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AEYTEPA / MONDAY 24.6.2019

10:30-11:30 EFTPA®EZ / REGISTRATION

11:30-12:00  ENAP=H / OPENING
Mpéedpog / Chair: 0.-X. MAYAIAOY / Th.-S. PAVLIDOU

12:00-13:00  J. HERITAGE (Keynote speaker)
The history of oh:
Clues in contemporary conversational usage
to past processes of grammaticalization
J. HERITAGE (MpookeKAnpévog optAnTig)
H wotopia tov oh:
Evdeielq mpoyevéaTepwy HLadilkaolwy ypappatikonoinong
0Tn 60YXPOVN GUVOHLALAKN Xprion

Mpoedpog / Chair: Y. MASCHLER

13:00-13:30 M. MAKPH-TZIAINAKOY
Amodokpacia kat (amo)otoixion: H mepintwon Tou kaAé

M. MAKRI-TSILIPAKOU
Disaffiliative (dis)alignment: The case of Greek kaAé

13:30-14:00  G. BOLDEN
Finding the right words:
The Russian particle nu in self-repair

G. BOLDEN
EvtomiZovtag Ti¢ katdAAnAeg Aé€eLg:
To pwoLKO POPLO NU GTNY AVTOdLOPBWON

14:00-16:00 MEZHMEPIANO AIAAEIMMA / LUNCH BREAK



AEYTEPA / MONDAY 24.6.2019

Mpoedpog / Chair: Xp. TZITZIAHE / Chr. TZITZILIS

16:00-16:30

16:30-17:00

17:00-17:30

17:30-18:00

18:00-18:30

I. EYZTAQIOY & M. XAPAAAMINOYX
01 6eikteg TN KUTMPLAKNAG SLaAEéKTOL TdXxa Kal (wiotn
WG Mpaypatoloylka popta
G. EFSTATHIOU & M. CHARALAMBOUS

Cypriot Greek markers taha and imishi
as pragmatic particles

M. BPAXIONIAOY
NTe, yia, VTEUEK, VE... VE..., ... EML...: TOUPKIKA ddvela
wg mpaypatohoyikoi deikteg oTn vEa EAANVIKA Kat 0TLG dLAAEKTOUG
M. VRACHIONIDOU

De, ya, demek, ne... ne..., hem... hem...: Turkish loans
as pragmatic markers in standard and dialectic Modern Greek language

A. LAZAROVA
Revisiting the case of de in contrastive perspective:
Modern Greek vte vs. Bulgarian ge

A. LAZAROVA
Enavefetdovtag To poplo de amod avTimapadeTIKN OKOTILA:
To veoeAANVIKO OPLO VTE Kal TO BOUAYapLKO ge

M. XPIXTOAOYAIAOY
To mpaypatoAoykd poplo a 6Tov Adyo TWV vhTaywywy

M. CHRISTODOULIDOU
The pragmatic marker ah in kindergarten classroom interaction

AIANEIMMA / COFFEE BREAK

Mpoedpog / Chair: G. RAYMOND

18:30-19:00

A. BAZIAOIMOYAQY, A. MITAAANTANH, 1. MAMATEQPTIOQY,
M. MMOYTZAPEAQY & M. MAPTIKA
To poplo wpaia we petdpaocn petachd TUNUATWY dpAcTNPLOTNTAG OTN
dlenidpaon oe ekmadevtikd mepiBalovta
A. VASILOPOULOU, A. BALANTANI, I. PAPAGEORGIOU,
M. BOUTZARELOU & M. MARTIKA
The particle orea as a transition between activity segments
in educational interaction



19:00-19:30

19:30-20:00

20:00-20:30

AEYTEPA / MONDAY 24.6.2019

A. MITANANTANH
Nat: Eival amhd €va popto oupowviag;
A. BALANTANI
Greek ne: Is it merely an agreement token?

0.-I. MAYAIAOY
Mpw amnod to katdAaBa:
H ouveppavion tou pe AAAa amokpLTika popla
Th.-S. PAVLIDOU
On and around katalava ('l understood’):
Its co-occurrence with other response tokens

A. TIANAMINOYKH
Ta amokpLTIKA POpLa WG PNXAVIoPOG UTEKPUYAG:
MPOKATAPKTIKES APATNPROELG QMO TIOAITIKEG OUVEVTEDEELS
L. GIALABOUKI

Response tokens in the service of sidestepping questions:
Some preliminary observations from Greek TV political interviews



TPITH / TUESDAY 25.6.2019

Mpoedpog / Chair: G. BOLDEN

10:00-10:30

10:30-11:00

11:00-11:30

11:30-12:00

12:00-12:30

E. BORISOVA
Semantics of modal particles (the case of Russian)

E. BORISOVA
H onuactohoyia Twv TpoMKWY popiwv (n mepintwon Tng pwotkig)

E. KOYTOYMH-KHTH & E. A. KHTHX
Ta ouvoeTIKA WG dopée
E. KOUTOUPI-KITIS & E. D. KITIS
Connectives as constructions

A. SCHIRM
The functions of discourse markers
in different text types

A. SCHIRM
Ot AetToupyieg TWV SEIKTWY 0pyAvwaong Tou Aoyou
oe HLaPOPETIKA KELPEVLKA €(dN

K. KANAKHX & I. KOTZOTAQY
To kat wg ouvopLALaKog deikTng umdTagng

C. CANAKIS & G. KOTZOGLOU
Ke as a subordinating discourse particle

AIAAEIMMA / COFFEE BREAK

Mpoedpog / Chair: O.-X. MAYAIAOY

12:30-13:00

13:00-13:30

A. HEPBURN, G. BOLDEN & J. MANDELBAUM
Why do Americans think British people are smart?
The distinctive uses of right in British and American English
A. HEPBURN, G. BOLDEN & J. MANDELBAUM
Marti ot Apepikavoi/ibeg Bewpolyv Toug/TIc Bpetavolg/ideg €unvoug/eg;
01 dLapopeTikEG XpROELS Tou right oTn BPETAVLIKN KAl APEPLKAVLKN aYYALK

