-
tion of individual words) to express their intentions means that they can make
functional distinctions that are difficult or impossible to express in writing,
Adverbs illustrate this point particularly well. Many adverbs have multiple
functions as manner adverbial (adjunct or subjunct in the terminology of
Quirk et al 1985) or sentence adverbial (conjunct or disjunct). Briefly, for
instance, may be used both as a manner adjunct and as a style disjunct (the
latter expressing the speaker’s comment on the form of his utterance), as
illustrated in the following examples:

. N
(1} we discussed the matter BRIEFLYN

el . .
(2} BRIEFLYN there is nothing more I can Da about itm

As a manner adjunct (1), briefly normally occurs clause-finally with nuclear
prominence, but as a style disjunct (2) it is typically placed clause-initially in a

178

separate tone unit, usually with a falling-rising tone (cf Allerton & Crutlenden
1974:21 and Bing 1984:16ff). LDOCE describes briefly (under the adjective
brief) as follows:

~ly adv: The President stopped briefly in London on his way to Geneva.
Briefly, I think we should accept their offer.

This description is not particularly illuminating. A functional distinction is
implied (by word order and punctuation), but there is no attempt to make the
distinction explicit. The treatment of frankly, which has the same functional
possibilities as briefly, is hardly more adequate; the adverb is given a separate
entry and described as follows:

adv 1 in an open and honest manner 2 speaking honestly and plainly:
Frankly, I don’t think your chances of geiting the job are very good.

Here, a functional difference is suggested (by the two definitions), but only one
function is illustrated. Moreover, the important role played by word order and
intonation remains unclear.

COBUILD’s treatment of these adverbs is more helpful. Both are presented
in separate entries and their different functions are carefully explained in
numbered paragraphs and illustrated with several examples. Briefly, for
example, is described as follows:

1 Something that happens or is done briefly happens or is done for a very
short period of time. EG He smiled briefly... “Good morning, Tommy,’
he said, looking up briefly.

2 If you say something briefly, you use very few words or give very few
details. EG She told them briefly what had happened... Robertson
answered briefly and without interest... Put briefly, his argument was
this.

3 You can say briefly to indicate that you are about to say something in as
few words as possible, tather than giving a full description or explanation
or to indicate that you are about to summarize what you have just been
talking about. EG The facts, briefly, are these... For reasons beyond my
control (briefly, money) I once moved five times in eighteen monihs.

In addition, semantic and grammatical information is supplied in an extra
marginal column in the form of synonyms, antonyms and/or superordinate
terms and a grammatical code system based on a mixture of structural and
positional criteria. Thus, the first two senses of briefly are classified as ‘ADV
AFTER VB’ (adverb only used after a verb or a verb + object) and the third as
‘ADV SEN’ (sentence adverb with various specified positions).
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Frankly is divided into two senses, the first classified as ‘ADV SEN’, the
second as ‘ADV WITH VB’ (adverb modifying a verb and occurring either
before or after the verb (plus object, if any)):

1 You use frankly when you are stating an opinion to emphasize that you
mean what you are saying, even though the person you are speaking to
may not like it. EG Frankly, this has all come as a bit of a shock... [t is
frankly absurd... Quite frankly, I am too miserable to care.

2 If you say or do something frankly, you say or do it in an open, honest,
and straightforward way. EG He asked me to tell him frankly what I
wished (o do.

As these examples show, COBUILD’s description is more detailed and
explicit than LDOCE'’s. This is partly achieved by greater elaboration of the
entries, but also - and more interestingly - by its adverbial coding system. This
system, which distinguishes altogether five adverbial functions, is a useful
innovation in the lexicographic treatment of adverbs. (Apart from the
categories mentioned, two other functions are recognized: *ADV + ADJ/ADV’ =
modifiers of adjectives and adverbs, and ‘ADV BRD NEG’ = ‘broad” negatives
like hardly, scarcely, seldom, etc.) Yet, despite its usefulness, some functional
differences are still broadly suggested rather than sharply defined. The
distinction between ‘ADV AFTER VB’ and ‘ADV WITH VB’ is blurred by
functional and positional overlap (mainly due to the heterogeneity of the latter
class), and the category ‘ADV SEN’ comprises a wide range of sentence adverbs
(conjuncts and disjuncts) whose positional characteristics can only be captured
in rather general terms: ‘usually placed at the beginning of a clause followed
by a comma or in the clause separated by commas. A few come at the end of
the clause.” Hence, the distinctive position(s) of these adverbs must be inferred
from the illustrations (sometimes with difficulty: the typical clause-initial
position of briefly as a disjunct, for example, is not given). Moreover, as in
LDOCE, the prosodic differences are entirely ignored.

The functional differentiation illustrated by briefly and frankly is not an
isolated phenomenon, but characteristic of a whole range of adverbs such as
simply, literally, personally, clearly, naturally, superficially, technically,
ironically, happily, hopefully (for a detailed description and classification of
adverbs, see Greenbaum 1969, Allerton & Cruttenden 1974, 1976, 1978, and
Quirk et al 1985: Chapter 8). What is important to realize about these adverbs
is that, although their function is generally signalled both positionally and
prosodically, the prosodic distinction is often the more important one.
Disjuncts, for example, which may occur initially, medially and finally in a
clause, never take the sole intonation focus in clause-final position (as adjuncts
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tend to do), ie they must either be prosodically separated or entirely
deaccented. Hence, although adjuncts and disjuncts may occur in the same
syntactic position, they are always prosodically distinct, as shown in the
following examples (from Allerton & Cruttenden 1976:48):

(3) (a) Richard played NATURALLYN (adjunct)

(b) Richard PLAYEDE NATURALLYW (disjunct)

In other words, naturally, briefly, frankly, and similar adverbs can be
regarded as ‘homomorphs’ (cf Quirk et al 1985:71), whose function can only
be fully clarified by means of intonation.

However, prosody does not only serve to distinguish disjuncts and adjuncts,
nor is its role confined to signalling a contrast in intonational grouping. With
conjuncts and disjuncts the choice of nuclear tone may be equally important.
Conjuncts, for example, often have distinctive tones of their own:

(4) (2) Richard has RESIGNEDE THOUGHE

(b) *Richard has RESIGNEDE THOUGHN

(5 (a) BESIDESE he didn’t want to DO itl

N
(b) 7BESIDESE he didn’t want to DO itR

The choice of tone may also distinguish a whole functional class, as in the case
of content disjuncts expressing value judgment (curiously, fortunately,
ironically, surprisingly, eic), which generally occur with a fall-rise tone:

(6) FORTUNATELYM he didn’t come EARLYN

It may also distinguish functional subclasses, as in the case of content disjuncts
expressing likelihood, which have different prosodic tendencies depending on
the degree of conviction they convey. Thus, likelihood disjuncts expressing
certainty (clearly, definitely, certainly, obviously, naturally, of course, etc)
generally have an ‘assertive’ falling tone, while those expressing some doubt
(presumably, apparently, conceivably, possibly, probably, etc) are more
common with a fall-rise (for finer distinctions, see Allerton & Cruttenden
19'74:15f; see also Chapter 9):

(€)) CLEARLYI he can WTN the matchll

Y
(8) PRESUMABLYN he can WIN the matchi

181



There are many other adverb classes with similar distinctive prosodic
tendencies, but the examples given will suffice to show the strong connection
between function and intonation within the adverb category.

The grammatical and prosodic properties of adverbs demonstrate two lexi-
cographically relevant points. First, the adverbs form an important but very
heterogenecus category that deserves a much more detailed and systematic
treatment than is currently provided in dictionaries. Second, the prosodic
behaviour of many adverbs is related to their semantic or pragmatic function.
In other words, their prosodic potential is an essential part of their ‘meaning’,
just as the complementation or selectional restrictions of a verb is part of the
meaning of the verb. Indeed, a comparison with the treatment of verbs in
dictionaries like LDOCE and COBUILD is illuminating. Whereas both
dictionaries make a detailed and useful classification of verbs, only COBUILD
has attempted something comparable for adverbs. In this respect, recent
grammars like Quirk et al (1985) are far ahead of contemporary dictionaries.

A reasonable demand on future dictionaries is thus a treatment of adverbs
that approaches the delicate description that is generally provided for verbs.
Improvements should be possible in three respects:

(a) a classification of adverbs according to their functional use as modifier
or adverbial adjunct, subjunct, conjunct or disjunct (with further subdivisions
where relevant), (b) a rough indication of their positional tendencies, and (c) a
representation of the typical prosodic behaviour of adverbial homomorphs.
The prosodic notation could be simple, but should include an indication of
intonational grouping (tone-unit boundaries) and predominant nuclear tone(s).3
For lack of an international standard, a simplified version of the prosodic
system developed by Crystal & Quirk (1964) and Crystal (1969, 1975) might
be a suitable model. This system has gained increased currency in recent years,
both in descriptive works like Quirk et al (1985) and in linguistic research
(especially that based on the London-Lund Corpus; see pp 47ff and Altenberg
1986 and forthcoming a). It is also widely used in advanced language teaching
materials (eg Crystal & Davy 1969, 1975, Leech & Svartvik 1975).

6.3 Discourse items

Another aspect of speech that is inadequately treated in dictionaries is the use
of various types of ‘discourse items’ that are either rare outside speech or used
in a speech-specific way (for a discussion of these, see Chapter 5). I am not
here thinking of stylistically marked words that are typical of speech as a
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Table 6:1. Distribution of discourse items in a sample (ten
conversations) from the London-Lund Corpus.

TYPES FREQUENCY
RESPONSES 2237
yes 727
m{hm) 658

no 259
ealh) 217

zh 170
quite 35

I see 29
that's right 22

ah 17

right 15
others 88
HESITATORS 1226
2(2)h 767
3(:)m 430

m 29
SOFTENERS 438
you know 212

you see 119

I mean 102
others 5
INITIATORS 401
well 365

now 35
others 11
HEDGES 95
sort of 82

sort of thing 10
others 3
EXPLETIVES (God, heavens, etc) 52
THANKS 21
thank you 17
thanks 4
APOLOGIES 19
sorry 12
others 7
ATTENTION SIGNALS (hey, look) 6
RESPONSE ELICITORS (eh, right) 6
POLITENESS MARKERS (please) 5
ORDERS (eg give over) 5
OTHERS (GREETINGS, etc¢) 3
TQTAL 4516
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predominantly informal medium (like bloke, telly, fag, etc), but of items that
have a basically interactive and pragmatic function and therefore mainly occur
in conversation, such as responses (yes, no, quite, I see, etc), ‘softeners’ (you
know, you see, etc), hedges (sort of (thing), etc), initiators (well, now),
apologies (sorry, pardon), thanks (thanks, thank you), attention signals (hey,
look), politeness markers {please), and greetings (good morning). A list of
such items in a 50,000-word sample (ten conversations) from the London-
Lund Corpus is given in Table 6:1 (derived from Stenstrdm’s inventory of
categories in Chapter 5). The list is not exhaustive (only items occurring ten
times or more have been listed separately), and the classification and labels are
tentative, but the table gives a rough idea of the relative frequency of the most
important types occurring in the conversation of educated British speakers.

As Stenstrom has pointed out {pp 137ff), several characteristics set these
discourse items apart from other word classes. They are difficult, and often
impossible, to analyse in traditional grammatical terms (as belonging to a
certain part of speech or realizing a certain syntactic function); they generally
contribute little to the propositional content of an utterance but rather fulfill
various pragmatic functions in discourse; many of them take the form of
{more or less) invariable multi-word units that are pointless to analyse
internally.

The mere frequency of these items in everyday conversation is a sufficient
reason why they should be given special attention by lexicographers. In the
grammatically analysed sample of the London-Lund Corpus on which Table
6:1 is based, they account for 9.4% of all word-class tokens (see Table 6:2).
What is more, discourse items constitute the fourth largest word-class
category, outranked only by verbs, pronouns and nouns, but outranking such
basic grammatical categories as prepositions, adverbs, determiners,
conjunctions and adjectives. This means that, if frequency of occurrence is
anything to go by in the compilation and organization of dictionaries,
discourse items deserve to be treated with the same care and attention as the
traditional word classes.

However, the decisive argument for treating discourse items as a category
(or categories) of their own is not their frequency but their special discourse
functions. Existing dictionaries, in so far as they include these items at all, run
into obvious difficulties when they try to describe them under traditional
word-class labels. Again, LDOCE and COBUILD, which probably give more
attention to these speech-specific expressions than other dictionaries, may serve
as examples.
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Table 6:2. Relative frequency of major
word classes in a sample
(c 50 000 words) from the
London-Lund Corpus.

Word class %

Yerbs 20.1
Pronouns 17.3
Nouns 14.3
Discourse items 9.4
Prepositions 9.2
Adverbs 9.0
Determiners 7.9
Conjunctions 6.3
Adjectives 6.0
Predeterminers 0.3
Miscellaneous 0.2

Let us start with LDOCE. Broadly speaking, LDOCE approaches these
items in two ways: they are either (a) given a traditional word-class label and
assigned a separate main entry or (b) presented in a subentry under a related
but functionally different word. As a result, we find functionally similar or
identical items treated under a number of different word-class labels and,
conversely, functionally distinct items assigned to the same word class. I will
give a few examples of what this traditional ‘straitjacket’ may lead to.

Symptomatically, a favourite word-class label for many discourse items in
LDOCE is ‘interjection’, which is used for such functionally distinct words as
please (politeness marker), sorry (apologizer), well (initiator), hey (attention
signal), good afternoon (greeting), thank you (thanks), damn (expletive), and
oh (which functions variously as response, initiator and exclamation in the
corpus, in contrast to ek and ah, which are predominantly elicitor and
response, respectively; cf Aijmer 1987). Another frequent word-class label is
‘adverb’, which is resorted to for a number of functionally disparate items
such as reaily (elicitor, response), now (initiator} and yes {agreement).

An illustration of the reverse inconsistency - different word-class labels for
the same discourse function - is equaily illuminating. Thus we find, for
example, response items variously classified as ‘interjection’ {0k, ah) or
‘adverb’ (in separate entries: yes, yeah, OK, certainly, sure, etc; in subentries
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ynder a related adverb: no, quite, really, right, exactly, fine, etc), or presented
in a subentry under a pronoun (that’s it), adjective {(that's right, right oh) or
verb (/ see). Similarly, among expletives we find gosh, (oh) dear and damn as
separate entries labelled ‘interjection’, but dammit (or rather damn it) under
the verb damn, God under the noun God, my under the determiner my, and
for God’s sake under the noun sake; among hedges, as it were is treated in a
subentry under the conjunction as, and sort of under the noun sort; among
apc‘ylogies, we find sorry in a separate entry labelled ‘interjection’, but pardon
{with variants) in subentries under both the noun and the verb pardon; and
among initiators, well is treated as an ‘interjection’ in a separate entry’, but
now in a subentry under the adverb now,

As these examples show, a traditional categorization of discourse items
c.does not. only result in functional inconsistency, but in functional
inappropriateness. For example, in what way is yes or OK an ‘adverb’, and
sort of (as in sort of odd) a ‘noun’? Or my a ‘determiner’ and good afternoon
an ‘interjection’?

An additional complication is the fact that many discourse items are multi-
word combinations. Such combinations are sometimes given a separate main
entry, but more often presented (or merely illustrated) in a subentry under a
rf:lated look-up word, which gives rise to further inconsistencies. Hence, we
find thank you and good afternoon treated as interjections in separate ent;'ies
whereas the softeners I mean, you see and you know are treated under thé
verbs mean, see and know respectively, the smooth-over never mind under the
verb mind (with a cross reference at never), the hedges as it were and sort of
under the conjunction as and the noun sort respectively, and the responses
that’s it and that's right under the pronoun it and the adjective right. I am
awallre. of the practical problems involved (lexical items must be easy to find in
a dictionary), but practical convenience should not be allowed to, and indeed
need not, affect the functional classification of dictionary items. Many types of
multiword items are already systematically presented as separate entries in
LDQCE (eg compounds and certain idioms) or listed separately at the end of a
main entry (phrasal verbs); a similar recognition of multiword discourse items
.t«.lS mdf.?pendent units or parts of speech would therefore reduce also this type of
inconsistency.

By contrast, COBUILD has managed to avoid most of these problems by
two types of innovation. First, the dictionary entries are not primarily

or.gan'lzed in terms of grammatical word class but on the basis of other
criteria, such as frequency of use, independence of meaning and concreteness.
Word-class information is instead given in abbreviated form in the extra
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marginal column provided in COBUILD (eg ‘N COUNT’ or ‘ADV SEN’). This
arrangement has the advantage that the grammatical status of an item docs not
determine the organization of an entry and, hence, has less serious
consequences when the grammatical classification is inadequate.

The second innovation is of greater theoretical interest. The compilers of
COBUILD have recognized the deviant, ‘asyntactic’ nature of many discourse
items and introduced two new functional labels, ‘CONVENTION® and ‘PHR’, to
capture this. The first is applied to standard expressions with ‘established form
and meaning’ that can occur as single independent utterances (s v
CONVENTION, p 310) and is typically used for interactive expressions of
various kinds, such as responses, greetings, attentions signals, apologies and
thanks. The second label, ‘PHR’, is applied to multiword expressions that are
more or less invariable and display some degree of integration in clause
structure; when such a phrase has a typical clause function (as adverbial,
object, etc), or occurs in a particular syntactic pattern, this is indicated after
the category label. Discourse categories covered by this label are hedges (eg as
it were = ‘PHR: USED AS ADV SEN’; sort of = ‘PHR: USU + ADJ/PAST PART’ or
‘PHR: USU + VB/ADV/PREP’), softeners (eg you see and J mean = ‘PHR: USED AS
ADV SEN’} and the smooth-over never mind (= ‘PHR: ONLY IMPER, IF + PREP
THEN about’).

In addition to these two labels, COBUILD uses two more¢ conventional
word-class symbols, ‘EXCLAM’ (corresponding to the traditional term
‘interjection’) and ‘ADV SEN’ (’sentence adverb(ial)’) to describe various

discourse items.

Thus, while LDOCE scatters discourse items over nine traditional
categories, most of which are functionally inappropriate or misleading,
COBUILD has reduced these to four: ‘CONVENTION’, ‘PHR’, ‘EXCLAM’ and
‘ADV SEN’. Of these, ‘CONVENTION’ is typically used for interactive
expressions (Responses, Greetings, Attention signals, Apologies and Thanks),
‘EXCLAM’ for Expletives, ‘PHR’ for Hedges, Softeners and Smooth-overs, and
*ADV SEN’ for Initiators and the Politeness marker please. The result is a broad
classification that makes no attempt at distinguishing any of the finer discourse
categories recognized in Table 6:1 (such distinctions are generally, as in
LDOCE, made informally inside each entry). In other words, the classification
is not primarily discourse-oriented but grammatical: it recognizes such
features as syntactic independence {‘CONVENTION’, ‘EXCLAM’), syntactic
complexity and degree of ‘frozenness’ (‘PHR’), and syntactic function ("ADY
SEN’).4 Yet, because it is systematic and avoids forcing speech-specific items
into a traditional straitjacket, it is more satisfactory than LDOCE’s approach.
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This does not mean that the COBUILD system is without inconsistencies.
Responses, for example, are generally classified as ‘CONVENTION’, but ok and
good are labelled ‘EXCLAM’ and certainly ‘ADV SEN’ in entries illustrating
clear response functions. For ah no label is given. Expletives are normally
classified as “EXCLAM’, but for God's sake is coded ‘CONVENTION’. Softeners
are labelled ‘PHR:AD SEN’, but you know, the most frequent type, has no label.
Initiators are described as ‘ADV SEN’, but well is presented without a label.
{Vever mind is classified as ‘PHR’, but since it is frequently used as an
independent utterance, ‘CONVENTION’ would be an equally valid alternative.

Other interesting features to examine are the coverage, descriptive
fielicacy, and relative prominence that the two dictionaries give to discourse
items. Since both dictionaries claim to describe natural English as reflected in
extensive language corpora, we might expect them to be fairly exhaustive in
their treatment of discourse items, Superficially at least, this also seems to be
the case. Both include most of the discourse expressions listed in Table 6:1 in
one way or another, and direct omissions are rare. Both fail to include the
support m(hm), which might be dismissed as a marginal lexical item but is in
fact the second most frequent affirmative response in the London-Lund Corpus
and an indispensable ingredient in any natural conversation (cf Tottie 1989).
The common hedge sort of thing (see Aijmer 1984 and 1986) is also absent in
both dictionaries (although there is a misleading cross-reference from sort to
thing in COBUILD). LDOCE ignores look as an attention signal and merely
mentions / meanr in a usage note. COBUILD has omitted my in its exclamatory
use and fails to give attention to that’s right and right, which are both frequent
responses in the corpus (right is also common as a response elicitor: cf
Stenstrém 1987).

If the coverage of discourse items is about the same in the two dictionaries,
the treatment of the included items differs considerably. This is partly due to
the space available (COBUILD is the larger dictionary), but also to a differ-
ence in editorial policy. In accordance with its ‘single look-up’ principle,
COBUILD presents all relevant information about an item in a single
(subjentry, whereas LDOCE may counterbalance a brief entry with more ex-
tensive stylistic or pragmatic information in separate usage notes or full-page
lang_uage notes (eg on ‘Addressing people’, ‘Apologies’, ‘Invitation and offers’,
‘Pohtel?ess’, ‘“Thanks’, etc). LDOCE also has a greater tendency to present dis-
course items as separate entries, while COBUILD describes them in numbered
subsections or paragraphs of a main headword (a consequence of LDOCE’s

policy 1o organize entries according to word class but COBUILD according to
word form). However, if we disregard these differences (and the pedagogical
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merits they may have), COBUILD’s treatment is generally more systematic,
detailed and exhaustive than LDOCE’s. This is revealed in several ways.
COBUILD is more consistent in recognizing the multifunctional character of
many discourse items, and consequently takes greater care (o describe and il-
lustrate each function. For example, while COBUILD identifies about a dozen
different uses of yes, no and well, and half a dozen uses of ak, now and please,
LDOCE merely gives two or three. Moreover, in COBUILD each function is
clearly set off in numbered subsections and highlighted in bold face, while
LDOCE often lumps together several uses in a single (subjentry or confines
itself to a casual illustration in passing (as in the case of [ see and that’s right),
a tendency that is not always redeemed by its usage and language notes.

Since frequency of use is one of the organizing principles in COBUILD,
one might expect discourse items to occupy an early position in its entries.
This is also generally the case: discourse items like well, you know, you see, i
mean and sort of generally crop up earlier in COBUILD than in LDOCE. But
there are exceptions: the initiator now is presented as the third sense of now in
LDOCE but only as the tenth in COBUILD, and the frequent response / see is
illustrated (though casually) much earlier in LDOCE (sense 5) than in
COBUILD (sense 10). Indeed, sometimes one wonders what impact the fre-
quency principle has been allowed to have on the ordering of subentries in
COBUILD. To take just two examples, you know and you see, which are
probably the two most common discourse expressions in English (cf Sinclair &
Renouf 1988:151f), only appear as senses 15 and 18 of know and see respec-
tively (in LDOCE, it should be added, they are given even more insignificant
positions).

To sum up, both dictionaries include most of the items listed in Table 6:1,
but their treatment of them differs. While LDOCE pays special attention to the
pragmatic use of discourse items in separate ‘Usage and Language Notes’,
COBUILD tends to give greater prominence to the items in the dictionary
entries themselves (a feature that is partly determined by its ‘single look-up’
policy, partly by its greater attention to corpus frequency). But what is more
important, COBUILD is more felicitous in its grammatical classification of
discourse items. Although the classification is crude in some respects, it avoids
the inadequacy that is inevitable with a traditional system.

6.4 Conclusion

Speech differs from writing in many fundamental ways. I have here touched
on two speech-specific phenomena, the use of intonation to differentiate
adverbial functions, and the use of lexical items with pragmatic functions that
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are difficult to describe in traditional grammatical terms. If we wish
dictionaries to reflect the spoken language (which they surely should do), they
must also recognize these phenomena and find methods of representing them in
an adequate way. As this scrutiny has shown, even recent ‘speech-oriented’
dictionaries often fail to do this, although improvements are noticeable in some
respects. The suggestions I have made here include

(a) a functionally relevant classification of adverbs,

(b) a systematic treatment of discourse items as linguistic categories of their
own, and

(¢) the introduction of a simple prosodic notation (indicating tone-unit
boundaries and major nuclear tones) to clarify functional differences in
illustrations of speech,

In all these areas, natural speech corpora (such as the London-Lund Corpus)
provide a rich source of information that is likely to be of great benefit to
lexicographers and dictionary users in the future.

Notes

1 This chapter is a revised version of a paper {Altenberg 1988) presented at the conference on
‘Standardization in Computerized Lexicography’, Saarbriicken, 15-17 October 1986.

2 There are important differences in the way the two dictionaries have made use of their
source corpora. While LDOCE’s corpus (the Longman Citation Corpus) mainly seems to
have served ‘as a basis for creating natural examples® {Summers 1988:13), the COBUILD
database (the Birmingham Collection of English Text) was used systematically as textual
evidence for the compilation of the dictionary, not only in the selection of examples
{phrases, collocations, etc) but in determining word meanings and estimating their relative
importance (see Sinclair 1985 and 1987a). Moreover, it is unclear how much natural speech
was included in the Longman Corpus. For an account of the COBUILD Corpus, see
Renouf (1987).

3 The only dictionary I know of where an attempt has been made to use intonation to
elucidate functional differences is the Oxford dictionary of current idiomatic English. An
illustration of this is its treatrment of you know, which is given four different entries (Vol 2,
p 603f), each with its functional and intonational specification {eg you know 1: ‘you know
or understand very well [...] often preceded by short pause; fall-rise tone on know.’). One
may disagree with details in these explanations, but the approach is laudable and worthy of
imitation.
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A more accurate way of describing COBUILD’s classification is to say that grammatical
criteria have been used as far as they have been applicable (*ADV SEN’, 'PHR’).
Expressions that have not been possible to define grammatically in a simple way have been
divided into two main classes, ‘EXCLAM’ and ‘CONVENTION’. Of these, the latter can be
regarded as a broad residual category consisting of a range of predominantly interactive but
functionally distinct subclasses. Thus, although an ‘interactive’ category is well worth
recognizing, what is less satisfactory about it is its discourse-functional diversity. To
conflate so many distinct subtypes under one label is comparable to recognizing only one
category of verbs or one category of pronouns. In addition, the name ‘CONVENTION’ is

unfortunate, since conventionality of expression is not unique to this category.
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7

Some functions
of the booster

Bengt Altenberg

7.1 Introduction

In the prosodic system used for the transcription of the London-Lund Corpus,
a step-up in pitch in the intonation contour of a tone unit is called a ‘booster’.1
The booster system comprises three variants illustrated by ail in the following
examples (from Crystal 1969:146):

{(a) I lthink it's aall going to be alR?GHTI

®
@ . * s o
. . -

(b) I Ithink it's Aall going to be alRIGHTH

.' * &
LYo *

(c) I think it’s Aall going to be alRIGHTE

. L4
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In (a), all has a slightly higher pitch than the preceding (stressed or
unstressed) syllable: in (b) it has a higher pitch than the next previous pitch-
prominent step-up syllable (in this case the onset, but alternatively any
preceding syllable marked by continuance, booster or high booster); in (c) it
has 4 pitch that is very much higher than the next previous pitch-prominent
syllable. These three degrees are referred to as ‘ordinary’, ‘high’ and ‘extra-
high’ booster, and are here marked by a small (s), medium-sized (a), and big
{A) triangle, respectively.

Although the booster system is merely part of a larger system of pitch-
range contrasts in the intonation contour (see Crystal 1969:144ff), it
contributes in an essential way to our impression of meledy and variation in
speech. Without it, continuous speech would tend to sound monotonous and
lifeless, consisting primarily of a succession of falling contours (which are
sometimes said to represent the ‘unmarked norm’ in English, although this
norm may in fact be restricted to mechanical forms of reading; see Crystal
1969:232, Cruttenden 1986:127) and varying mainly in terms of onset
selection and nuclear tone movement.

Generally speaking, any pitch obtrusion (whether up or down) gives
prominence to a word, but a step-up from a predominantly falling contour
seems to have a special foregrounding or heightening effect. However, little
has been done to explore the functional aspects of the booster. Crystal, for
example, who has provided the most detailed account of the booster and its
role in the prosodic organization of the ‘head’ of the tone unit, only touches on
its function in very general terms (1969:225-233): it is said ‘to spread relative
prominence over the words in the head, and to add prosodic variety to
connected speech’ (p 233). It is also shown to have a strong correlation with
various types of emotional excitement (pp 301-305). Cruttenden (1986:88)
notes that a ‘pre-nuclear pitch accent’ may be used to indicate the beginning of
the focus in a tone unit (the end being marked by the nucleus).

The most ambitious attempt to specify the function of pitch obtrusions in
the intonation contour is probably Bolinger’s discussion of the ‘hat pattern’
(1986:46ff) and what he calls Profiles A and B (both of which begin with a
step-up in pitch; see pp 142ff). Although Bolinger’s prosodic system differs in
many respects from that of the London-Lund Corpus (it {acks, for example,
the structural organization of tone units into prehead, head, nucleus and tail,
and there is consequently no one-to-one relationship between his upward-
jumping pitch accents and the booster), it is interesting to note that Bolinger
associates the initial step-up of the A and B Profiles (or any hat-like contour
that begins with these profiles) with an ‘annunciatory’ or ‘thematic’ function,
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which contrasts with the ‘terminatory’ or ‘rhematic’ function of a final
(nuclear) accent. In particular, while the A Profile (a step-up followed by a
drop) is said to be the assertive profile par excellence (p 164) which ‘singles
things out’ (sometimes contrastively), the B Profile (a step-up not followed by
a drop) is said to be ‘connective’ and associated with compounds and other
close-knit expressions. Moreover, the B Profile is used not so much to inform
as to ‘enhance’ and is consequently frequent with quantifiers and affective
modifiers (pp 169ft):

all of them _, EVELY -
I t fin one
ve go ished, -

rotten

You're a 11
ar.

Thus, although there have been some attempts to specify the functions of
the booster (or booster-like phenomena), these have generally been vague and
impressionistic and partly in conflict with each other. The purpose of the
present study is to make a preliminary survey of the functions of the booster in
a small sample from the London-Lund Corpus. The sample consists of five
texts: four surreptitiously recorded conversations (texts S.1.4, $.1.5, §.1.6 and
S$.1.9) and one prepared monologue (text $.12.6, a public but rather informal
lecture), each text totalling some 5000 words. The sample was originally
chosen to reveal possible differences between speakers and speech varieties, but
1 will not emphasize this aspect here.

Two important restrictions on the study should be mentioned. In the
functional analysis, no distinction has been made between different degrees of
booster (ordinary, high and extra-high), although such a distinction is no doubt
both relevant and interesting. Moreover, I have concentrated entirely on
boosters in the ‘head’ of the tone unit (ie between the onset and the nucleus),
thus excluding boosters affecting a nuclear syllable. The reason for this is that
one, rather trivial, function of the booster seems to be to prepare the way for a
falling nuclear tone when the speaker has reached the baseline of his pitch
range at the end of a tone unit (see Altenberg 1987a:33). A concentration on
independent (non-nuclear) boosters thus increases our chances of isolating
‘pure’ booster functions unaffected by the requirements of nuclear tone
direction,

My approach has been determined by the necessity to start ‘from scratch’
and to discover patterns of cooccurrence at different levels of linguistic
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description. Thus the booster will be examined for possible correlations with
the following categories: (a) word forms, (b) word classes, (¢) semantic
categories, and (d) the information structure of the tone unit. The grammatical
framework will be that of Quirk et al (1985).

7.2 General booster distribution

On average, every second tone unit in the material contains a booster of some
kind, but only one in eight has a booster in the head of the intonation contour -
the position that is our concern here. The use of a booster between the onset
and the nucleus cbviously requires tone units of some length, It is significant
that while the average tone unit length in the texts is 4.1 words, tone units with
a booster have an average length of 7.1 words. Moreover, boosters seldom
occur in tone units shorter than four words.

Normalily, there is only room for one booster (86%), but longer tone units
may have two (12%) and exceptionally three (1%) or even four (0.4%) as in
the following examples {where the relevant booster-marked words are
italicized):

(1) and "ITHAT was¥ an EXIl{TREMELY) ABSaTRUSE 'talk® [...] and - lon a Afopic that

amost people knew Anothing whathever AABOUTE (5.1.6:1003-1008)

(2) butllon the Aocther Ahand you Ado Ameet ASECRETARIESH (5.1.5:1192)

For the same reason, when a booster occurs in the head of a tone unit, it tends
to appear fairly soon after the onset, the average distance being 2-3 words.

High boosters are more common than ordinary boosters (57% and 42%
respectively), while the extra-high variant is rare (1%) and mainly reserved
for strong emphasis:

(3) and 1 lisaid it would be Afar "BETTERM Nlif the "Amansion was AKEPTH (S.12.6:760-761)

(4) ithis is the Aonly thing I've 'brought AAWAY from that LECTUREN (5.1.6:944)

Depending on the type of booster occurring in the head of the tone unit (ie
disregarding nuclear boosters), we can make a broad distinction between
falling and rising heads (for a more detailed classification, see Crystal
1969:229ff). A head is falling if it contains no step-up higher than an ordinary
booster, and rising if it contains at least one high booster. As shown in Table
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Table 7:1. Booster distribution and types of head

NUMBER OF FALLING RISING TOTAL %

BOOSTERS HEAD HEAD

IN HEAD
0 5167 - 5167 87
1 254 401 655 il
2 24 70 94 1
3 3 6 9 0
4 0 3 3 0

TOTAL 5448 480 5928 100

% 92 8 100

7:1, the great majority of the tone units in the texts have a falling head (92%),
which is a natural consequence of the fact that most heads have no booster at
ail. Heads with a booster, on the other hand, are generally rising (63%), owing
to the predominance of high boosters mentioned above.

7.3 The booster potential of words and word classes

After these preliminaries, let us now examine the functions of the booster. As a
first step, it may be instructive to look briefly at its tendency to cooccur with
different word forms in the two texts. Out of a total of 365 booster-marked
words, those most frequently carrying a booster are the following:

very 24 is 7 can’t 5
dorn’t 12 quite 7 get 5
i 12 rather 7 going 5
Just i1 think 7 only 5
one 9 read 6 other 5
this 9 that 6 really 5
what 9 three G same 5
all 8 always 5 some 5
he 8 any 5 Stoke 5

The list is headed by the intensifier very, which suggests that one function of
the booster is to emphasize expressions of degree (the adverbs just, quite and
rather further down the list are other intensifying words). The booster also
seems to be associated with expressions of quantity (one, all, three) and
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reference (I, this, what, he, that, other, same), or a combination of these (any,
some), as well as with denying, affirming or qualifying truth value (don’t,
can't, is, really, think).

However, apart from such vague indications little can be concluded from
this list. Indeed, the most striking feature of the booster seems to be its wide
lexical distribution. With the possible exception of very (which has a booster in
nearly half of its occurrences), no words can be said to have a distinctive
‘booster potential’, Tt is significant that the twenty-seven listed words merely
represent 5% of all the booster-marked word types in the material (though
23% of the tokens); an additional 131 words (26%) attract a booster 2-4 times,
but the great majority (80%) have a booster only once. In other words, the
lexical patterning of the booster is too varied to be functionally revealing.