I KOYZIOX
Mop@peg kat AeLtoupyieg EANANVIKWY anavtnTIKWV popiwv o€ Kabnuepveg
ouvopthieg petalh 6iyAwoowv opANTWY/TPLWY EANNVIKWV-YEPUAVIKWY
G. COUSSIoS
Forms and functions of Greek response particles in everyday
conversations between Greek-German bilingual speakers



13:30-14:00

14:00-16:00

TPITH / TUESDAY 25.6.2019

P. KAPAXAAIOY
Ta mpaypatoAoytkd popia 6TV IPOSANPN TWV CUVOHLALAKWY APnYNOEWV:
H mepintwon tov evapktnplov a

R. KARACHALIOU
Pragmatic particles in the reception of Greek narratives:
The case of turn-initial ah

MEZHMEPIANO AIAAEIMMA / LUNCH BREAK

Mpoedpog / Chair: K. KANAKHE / C. CANAKIS

16:00-16:30

16:30-17:00

17:00-17:30

17:30-18:00

18:00-18:30

A. AABANOYAH
01 Aettoupyieg Tou popiov pma and tn okotid Tng Avdluong Zuvopthiag

A. ALVANOUDI
The functions of the Greek particle ba: A conversation analytic perspective

I. KATZIBEAH
To mpaypatoAoytko poplo pna oe apxikn 6€on cuvelopopdg:
H dlanpaypdtevon tou ‘avapevopevou’ aTnv mpopopikn dtemidpaon
S. KATSIVELI
Turn-initial ba in Greek:
Negotiating levels of expectedness in talk-in-interaction

M. MMMAPOYNH
007e kav! Eppnveia Kal XpRon 6Tnv TPopopLKN eMKowvia

M. BAROUNI
Oute kan! Interpretation and use in oral speech

L. SHOR & A. INBAR
From negation to intensification:
The negative particle ejn ‘there is/are not’ in spoken Hebrew

L. SHOR & A. INBAR
AT TNV dpvnon oTny emitaon:
To apvnTIKO HOpLO ejn ‘dev uTIApXEL/UTIAPXOLY' GTNV TIPOPOPLK ERPAIK

AIAAEIMMA / COFFEE BREAK



TPITH / TUESDAY 25.6.2019

Mpoedpog / Chair: . MAMANAZTAZIOY / G. PAPANASTASSIOU

18:30-19:00

19:00-19:30

19:30-20:00

20:00-20:30

Y. BEN MOSHE & Y. MASCHLER
Hebrew non-lexical vocalizations as discourse markers

Y. BEN MOSHE & Y. MASCHLER
Mn Ae€ikd oTolxeia TnG eBPAIKAG WG HeikTEG Opyavwong Tou Aoyou

0.-X. MAYAIAQY, A. TIANAMIMOYKH, A. AABANOYAH & X. ANANIAAHX
‘EAAXLOTEG avTLOpaoelC:
H nepintwon Twv p Kat gy og Kabnuepveég ouvopthieg

Th.-S. PAVLIDOU, L. GIALABOUKI, A. ALVANOUDI & Ch. ANANIADIS

‘Minimal responses’:
The case of m and m(h)m in everyday conversations

G. RAYMOND

Registering and resisting changing states:

Epistemic subordination, change of state tokens,

and the maintenance of a known-in-common stock of knowledge

G. RAYMOND

Kataypagovtag Kal anokpovovtag peTaBaANOHEVES KATAOTATELG:
Emiotnuiki umotagn, deikteg aAlayng katdaotaong

Kat n datipnon €vog Kowou anofePatTog yvwong

AHZH TOY XYNEAPIOY / CLOSING






MPOXKEKAHMENH OMIAIA | INVITED LECTURE

John HERITAGE
University of California at Los Angeles | heritage@soc.ucla.edu

The history of oh:
Clues in contemporary conversational usage
to past processes of grammaticalization

Focusing on the discourse particle oh, this paper examines contemporary patterns
of conversational usage as a source of clues to past grammaticalization processes.
In the case of oh, movement from the vocative particle to a contemporary role index-
ing a ‘change of (subjective) state’ involves a dramatic process of subjectivization
(Traugott 1989, 1995). This paper argues that present, and relatively prominent, com-
monplace usages of the particle give important clues as to the likely pragmatic ‘in-
flection points’ through which it became launched on the subjectivization pathway.

This paper will focus on the distinctive sequential positions that the particle can oc-
cupy, using these as leverage to entertain past processes of change. The fundamen-
tal method is conversation analytic (Sidnell & Stivers 2013), with a particular focus
on the relationship between turn design and sequence organization.

John HERITAGE
University of California at Los Angeles | heritage@soc.ucla.edu

H wTopia Tov oh:
EvO<iEeLg MPoyEVESTEPWY SLASLKAGLWY YPANHATIKOTOINGNG
GTI) GUYXPOVI GUVOHLALAKA XpRON

EoTiadovtag oTo mpayuatoloyLko popLo oh, n avakoivwon eEETALEL T GUYXPOVIKA
OXNUaTa oUVOPLALAKAG XpPAong we Tnyn evoeifewy yla mpoyeveéotepeg dlepyaoieg
YPOUUATIKOMOINoNG. TNV MePIMTWon Tou oh, n petakivnon and KANTIKO HopLo oe
€vav oLYXpovo polo, Tou mapanépmel o€ ‘alayn tneg (VTOKELPEVIKNG) KaTdoTtaong,
ouvenayetal gla dpapatikn Sladikacia vmokeLpevikonoinong (Traugott 1989, 1995).
YnooTnpiZetatl OTL 0L ONUEPLVEG, KAL OXETLKA ETUKPATEGTEPES, KOWVEG XPNOELS TOU
oh mapéxouv onuavTika otolxeia yia ta mbavd mpaypatohoyikd ‘onueia ekkivnong’
PEOW TWV OTIOiWY TO POPLO TEBNKE 0E TPOXLA YPAPHATIKOTO{NONG.

H avakoivwon Ba emikevipwdei 0Tiq dlakpttég alAnlouxtkég BETELG To pTopei
va KataldBel o popLo oh, XpnoLPoToLWVTAG TEG WG HOXAeuon otnv e€€Taon Twv
dladikaotwyv akhayng oto mapeAdov. Qg Baotkn peBodog emiAEyeTat n Avahvon Xu-
vopthiag (Sidnell & Stivers 2013), pe 1dlaitepn otiaon oTn oxEon oXxedlaopou Tng
OLVELOYOPAG Kal opyavwong tng akAnhouxiag.

[9]



References

Sidnell, J. & T. Stivers. 2013. Handbook of Conversation Analysis. Boston: Wiley-Blackwell.

Traugott, E. C. 1989. On the rise of epistemic meanings in English: An example of subjectifica-
tion in semantic change. Language 65, 31-55.

—. 1995, Subjectification in grammaticalization. In D. Stein & S. Wright (eds), Subjectivity and
Subjectivisation, 31-54. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



MPO®OPIKEE ANAKOINQEEIE | ORAL PRESENTATIONS







s AyysAikr) AABANOYAH
AptoTotélelo Mavemiotipto Oeooahovikng | alvanoudiag@yahoo.gr

Ot AetToupyieg Tou popiov pma and T oKomia TG AvaAuong Xuvopthiag

H avakoivwon e€etdlel Ti¢ dlemidpaotikég Aettoupyieg Tou popiov yma otnv eA-
Anviki y\wooa. To poplo pma eival va un Ae€Lko akALTo aTolxeio mov epgpaviZeTat
oe dlapopeg Bakkavikeg YAwooeg (TYUTTIAAG 2019), peTagh Twv omoiwv Kat n eA-
Anvikn. Fa tn peAETN TG XprioNG TOL HOPLOV UIa GTOV OXEHLAOHO CLUVELOPOPWY Kal
0TnV Mpaypatonoinon npdgewv avahbovtal dedopéva and kabnuepiveg cUVOULAIES
Kat TNAe@wVikES auvdLalegels (Corpus Mpopopikol Adyou tou INY) amnd Tn okomid
Tn¢ AvdAuong Zuvopthiag. To poplo pma eppavi¢etal aTnv apxin tng GUVELOPOPAS,
EKPEPETAL WG EEXWPLOTI TIPOOWOLAKN EVOTNTA/POVAOA KATAOKEVNG GUVELOPOPAG
kat ouvnBwe epgavietal oe de0Tepn B€on atnv aAAnhouxia. Mpoteivoupe OTL TO
poplo pyna anotelel ‘Bavpactikn otpatnylkn’ (‘mirative strategy’ Aikhenvald 2012),
Tou ekPpdlel didpopeg ‘BavpacTikeg’ AetToupyieg oe cuyKeKpLpEVa aAAnAouxika
neptBarovta. EldIkOTEPQ, OE AMOKpioeLg o€ avakoivwan VEou N og TANpopopnon
T0 pma ekppalet Eapvikn ouveldntonoinon/EkmAngn kat mapalapn véag mAnpogo-
piag yta tov/Ttnv opAnTr/TpLa Kat Aettovpyei wg otolxeio alAayng Tng yVwolakng
Kat ouvateBnuatikhg katdoTaong Tov/Tng optAnTi/TPLag, eV o€ dlapwvieg Kat
anavTtnoeLg oe EpWTNOELS OALKNG Ayvolag To yna ekppdlel avtibeon aTnv mpoodo-
Kia Tou/tng cuvoptAnTh/TpLag kat Aettoupyei wg popLo dpvnong. H mapovoa pehe-
TN GUPBAANEL OTNV KATAVONON TWVY SLEMIOPACTIKWY AELTOUPYLWY IOV PEPOLV TA
Tpaypatoloyika popta StayAwootkd og pn MPOTIPWYEVES anavtnoelg (m.x. Hayashi
& Hayano 2018, Heritage 2015, Raymond 2003) kat aTnv Tapahapr mAnpopopiag (T.x.
Heritage 1984, Golato 2012, Koivisto 2015).