A more profitable approach may be to look at the beooster potential of
different classes of words (rather than individual word forms). I all word
classes (however defined) had the same booster potential, the boosters in the
material would be proportionately distributed over the classes. This is not the
case, however: some classes tend to attract a booster more readily than others.
Table 7:2 ranks twenty different word categories according to their booster
potential, expressed in terms of a difference coefficient. The coefficient
indicates the deviation of the recorded booster frequency for each category
from its ‘expected’ (word-class proportional) frequency.?2 The coefficient may
vary from +1 to -1; a plus value indicates overrepresentation of boosters in the
category (high booster potential), a minus value underrepresentation (low
booster potential).

As shown in the table, the word categories are differentiated along a
gradient, with those having a high booster potential at the top and those having
a low booster potential at the bottom; categories near the middle of the scale
(roughly within + 0.1) can be described as ‘neutral’. Qutstanding at the top of
the scale we recognize the intensifier very and the class of predeterminers,
chiefly represented by the quantifier @l and the intensifier guite. Other
quantifying classes also appear high up in the scale, such as postdeterminers
(which include the cardinals), quantifying central determiners (some, any, no,
every, another), and compound pronouns (which include the universal
pronouns anybody and anything). We also find the archetypical ‘open’ word
classes (ly-adverbs, adjectives, full verbs and nouns) in the top half of the
scale, a fact which seems to link the booster with lexical salience. Moreover,
the position of the modal verbs and do above the middle of the scale supports
our previous observation that the booster seems to be associated with
expressions of truth value.
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Table 7:2. Booster potential of major word categories

BOOSTER FREQUENCY

WORD CLASS DIFF.
RECORDED EXPECTED  COEFF.

very 24 3.9 0.72
Predeterminers {all, quite, etc) 13 2.7 (.66
Postdeterminers (one, first, next, etc) 66 19.1 0.55
Quantifying determiners (some, etc¢) 11 35 0.52
ly-adverbs 32 10.4 0.51
Adjectives 96 340 0.48
Indefinite compound pronouns 11 4.1 0.46
Relative pronouns 7 3.0 0.40
Full verbs 182 91.3 0.30
Modal verbs E)| 16.8 0.30
do (all functions) 10 12.0 0.18
Nouns 175 126.5 0.16
Other adverbs 88 64.8 0.15
Demonstrative determiners 9 7.8 0.07
Demonstrative pronouns 9 9.9 - 0.05
Suberdinators 11 13.8 -0.11
be and have (all functions) 23 47.0 -0.34
Prepositions 23 66.6 - 049
Other pronouns g 394 -0.53
Other determiners 6 58.1 -0.81
Infinitive marker to 1 14.5 - 0.87

Thus, certain booster functions suggested in our original word list seem to
be confirmed in Table 7:2. In other respects, however, the scale displayed in
Table 7:2 is rather disappointing. Most of the word classes are functionally
opaque, and the scale as such does not permit any conclusions beyond the fact
(though interesting enough) that the booster is unevenly distributed across the
word classes. The most we can say is that classes containing lexical (or content)
words tend to have a higher booster potential than those containing
grammatical (or function) words, but even this generalization is weakened by
the existence of many grammatical classes at the top of the booster scale.
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There are several reasons why the word categorization in Table 7:2 fails to
reveal anything interesting about the booster (cf Altenberg 1987a:133{f). Many
classes are functionally heterogeneous, eg the adverbs and postdeterminers
which include subcategories with diverse functions. Conversely, many
functions cut across the word classification, as is illustrated by the ‘quantifying’
function which may be realized by several grammatical categories
(predeterminers, determiners, pronouns, nouns, adverbs), Hence, if we wish to
determine the uses of the booster, we must go beyond the word classes and
examine their functions from other perspectives.

7.4 Some functions of the booster

The booster functions that emerge from the material can be classified in
various ways and at different levels of delicacy. In the following survey, I have
used a rather broad semantic-pragmatic classification, but I am aware that
finer distinctions are possible. Needless to say, there is a great deal of overlap
between the different functions, and it often happens that several functions
cooccur in the same example. However, I shall disregard these classificational
problems here and describe each function as if it were a clear-cut and
unproblematic category. For each category I will indicate some typical lexical
and grammatical correlates of the booster.

7.4.1 Intensifying quality and quantity

[f we want to express a high or low degree of something we use an intensifying
word, an amplifier (scaling upwards) or downtoner (scaling downwards). A
typical use of the booster is to give prosodic prominence to such degree words,
especially amplifying adverbs like absolutely, completely, extremely, jolly,
perfectly, quite, right, so, terribly, too, utterly and very:

. N

(5) youlljust SATH and ilhad a Ajolly 'good "A[G}‘GGLE} at the athings he was ASAYINGE
(5.1.6:773-774)

(6) lland it’s Avery INTERESTINGE (S.12.6:702)

(7) youllgo - Aright ‘down - the 'main ROADE (5.12.6:831)

Booster-marked downtoners (a bit, about, a little, rather, quite, somewhat,
virtually, etc) are less common:

(8) I[m m] prelisented + «a» arather ABSURD re'portina ‘wayl (5.1.4:889)
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(9)  lthat's adbous WHATH Iforty (] - lover 'fifty per sCENT (S.14:734-735)
10 1 [‘?ﬁ 'think 'Malcolm's 'TWENTY-SEVENE ITWENTY-EIGHTE - perilhaps a Abit MOREM

(5.1.6:46-48)

Boosters are also frequent with amplifying adjectives, especially those
denoting extreme degree, such as superlatives and what might be called
‘inherent superfatives’:

(11} Ithe's an Aabsolute apoppet HIMaSELFE (5.1.6:1065)

(12) #and Ahe MARRIEDE llone of the aleading sACTRESSES of the TIMER (8.12.6:512-513)
(13) he ligave a Ahuge AFEASTE (5.12.6:523)

(14) Ilhe 'gave a rer*arific 'lot of WORKE (S.12.6:614)

Intensifiers typically modify gradable qualitics and quantities. A booster
cooccurring with an intensifier can consequently be said to function as a
prosodic intensifier. Often, however, we wish to emphasize not the degree of a
phenomenon but a special aspect of it or its scope of reference. Restricted
reference is typically expressed by focusing subjuncts (eg at least, only, just,
wholly) or adjectives (exact, main, peculiar, special, unique), and is often
prosodically emphasized by a booster:

(15) «it» being a [1] awholly sladies’ PARTYN (8.12.6:1001)
(16) ll«even» A{READING} "Ajust ‘those BITSH (S.1.4:283)
(17) lit’s a Aspecial AMEETING 'he’s ADDRESSINGE (S.1.4:1105)

(18) llnow Athis was a au'nique THINGHE (5.12.6:929)

The opposite extreme - wide scope of reference - is mainly expressed by
adjectives denoting totality (complete, universal, whole, etc). These also tend to
attract a booster:

(19) I suplipose 'this is the [kampl] - comaplete ACHOICEN  (S.1.4:79)
(20) bat lithis was de 'feating [8i:] awhaole aBJECT of it (S5.1.4:1166)

(21) (...) as ithough it’s a kind of Acommunal "AL\I'NE on 'thisl (S.1.4:667)

The boosters illustrated so far have accompanied words expressing degree
(high/low) or scope (wide/narrow). In these cases prosody can be said to
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support lexis: an idea already expressed in lexical terms is reinforced by a
booster. However, words do not have to indicate an extreme quality to be
emphasized by a booster. It is often sufficient that they convey something that
the speaker thinks is worth drawing attention to, generally something attractive
or peculiar (beautiful, lovely, famous, good, great, interesting, new, old,
rough, short, etc):

(22) {..) to "ISHOWN that iithis «llwould be an Ainreresting COMPRRISONI (5.1.4:348-350)
(23) so you'll linever 'be in that Akappy POASITIONE (5.1.5:334)

(24) [ir] had CONANECTIONR liwith our Afamous Thomas sGRAYE (S.12.6:700-701)
(25) llone of the REASONSN Iwhy our Alovely "CHORCHE (-..) lis in such a Agood 'state of

preser'vation TO"DAYW - llis (...} (S.12.6:1058-1061)

Qualities of this kind are generally gradable and therefore, as we have seen,
often intensified by a degree adverb. When they are not, as in (22-25), a
booster may achieve much the same effect - compare for instance examples (6)
and (22). Consequently, in its intensifying function the booster can either
reinforce an existing intensifier, or replace it. In this respect speech has a
significant advantage over writing: speakers may not only reinforce a lexical
expression intonationally, they can also use intonation to emphasize something
that is not, or cannot, be expressed verbally. This advantage is highlighted in
cases where a booster accompanies a nongradable adjective, as in (11-14)
above. Such adjectives can only be intensified by prosodic means.

This independent intensifying function of the booster is especially useful
with expressions of quantity. Although some quantifying expressions can of
course be intensified lexically (eg very many, many more, too much; cf also
about fifty per cent and a terrific lot of work above), many cannot, ¢specially
if they already denote extreme degree (as the ‘totality’ adjectives above:
communal, whole, complete). In such cases a booster (or, sometimes, a
maximizer like absolutely or minimizers like at all, whatever) may be the only
means of emphasizing the size of the quantity. This is no doubt the reason why
$0 many expressions of absolute (maximal or minimal) quantity or reference

appear with a booster in the material (eg all, every, no, any, most, anything,
anybody):

(26) we limet Agil the AAMERICANE ICHAIRMENE (S.12.6:793-794)

(27) they llhad Ano DISTRACTIONE (S.12.6:329)
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(28) lland Aevery DAYE Ywe it was lmy 'job to Apump the water 'up (...) (5.12.6:162-163)

n ' B
(29) llcos [7] Aany'body with aany SENSEN would llread the PLAY in the 'wans-LATIONE

(S.1.4:305-306)

However, the booster is not only a useful means of emphasizing extreme
quantities. Any nongradable quantity (whether great or small) that th.e s?eaker
judges to be in some sense extreme or special in the context may be highlighted

by a booster:

(30) Hibut in this athere are Atwo POINTSE (S.1.4:671)

k)
(31) well iithis COLLEGEN has llbeen re'sponsible for the 'loss of Athree - LICENCESH

(5.1.9:497-498)

h . )
(32) we IUSED tol - tfetch the AMILKR - Iifrom 'Grange FARME lwhich was a'bout a

aquarter of a MILER lldown the ARBADI (5.12.6:123-126)

B ¢ . [l
(33) Wand perahaps asome of 'you - could REaMEMBERE what thot ‘numbers they 'really

WEREN (S.12.6:230-231)

7.4.2 Emphasizing truth and modality . .
In the cases illustrated so far the booster has chiefly served to'mtensxf)f or
emphasize an element within the noun phrase - the typical doma.m of }'IDIIOI{S
like quality, quantity and reference. States and events can also be mtefmﬁed af
they are gradable), but it is more common that they are evaluated with regard
to their truth value or likelihood. Thus, a speaker may assert or deny the truth
value of an utterance, or he may take a middle ground and eyfpress some fioubt
or value judgement about its content. Such ‘modal’ meanlr}gs are typxca.lly
expressed by verbs and attitudinal adverbs interacting w1th_ the negétlve
particle not. In all these cases the booster is common as a prosodic e.n'lphamzer.
The truth value of an utterance may be reinforced by content disjuncts and
emphasizing subjuncts like certainly, really, indeed and of course. These are
often supported by a booster:

b \F .
(34) hand [a] - he Acertainly astirred the a[PLACE} aUPE (8.1.6:706)
(35) llwell they "Areally 'haven’t "AANY [IIREASON toll }B (8.1.4:839)

(36) llit was inadeed a aday OUT for 'usH (S.12.6:113)
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But just as we have seen that a booster can replace an intensifying adverb, it
can also function as an independent emphasizer of truth value, whether this is
affirmed or denied. Indeed, this is one of the most frequent uses of the booster

in the material:
{37) khe said Ais the 'Six BELLSI (..} Iistill THEREI (5.12.6:687-690)
(38) «but llwoulds you Ager Athat AUP ‘any 'wherem (S.1.4:531)

(39)  well Il adon’t AKNOWE (5.1.4:1051)

Modality often involves various expressions of possibility, likelihood and
doubt. These notions may be realized in various ways, eg by content disjuncts
(probably, perhaps, etc), by verbs of ‘hedging’ (presume, suppose, think, etc),
and by modal auxiliaries (can, may, must, etc), all of which are frequently
emphasized by a booster:

(40) llor perAhaps it A?S 'lung 'cancerm (5.1.4:1043)
(41) liso I preasume it 'is for aany'body in the afaculty of ARRTSI (5.1.4:1141)

(42) Ill«said» she Amight FAILE (S.1.4:891)

7.43 Emphasizing contrasts
Another frequent use of the booster is to highlight contrastive elements, as

shown in the following examples:
{(43) B llare you Adoing -two or ONE - e=paper this c-year® -
A Honly ASNE. .
S
B UYESH . but lithat’s 2 'main "ALINE 'paper® ITSN'T 'itl 5o Iprobably [j] ayou
will 'have "amore SCRIPTSE than III shall 'have in atwo Aspecial ASUBJECTSE
(5.1.4:860-866)

(44) 1T had a 'seminar TODAYR «in which» llpeople Ahadn’t ‘read the «ASTUFE» N (.o
ASAIDE ishall we [?] 'do 'something ELSEI or lishall T Azell you a 'bout the 'plans for
the anew SYLLABUSM but "IHALF of them had READ itl and the flothers 'said they
'wanted ame to ATALK a'boutitl lsol [AD?D] for a Bi'Tl (...} but we're llgoing to go

‘on with it anext [2)- TIMER (S.1.4:1081-1099)
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As these examples demonstrate, the role of contrastive highlighting is partly
shared by the onset and the nucleus. This possibility is available when the
contrastive element occurs within the normal domain of these two features, i¢
at the beginning and end of the tone unit, as illustrated by for example else,
half and others in (44). (The nucleus may of course also have a booster of its
own and be fronted for extra emphasis.) There is thus an interplay between the
booster and the other markers of pitch prominence in the tone unit: words
requiring special highlighting can be seen as competing for prosodic attention,
and what type of prominence they get is partly determined by the degree of
importance the speaker attaches to them and partly by their position in the tone
umnit.

In the contrastive category we may also include cases of deictic emphasis,
which often involve a contrast, implicitly or explicitly. These are typically
realized by demonstrative pronouns and determiners, and often emphasized by
a booster, as illustrated in

»
Nare Athese SIMILAR
(pointing at two pictures in a collection), or

Nthat was Athis TERM
(implying a contrast with ‘last term’).

7.4.4 Grouping function

In the cases presented so far, the booster has generally served to highlight a
single word for various purposes (intensifying, emphatic or contrastive). But
frequently the booster also has what might be called a ‘grouping’ function,
signalling the beginning of a group of words that belong together semantically
and syntactically. Since the end of such groups is normally in focus, the
booster and the nucleus can be said to delimit the group prosodically and give
it a ‘unifying contour’ within the tone unit. The types of construction most
commonly highlighted in this way are compounds stressed on the last element,
verb-particle combinations with a stressed particle, postmodified and
coordinated noun phrases, and various name combinations:

(45) it was llturned 'into a acountry CLL}BI (5.12.6:739)
(46) liso we 'had to *Aspin it OUTE (S.1.4:1085)

(47) 1lbrought Acups and SAUCERSE (S.1.4:924)
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This grouping function is very frequent in the material (see also a aday JuT and
afaculty of AARTS in (36) and (41) above), and it is possible that it can be given a
more general explanation. I will return to this possibility below.

7.4.5 Other functions
Apart from the functions mentioned, several other uses of the booster are
suggested in the material. I will only mention a few of these here, however.

In some cases the booster seems to have the purely rhythmical function of
supplying the expected degree of prominence in a patterned sequence:

(48) {the family) IRANN as a comAplete 'self-supporting UNITE - libutlers ‘cooks aservants

‘gamekeepers agardeners and the LoTH (5.12.6:444-446)

(49} lIRifleman HARTLEYSE Inumber ase and 50 and 86 and soll [rara] reliport to =-Colonel

2] AGILLIATT (5.12.6:1225-1227)

In other cases (reminiscent of the contrastive use) it functions as a ‘repair’
signal, reinforcing a correction after a hesitation or false start:

(50) so I «had to» Adid it AaGAINE (S.1.4:292)

51) we DEIIC?DEDI or Nirather air was [3] DEACTDED. to lpull it DE)WNI (5.12.6:754-756)

In (51) the booster signals a change of clausal theme (in the sense of Halliday
1985b: 3Bff). Since themes are by definition clause-initial and normally carry
given information, they tend to be prosodically unmarked or, if salient enough,
marked by the onset. However, if a theme occurs after the onset, as in (51), it
may of course be highlighted by a booster like any other element that is felt to
be of special importance. Such ‘thematic highlighting’ is quite common in the
material (about 15% of the boosters affect a thematic element), especially when
the theme is contrastive (as you in (43) and it in (51) above), but also when it
introduces a new referent (52) or point of departure (53), or when an old
referent needs to be reinforced (54):

(52) IMiles LABORATORIESH (...) libent over "ABACKWARDSHE to do "ieverything
e .
POSSIBLEN - ltheir libArarian ‘spent "saYEARSH Illocking up aall the DOCUMENTS of

GRAYB (5.12.6:818-823)

(53) libut the Atrouble ?Sl it was llso "INTERESTINGH - to "IDON (5.1.4:1162-1164)

206

(54) lnice BOYR - lisure Ahe'd HELP youll if you llgot STGCKI (5.1.6:27-29)

Often a booster serves to mark a secondary (subordinate) theme in the tone
unit:

(55) Illdon’t know awhat I'm 'going to 'do a'bout this ASEMINAR TOMORROW M (5.1.4:952)

(56) «and» kyou Acame a'way sAFTER'WARDS N and thought now Awhar have I =-brought

AAWAYE (S.1.6:776-777)

(57) and lithen he says Acourse «if» you Adon't UNDERSTAND thisl - this llsubject’s Anot

for YOUR (5.1.6:920-921)

In cases like these the booster acts much like a secondary onset, serving to
announce the beginning of a new clause (55) or of direct speech (56-57}.

7.5 Conclusion

This brief sketch of some recurrent booster functions in a sample of the
London-Lund Corpus does not of course exhaust the uses of the booster in
speech. Indeed, one striking feature of the booster is its functional versatility.
Although certain (frequently overlapping) uses predominate in the examined
material (see the rough estimation in Table 7:3), it is difficult to identify a

Table 7:3. Relative frequency of major booster functions

FUNCTION %
Truth and modality 28
Grouping 19
Contrast and deixis 17
Thematic highlighting 15
Quantity and scope of reference 14
Degree 11
Quality and special ‘salience’

Disfluency and repair 3
Other
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single underlying force that may cover all its functions. Not even a sweeping
reference to ‘emotive highlighting” is fully adequate: this may be applicable to
the intensifying and emphatic uses, but does not fit the grouping and rhythmic
functions equally well and is, in any case, too general to be really helpful
(which does not exclude it as a major motivating factor).

The interplay between the booster and the other pitch-prominent features,
the onset and the nucleus, has only been touched on here, but it is obvious that
these features may take over some of the roles played by the booster (eg in
contrastive cases) and that, conversely, the booster can be said to act as a
‘secondary’ onset (eg in a subordinate clause following the onset) or nucleus
when these features are already ‘engaged’ for other tasks in the tone unit. In
other words, there is an interesting trade-off relationship between the pitch-
prominent features in such a way that, in tone units of some length, the booster
tends to be used for various ‘subsidiary’ functions, whether it be to express the
speaker’s attitude to some aspect of the utterance or to draw attention to
elements carrying important information.

The latter use of the booster is most clearly revealed in its ‘grouping’
function, ie when it serves to indicate the beginning of a complex constituent.
This function can in fact be generalized a bit further. Complex constituents
almost invariably coincide with the focal element of the tone unit, and the
booster can consequently be said to signal the beginning of the focus (as
suggested by Cruttenden 1986:88). If we simplify a little and regard normal
end-focus as beginning roughly with the first open-class word in the tone unit
(provided it does not convey given information), it appears that about 75% of
the examples can in fact be explained in this way. The remaining examples,
which have a booster outside or inside the focus (chiefly on a contrastive
thematic element or on an emphatic (asserted) transitional verb), can then be
regarded as having ‘marked’ prominence.

However, this explanation leaves several other problems unexplained, for
example why most tone units do not have a booster at all in the head of the
intonation contour, while some may have as many as three, or why the booster
tends to be more attracted to certain words or word classes than to others.
Moreover, although textual differences have not been discussed here, the
booster varies greatly in frequency from one text to another (from 127
instances in text $.1.9 to 256 instances in text 5.1.6), a fact which suggests
considerable situational and individual variation. (There is nothing in the
material to suggest any sex-related differences, but this possibility cannot be
ruled out entirely.) The booster is, it must be emphasized, a speaker-selected
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feature and, despite the patterns revealed here, the least predictable of the
prosodic features (cf Altenberg 1987a:142). It is obvious that a great deal of
further research is needed to clarify its functions in speech and its interaction
with the other pitch-prominent features. What I hope to have shown here are
some possible lines of inquiry and, above all, the possibilities that a collection
of recorded and transcribed speech like the London-Lund Corpus offers for
such research.

Notes

I This chapter is a revised version of a paper (Altenberg 1987c¢) read at the Third Nordic
Conference for English Studies, Hisselby Slott, 25-27 September 1986.

2 The difference coefficient was calculated by means of the following formula (adapted from
Hofland & Johansson 1982:14):

recorded frequency - expected frequency
recorded frequency + expected frequency

The distribution of the word categories was derived from a word-class tagged sample (ten
texts totalling ¢ 50 000 words) from the London-Lund Corpus.
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3

Pauses in monologue
and dialogue

Anna-Brita Stenstrom

8.1 Introduction

When a written paragraph is read aloud, the occurrence of silent pauses is
mainly influenced by graphic arrangements and the syntactic structure of the
text so that, in the ‘ideal delivery’ of the paragraph, pauses tend to fall at
natural constituent breaks (cf eg Brown 1977:91 and Clark & Clark 1977:261).
In writing, the constituent structure is regularly indicated by punctuation, so
that a written paragraph consists of sentences which are separated by a major
punctuation mark (a period, exclamation mark, or question mark); within
sentences, clauses are often separated by a comma.

Spontaneous speech is different from reading aloud. We do not always
speak in full sentences, and pauses in spontancous speech are related to features
of the speech process, to the searching for words and the planning of
utterances. But even though pauses in spontaneous speech signal hesitation and
reflect the speaker’s emotions and attitudes to a much greater extent than
pauses in reading, they are bound to be affected by the syntactic structure of
the utterance. Moreover, pauses in reading and pauses in speech have different
realizations: in reading pauses are mainly silent, but in spontancous speech they
are silent or ‘filled’ (also called ‘voiced’), eg a.m. In spontaneous speech we
also find other items that cooccur with, or substitute for, silent pauses, so-
called ‘verbal fillers’ like well.



The aim of this study is threefold: first, to examine the distribution and
functions of different pause types, including not only pauses ‘proper’, ie silent
pauses (SPs), but also filled (voiced) pauses (FPs), and verbal fillers (VFs);
second, to examine the relation of pause types to prosodic, linguistic and
pragmatic factors; third, to investigate the extent to which pauses can be
predicted.

8.2 Background of this study

A survey of the rich literature on pauses shows that most research has
concentrated on the distribution and functions of SPs in non-spontaneous
speech and, especially in the early works, on $Ps in relation to sentence
structure. A distinction has been made between ‘juncture pauses’ (ie linguistic
or conventional) and ‘hesitation pauses’. Lounsbury (1954), for instance,
defined juncture pauses as brief (100 msec or less), fa]lmg between major
constituents, and listener- orlented and hesitation pauses as longer (up to 3 sec),
Geeurring at ‘points of lowest transition probability’, and marking the
beginning or end of speaker units. Boomer (1965:157), who noticed that half
of the junctures in his material were followed by pauses that were
‘significantly longer than hesitation pauses’, questioned whether pause duration
can be taken as a criterion of function. Barik (1968) observed that pauses
between major constituents may be quite long and suggested that they constitute
a combination of juncture and hesitation pauses.

FPs have consistently been regarded as hesitations, and even signs of stress
and anxiety (cf Lallgee & Cook 1969). An additional function attributed to FPs
is that of turnholder (eg Stenstréim 1984a). With regard to location, Maclay &
Osgoed (1959) observed that, in their data, FPs occurred more often before
content words than before function words, whereas Cook (1971) presents data
showing that FPs may occur just as often before function words. The results of
Blankenship & Kay, on the other hand, indicated that hesitation pauses realized
by /ah/ tended to occur before “structural units’ rather than before lexical
choices (1964:369).

Except for distributional differences between silent and filled hesitation
pauses, it has been suggested that there are large individual differences in FP
rate, for instance due to the pressure of an audience (cf eg Cook 1971) orin a
situation where the speakers cannot see each other (Kas! & Mahl 1965).

The question of encoding units seen as the effect of the relationship between
the location and the function of pauses is a crucial issue in pause research. In
his critical review of studies in pausology in the 50s and 60s, Rochester states
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that it has not been made clear ‘whether pauses function in terms of words,
f)Tl};iEés mtonatlon units, major grammatlcal constituents in Lhe surface or deep [
struc}l_.l_yef 0?', §‘g@grother aspects of utterances not described by lmgulmc ’f
categories’ (1973:54). He speaks in favour of a multilevelled model ‘in which |
content and theme decisions are made initially while later structural and lexical
decisions proceed symmetrically’ (1973:77). Similar approaches, although not
as straightforwardly expressed, are found for instance in Boomer (1970} in
terms of proximal and distal relationships and in Clark & Clark (1977:262ff),
who suggest that speakers plan the skeleton of a sentence before its con-
stituents. Beattie (1983:54) maintains that the main encoding units are supra-
sentential in scope and that speech is planned in higher-order units.

Henderson (1974) raises the question whether encoding units in speech are
identified by time patterns, dismissing the thought that they should be the result
of random processes. And Butierworth (1975), referring to Henderson et al
(1966) and Goldman-Eisler (1968), brings up the cyclical aspect manifested in
a hesitant phase directly related to the amount of phonation in the succeeding
fluent phase (Butterworth 1975:76). The most detailed description of temporal
patterns is provided by Beattie, who found that the mean duration of a
temporal cycle consisting of a hesitant phase followed by a fluent phase was
21.88 seconds (1983:51). In the more recent literature, the emphasis is on the
importance of silent (and fllled) pauses for the 1dent1f1cat10n of ‘information
units’ larger thian the clause (cf eg Brotherton 1979 Beattie 1983, and Chafe
1987).

Since the aim of the TESS project was to contribute to the production of
more natural-sounding synthetic speech, where pauses are bound to play a
crucial role, our aim was to work out a set of rules that automatically and
adequately assign pauses to the synthetic-speech output of a written text. {The
importance of pauses for speech synthesis is stressed in Gérding (1967) who
compared a sequence of recorded spontaneous speech with the same text read
aloud by the original speaker and noticed that the main differences were found
in variations in tempo and pausing. Predictive rules have in fact been proposed
for written language read aloud. Grosjean (1980) suggests the possibility of -
predicting the occurrence and duration of linguistic pauses on the basis of a
model that assigns to each word boundary a predicted share of the total pause
duration of a sentence based on its structural complexity. A similar predictor
model intended for the automatic synthesis from ordinary English text was
proposed by Coker, Umeda & Browman (1973:403), who used a grammatical-
category transition matrix for assigning a numerical pause potential to every
word-pair boundary.
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The predictability of pauses in impromptu speech is of course limited.
Sigurd (1984) reports on preliminary experiments of this type for Swedish.
His computer model of spontaneous speech production divides an utterance into
chunks of 2-3 seconds’ length, which is not governed by syntactic structure,
but avoids chunking between close constituents. A pause is introduced (and a
chunk finished) at the end of a sentence and may also be introduced when the
systemn is looking for a word or planning a new sentence. The model allows
simulation of spontaneous speech with different chunk lengths, filled pauses as
turnholders, and speech errors.

O’Connell & Kowal (1983) conclude their extensive review of research in
pausology, which covers studies as far back as the first half of the century, by
asking for research focusing on ‘naturalistic situations, specifically in dialogue
and multilogue’ instead of ‘studies limited almost entirely to oral reading and
speech production in contrived, artificial situations’ (1983:274). Moreover,
they emphasize that the majority of previous studies have concentrated on SPs
without considering FPs. And their review indicates that pauses realized by VFs
have scarcely even been touched upon.

Access 1o a large corpus of spontaneous speech should provide an excellent
opportunity to describe not only the distributions and functions of SPs and FPs
but also VFs, ie the mixed group of lexical items which serve as fillers of
information gaps in a way similar to SPs and FPs.

8.3 Material and method

The material used for this study consists of ten texts from LLC (version
LLC:0, see pp 19ff); one monologue (with one speaker: S.12.6) and nine
dialogues (including two or more speakers: S.1.1, §.1.2, §.1.4, §.1.5, S.1.8,
S.1.10, S.1.11, §.2.6, S.4.1), totalling approximately 50 000 words. A large
variety of topics are discussed in the texts, ranging from academic subjects to
everyday matters.

Pauses and verbal fillers are defined as follows.

Silent pauses (SPs)

UNIT, indicated by a dash (-) in the transcription, is the interval of an
individual's rhythm cycle from one prominent syllable to the next.

BRIEF, indicated by a dot (-}, is a silence perceivably shorter than unit.

LONG, indicated by two or three dashes (--, ---) or by two dashes followed
by a dot (--+) are from two to three times as long as a unit pause.
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Filled pauses (FPs)

UNIT, indicated by [2:(m)], is equivalent to aunit silent pause.
BRIEF, indicated by [a(m)], is equivalent to a brief silent pause.

The definitions of silent and filled pauses correspond to those of Crystal
(1969:166ff). Pauses in his system are of ‘relative’ length and depend for their
definition on the overall speed of utterance for an individual. This means that
the absolute duration will vary from speaker to speaker. Measurements by
means of a pausemeter (described in Jonsson et al 1982 and Sigurd 1983)
confirmed that, although there was some overlap, there was still a clear
difference in duration not only between various pause types within a particular
text but also between the same type of pause in different texts. To simplify,
pauses indicated by two dashes and a dot (--.) have been included in the
category of long pauses. Combinations of filled and silent pauses will be
referred to as ‘complex’.

Verbal fillers (VFs)

This category includes a number of speech-specific items which are not easily
accounted for as syntactic elements. In an earlier version of our tagging system
they were given a code beginning with ‘D’ (for ‘discourse’) but were later
referred to by AQ-tags (see p 101):

HEDGES kind of, sort of: he's kind of sweet

SOFTENERS 7 mean, you know, you see: we can’l - you know - just go away

STALLERS well: [#:m] well - that’s what I mean

INTTIATORS anyway, now (cf ‘frames’ p 140), have been included here when they cooccur
with pauses, although they are not fillers proper.

The study falls into four main parts, ranging from a general survey of pauses
and fillers in ten conversations to a detailed analysis of silent pauses in relation
to syntactic constituents in one monologue. The last section deals with pauses
and fillers as discourse phenomena.

Part1 (Sections 8.4-8) examines the overall distribution of pauses and of
pauses in combination with VFs in ten texts.

Part 2 (Section 8.9) accounts for the location of pauses and VFs at turn shifts
and between and within tone units in ten texts.
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Part3 (Section 8.10) focuses on the distribution of SPs and FPs in the
syntactic structure of one text (the monologue).

Part4 (Section 8.11) discusses pauses and verbal fillers as discourse items in
one-, two-, and multi-party talk.

Since the study abounds in statistics, each section will be terminated by a
summary of the main tendencies,

8.4 Frequency of pauses and verbal fillers

The density of SPs, FPs and VFs varied a great deal between the texts, both as
regards the total number of pauses and fillers and the relative frequency of the
different pause categories. Figure 8:1 shows that SPs dominated, that VFs and
combinations of SPs and FPs were relatively rare, but that VFs + P were more
frequent than SP + FP combinations. The differences in frequency are
particularly obvious in text §.12.6, a prepared -d monologie as opposed to the
rest of the texts whlch are all sponlaneous d1alogues (the texts are described in

dlalogues is also notable W'hy, for mstance does tmmy
SPs and text Si4so few‘?my is the difference in occurrence between
sPs and FPs so small in text 2.67 One reason is of course individual speaker
habits: some speakers pause more than others and some use FPs while others
do not. Another reason is the speech s1tuat10n the speakers may be on more or
less intimate terms and the conversations may range from serious discussions
to informal chats. In each of the three subtexts making up text S.1.2, for
instance, two male academics discuss strictly academic matters; in text S.1.4 a
couple of colleagues chat about less serious matters while choosing pictures for
the department; in text S.2.6, with more FPs than in the other dialogues, the
four speakers seem to insert an FP in strategic places in their attempts to get
the turn. The overall distribution is shown in Table 8:1. The total number of
Ppauses and verbal fillers per text varied from 1036 in text S 12to 525 in text
S.1.4. Note that téxt S.1Z.6 contained the third largest number of pauses (and
verbal fillers).

The proportion of SPs was very high (76%) compared to that of FPs (10%
including glottal FPs) and cooccurrences of SP and FP (5%), but there were
considerable variations within the texts. The largest proportion of SPs
occorred in text S.12.6 (96%) the smallest in text 2.6 (60%). The distribution
in texts S.1.4 and $.12.6 is of special interest, since much of the remaining
discussion concentrates on pauses in these two texts.
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Figure 8:1. Distribution of SPs, FPs and VFs from 10 texts.
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The fact that FPs were far less frequent than SPs (cf Crystal 1969:167), may
be an indication of their basically different functions: SPs serve Ltypically as

]uncture pauses, while FPs primarily indicate hesitation.

8.5 The ratio of pauses to number of words and tone units

The proportion of SPs, FPs, and VFs in relation to the number of words and
tone units is shown in Table 8:2 (where no distinction has been made between
types of pause and between categories of filler). The large variation in
words/pause ratio and tone units/pause ratio is striking: words per SP range
from 13.5 to 6.3 and tone units per SP from 3.3 to 1.6; words per FP range
from 416.7 to 27.3 and tone units per FP from 102.3 to 7.1; words per VF
range from 238.1 to 44.6 and tone units per VF from 81.8 to 13.7.

How do we account for this variation? Let us consider text 5.12.6 with its
extreme figures. As shown in Figure 8:1, this text contains more SPs than the
dialogues. Consequently the words/SP and tone units/SP ratios are low. By
contrast, it has fewer FPs and VFs than the dialogues, and therefore the ratios
for FP and VF are high. This means that there is a large proportion of silence
in text S.12.6, which in turn results in comparatively slow speech.
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Table 8:1. SPs, FPs, and VFs in ten texts,

P-TYPE 1.2 1.1 126 26 41 111 18 110 1.5 1.4 TOTAL
POBHTRE D LR TR
L AR AR L
S PR (P R R A I O A
pew YT Y MR RBL
S B A O A A
SRR R
sl L E N PO R I N O

TOTAL 1036 860 821 782 735 732 721 610 582 525 7404
% 14 12 11 10 10 10 10 8 8 7

If the average number of words and tone units per SP, FP, and VF is
calculated, we get the following result:

Words per SP: 93
Words per FP:  149.6
Words per VF: 714

Tone units per SP: 2.4
Tone units per FP:  36.3
Tone units per VF: 243

However, the average number of words and tone units per pause type tells us
nothing about the exact location of the pauses. These figures do not show, for
instance, that approximately every second tone unit is preceded by an SP, or
thaf speakers’ planning embraces 2.4 tone units. (This in turn presupposes that
an interpausal unit is coextensive with a planning unit, which is not necessarily
true.) What we might say is that the speaker’s ‘performance units’ (cf Section
8.9.6) have a certain average length. But exactly what is to be found in the
units is still unclear.
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In this connection, it may be mentioned that Little (1963:50) found that
‘vocalized pauses’ realized by well and uh in sophisticated speech occurred at a
rate of one per 25 words; a rough estimation of the frequency of well + FP in
the present data indicates one occurrence per 16 words. However, since we are
not trying to produce rules for ‘natural’ pauses in impromptu speech but for
written English read aloud, our main concern is the frequency and location of
Muses not Tilled pauses or “vérbal Tillers, which are typical of
spontaneous speech. Notice the low density of FP and VF in text $.12.6, which
comes closest to reading in the corpus (Table 8:1).