Angeliki ALvANOUDI
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki | alvanoudiag@yahoo.gr

The functions of the Greek particle ba: A conversation analytic perspective

This study targets the interactional functions of the particle ba in Modern Greek. Ba
is a non-lexical uninflected item found in a number of Balkan languages (Tzitzilis
2019), including Greek. Drawing on audio recordings of informal conversations and
telephone calls (Corpus of Spoken Greek, IMGS) as data and on conversation analy-
sis as method, the study examines the use of the particle ba as a resource for turn
construction and action implementation. Ba is a pre-positioned particle that is com-
monly delivered as a separate prosodic unit that builds a TCU on its own, and is rou-
tinely used in second position to deliver responsive actions. It is suggested that ba
is a ‘mirative strategy’ (Aikhenvald 2012) that covers a range of mirative meanings in
specific sequential contexts. In responses to news and informings ba conveys sud-
den realization/surprise of the speaker and new information to the speaker and is
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used as a cognitive and emotional change-of-state token, whereas in disagreements
and polar answers ba expresses counterexpectation to the addressee and is used as
a negative token. The study furthers our understanding of the interactional work that
can be done with particles cross-linguistically when speakers deliver dispreffered re-
sponses (e.g. Hayashi & Hayano 2018, Heritage 2015, Raymond 2003), and responses
to news and informings (e.g. Heritage 1984, Golato 2012, Koivisto 2015).
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AAe§avbpa BAzinonoynoy', Ayyehiki MNAAANTANH?,

lpiyévera MANATEQPTIOY!, Mapia MNoYTZAPEAOY' & Mapia MAPTIKA®
'EBvLKO Kat KamodloTplako Mavemiotipio ABnvwy | avasil@ecd.uoa.gr, ifipapage@yahoo.gr,
mboutzarelos@gmail.com

2University of Essex | abalan@essex.ac.uk,

SUniversity of Toronto | maria.martika@mail.utoronto.ca

To popio wpaia wg peTdpacn HETALL THNPATWY dPAcTNPLOTNTAG
oTn Slenidpaon o€ eKMaLdEVTIKA ePLBAANovTa

Ytnv avakoivwon egetdletal n xpron Tov popiov wpaia we péco Petdpaong and
T0 €va TPRpa tne 6paocTneLoTNTAC 0TO EMOPEVO 0TH YAWOGLKN dlemidpaon oe pabn-
olakd meptBdAAovta. Mponyoueveg Epeuveg oe ekTatdeVTIKA EpLBANAOVTA EXOUV
e€etdoel Tn BeTIKN afloAoynon we pEpog TnG TpLadikng doung Evapén-Amnokpion-
A&loloynon, divovtag wotdoo, pikpotepn pgacn otn B€on NG agloAoynong otnv
eupuTepn dopLkn opydvwon Kat otn cuvdeon PETAGL HLAPOPETIKWY TUNHATWY TNG
eknatdevTIkAg dpaotnprotntag (McHoul 1978, Mehan 1979, Gardner 2013).
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21a 6ikd pag dedopéva, To wpaia eppavileTal 0TLC CUVELOPOPES TWV EKTALOEVTL-
KWV va oNpatodoTei TNV emtuxrn oAOKAIpwWon TOL TponyoUEVOL TURKHATOG dpaoTn-
PLOTNTAG TIPLV TN PETABAON GTNV EMONPEVN, EKTOC Ao TNV EekdBapn BTIKN afloNo-
YNON TOU TEPLEXOUEVOU TWV HABNTIKWY OLVELOPOPWV. MpLv TO PeTABATIKO wpaia,
nponyeitat n edpaiwon Kowvng katavonong f/kat n eniBepaiwaon oplRg akpoaong
(T.x. péow avadlatimwong, enavaknyng). To wpaia akohovbeital, petagh dAAwy,
anod eVIONEG eKPEPOPEVEC €iTe PE TN YAWOOLKR Hopr TG EPWTNONG, ELTE PE TIPO-
OTAKTLKI ) UTIOTAKTLKN, €(TE PE KAROELG.

Ta dedopéva pag amoteobvtal amo 35 wpeg cuvopthiag og ekmaldEVTIKA EPLBAA-
Novta (1dlaitepa padrpata eAAnvikic yAwooag kat dnudota eENANVIKA vaTiLaywyeia).
AuTn n avalvon amotelei pépog euplTePNG Epeuvag avaluong cuvopiAiag yia
XpNoN TOL wpaia ot BEOULKA Kat KaBnuepLvr optAia Kat 6TOXEVEL OTNV EMEKTATN
NG dlayAwootkng Epguvag oe ekTaldeuTIkEG TipakTikeS (Hellermann 2005, Margutti
& Drew 2014, Hug & Amir 2015), Tng dtayAwootkng peAéTng Twv popiwv (Heritage
& Sorjonen 2018) kal Twv €PEVVWV YLa TN XPNON TWV deIKTWY ARYNG oTa EAANVLKA
(Christodoulidou 2013).

Alexandra VasiLopouLou’, Angeliki BALANTANI?,

Ifigenia PAPAGEORGIOU', Maria BOUTZARELOU' & Maria MARTIKA®
National and Kapodistrian University of Athens | avasil@ecd.uoa.gr,
ifipapage@yahoo.gr, mboutzarelos@gmail.com

2University of Essex | abalan@essex.ac.uk,

SUniversity of Toronto | maria.martika@mail.utoronto.ca

The particle orea as a transition between activity segments
in educational interaction

This presentation focuses on the usage of orea as a means of transition from one ac-
tivity segment to the next in educational interaction. Previous research in education-
al settings has examined positive evaluation in the triadic structure of Initiation-Re-
sponse-Evaluation. However, the position of positive evaluation in the overall struc-
tural organization and the interconnection between different activity segments has
not received adequate attention (McHoul 1978, Mehan 1979, Gardner 2013).

In our data, orea appears in teachers’ turns to mark the successful completion of the
previous activity segment before moving to the next as well as positively evaluating
the content of students’ turns. Transitional orea is preceded by the establishment of
common ground and confirmation of accurate hearing (e.g. through reformulation
and repetition). Among other things, orea is followed by directives in the interrogative,
imperative or subjunctive form or by summons.

Our data consist of 35 hours of interaction in educational settings (private language
sessions of Modern Greek and interaction during circle time in Greek kindergarten
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schools). This analysis constitutes a part of a broader conversation analytic research
on the usage of orea in institutional and everyday interaction. It aims at expanding
the cross-linguistic research on educational practices (Hellermann 2005, Margutti &
Drew 2014, Hug & Amir 2015), particles (Heritage & Sorjonen 2018) and Greek receipt
tokens (Christodoulidou 2013).

References

Christodoulidou, M. 2013. The meaning of discourse markers in classroom interaction. In Major
Trends in Theoretical and Applied Linguistics: Selected Papers from the 20th International
Symposium on Theoretical and Applied Linguistics, 2nd vol., 11-26. London: De Gruyter.

Gardner, R. 2013. Conversation analysis in the classroom. In J. Sidnell & T. Stivers (eds), The
Handbook of Conversation Analysis, 593-611. Malden, Mass.: Wiley-Blackwell.

Hellermann, J. 2005. Syntactic and prosodic practices for cohesion in series of three-part se-
quences in classroom talk. Research on Language & Social Interaction 38(1): 105-30.

Heritage, J. & M. L. Sorjonen. 2018. Between Turn and Sequence: Turn-initial Particles across
Languages. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Hug, R.& A. Amir. 2015. When the tokens talk: IRF and the position of acknowledgement tokens
in teacher-student talk-in-interaction. Novitas-ROYAL 9(1): 60-76.

Margutti, P. & P. Drew. 2014. Positive evaluation of student answers in classroom instruction.
Language and Education 28: 436-58.

McHoul, A. 1978. The organization of turns at formal talk in the classroom. Language in Society
7:183-213.

Mehan, H. 1979. Learning Lessons: Social Organization in the Classroom. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press.
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Hebrew non-lexical vocalizations as discourse markers

From the outset, the term discourse markers denoted a wide category. Schiffrin (1987)
describes it as a set of linguistic expressions from word classes as varied as conjunc-
tions (e.g., and, but, or), interjections (oh), adverbs (now, then) and lexicalized phras-
es (y’know, | mean). In this talk we describe a discourse marker that is not generally
viewed as belonging to any word class, or even considered a linguistic expression:
the dental/alveolar click in Hebrew.

Using the empirical methodology of Interactional Linguistics (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting
2017), we analyze the clicks in naturalistic audio and video recordings from the Haifa
Multimodal Corpus of Spoken Hebrew (Maschler et al. 2018). Recent research in oth-
er languages has shown that clicks carry a wide range of roles in conversation, from
the marginally-linguistic byproducts of ‘gearing up to speak’ (Ogden 2013) to more
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clearly linguistic and interactional functions such as stance-taking (Ogden 2013), ‘new
sequence indexing’ (Wright 2011), word searches (Wright 2005), ‘no’ and ‘yes’ (Greno-
ble et al. 2015). We demonstrate that Hebrew clicks are employed for these, as well
as two previously undescribed functions. First, Hebrew clicks may function as repair
initiators in self/other-initiated self/other repair (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977).
Second, Hebrew clicks may be used to preface disaligned turns, as in the following
conversation between three young women:

212 Naama gam 7oti Sixnat,
you've convinced me too,
213 _Iehoci ?otax.
to send you [on the trip].
214 Natalie tsk
215 o ?ani Pomeret et ze,
| say it,
216 kol kax bebitaxon ?acmi,
with such self-confidence,
217 Maggie @
218 Natalie ..Seze
..that it
219 ..ze- Seker,
.it'salie,
220 ..ken?,
..yeah?,

Natalie has been telling her friends about an interview she passed thanks to being so
“good at bullshitting.” Naama compliments her for being genuinely convincing (212~
13). Natalie responds that the secret is her confident delivery (215-16); but the pref-
acing click (214) marks her upcoming turn as disaligned, indicating that this isn't in-
tended as bragging but as self-deprecating rejection of the compliment. Indeed, she
subsequently clarifies that her confidence is fake (218-20), making her undeserving
of success.

We argue that these two, as well as several other uses of Hebrew clicks, qualify as
prototypical discourse markers, since they function metalingually and meet also the
structural requirement in Maschler’s (2009: 17) definition of discourse markers. This
status attests such clicks’ high level of integration in the grammar. Their presence
alongside nearly-automatic clicks indicating ‘gearing up to speak’ enables us to de-
scribe Hebrew clicks ranging from the truly paralinguistic to the truly grammatical,
and to hypothesize the paths of grammaticization connecting them.
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Clicks as discourse markers push the envelope in several ways. They lie outside
of Hebrew phonology, despite their having linguistic functions; as voiceless sounds
they have no prosodic features, demonstrating that these are not criterial for dis-
course-markerhood (cf. Brinton 2017: 4-5); and, as opposed to previously described
paths of grammaticization (Brinton 2017: 13-26), they seem to have developed from
an extra-linguistic source. All of these features confirm that speakers have no trouble
seeking communicative resources outside the regularities of grammar, demonstrat-
ing that our conception of grammar must be widened if we are to grasp the incredibly
creative human capacity to construct and negotiate meaning.