However, brief SPs (represented by a single dot in the transcription) make a
special case in sometimes being so brief as to be difficult to identify
unambiguously and will not have a high priority for pause prediction.
Therefore, T made a special study of the distribution of SPs that were longer
than brief in relation to the number of words and tone units. The average
number of words per SP longer than brief was 22.7 and the average number of
tone units per SP longer than brief was 5. Note that the comparatively low
number of words and tone units per SP in text S.12.6 (Table 8:2) is the effect
of the large proportion of brief SPs. We will now look at the distribution of

SPs, FPs, and VFs in greater detail.

Table 8:2. Rates of SP, FP, and VF in relation to words and TUs.

TEXT WORDS TUs WORDS TUs WORDS TUs
PER SP PER SP PER FP PER FP PER VF PER VF

S.1.4 13.5 33 83.3 20.5 48.5 14.6
S.L.5 11.3 29 128.2 33.6 45.9 15.9
S.1.10 11.2 29 111.1 29.0 44.6 16.1
S52.6 10.7 2.8 273 7.1 59.5 19.5
S.1.8 10.0 23 70.4 16.0 459 13.7
S.1.1 8.1 1.9 459 11.1 48.5 14.6
S.1.11 7.7 1.9 200.0 50.6 75.8 253
5.1.2 72 2.1 28.1 82 50.0 239
S4.1 7.8 1.7 384.6 84.5 57.5 17.2
S5.12.6 6.3 1.6 416.7 102.3 238.1 81.9
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8.6 Silent and filled pauses

More than half the total number of SPs were brief. And the longer the pause
the less frequent it was, as is reflected in the decreasing numbers in Table 8:3,
with the overall frequencies of 58% brief, 27% unit, and 15% long for silent
pauses. There are large variations in pause length between individual texts.
Compare for instance the moenologue (5.12.6) and text S.4.1 (a dialogue), both
with 26% unit SPs but with very different numbers of long SPs (9% and 27%,
respectively),

Considering that brief SPs were much more frequent than unit §Ps, it is
interesting to note the reverse tendency for FPs. Table 8:4 shows that 48%
were unit and 41% brief FPs. This, however, is a consequence of the large
number of unit FPs in two of the texts (5.1.2 and, especially, §.2.6). The fact
that, in some texts, brief FPs were more common than unit FPs indicates that
the appearance of one or the other pause Lype 1s is very much a matter of speaker
habit and s_I_)eech sxtuanon In combinations of silent and filled pauses, the
general tendency was for FP to precede SP. Cases with SP preceding FP were
comparatively few in most of the texts. Both types are illustrated in (1):

(1) isis 2] - IMallet has proaduced a [5:m] a (REAVISED} CONSTIaTUTIONE UFORE [5i]

ISchool of YIDDISHE -« in liwhich {a:m] the main APBINTI of my (...) (8§.1.2:22-23)

FP generally preceded SP at the beginning of the utterance, but not necessarily
in initia] position as in (1), and SP usually preceded FP within the utterance:

in llwhich . [a:m] the main APSN]‘I

In the first case FP is used as a turntaker, in the second as a tumholder (the
location of pauses in relation to turntaking will be discussed in detail in
Sections 8.3 and 8.5). The tendency for SP to follow FP is a natural conse-
quence of the composition of my corpus; nine of the ten texts were dialogues
with FPs generally appearing in tumn-initial position. The monologue contained
only four instances of the FP + SP combination,

Although combinations of SP and FP can be quite complex, they were, on
the whole, rather infrequent in this material. The most common types of

combination were SP+FP+SP and FP+SP+FP. The dialogue was alone in having
no such combinations.

220

Table 8:3. Distribution of SPs.
Sp- TEXTS
LENGTH 126 1.2 1.11 4.1 1.1 1.8 26 110 1.5 14 TOTAL
252

IEF 516 464 312 301 390 280 290 227 237 235 3
quR 65 67 48 47 63 56 62 51 53 64 58
UNIT 203 169 187 169 139 143 136 130 141 105 1522
% 26 24 29 26 23 29 29 26 32 28 27

N 70 59 150 173 85 77 40 50 66 30 840
I%JO ¢ 9 9 23 27 14 15 9 20 15 8 15
TOTAL 789 692 649 643 614 500 466 447 444 370 5614

L
%3?314 14 12 12 11 11 9 8 8 8 7 100
Table 8:4. Distribution of FPs.
TEXTS

P-TYPE 2.6 12 1.1 18 14 10 1.5 1.1t 41 126 TOTAL %
BRIEF
[a(m)] 33 87 54 32 4 17 9 12 10 6 301 4
UNIT
[a:(m)] 132 69 50 33 12 17 25 10 1 6 355 48
FP COMB
[a(m)] + 6 5 2 2 1 1 2 lg 3
[3:(m)] + 3 1 1 2 1
GLOTTAL FP 9 16 3 3 4 10 3 2 2 0 52 7
TQTAL 183 178 109 71 60 45 39 25 13 12 735
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8.7 Verbal fillers

In spontaneous conversation, VFs often cluster with SPs and FPs as illustrated in

(2):

(2) and IIRLL this was DONE [2:]m -- lby -- =kind of =letting - [a:] - -+ II{WELL]

IREALLY by 'just [a:] --'sort of [a]® - listarting from ANOTHINGE (8.2.3:115-117)

The example may seem exaggerated but is by no means unique. Goldman-
Eisler (1968) found that the proportion of silence in relation to the total
speaking time ranged between 13% and 67% in her impromptu talk data. This
example shows that long silences do not exclude but rather invite other
hesitation phenomena. The distribution of VFs and pauses in the ten texts is
presented in Table 8:5. Generally speaking, VFs occurred more often alone
than accompanied by a pause.

The monologue had a different distribution of VFs than the dialogues with a
very low total number of VFs {(and a pause). Only the initiator now and the
staller well were fairly well represented, with the latter used in utterance-
initial position like the initiators anyway and rnow, eg to resume or shift topics:

(3) -- llwell Stoke 'Court as you AKNOWE (§.12.6:699)

Table 8;5. VFs with and without a pause (P) in 1en texts
(+ P means any order of VF and P).

VE-TYPE 1.10 1.8 1.5 14 1.1 12 41 26 111 126 TOTAL %

SOFTENER

ALONE 44 41 26 25 35 22 18 26 11 1 249 28
+P 29 30 17 22 15 25 16 10 10 - 174 19
WELL

ALONE 15 28 26 42 35 29 31 29 26 8 269 30
+P g 4 14 10 8§ 13 10 13 9 3 92 10
HEDGE

ALONE 10 4 16 4 1 3 3 2 5 - 50 6
+P 5 2 7 - 3 2 4 1 2 - 26 3
INTTTATOR

ALONE 1 - 2 - 3 2 2 (2 2 4 18 2
+P - - 1 - 3 4 1 1 1 5 16 2
TOTAL 112 109 109 103 103 100 8§87 84 66 21 894
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It was SPs (rather than FPs and complex pauses) that occurred with VFs,
probably because VFs can fill the gaps in the same way as FPs and complex
pauses. Softeners, which were more often found turn-medially than in other
positions, were accompanied by brief SPs in most cases. This points to their
role as emphasizers rather than hesitators. The hedge sort of was accompanied
by a unit SP as often as a brief SP. Initiators cooccurred with unit SPs more
often than brief SPs and also fairly often with unit FPs, maybe a reflection of
their frequent position in the hesitation area at the beginning of a turn.
Surprisingly, well was more often accompanied by a brief SP than a unit SP,
which seems to indicate that it was used as a response-initiator signalling
‘insufficiency’ more often than as a staller signalling hesitation. On the other
hand, well was found with long and complex pauses more often than other VF
categories, which points to its use in hesitation areas.

In most of the cases the pause preceded VF. The exceptions were sort of,
which usually came immediately before a pause, and you see which, unlike you
know, more often preceded the pause (for the difference in functions, see
Svartvik & Stenstrém 1985 and Erman 1987).

8.8 Summing up

«  We can note that the total occurrence of pauses per individual text ranged
between 14% and 7% (Table 8:1).

+ In the individual texts, SPs ranged between 96% and 60% of the total
number; FPs (including glottal Fps) from 23% to 1%; VFs from 13% to
2% (Table 8:1).

+  76% of the pauses in the ten texts consisted of SPs alone; 10% consisted of
Fps alone (including glottal FPs); 8% consisted of VFs alone (Table 8:1).

«  58% of all sPs were brief and 42% unit or longer; the figures are almost
exactly the opposite for FPs (Table 8:3).

s FPs were less frequent than SPs and generally also than VFs in relation to
words and tone units; exceptions were texts 5.2.6, §.1.1 and §.1.2 (Table
8:2).

+  SPs served typically as juncture pauses; FPs primarily indicated hesitation.

+  FP tended to precede SP at the beginning of an utterance; SP preceded FP
within the utterance.

«  Brief (rather than unit or long) SPs were followed by FP; unit (rather than
brief) FPs were followed by SP.

*  One in three VFs was accompanied by SP or FP or by a combination of
both and more often by SP (generally brief) than FP,
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»  The pause (generally SP) preceded VF in most cases; exceptions were sort
of and you see.

+  Anyway and now attracted the highest and well the lowest proportion of
pauses in relation to their total number, 89% and 34% respectively (Table
8:5).

8.9 The location of pauses and verbal fillers

The location of pauses and verbal fillers has been examined from two main
points of view:

Turntaking: To what extent do speakers pause at turn shifts and what
types of pause do they use then?

Tumn organization: Once the speaker has taken the turn, how does he
organize his speech, judging by the way he pauses?

Since the distribution of pauses involving VFs is markedly different in
monologue and dialogue structure, each subsection begins with a general
survey of the location in the ten texts before narrowing down to a comparison
of occurrences in the monologue (text 5.12.6) and one of the dialogues (text
S.1.4).

For the comparative study of these two texts it will be useful first to take a
Iook at their general characteristics. Text S.12.6 was selected since it was
found to be the monologue in the corpus that came closest to reading, and text
S.1.4 was chosen for contrast (as one of many dialogues). The two texts differ
especially in the following respects:

»  The monclogue contains no interruptions from a second party other than
in the form of laughter; it is a basic characteristic of the dialogue to
contain turntaking.

+  The monoclogue is unscripted but prepared, and maybe partly read; the
dialogue is spontaneous,

. Wmmb&oﬂm;&grd tone units; in the monologue
such tone units contain words like and, but, so, and now which link
clauses together and serve to carry the talk forward; in the dialogue the
majority of the one-word tone units consist of feedback signals, such as
ves, no, and m,
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»  The speaker in the monologue is exceptionally slow; both parties in the
dialogue are fast speakers and fast turntakers, which partly explains the
differences in tone unit scgmentation and pause distribution.

The amount of speech (reflected in the number of tone units produced in a
certain period of time) was more than twice as large in the dialogue, with 1227
tone units in 22 min 20 sec, as in the monologue, with 1211 tone units in 47
min 50 sec (cf Altenberg 1987a:22). It is possible, however, that the_ low
speech rate in the monologue is not the effect of high pause frequency. alone
buTof"'ﬁéij’sé i'ate in combination with ‘short unit segmentation‘ involving
words pei' tone umt were produced in the monologue than in the dlalogue (not
mcludmg feedback 51gnals and instances of simultaneous speech which cause a
skewed distribution). This suggests that segmentatlon into shorter tone units
per se had a speed-reducing effect, a matter that Thdve not looked into here.
‘"'Examples (4) and (5) illustrate the overall difference in tone unit
segmentation in the two texts, with a pause separating each tone unit in (4) but
not in (5):

N N . N
{(4) the lHanbury FAMILY® - ILIVED THEREM - with lIifive CHILDRENE - and lishe
N . b . . )
AACTUALLYE - lIfinished her AEDUACATIONE - in llwhat is KNOWNE Has the servants

=HALLE (5.12.6:412-418)

(5)  #xlll wass* [2] Il was [a:m] « rellduced just to 'putting "aone of AEACHBE but [31 it] it

"lidoes 'spell it OUTH if you've got « "ltwos PASSAGESE (S.1.4:357-359)

8.9.1 Pauses and verbal fillers at turn boundaries and within turns
Since pauses and fillers at turn boundaries can only be observed in dialogues,
no comparison with text $.12.6 has been made in this section,

VFs accompanied by a pause (before or after) occurred at turn boundaries
and within turns in the nine dialogues as shown in Table 8:6. Softeners in
combination with a pause were most often found within the turn. This result
was expected for / mean, which often serves to introduce an afterthought or an
explanatory remark, but not for you see and you know, which usually occur in
turn-final position inviting feedback. The turn-medial position of you see and
vou know can therefore be taken to indicate either that the listener gave silent
instead of oral feedback, or that the feedback consisted of minimal
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Table 8:6. Position of VF+P in the turn in nine dialogues
{‘medial’ is anywhere between the first and the last word).

VF-TYPE INITIAL MEDIAL FINAL TOTAL
SOFTENER+P

you know 9 66 22 97

you see 5 22 7 34

I mean 6 37 43
WELL+P

well 43 44 2 89
HEDGE+P

sort of 26 26
INITIATOR+P

anyway 2 1 3

now 7 i 8
TOTAL 72 197 31 300

responses like mhm, ves, right, which are no proper turns, or that the feedback
came at the same time as you see and you know.

Surprisingly enough, the figures indicate an equal distribution of well + P
within and at the beginning of a turn, One would have expected well to be
much more frequent in turn-initial position, considering its typical function as
a response-initiator (for a different distribution, see Little 1963:49 and
Svartvik 1980a). Moreover, ‘within’ in Table 8:6 includes well + P in second
position, eg [a:m] well, yes well, etc. The hedge sort of + P was not found at
turn-boundaries in this data. The initiators anyway + P and now + P occurred
as topic/aspect shifters both turn-initially and within the turn.

Table 8:7. SPs and FPs at tum boundaries in Text S.1.4.

P-TYPE BRIEF  UNIT LONG COMBINATIONS TOTAL

SILENT 35 18 5 58
FILLED 3 2 5
COMPLEX 5 5
TOTAL 38 20 5 5 68
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The distribution of SPs and FPs at turn boundaries in text S.1.4 is shown in
Table 8:7. The fact that there were such frequent interruptions, with speakers
not waiting for their turn, explains to some extent the few pauses in connection
with speaker shifts. This results in what Orestrom calls ‘unsmooth’ speaker
shifts (1983:138-71), as in (6):

(6) B: wellit’s sort of ATBO . ilYESl *itS4

A: *I« IMEANN it lwould c-be a 'bit ‘out of APLACE +SOMEHOW+ 1 (5.1.4:479-482)

Here A starts his tumn before B has finished («/+ is simultaneous with it's+).
Orestrom found that, in his data, consisting of ten face-to-face LLC dialogues,
only 14.8% of the turntakings were unsmooth (1983:166).

Whether SPs between turns should be attributed to the current or next
speaker is an open question. However, it might be assumed that turn-final SPs
generally serve as turnyielders in ordinary conversation as opposed to, for
instance, interviews, where the interviewee makes a pause before answering a
tricky question. With FPs, on the other hand, it was quite obvious that they
served as turn initiators:

(7) A [#:m] - the the llpoint ISW that lithis «has got [igz)» [2] has been afilled up with
EXAAMINATION t-papersl x—s llyou SEE® %-x (S.1.2:866-868)

8.9.2 Pauses and verbal fillers at tone unit boundaries

Of all instances of VF + P just over one third came immediately after a tone
unit boundary. The remaining two thirds were found immediately before a
tone unit boundary or in post-onset position. The distribution in the ten texts is
presented in Table 8:8, which however does not specify whether the pause
came before or after VE. The difference in position between you see and you
know + P on the one hand and / mean + P on the other is worth noticing. You
see and you know + P typically preceded a tone unit boundary, either ter-
minating the information contained in the tone unit:

(8) is sort of begging for the AMOONE - «you ISEEM » (S.1.1:743-744)
or introducing the new information provided in the next tone unit:

(% [2:m]-- lland [a:m] you KNOWR - #if Athis is ARLSO COMER lifrom [a} -

NIGHTINGALE - (...) (S.1.1:268-271)
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Table 8:8. VF+P/P+VF immediately following a tone unit
boundary in ten texts.

VF-CATEGORY AFTER TU OTHER TOTAL
BOUNDARY POSITION

SOFTENER+P

you know 25 72 97

you see 1 33 34

I mean 25 18 43
WELL+P

well 36 56 92
HEDGE+P

sort of 20 6 26
[NITIATOR+P

anyway 4 4

now 5 7 12
TOTAL 112 196 308

I mean + P typically occurred after a tone unit boundary (in pre-onset posi-
tion), also introducing new information in the next tone unit:

(1) it's -~ ALRNGUAGE. --- I'mean Ilmy iadea would {...) (5.1.1:292-293)
but also in post-onset position with the same function:

(11) [a:m] -~ «llwell  mean» + the liway these chaps AGON (S.1.1:595)

One moot point in intonation studies is whether tone units are by definition,
or typically, separated by pauses. Or should the presence or absence of pauses
between tone units be descnf)_ed as speaker/toplc/snuatlon speamay of
avmdmg the problem altogether “would be to opt Tor “pause-defined units’
instead of ‘contour-defined’ tone units, as suggested by Brown, Currie &
Kenworthy 1980:69ff), ie chunks of speech bounded by SPs instead of tone unit
boundaries. However, since LLC has been aﬁﬁf&sed in terms of tone units, thls
is not the place to go into this general question. Yet the corpus can be used for
studying the relation between pauses and tone unit boundaries.