Yotam M. BEN MOSHE ¢ Yael MASCHLER
University of Haifa | yotam.ben-moshe@mail.huiji.ac.il, maschler@research.haifa.ac.il

Mn Ae€ikad eTouxeia TG EBpAiKAG WG SEiKTEG 0pydvweng Tov Adyou

E€apxig 0 0pog beikTeC opydvwaong Tou Adyou avapepoTav o€ yla evpeia Katnyo-
pia. H Schiffrin (1987) tnv meplypagel wg €va cUVOAO YAWGGIKWY EKPPACEWY ATIO
Katnyopieg Aé€ewv 1600 MOLKiAeg 600 ot cOVOeapoL (T.X. and, but, or), Ta eMLPW-
vipata (oh), Ta emppnpata (now, then) kat ot Ae€ikomnotnpéveg ppdoetg (y'know, |
mean). L€ AUTH TNV avakoivwon meplypdpoupe €vav deiktn opydvwaong Tou Aéyou
TIOU YeVIKA Bewpeital 0Tt 6ev epmintel og Kapia Ae€ikn katnyopia i dev Bewpeitat
Kav YAwooLkn €Kppacn: To 0dovToPatviakd KALK TG eBpaikng.

Xpnolpomotwvtag tnv epmelptkn peodoloyia tng Atemdpaotikng MAwaooohoyiag
(Couper-Kuhlen & Selting 2017), avahboupe Ta KALK TIOU TIEPLEXEL TO NXOYPAPNLEVO
Kat Bvteookomnpévo UALKO Tou MoAutporikol Corpus Mpogoptkig ERpaikng tng
Xdawpa (Maschler k.d. 2018). Mpoopatn €peuva oe aAeg yAwooeg £6eLe 6TL Ta
KALK pumopouv va avaidBouv pa evpeia ykapa poAwv otn cuvoptAia, amoé Tov opla-
Ka yAwootko poAo ‘mpoetotpacia yia opthia’ (Ogden 2013) o mio Eekdbapa yAwo-
OlKEG Kal HLEMIOPaOTIKEG AeLTOVpYieg, OMwG N ékppaon otaong (Ogden 2013), ‘n
deién évapéng véag ahhnhouxiag’ (Wright 2011), n avaZntnon Aé€ng (Wright 2005),
n andvtnon ‘oxt’ kat ‘val' (Grenoble k.d. 2015). @a 6gifoupe 0Tl Ta KAIK TNG €Bpai-
KNG XpnoLyJoTolouvTal yla avtég, Kabwe kat yia dAAeg 60o Aettoupyieg mou dev
€xouv emionpavoei péxpt oTLypng. Mpwtov, propolv va onuadéyouv Tnv €vapén
NG d10pBwang oe avtoeyelpopevn f eTepoeyelpopevn 616pBwon (Schegloff,
Jefferson & Sacks 1977). Aghtepov, pmopolv va AELTOUPYNGOLV WG TIPOOIULO U EU-
BuypappLZOPEVWY GUVELGPOPWY, OTIWG 0TNV akOAoudn cuvopthia PeETAgl TpLwV
VEAPWY YUVALKWYV.

212 Naama gam 7oti Sixnat,
JiE EMELOES KL EPEVA,
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213 [ lehoci 7otax.
va og oteilw [oTo Tagid].
214 Natalie tsk
215 o ?ani Pomeret Pet ze,
To Aéw,
216 _kol kax bebitaxon Zacmi,
je TOON automenoibnon,
217 Maggie @
218 Natalie ..Seze
..TIoL AUTO
219 ..ze- seker,
..elvat pépa,
220 ..ken?,
.val?,

H Ndtaht é\eye oTIg piAeg TNG yia pLa emayyeApaTiki oLVEVTELEN OTNV OToia Tié-
TUXE XAPN 0TNV LKAVOTNTA TNG ‘va Aéet Kald pmolpdeg’. H Ndapa tnv ematvei mou
elval mpaypatika nelotikn (ap. 212-13). H NdTaAL anavtd nwg To JUOTIKO TNG €i-
vat n avtonemnoifnon tng (ap. 215-16)- akha to KAtk (ap. 214) onpadelet TNy €NO-
HEVN GLVELOWPOPA TNG WG N EVBVYPAPNL{OUEVN e Ta TIponyolpEVa, HeixvovTtag Ot
n mpddean Tng dev eivat va kavxnBet ahNd va amoppiwet T GLAOPPOVNON AUTOKA-
TakpLvopevn. Mpdypatt, oTn ouvexela SleukpLviel OTL N avtomemoibnon TG sival
npoomotnth (ap. 218-20), kat €10t 6gv NG afilel n emtuxia.

YnooTtnpiZovpe 0TL AVTEG Ol U0 XPROELC TWV ERPATKWY KALK, KABWE KAl APKETES
AAAeg, Ta KaBLoToOV MPWTOTUTILKOUG deiKTES OpydAvwang Tov Adyou, dbedopévou oTL
AeLToupyolV peTayAwootkd Kat mAnpolhy Tov outko 6po 6TV AvTioTOLX0 0pLolo
Tng Maschler (2009: 17). To yeyovog auto paptupel Tov upnAo Baduo evowpdtwong
TwV KAIK 0Tn ypappatikn. H mapoveoia Toug 6imha ota oxedov avtopata KALK ou
deixvouv TpogTolpacia yia opthia’ pag emiTpEmel va meplypdyoupe To €0pog AeL-
TOUPYLWY TOUG and aAndwg mapayAwoolka o€ aAnbwg ypappatikd Kat va umobe-
OOUYE TA HOVOTIATLA TNG YPAUHATLKOTOINONG TIOU Ta GUVOEOUV.

Ta KAk wg deikteg opyavwong Tou AOyou emekTeivouv T culnTnon e dtdpopoug
TpOMOUG. BpiokovTal eKTOG wVoAoyLKOD CUGTAPATOG TNG ERPAIKNG, TLAPE TIG YAWO-
OLKEG TOUG AELTOUPYIES WG dnxoL pBOYYOL dEV PEPOLY TTPOOWALAKA XAPAKTNPLOTL-
Kd, pdypa mou onuaivel 0Tt Ta Teevtaia dev amoteholy KpLTAPLO yia va Bewpndei
éva otolxeio deikTng opyavwaong Touv Aoyou (TpB. Brinton 2017: 13-26)- emumAgoy,
o€ avtifeon Pe TponyolpEVES TIPOCEYYIOELC TN YpappaTikonoinong (Brinton 2017:
13-26), paivetal Twg €xouv TPokLYeL and pla eEwyAwaootkn Tnyr. OAa avtd ovvn-
YOpOoUV UTIEP TOU OTL OL OPLANTEG/TPLEG OeV ExouV MPOBANUA va avainTrHoowy emtL-
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KOLVWVLAKOUG TIOPOUG TEPA AMO TG KAVOVIKOTNTEG TNG YPAPHATLKAG: GUVETWG, N
avTiAnwn pag yia tn ypagpatikn npénet va dteupuvBei av BENovpe va cuAAGBoupE
TNV AMiCTELTA dNULOVPYIKE AVOPWTILVN LKAVOTNTA Va GUYKPOTEL Kal va dlampaypa-
TevETAL VONua.
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Finding the right words:
The Russian particle nu in self-repair

The Russian (untranslatable) particle nu is one of the most common words in collo-
quial Russian. Deployed in a wide range of contexts, nu serves as a general alert that
what comes next departs from the expectations set up by the prior talk (Bolden 2016,
2018). This paper explores the deployment of nu in self-initiated self-repair, i.e., repair
initiated and completed by the speaker of the trouble source talk (Schegloff, Jeffer-
son & Sacks 1977). | show that nu is involved in extended repair segments, indicating
the speaker’s difficulty in finding “just the right words” - that is, in producing the most
apposite (e.g., accurate and properly recipient-designed) formulation in a particular
context. The paper uses Conversation Analysis to examine a large corpus of Rus-
sian-language conversations.
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First, nu may be part of an extended word search. In the following instance, the search
for the name of the location is eventually abandoned in favor of a description:

1 MAR My zashli v kakom ta v kakoj ta: uhm (1.0) ah::::
We visited some uh some uhm (1.0) ah:::

2 >nu voschem eta takaja< derevushka xudozhnikav/
NU generally speaking an artists’ village

In word searches, the particle nu is forward-looking, alerting the recipient that the up-
coming repair solution is not quite apt.

Second, nu may initiate replacement repair. In the following, the speaker replaces
“bought” (line 1) with “buying” (line 3):

1 RITA Mishka do:m kupil/

Misha bought a house
2 ¢
3 RITA Nu pakupa:et/

NU buying

In replacement repair, nu is backward-looking, indicating that the original formulation
was not quite accurate.

Third, nu may initiate a search for a formulation to replace an inapposite original for-
mulation (operating both backward and forward). For example, Zhenya treats the word
“prose” as potentially problematic for her addressee (who is a novice Russian speak-
er), using nu to initiate a search for an alternative:
1 ZHE My dazhe znaesh’ shto prozu/

We even memorized y’know what prose
2 =nu ne stixi a vot (.) tekst/

NU not poetry but eh (.) texts
Overall, the paper explores an important role that discourse particles may play in
managing both repair operations and intersubjectivity in conversation.

Galina BOLDEN
Rutgers University, USA | gbolden@comminfo.rutgers.edu

EvromiZovrag Tig kaTtdNAnAeg AEEELG:
To pWGLKO PopLo Nu 6TV AUTOSL0POWON

To (un peTagppdotyo) HOPLO NU TNS PWOLKNAG EvaL pLa arod TLG TiLo KOEG AEEELG OTOV
KaBnpepvo Aoyo. Xpnotpomoleital oe va euplh YA CUPPPACTIKWY TAALGLWY KAl
AelToupyei we yeVIKN ipoeLdomoinon 0TL auTo To oToio Ba akoAovBrosL TapEKKAL-
VEL amod TLG TTPOGHOKIEG IOV fyELpaV TIPOYEVEDTEPES GUVELGYOPES (Bolden 2016,
2018). To apbpo dlepeuva tn XpHon ToL NU 0TNV AVTOEYELPOEVN auTodLopBwan,
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dnhadn oe ekeivn tn popen 616pBwoNG Mov elodyeTal kat oAokAnpwvetat anod To
dtopo mou ekpEpet To mpoPAnpatiko ototxeio (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977).
Onwg 6a pavei, To nu epmAékeTtal oe ekteveiq 610pAWOELS Kal Seixvel T duoko-
Aia Tov optAolVTOG atopou va Bpet “akptBwe Tig katahAnheg Aé€etg” - 6nhadn, va
napayayet tnv 1o katdAAnAn datdmwon (T.X. akpLpr Kal mpooapuoouEvn aTov/
0TNV AMOdEKTN/TPLA) OE £VA GUYKEKPLUEVO GUHPPACTIKO TieptBArAov. H avakoivw-
on alomolei TNV Avaluon Zuvopthiag yla va e€etdoet €va peyalo corpus ouvopt-
AWV TNG PWOLKAG.