To get a rough idea of the distribution of SPs and FPs at tone unit
boundaries 1 examined the first, middle, and last one hundred tone units in
S.12.6 and §.1.4, and found that only slightly more than half of the tone units
in the former cooccurred with a pause and no more than one in four in the
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Table 8:9. Tone unit boundaries with (+P) and without (-P) a following pause.

TEXT 5.12.6 TEXT S.1.4
TU boundary -P TU boundary +P TU boundary -P TU boundary +P
127 173 240 60

latter. The results appear in Table 8:9, in which figures from the first, middle
and final one hundred tone units in each text have been conflated. Pauses
cooccurred with_tone unit boundaries almost three times as often in the

'monologue as in the dialogue. The most obvious reason for this is that pauses

are less likely to be found in a dialogue with generally very short turns, often

consisting of just a backchannel item making up a one-word tone unit, than in a
monologue where the same speaker goes on speaking for nearly 50 minutes.
Brief SPs dominated in both conversations while FPs and complex pauses were
extremely rare. On the basis of this sample, then, the answer to the question
*Are tone units typically separated by pauses?’ is that it depends on whether the
talk occurs in a monologue or a dialogue.

8.9.3 Pauses and verbal fillers within tone units

Verbal fillers may make up separate tone units, with or without pauses. Table
8:10 shows how often VF + P made up a separate tone unit and the location
within the tone unit (no distinction has been made between cases where P
preceded and followed VF). VF + P constituted a separate tone unit in more
than one third of the cases:

(12) +IWELL [5:]W when [ EFIRST dids ARISTOPHANESE (S.1.4:275-276)
Only sort of + P did not appear in that position:

(13) lisort of « aSERVICE FLATSR (S.1.10:1039)

Another third appeared in the middle of a tone unit:

(14) butllit’s [am] - T mean it’s ligot SHAPEN (5.1.8:658)
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Table 8:10. Position of VF and pause within tone units.

ONSET POSITION:  Indicates that the iterns occurred immediately before or
immediately after onset without constituting a separate tone unit.
TUMEDIAL:  Denotes position between ‘onset position” and “TU boundary

follows’.
TU BOUNDARY FOLLOWS:  Indicates that the items occurred immediately before a tone unit
boundary.
VE-TYPE ONSET MEDIAL TU BOUNDARY SEPARATE TOTAL
POSITION INTU FOLLOWS TU
SOFTENER+P
you know 10 10% 25 26% 4 4% 58 60% 97
Yyou see 4 12% 1 3% 8 24% 21 62% 4
I'mean 15 35% 25 58% 1 2% 2 5% 43
WELL+P
well 24 26% 6 39% 1 1% 31 34% 92
HEDGE+P
sort of 6 23% 20 T1% 26
INITIATOR+P
anyway 4 100% 4
now 6 50% 5 42% 1 8% 12
TOTAL 65 21% 112 36% 14 5% 117 38% 308

The least favoured position was immediately before a tone unit boundary,
which is explained by the fact that the only VF-items that usually appear in that
position are you know and you see:

(15) IMOSTLY it 'means thathl the likids AREN'T - {you ISEER1}@ (S.1.10:93-96)

Looking at individual VF-items + P we notice that most instances of you see + P
and you know + P constituted a separate tone unit (62% and 60%, respec-
tively). I mean + P occurred more frequently in medial position, while well
was found in onset position almost as often as in a separate tone unit. Finally,
anyway + P unlike now + P occurred only in a separate tone unit: .

(16) ANYWAYH - shall we ITURN to (...) (8.2.6:380-381)

(17) - » now lipoor Sir FREDERICKI - got imixed l‘}Pl (S.12,6:623-624)

The total number of pauses within the tone unit was almost the same in the two
texts. SPs constituted the most common pause type in both, although SPs were
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relatively more frequent in the monologue. Table 8:11 presents the total
distribution of SPs and FPs, and complex pauses between and within tone units.
Pauses in combination with speaker shifts in text S.1.4 (68 instances, see Table
8:7) are excluded. Pauses l_)_g_tg{gen tone units were by far the most freg_uem in
both texts, reallzery SPs in the majority of the cases. But there is an
mterestmg difference in proportion within the texts: twice as many pauses
occurred between as within tone units in the dialogue compared with four
times as many in the monologue. This points to a relatively higher degree of
concurring performance and tone units in the monologue than in the dialogue.
Although the monologue contained twice as many SPs as the dialogue, the
difference in number within the tone unit was less significant. This only serves
to stress that the difference in $P frequency is due to pauses occurring between
the tone units.

When it comes to FPs the result was the opposite: the dialogue contained
four times as many FPs as the monologue (75% of which occurred within the
tone unit in the dialogue, as compared with 67% in the monologue). Since FPs
are hesitation signals in the first place, this shows not only. that the two parties
in the spontancous dialogue hesitated more often than the speaker in the
preplanned monologue but also that hesitation is a very ‘local’ phenomenon,
The fact that the total distribution of silent, filled, and complex pauses was less
uneven in the dialogue than in the monologue highlights the different speech
situations.

Table 8:11. Distribution of $Ps and FPs in
a monologue and a dialogue.

PAUSE MONO DIA
WITHIN TUs
silent 144 69
filled 8 37
complex 4 12
TOTAL 156 118
BETWEEN TUs
silent 645 245
filled 4 15
complex 3 8
TOTAL 652 268
TOTAL 808 386
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8.9.4 Summing up

« I mean, you know and you see, and sort of in combination with a pause,
were found more often in medial than in initial and final position, but not
anyway, now, and well (Table 8:6).

» In the dialogue, less than every fourth speaker-shift had a pause, usually
brief and silent {Table 8:7).

«  FPs occurred in turn-initial position; whether SPs were turn-initial or
turn-final could not be determined.

«  VFs were less often found immediately after a tone unit boundary than
anywhere else (Table 8:8).

+  The agreement between tone unit boundaries and occurrence of pauses
was unexpectedly low (Table 8:9).

. FPs were more frequent within TUs, SPs between tone units (Table 8:11).

»  You know, you see, and anyway occurred more often in a separate tone
unit; / mean, well, and sort of were more often found in medial position;
now (as opposed to anyway) preferred onset position (Table 8:10).

8.10 Pauses as linguistic demarcators

One of the aims of this study was to suggest rules for automatic pause
assignment based on the occurrence of pauses in genuine speech, notably pauses
separating syntactic constituents. With this in mind I made a special study of
one of the texts. Since it was preferable to use data that was as close as possible
to writing, I selected text S.12.6, which is largely free from the hesitations,
reformulations, and anacolutha that are typical of impromptu speech. Clearly,
a far more extensive material is needed for writing reliable predictive rules
for pause assignment. Therefore I shall only point to the main tendencies in
this text. (For previous research in this area, see Section 8.1.)

Strings of words delimited by pauses will be referred to as ‘performance
units’ (cf Section 8.10.6). Such strings, which may or may not run across tonc
unit boundaries, are free from internal pauses and roughly equivalent to what
Beattie (1983) refers to as ‘fluent units’. Since pauses operate not only at the
syntactic level but also at the discourse level, Section 8.10 will be devoted to
pauses as ‘discourse markers’.

Both SPs and Fps separated syntactic constituents and pauses were classified
according to whether they were found between sentences, ie where a full
stop would be likely in writing; between clauses, ie where a full stop would
not be likely in writing; between the clause elements S, vV, C, O, and A

/ (Quirk et al 1985:49); between phrase elements, ie words in noun phrases
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(NPH), verb phrases (VPH), adjective phrases (JPH), adverb phrases (APH),
prepositional phrases (PPH); with conjunctions.

The four-level tagging of the text helped to determine which of these levels
were affected by the pause (cf Chapter 4). This is demonstrated in Figure 8:2.

(a) a unit SP separates a conjunction from a preposition that is part of a
prepositional phrase functioning as an adverbial;

(b) a unit SP separates a determiner from its head in the noun phrase;

(c} a unit SP separates a verb from its object;

(d) aunit SP separates the initiator now from the rest of the discourse.

Note that although (a) and (d) are very similar they are not identical; rhat in
(a) is part of a clause containing a fronted adverbial:

"
(18) the most imodern 'farm ABUILDINGSH that - llin that PERIODN were llrather UANIQUEN

(5.12.6:594-596)

Figure 8:2. Four-level tagging.

b
(a) that - in [llthat PERIODE
WORD-CLASS level cp PA TD NC
PPH
§ A
(b) lleaving all his - CARSE
VA+G EC TB NC+2
PHRASE level VPH NPH
v 0
b 7
{c) it would INTEREST - ME
RC  VM+9 VA+O RB
NPH VPH NPH
CLAUSE level 5 v o}
> % E
(d) INow -  ||AFTER the ALLUYSONSHE
DI PA TA NP+2
PPH
A
DISCOURSE level . INIT
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But now could not be incorporated in the following clause:

(19) INOWR - UAFTER . the ALLUYSONSR - [»:] Sir IIPhilip aWiLD® (...) listopped - and

ALIVED at 'this par'ticular MANSIONE  (S.12.6:733-737)

Now is here a self-contained item which serves to initiate a new stage in the
narrative and belongs to a separate level, referred to as the ‘discourse level’ in
our system,

When examining pauses in the syntactic hierarchy it was necessary to go
across tone unit boundaries. The fact that the tone unit is regarded as the basic
prosodic (and information) unit does not necessarily imply that tone units and
syntactic units are related in a one-to-one fashion. 81% of all SPs in text S.12.6
occurred between tone units, but only 19% within tone units (Table 8:12). The
majority of all SPs were brief, followed by unit SPs, while longer $Ps were
comparatively few, especially within tone units. In the FP category, unit FPs
occurred more often than brief but both types were rare,

Table 8:12 shows the overall distribution of SPs and FPs in relation to
sentence, clause, phrase, and word transitions.
tendencies could be observed:

The following general

Ps between SENTENCES were unit or longer and occurred between TUs.
Ps between CLAUSES were generally brief and occurred between TUs.

Ps between CLAUSE ELEMENTS were brief and occurred between TUs.

Ps between WORDS in phrases were brief and occurred within TUs.

Ps with REFORMULATIONS were unit or brief and occurred between TUs.

Separatlon of sentences by means of pauses was mainly achieved with unit
SPs; double and treble SPs were rare ifi @ any other position. UNrSPswere-meore
often found between clause elements than between clausmbnef"sm
occurred chiefly between e]ements of clause structure.

" FPs were rare in this position. Neithér unit nior Bref FPs cooccurred with
sentence or clause boundaries. But it is possible to detect a slight tendency for
unit FPs to occur between clause elements and in reformulations and for brief
FPs to occur between lexical words (cf Maclay & Osgood 1959).

Crystal (1969:170) found that over 60% of all pauses occurred between
clauses or elements of clause structure, but according to this study, the
majority of the pauses occurred between clause elements and not between
clauses. Maclay & Osgood (1959) observed that FPs tend to occur at phrase

AV ot A iy,
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Table 8:12. Pauses between and within (underlined) TUs in relation to syntactic components
in text 5.12.6,
SILENT FILLED
. - —fe Total [3:m] [am] Total
Between
semtences 82 111 61 254
Benveen
clauses
coordinate 23 2 1
subordinate
relatve 9 6 3 1
other+conj| 14
-oonjJ 4 1 1 63 8
ellipsis/non-
ﬁnilt)e 10 3 13 -
Within clause
A-A 19 1 5 2 1
A-D 2 1
A-S 23 4 5
AV 9 3 2 1
O-A 17 3 1 1
00 6 2 1
0-5/V 4 1 11
S-A 6 1
5-0 1 1
S-v 25 8 9
V-A 14 3 4
vC 1 4 2 1 1
YO 9 9 i 2
v-§ 1 2 1
V-V 1 1 1
A-postmod 6 1
C 4 2
(e} 8 1
S 7 1
A-app 3
C 4 2
0 3 1 1
v-ag 3 221 49
conj-clause 5 1
conj P 14 4 1 3
other 17 3 3 6 4 3
Within phrase
APH 5 5 1
JPH 1
NPH 11 24 1 2 3
PPH 2 28 1 1
VPH 5 13 1 26 714 4
Reform 4 4 2 1 2 1 1
other 15 1 7 1 30 1
TOTAL 387 129 191 12 67 3| 645 144 [ 3 2 4 B
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boundaries and not within phrases. These observations were not contradicted
by my findings.

8.10.1 Pauses between sentences
Pauses between sentences were all of the SP type, and sentence boundaries with
a pause were coterminous with tone unit boundaries:

(20) and llhe made ASefton PARKE - lihis 'English SHOMEW - "I great ALTERATIONS were

MADEN - (S.12.6:587-589)

The majority of the pauses at sentence boundaries were unit or longer:

Brief 32%
Unit 44%
Double 14%
Treble 10%

Note that a number of strings defined as sentences are single-clause sentences.
It should also be observed that a large number of the double and treble SPs
served not only as sentence demarcators but also as discourse markers, FPs
served neither of these functions.

8.10.2 Pauses between clauses
Clause and tone unit boundaries were nearly always coterminous.
Consequently, pauscs separating clauses were generally found between tone
units. 79% were brief SPs and 21% were unit SPs, ie usually shorter between
clauses than between sentences. FPs did not occur between clauses (see Table
8:12).

In the eight cases where a clause juncture with a pause occurred within the
tone unit, the subordinate clause served as a constituent of the superordinate
clause, eg direct object:

(21) that they lithink - that ' am 'one as aWELLE - (S.12.6:264)

or it was embedded as a hedge in the superordinate clause:

(22) liwhere ‘we were 'had » what you imight call - Arunning WATERN (§.12.6:165)
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One characteristic feature of the spoken language is its frequent use of
coordinating conjunctions as links between sentences in a narrative. Compare
(23) and (24):

£
(23) he licertainly 'didn’t come BRCKI - libut the APRE‘)PERDTYI . was ltaken OVERE lby
kN
the CUSTODIANE of lEnemy PROPERTY N (... and “llall the furniture - was SOLDE

(§.12.6:637-642)
(24) I[5i:] Amiddle TENTS Fwas a great sADRINKING 'tent® IANDE - in ITHOSE DAYSE

lithink EVERYBODYM - lidid more Aheavy DRINKINGE (§.12.6:532-537)

And in (23) is used as an ordinary coordinating conjunction. The and-clause
cannot stand on its own as a sentence, nor can ard be left out without a
noticeable effect. In this case and is preceded by the pause, which is the typical
order for pauses and coordinating conjunctions (cf Table 8:13). By contrast,
and in (24), which constitutes a separate tone unit and is followed by a pause,
serves as a link in the discourse very much like the initiator now or the particle
well. One indication that this and does not function as an ordinary coordinating
conjunction is that it can easily be left out in the same way as now and well in a
similar position.

The pause preceded the conjunction also in the cases of coordination and
subordination where clauses met within the tone unit. When sentence and
clause boundaries were coterminous with tone unit boundaries (as was
generally the case), the pause occurred as in Table 8:13, which shows that the
tendency for pauses to precede the conjunction was stronger at clause junctures
(94%) than at sentence junctures (82%).

Table 8:13. Pauses and conjunctions cooccurring with sentence and clause
boundaries following a tone unit boundary.

P CONJ P CONIJ CONJ P TOTAL
SENTENCE / SENTENCE 60 82% 11 15% 2 3% 73
CLAUSE / CLAUSE
coord 28 1 29
subord 13 3 16
SUBTOTAL 41  94% 1 1% 3 5% 45
TOTAL 101 86% 12 10% 5 2% 118
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Table 8:14. Pauses and conjunctions between tone
units at sentence boundaries.

P CON! PCONJP CONJP TOTAL

COORDINATORS

and 47 10 1 58
but 7 1 8
50 5 5
because 1 1 2
TOTAL 60 11 2 73

Here are some examples with both ccordinating and subordinating conjunc-
tions. First, in (25) and (26) pause + conjunction between tone units:

(25) - Ifunnily ¢'nough my AFATHERE « [WENT to the 'same SCHOOLE - and lihe was 'one

of the 'first aPUPILSE - (5.12.6:13-15)

. b N 2 w u N .
(26) - it was llonly AFTERE IWORLD War TWON - that IWER IREALLYN the IPECPLE 'in

our VILLAGEN « IHADN - a lllittle to SAYE - (S.12.6:372-378)

Then, conjunction + pause between tone units (27):

(27) BEICAUSER .« on libath « NTGHTSE (S.12.6:184-185)

And within tone units (28):

(28) land - "ALOOKING N llat the o< lie of the sLANDE (§.12.6:1051-1052)

Table 8:14 shows that and with a pause served to initiate a sentence more often
than any other conjunction,

8.10.3 Pauses between clause elements

The largest proportion of pauses separating clause elements was found between
tone units. As a matter of fact, 33% of the total number of pauses were found
between tone units (and between clause elements) and 7% were found within
tone units (and between clause elements). SPs other than brief and unit were
rare in both positions (Table 8:12). Here are two examples, in (29) with a
pause between verb and object:
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(29) of licourse it would aINTEREST - ME {REALLYN ) (§.12.6:617)

in (30) between subject and verb:

(30) lland perahaps Asome of 'you - could REAMEMBERN (5.12.6:230)

The following examples illustrate pauses between tone units. In (31) the pause
occurs between adverbial and subject and in (32) between two adverbials:

(31) llin 'ninetecn ATWELVEM - he IWENTH - (5.12.6:518-519)

(32) he !iSTRYED there one NIGHTE - on his llway to be AEXECUTEDE » (8.12.6:1129-1130)
8.10.4 Pauses between words in phrases

Words in phrases were also separated by SPs, generally within the tone unit,

Most of them occurred within noun phrases as in (33) and prepositional
phrases (see Table 8:12}.

(33) |llhis - Abeautiful acopperplate WRITINGE  (5.12.6:26)

8.10.5 Pauses and reformulations

Only 14 instances of reformulation involved a pause (or pauses). There was no
tendency for some types of reformulation to occur within the tone unit and for
others just after a tone unit boundary (Table 8:12). Here are examples of some
different types:

(34) llwas - - lhad ICONANECTIONE (S.12.6:700)

(35) she made some Avery « lknitted some Avery itchy VESTSH (5.12.6:90)

(36) during [5i:] + aThomas Gray alfest « 2:] CENATENARYE (S.12.6:819)

(37) the llarge HOUSESM llin this [vi] llin this VILLAGES - JALL the 'large MANSION«S» N
(5.12.6:335-337)

(38) llwhen - HEN -- when Mr aFortune REsTIREDE (5.12.6:981-982)

(39 lland we LIVEDE . we were a IiFRMILY of AFIVER -
(5.12.6:38-39)
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40 IWHICHE - [5i:] *IHI GHLAND di 'vision® - was ¥stationed HEREI (5.12.6:645-647)
(41) «it» and lithing - the I'Women’s AINSTITUTE {and lithings like TH?\TI 1m (8.12.6:998)
{(42) llonly [3i:] » llpossibly Lord«s» of the AMANORNE - (5.12.6:1147)

(43) lland ‘when we 'were - Il was 'in the ACHOIRE - (S.12.6:284)

8.10.6 Performance units
Performance units can vary a great deal in length, as in (44):

- N
(44) - the IGROUNDSHE were YREORGANIZEDE - lland he AINTRODUCEDE llinto the
» , N \ x
AVILLAGEM « the most imodern 'farm aBUILDINGS® that - llin that PERIODE were

lrather UANTQUER  (S.12.6:590-596)

With brief SPs regarded as minimal delimiters, the performance units in (44)
vary from two to six words. If only unit SPs are considered, they vary from
two to 13 words, This should be compared with the average number of words
per pause, which is 6.3 in this text and 9.4 in the larger subcorpus consisting of
ten texts (see p 214). In (45) the performance units vary in length from one to
13 words:

(45) - and lllooking ‘through my BINOCULARS one & day® Ilisaw on the A{6PPOS[TE]
N
AMOUNTAINE - 2 IMANN || WORKINGHE lion [ ei] llone of THESEM - idry 'stone

WALLSH - dillviding - the BOUNDARIES® - (S.12.6:658-664)

In both (44) and (45) unit SPs separate old from new information. Once the
speaker is on the right track, brief SPs serve as demarcators. The somewhat
stilted word order in these extracts seems to invite a pause:

and he introduced into the village . the most modern farm buildings that - in that period
were rather unique

I saw on the opposite mountain - a man

The use of nonfinite clauses is more characteristic of writing than of speech:
looking through my binoculars, dividing the boundaries.
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In quite a few cases there was a pause between clause constituents, eg
between subject and verb (the grounds - were reorganized), and between verb
and object (dividing . the boundaries). These pauses are difficult to explain in
terms of linguistic demarcators. One often gets the impression, when listening
to the recording, that the speaker inserts a pause before or after a particular
word or string of words to obtain a certain emphatic effect rather than using
pauses as linguistic demarcators (and for breathing): ‘the speaker prosodically
empathizes with the hearer’ (Quirk et al 1985:1444).

In order to identify a performance unit it was necessary to verify to what
extent sentences and clauses were demarcated by a pause, and by what type of
pause, and also to examine whether they constituted pause-free units (see
Tables 8:15 and 16). Table 8:15 indicates that 253 out of 293 sentences (86%)
had an initiating pause; 82 out of 171 finite clauses (48%) had an initiating
pause. Perhaps the most striking finding is that unit or longer SPs were more
than twice as frequent as brief 5Ps, not only between sentences and clauses but
also between clause constituents (Table 8:16). But note that, in the data as a
whole, brief SPs were more frequent than unit or longer SPs between clauses
and clause elements.

Table 8:17 gives the percentage of pauses (all types) at sentence and clause
boundaries, between clause and phrase elements, and in reformulations. The
distribution in the syntactic structure was different between and within the tone
units. Among the total 1 occurrence of pauses between tone units those
Egp_/mtmg sentences and those separating elements of clause structure made up
an almost equal percentage (40% and 41%), while the percentage of pauses
separating clauses was small (12%), and pauses between phrase elements
(single words) constituted the smallest group (4%). Within the tone unit the
largest percentage consisted of pauses between words in phrases (51%); the

Table 8:15. Sentences and clauses with and without an initiating pause.

GRAMMATICAL UNIT + PAUSE - PAUSE TOTAL
sentence/sentence 253 86% 40 14% 253
clause/clause 22  48% 89 352% 171
TOTAL 335 2% 129 28% 464
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Table 8:16. *Sentences’ initiated by a pause.

TYPE of FLUENT SENTENCES NON-FLUENT SENTENCES TOTAL
initiating S =one S = more Pbetween P between
PAUSE clause than one clauses constituents

clause
UNIT or longer 24 25 30 92 171
BRIEF 19 16 9 38 82
TOTAL 43 41 39 130 253

proportion of pauses between clause elements was fairly high (38%), while
pauses at clause boundaries were rare (6%), and pauses at sentence boundaries
were non-existent.

The reason why pauses within tone units seldom preceded a clause and

never a sentence is of course that sentence boundaries were always, and clause
boundaries nearly always, coterminous with tone unit boundaries.

Table 8:17. Pauses within and between tone units in the
syntactic hierarchy, including reformulations.

BETWEEN TUs WITHIN TUs
Between sentences 40% 0%
Between clauses 12% 6%
Between phrases 41% 38%
Between words 4% 51%
Between reformulations 3% 5%
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8.10.7 Summing up

«  32% of all SPs occurred between sentences; half of them were unit and
longer (Table 8:12}.

»  The proportion of pauses between clauses was only 11% (Table 8:12).

+ 39% of all SPs separated phrases as compared with 2% of all FPs;
especially sequences consisting of phrases serving as S and v, V and O, A
and A (Table 8:12).

*+ 12% SPs and 1% FPs separated words in phrases; such pauses generally
occurred within the tone unit (Table 8:12).

*  81% of all SPs and FPs occurred between tone units; brief FPs were
always found within the tone unit; brief SPs in 35% of the cases (Table
8:12).

+  More sentences than clauses were initiated by a pause + a conjunction, and
coordination exceeded subordination; conjunction + P order was rare but
slightly more common with subordinated clauses than anywhere else
(Table 8:13).

*  And dominated as a coordinator initiating sentences (Table 8:14).

»  Performance units (separated by a pause on both sides) varied in length
from one to 13 words, ie they were either shorter or longer than a clause.

No safe rules for pause assignment can be based on the results of this study
alone. First, one single text has been examined; second, the definitions of
sentence and clause as used in spoken discourse are fairly vague; third,
although the study shows the ratio of pauses to phrases and words, it does not
show the corresponding ratio of absent pauses.

8.11 Pauses and verbal fillers as discourse markers

8.11.1 Stage markers

Pauses and verbal fillers can be used unconsciously, as when they occur with
breathing or as hesitation signals. They can also be used consciously, for
example as structural markers or as a means for the speaker to manipulate the
listener and save face. In this section I shall report on pauses and verbal fillers
used as organizational and interactional devices.

In addition to functioning as linguistic markers in the syntactic hierarchy
(Section 8.10), SPs typically serve to ‘mark stages’ in the discourse (Labov &
Fanshel 1977:156) and to organize the talk into ‘paragraphs’ in the narrative
structure (Chafe 1987:44). This is illustrated in Figure 8:3, which is a
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Figure 8:3. Panses as discourse markers. (w = text)

- . i B
preface NOWN - let's go fiover to some interesting ABUILDINGS R

TOPIC 1 ASTOKE House
WWWWWWWWWHWWWWWWAWWWVWWWWW WYV WWEWWVWW
WWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWYWEWWWYEWWEYWEWWVYVWW
WWWWWWWWWWWEWWWEW WYV WWEWWVVVVEWWWWWWY
WWWWWWWWW it's last BWNERI

TOPIC 2 the IWATER SUPPLYR - lito our HOUSER liwas from a aWELLE
WW W W WWWWWIWWWWWWWWWWWWWEWWWWWWWWWWWWWW
WWWWWWWWWWWWWWWRWKWEYWEFVYWWVWYWEYWWYWW
digging the AWELLN

subtopic Rmy FATHERE lwas a water DIAV?NERI .
WWWWWWWWWIWWWWWWWWWWWW VW VWY WWHY VWV WWWW
WWWWWWWHRWEWWVWWWEWERWVEWWEWWVVWVEYVY VYWY
wwwwww Arunning WATERN
---(laughter)

subtopic BEICAUSEM -on libath - NTGHTSE we lihad to light the ACOPPERE
WWWWHRWWWWWEHWEFWFWEYWYWWWWYVWWRWEWWYWEYWYYWW
WW W W W WWWWWWWWWR WWWR WV WWWWYWIWWWWWWWWWWWW
wwwwwww flin the same WRTERI

- - (laughter)

N
TOPIC 3 SUNDAYSH WWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWwWW " ACHURCHESE

Table 8:18. SPs separating topics and subtopics.

TYPE OF PARAGRAPH TYPE OF PAUSE TOTAL
. Treble Double Unit

topic 15 7 9 31

subtopic 10 (5) 6 (2) 5 (3) 21 (10)

TOTAL 25 (5) 13 (2 14 (3) 52 (10)

contracted version of a longer monologue-sequence intended to show how the
speaker divides the narrative into a number of paragraphs and subparagraphs,
each dealing with a particular topic or subtopic that is part of the main theme.
It was possible to identify a large number of such topic and subtopic
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paragraphs. Pauses between topic paragraphs were found to be longer than
those separating subtopic paragraphs. The distribution is shown in Table 8:18
(where the figures in brackets indicate that subtopic pauses coincided with
topic-boundary pauses). The following characteristics emerged:

+  Treble SPs dominated followed by unit SPs for both categories of topic;
double SPs were the least common type.

*+ 71% of the topic paragraphs and 76% of the subtopic paragraphs ended
with an SP longer than unit.

«  More treble than double SPs and more double than unit SPs separated
topics; the same tendency was observed for subtopics.

Topic transitions were also reflected in changes in the pitch contour, indicated
by boosters (see Chapter 7) in our analysis, an area that I shall not go into,
however.

8.11.2 Prefaces

Almost half of the topic paragraphs were initiated by a preface (which

introduces the topic), all but three accompanied by an SP, usually longer than

unit. A preface can be long (46) or short (47):

46) I'm llnow GOINGE 10 lltalk AE&UTI « the Idifferent HOUSESE - lland IITN the 'villagel
lland I'm Agoing to 'start 6FFI with IWexham SPRINGSE - llwhich is the AHOME
TODAY® llof Ce'ment and aCONCRETE As'soci'ationl - llwhich has GOTE a lIspecial

INTEREST « to MEN —-- (S.12.6:350-399)

(47) we linow go OVERM + 10 |Stoke COURTR -~ (S.12.6:697-98)
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In some cases an initiator alone served to introduce the paragraph, as in (48):

(48) INOWN - WAFTER - the ALLUYSONSE (S.12.6:734)

Conjunctions (especially and, but and because) followed by a pause and the
conjunct so were often used as links between paragraphs:

(49) IBUT [a]® we linow 'go to aStoke "AHOUSEW (S.12.6:1165-1166)

A paragraph may also be initiated by the ‘fronting’ of the new topic:

N N
(50) ILARCHMOORM --- of llcourse beafore the present 'school was BUILTH there listood a

a llquite a big (...) (5.12.6:952-954)

The following tendencies could be observed:

- Topics were introduced by a preface plus a unit or longer SP.
+  The preface was either introduced by an initiator (eg now) followed by an
SP or consisted of nothing but the initiator followed by an SP.

8.11.3 Framing

The previous section was devoted to discourse markers in the monologue. In
this section I will comment briefly on discourse markers in the dialogues.
Many dialogues include narrative sections which resemble monologues and
where $Ps and VFs, in combination with SPs, serve as ‘stage markers’ in much
the same way. Compare (51) and (52), where anyway + SP brings the
discourse ‘back to order’. Both extracts illustrate that the thread of discourse
was momentarily lost:

(51) sbuts lithat didn’t aHRPPENI until IILSNG 'after [5i:]W -- [5:] -- IBritish and 'French
and Asmerican - ARMIESE had lireally sort of -- - Hanyway I'm ASORRYM I was
DIIGRESSINGHE - but llwhat I 'mean IsW -- the iGerman 'General STAFFE was Ino -

was was llvery IMaPRESSIVER in its IHEYDAYE (S.2.3:362-370)

(52) A: lithat e~brought AHER a'boutll - llher and Awhat you MIGHT c-say il “IIHER little

outlook on c-lifel

b: oh yes *«I can» understand hers
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> L] ] o~ 1
A *IANY'WAYHE - "IANY 'WAYS - the linext MORNINGE - - [I[sa] ISOMEHOW or

‘other® [ llhadn’t 'got aany - BUSINESS to ‘doll (S.1.14:484-492)

But note that in (52) anyway (in a separate tone unit) + SP has an additional,
interactive function: it is also used as a device for preventing the other party
from taking over the turn (the asterisks indicate simultaneous speech).
Anyway in (51), which is preceded by a treble SP, does not have that function,
However + SP can be used in a similar way, indicating ‘let’s go on’.

The function of now + SP is slightly different: it only points forward and
would probably never be used as a turntaker/turnholder:

(53) A: libut [?]- lithen this 'other this pzdiaAtrician ‘showed me a AP?CTTIREI ofa
llyoung 'kid who had 'bow ALEGSH and said iwhat’s the >DIAGANOSISB liso I said
"ARICKETSE (..

a: renal rickets
A: yeahir’s licalled 'renal sRICKETS®E ()
A: INOWE -- lithen he said "A{AH) YES® - «well lithen» I ‘told him ANAOTHER

‘cause of 'rickets® (5.2.9:127-155)

8.11.4 Summing up

. SPs alone may serve as stage markers to demarcate the preface from the
narrative proper and to indicate ‘end of topic’ and topic transition.

»  FPs, alone or in combinations, signal hesitation.

»  VFs, accompanied by an 8P (or alone), indicate either ‘resumption of lost
topic and continuation’ or the beginning of a new topic.

8.12 Discourse interaction

In addition to the functions accounted for so far, pauses and fillers are used as
interactional and social devices. What pauses and fillers do in the interaction is
not only a function of the way they are realized but also of their position (cf
Crystal & Davy 1975:92ff and Chapter 5:
(54) A: |lthink I'm 'on the 'wrong AMAPN ---

B: [a:m m] but Iithat's as a'bout as anear as 'you can shit it BFFI -~ lland it’s [2]

e? | 1
---i’s INOT a 'road {you could lireally ADVISEN } W - == «to» lIsomebody who

247



didn’t KNOW itl —-- [m] «3 sylls» IGTHERWISE® you’ve ligot to do
ARLDERSHOTI -

A: IYEAHB --- well in ITHAT c-casel (S.1,11:781-788)

Example (54), a short extract from a rather special situation with two persons
reading a map, contains eight long $Ps which occur alone or in combinations.
The pauses can have different functions:

turntaking: preceded by an FP
fo:m] --- but

turnholding: signalling hesitation as when coinciding with repetition
andit's fa] ---ir's

turnyielding:
Aldershot ---

The example illustrates that pauses and fillers can be produced both within a
speaker’s turn and at speaker shifts. The use of pauses and fillers is both
situation-specific and speaker-specific. Especially VFs are for instance less
likely to occur in a formal than an informal situation, and some speakers use
pauses and/or fillers much more frequently than others.

8.12.1 Turntaking
If a person remains silent too long at a potential speaker shift he will never get
the turn. If he wants to take the turn he has to say something, even if he has not
yet made up his mind exactly what to say. One way of starting is by a filled
pause or a verbal filler, for example: -f2:m] or well - -, and more items can be
added to fill for time:

fam]

[o:m] well

[a:m] well you know

[e:m] well you know I mean

Note that additional items imply additional functions; what started as pure
hesitation (-) develops into stalling (well) and interpersonal activity (you know
I mean) before the speaker arrives at his real message. The order of the items
and possible combinations are not fixed, but some patterns are much more
likely than others. Well, for instance, should come early.
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The beginning of a turn is generally where the global planning of an
utterance takes place, while the local word-by-word planning is done within
the turn (cf Clark & Clark 1977:248ff for ‘skeleton’ and ‘constituent’ plan-
ning). So even if hesitation phenomena can occur almost anywhere, complex
hesitation ‘strings’ are more likely to occur turn-initially, as in (55), but there
are numerous counter-examples:

(55) B: Ilthink they’ve got quite a good OAP?NION of himll -
A:  llwell [a] al Al have 'DBOI
B: [m]m

A: [a:m] ~- «llwell I mean» - the llway these chaps AGE)I (S.1,1:592-595)

8.12.2 Turnholding
A speaker who wants to keep his turn cannot afford to remain silent for long,
unless he is in a position to prevent the other party from breaking in anyway.
This is where EPs and VFs, or combinations of both, help him to gain time:
(56) A: (.)[2] but I lheard it -[o] mentioned by somebody ELSEm - T lithink AWATTN -
I'm inot SURER #-+ [e:m] - - lland [a:m]
B: I{m][hm]m *
>A: you KNOWR - [lif Athis is aALSO COMER llfrom [3] - NIGHTINGALE (.)

(8.1.1:265-271)

The hedge sort of, which was never found at the end of a turn in this data,
frequently occurred in turn-medial position with various other functions
besides acting as a turnholder:
u
(57) liwell 1 Adon’t 'think - 'it’s ll«sort of a» » a comaplete CONACLUSIONE you're sort of
Nleft with the —— you lisort of {2:m] - it’s Hsort {27] an aend to a astory in a AWAYN -
» et
you can lljust im 'agine e-these -things =going ONB it lisort of Awinds UPE it’s [2:m] «
Irather an AARTIAFICIAL - I|{[du:nei'ma]® }  lirather 'like [?] ‘one of [o:m]
b
'MOLIAERE'S 'plays® liwhere they osort of « bring [N a + a man at the END toll + 10

Ifinish ‘everything OFFE Uround it AOFFN (5.3.5:143-151)
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In (57), sort of with an SP or an FP, or both, occurs in no less than six places
in the same speaker’s turn. It is obvious that he has some difficulty in putting
his thoughts into words. Other indications of hesitant behaviour are

repetitions: Sort of a - a complete conclusion
the end io - 1o
and reformulations:  you're sort of left with the —- sortof {a:m] - if' s sort [s] an end

to a story in a way
it's farm] « rather an artificial

However, sort of does not only indicate hesitation. It may also have a softening
effect:

a sort of simple, incredibly mixed up sort of chap
it may be used as a hedge, in which case it generally modifies another vague
word or expression:

sort of stuff | thing | general course
it may serve to indicate approximation:

sort of five, six million
or it may have a pejorative effect (see further Aijmer 1984):

a sort of dinner

In the present data, / mearn and also you know and you see were more often
found within the turn than in turn-initial and turn-final position. And well
occurred unexpectedly often within the turn. Obviously, a great deal of
planning takes place within the turn. Turn length is of course an important
variable; if the tum is long, the speaker is likely to undertake some new global
planning within the turn,

Besides signalling hesitation, the VF categories are inherently different.
Anyway, however, and now are message-oriented and connected with the
organization of the discourse, while I mean, you know, and you see are mainly
interpersonal and appeal for understanding and feedback.

Sort of is also message-oriented but, unlike the other verbal fillers, often
directly involved in the synitactic process instead of standing ‘outside’. It can be
described in syntactic terms as a modifier of a preceding or following content
word or phrase.

The staller well is the most ‘neutral’ verbal filler, very often equivalent to
the filled pause a:m. The fact that the softeners I mean, you know and you see
were twice as frequent as the staller well seems to indicate that the social aspect
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with the speaker appealing to the listener for understanding and feedback is
more pronounced in conversation than just the need to gain time for planning.

8.12.3 Turnyielding

SPs are of course the most typical turnyielders. Whether they should be
attributed to the speaker who yields the turn or to the one who takes over is
difficult to determine from reading a transcript. However, one might speculate
that SPs serve as turnyiclders more often in spontancous conversation than, for
instance, unprepared interviews where the addressee probably needs more
time. The FP [a.m] followed by an SP may occur at the end of a tumn, however,
as a speaker’s last effort to keep the turn when he does not know how to
continue, as in (58):

(58) [3:m] —-- it liscems to MEW that - [a:m] --- (5.1.1:627-628)

VFs like you know and you see (often with a rising tone) cooccurring with §Ps
add a social dimension by not only appealing for understanding but also
inviting feedback, preferably agreement, or just a minimal response like mhm,
or laughter:

(59) A: lwhich is «a» GREAT help® - and lithen he says Acourse «if» you adon’t
»
UNDERSTAND this® - this fisubject’s Anot for youm - (- laughs) you IKNOWE

B: (- laughs) - (5.1.6:919-923)

The ‘inviting force’ is affected not only by lexical choice and choice of tone
but also by the position of the SP before or after VF. Compare eg (a-d) below
(note that VF in (b) and (d) would occur in a separate tone unit):

(a) this is exactly what he did you know --
(b} this is exactly what he did -- you know
(c) this is exactly what he did isn’t it --
(d) this is exactly what he did -- isn't it

It seems that the urge for the listener to provide feedback is more pronounced

in (b) than in (a), and in (d) than in (c), and that the degree of ‘questionness’
increases from (a) to (d).
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8.12.4 Summing up

-
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Both pauses and VFs were used as hesitators,

More treble than double SPs separated both topic and subtopic paragraphs.
Unit SPs were somewhat more common than double SPs between topic
paragraphs whereas double SPs were somewhat more common than unit
SPs between subtopic paragraphs.

Double or longer SPs separated topic and subtopic paragraphs in the
monologue.

Approximately half of the topic paragraphs were introduced by a preface,
usually followed by a unit SP.

Both pauses and VFs served as interactional devices in the dialogue: as
turntakers, turnholders, and turnyielders,

VFs with or without a pause served as social devices and as markers of
discourse organization.
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a bit 200

« little 200

about 200

absolutely 175, 200

aceept 140, 170f

act 80, 139ff

adjacency-pair 147

adjective 185, 198(f; ~ phrase
1206

adjunct 93, 178, 255, 262

adverb 109, 178ff, 185, 198, 300,
313; ~ phrase 120ff

adverbial 88, 178, 255ff, 282,
310f; ~ punctuation 81, 253,
passim

after all 256f0

again 256ff

agree 171; agreement 185

ah 174, 183(f; aha 174

all 198; ~ right, alright 161ff, 174

also 256fF

amplifier 200f

and 224,237, 246

annunciatory function 194

anybody, anything 198

anyway 139, 175, 215, 222ff,
250, 256ff

APH, see adverb phrase

apologizer 185

apology 140ff, 183

apparently 256fF

apposition 285, 298, 307

approximation 250

artificial intelligence 83, 89

as 87, 298; ~ a matter of fact
256ff; ~ it were 186, 256fT;
~ you know 150

asyndetic coordination 284

attention signal 183ff

attitudinal function 283

automatic segmentation, see
segmentation

backchannel item 162, 229

backtracking 85, 119

basically 256t

because 246

booster 7, 15, 80f, 193, passim

bottom-up processing 286, 293

breaking point 278

breath group 74

briefly 178

Brown Corpus 17, 66ff, 82, 89,
1074f

but 224, 246

call-off 140ff

catenative verb 13140

CEC = A Corpus of English
Conversation 19

central detcrminer 198

certainly 162{f

chunk 70ff, 85, 92ff; ~ing 84, 287

clarify 140

clause 234; basic ~ 282; comment
~ 155; coordinate ~ 280;
~ ¢lement 234; ~-initial
adverbial 311; expanded ~ 282;
final ~ 280; finite ~ 280; ~ level
91; matrix ~ 280; nominal ~
280, 309; nonfinite ~ 280;
postmodifying ~ 281; relative ~
280, 309; that-~ 281

clearty 180, 255(f

close 140ff

COBUILD 184

cohesivencss 280

collocation 77, 85

comma 253

comment 140; ~ Q 146ff

communicative weight 291

complement 282, 310

complete version of LLC 14, 19

completely 200

complex pause 226, passim

composite exts 19

computational linguistics 89

conclude 140

concordance 17

confirm 140

conjoin 296, 308

conjunct 178, 255, 262; ~tion
109, 185, 237, 246

connective function 283

constituent planning 249

contextual comment 7, 15

continuance 7

continuer 159

continue/terminate function 141

contour-defined tone unit 74, 228

contraction 303

conversation 12ff

coordination 237, 284, 312

coordinator 2981f

cepula 133

dammit, damn, damn it 185f
dear 186

determiner 125ff, 185, 198
dialogue 12, 81, 148ff, 21 14f
dictionary 109, 177ff

difference coefficient 198

direct 140, 171

discourse item 80f, 182fT; ~ level
91, 234; ~ marker 161, 243

disjunct 93, 155, 178, 255, 262

distal relationship 213

do 130, 198

downtoner 200

D-item, see discourse item

E = final sentence position 255
-ed form 109, 120

eh 183ff

elicit 140ff; ~or 185

ellipsis 280

emotive highlighting 286
emphasizer 138fF

encoding unit 213

endorse 140

especially 256ff

evaluate 140; ~r 153(f
eventually 256ff

exactly 186

exchange 80, 139
exclamation 185
exemplifier 140ff

expletive 140ff, 183ff
extralinguistic influence 286
extremely 200

face-to-face conversation 12

fall, ~-plus-rise, ~-rise-~ tone 7

feedback 147, 158, 251; ~ signal
224f

fitled pause (FP) 212, passim

filler 140, 159, 212, 222, 250

finally 256ff

fine 186

first pair part 170

fluency 77, 286

fluent unit 232

focus 280ff; ~ing subjunct 201

follow-up 138ff, 165, 171

Sor example 256ff

Jfor God' s sake 186

Jor instance 256ff

foregrounding 194

formula 173

fortunately 25601

FP, see filled pause

frame 140ff, 165, 215

framing 246

frankly 180, 25611

fronting 246

functional versatility 207



generally 256ff

genitive nesting, ~ premodifier
124

give over 183

global planning 249f

God 183ff

good dfternoon 185

gosh 186

go-on 138ff

gradable quality 201

greet 140; ~ing 144ff, 1831f

grounding function 283

grouping function 205

happily 180

head 127

heavens 183

hedge 140ff, 183, 215ff, 249f
hesitation 149, 247f, 283
hesilator 183, 252

hey 183ff

hicrarchical structure 93
hold-up/terminate function 141
homomorph 181

homonymy 263

honestly 175, 256ff
hopefully 180

however 150, 175, 2501

I 'mean 81, 174, 183if, 215ff, 250
I see 81, 158, 174, 183(f
1 = initial sentence position 255
ICAME, see International
Computer Archive of Modem
English
idea unit 74
in fact 175, 2561F
in particular 256if
incomprehensible words 15
indeed 162, 175, 256
infinitive marker t¢ 132f, 300
inform 140, 1514f, 171
information receipt 162;
~ structure 283; ~ unit 74
-ing form 120, 129
inherent superlative 201
initial sentence position 255
initiate 140
initiator 1441t 183ff, 215, 226ft,
245
instead 256fF
intensifier 153, 198
interaction 247
interjection 173, 185
Intemational Computer Archive of
Modern English (ICAME) 17
interpersonal activity 248;
~ relationship 148
intonation 189; ~ unit 74
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ironically 180

Jolly 200
JPH, see adjective phrase

kind of 215
know 137

Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus
(LOB} 17, 66ff, 89, 137

laughter 251

LDOCE 184

length factor 281

level tone 7; ~ of analysis 91

lexical density 152; ~ item 137T;
~ salience 198

listener-oriented information
structure 277

literally 180

LLC, see London-Lund Corpus of
Spoken English

LLC:c, LLC:0, LLC:s 14, 19

LOB, see Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen
Corpus

location of nucleus 15

London-Lund Corpus of Spoken
English 11, 19, passim

ook 183ff

loudness 15

m 183, 224

M = medial scntence position 235

Matrix Rule 281

maybe 175, 256ff

mean 137

message-oriented discourse 148

mhm 158, 162, 174, 183, 226,
251

modal auxiliary 129, 132, 198;
~ idiom 133

maodality 204

model of analysis 172

monologue 12, 81, 148ff, 211ff

moreover 256

move 80, 1391

multi-tasking process 293

multi-word combination 186

my 186, 188

naturaily 180

negalive 144, 149

nevertheless 256fF

new tagset 92

no 13741, 161, 174, 1831, 224

nominal subordinator thar 300

non-deterministic parsing 119

Norwegian Computing Centre for
the Humanities 17

noun 185, 198; ~ phrase 120, 123;
~-noun modifier 127

now 139, 150, 175, 183(f, 215ff,
250ff, 266

INFH, see noun phrase

nucleus 7, 15, 85

abject 140, 282

abviously 175, 257ff

of course 162, 175, 257(f

of-phrase 312

oh 137, 162, 174, 1831f; ~ dear
186

OK, okay 161ff, 174, 185

old tagset 92

on the other hand 257, 266

onset 7, 15

open function 141; ~ word class
198

order 1441T, 183

ariginal corpus (LLC:0) 14, 19

P, see pause

paragraph 243ff

paralinguistic features 15

pardon 186

parsing 78ff, 84, 87ff, 107{f, 276

passive clause 302

pause 7, 15, 70If, 81, 149, 211,
passim; brief ~ 7, 214f, 234
complex ~ 226(f; doubie - 234;
filled ~ (FP) 212ff; hesitation ~
212; juncture ~ 212; long ~ 214;
silent ~ (SP) 81, 212ff; weble ~
234; unit ~ 7, 214f, 234;
vocalized ~ 219; voiced ~ 81,
212, passim; ~-defined tone unit
228

pejorative effect 250

perfectly 200

performance unit 218, 232, 240

perhaps 175, 257t

personally 180

phonemic clause 74

phonic substance 77

phrase level 91

planner 138ff, 153ff

planning 249f; ~ strategy 157;
~ unit 218

please 141, 174, 183; please 146,
185, 257ff

politeness marker 144, 146, 149,
183, 185

position of adverbial 255

positive 144, 149

postdeterminer 125, 198

PPH 129

pragmatic function 18%;
~ influence 286

predeterminer 125, 185, 198
prefab lexical item 85
preface 245
prepared monelogue 12
preplanned speech 148
preposition 93, 185; ~al phrase
120ff, 303
presumably 2571
probabilistc statements 89
probably 162, 175, 257ff
process adjunct 255
Profile A, B 194
projecter 159
Prolog programming language
110, 325
prominence 200
prompier 141, 165ff
pronoun 185, 198, 300
prosodic feature 7, 15, 253; ~ level
91; ~ prominence 200;
~ segmentation 253ff
proximal relationship 213
public discussion 12
puncluation 253, passim

Qtag 147

qualifier 150

quality 201

quantifier 124, 198

quantity 201

question 140ff; ~ tag 138; ~ness
251

quite 162, 183ff, 1981

Q-tag 138, 144, 149

rather 200

react 1381T, 159

real-time processing 76ff, 85

really 137ff, 152, 162, 175, 185f

reduced iranscription 15

redundancy 315

reformulation 234

reinforcer 162

relative pronoun 300

re-open 140, 165(; ~er 138, 153(f

repair signal 206

request 170

response 140ff, 165, 171, 183(f;
-~ elicitor 183; ~ itemn 146;
~ initiator 162; ~-inviter 147,
~prefix 151

restart 149

rhematic element 280; ~ function
195; ~ posilion 282

rheme 283

rhythmical function 206

right 141, 161ff, 174, 183(f, 200,
226; ~ oh 186

rise, ~-fall-~, ~plus-fall Lone 7

scale of cooccurrence 280

second pair part 170

secondary breaking-point 291

segmentation 841, 91, 27511,
28T, 325f; ~ cycle 291; ~ rule
8211, 287((

semi-auxiliary 131

sentence 7301, 234; ~ adverbial
178, 254

SEU, see Survey of English Usage

shunting 35

silent pause (SP} 212ff

simply 180

simultaneous talk 7, 15, 225

situation-specific use 248

skeleton plan 249, 293

slow delivery 283

smooth-over 141, 144(f

so 200, 224, 257(1

softener 14 11T, 18300, 215, 226f¥,
250

somewhat 200

sorry 183, 185-186

sort of 139, 150, 183(f, 215,
223ff, 249; ~ thing 183, 188

SP, see silent pause

speaker identity 15; ~-oriented
thematic structure 277; ~-shift
232; ~-specific use 248 speech
(and writing) 70{f, 89ff;
~ recognition 69; ~ synthesis 69

speed of delivery 262, 286

spontaneous speech 12, 77, 148

SSE, see Survey of Spoken
English

stage marker 243, 246

staller 141, 162, 215, 250

stalling 248

still 25760

stress 7, 15

subaudible words 7

subject 282

subjunct 178, 201

subordinate clause 308;
~ tone unit 7

subtexi 19

sublopic 244ff, 283

success rate 84, 317

suggest 141, 171

superficiaily 130

supplement corpus (LL.C:s) 14, 19

sure 174, 185; ~Iy 2571

Survey of English Usage (SELU)
11T

Survey of Spoken English (SSE)
11ff

swilch-off/on signal 169

syndetic coordination 284, 312

synactic construction 85

tag Q 174

tagging 78, 84, B7f, 107(l, 289

tagset 92

technically 180

telephone conversation 12, 163

tempo 15

terminate function 141

terminatory function 195

terribly 200

TESS = Text Segmentation for
Speech 63ff

text level 91; ~ segmentation
27511, 2871, ~-to-speech
conversion 691, 86, ~ual
comment 7

thank you 174, 183ff; thanks
14111, 171, 183ff; thanks 183

thai 300; ~"s (all) right 162, 174,
183ff; ~'s it 186; ~’s OK 162;
~'s i1 186; ~'s OK 162

thematic function 194;
~ highlighting 206;
~ position 282

theme 244

therefore 2571f

think 137

thus 257EF

to 300

tone group 74; ~ unit 7, 15, 73,
passim; ~ units/pause ratio 217

too 200, 257If

topic 244£f, 283

top-down processing 278, 293

ranscription 15

treble pause 234

TU, see tone unit

turn 80, 139{f; ~ initator 227,
~ kength 250; ~ organization
224; ~ shift 224; ~holding 145,
248f;, ~taking 145, 224, 248;
~yiclder 227, ~yielding 145,
248If

uh huh 159

unfortunately 2571f

unit pause 7, 2141, 234
unsmooth speaker shift 227
uptake 141, 165

utterly 200

verb 185, 198, 1311f; ~ phrase
120, 129

verbal filler (VF) 81, 149, 2121,
250

very 200

VF, see verbal filler

virtually 200

vocalized pause 219

vocative 307
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voice guality 15
voiced pause, see pause
VFH, see verb phrase

well 13711, 162, 174, 183ff, 215,
22211, 250

word 234; ~ class 80, B7ff, 1071f;
~-by-word planning 249,
words/pause ratio 217

writing (and speech) 70ff, 8911

yea(k), yes 137(f, 1611, 174,
183ff, 2241f, 257

yet 25711

you know 81, 139ff, 183, 215,
223ff, 250

you see 174, 183, 215, 2230t, 250
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