Katapxdg, To nu pnopei va anotehel u€pog pag ekteTapgevng avalintnong AéEng.
270 akOAouBo mapddetypa, n avagnTnon yia TV ovopacia tng Tonodeciag TeAka
gykataheinetal mpog 6@pehog PLag meplypagikig dlatunwong:

1 MAR My zashli v kakom ta v kakoj ta: uhm (1.0) ah::::
Emokeptrikape €va € éva ep (1.0) €2

2 >nu voschem eta takaja< derevushka xudozhnikav/
NU yevikd piAwvtag éva xwpto KaAATexvwy

Katd tnv avagiitnon Aé€ewv to poplo nu gival mpoopatiko, mpoetdomnotei Gnhadn
TOV/ TNV anodekTn/Tpla 0TL N eTtkeipevn 610pBwon dev eival n anoAlTwg eboToXN.

Ae0TEPOV, TO NU PITOPEL Va gloaydyel Pia 610pBWaON avTikatdoTaong. XTo akOAou-
Bo mapadetypa, n optARTpLa aviikablotd to “ayopace” (apada 1) e o “ayopdlo-
vtag” (apada 3):

1 RITA Mishka do:m kupil/
0 Mioa aydpace éva omitt

) ()

3 RITA Nu pakupa:et/
NU ayopadovtag

Y1n d16pBwon avtikatdotaong to nu Aettouvpyei avadpopikd, deixvel dnhadn otLn
apxikn dlatunwon dev ATav apkeTd akpipng.

Tpitov, T0 nu pmopei va gloaydyet TRV avalnTnon piag S1atinwong MPoKELPEVOL Va
avtikataotadei pia apxikn, dotoxn Statumwon (Aettoupyei dnhadn TavToxpova kat
‘TpoAnTTIKA’ Kat ‘avadpoptkd’). Na napadetypa, n Zhenya Bewpei Tn A€ “npoa”
wg¢ duvapel TpoBAnPaATIKA yla Tov/TV cuvoptAntA/TpLd tng (o/n omoiog/a ivat
VE0G/d OPANTAG/TPLA TNG PWOLKAG), XPNOLUOTIOLWVTAG TO NU YLA va loaydyet Ty
avaZitnon plag evaAAakTikAg dlatinwong:

1 ZHE My dazhe znaesh'’ shto prozu/

Anopvnuoveioape we kat, EEpetg, mel6 Adyo

2 =nu ne stixi a vot (.) tekst/
NU 6xt moinon aAAd g(.) keipeva
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YUVOALKOTEPQ, N AVAKOIVWoN EEETATEL TOV ONUAVTIKO POAO MOV 0L HEIKTES 0pyaAvVW-
0ng Tou Aoyou propei va maifouv aTn Hlaxeipton T000 TwV PNXaviopwy 610p8waong
000 Kal TNG SLUTIOKELPEVIKOTNTAG 0T GUVOMLALQ.
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Semantics of modal particles (the case of Russian)

Modal particles are numerous in Russian. There are two traditions of their description
in Russian linguistics: the lexicographic and the pragmatic. The first is based on lex-
icographic traditions of European languages: an entry of the dictionary contains the
lexeme, their meanings (particles usually are regarded as polysemantic) and the de-
scriptions of the meanings.

But the semantic description of modal particles according to this model is not suffi-
cient for practical purposes as nearly all particles seem to have the same meanings:
emphasis of utterances, insistence of asking, causal meaning and some others, while
the particles differ in their meanings and cannot be interchanged in some contexts.
Since 1975 the pragmatic functions and the semantic ones have been both included
into the description of particles.

As it is difficult to catch and to reflect nuances of the meanings of particles that ex-
press similar functions, one should turn to the general (nuclear) meaning. Each of the
meanings can be implicated from one meaning that is called a “general meaning”. In
other words, nuances of semantic difference between words with similar functions
can be explained by the difference in their general meanings.

So, the information that is necessary for using a particle in speech should include:
its general (nuclear) meaning, its functions (that are often marked as different mean-
ings in dictionaries), and specific meanings including the implicatures from general
meaning to specific meanings and from meanings to functions.
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The example of a part of an entry:

Uzh (from adv. Uzhe ‘yet’) Gen. meaning ‘the limit is achieved'. 1. func. sureness Uzh X: Uzh Ivan po-
mozhet (‘lvan is sure to help’) 1st meaning ‘in line of possible persons Ivan is the limit after which
the sureness leaves no place to doubt’ (or ‘many others can be doubtful, the person X is the limit
and therefore is doubtless) 2. func. insisting on ask Uzh P ‘imperative’: Ty uzh pomogi 2" meaning
‘in line of possible actions P is the limit of what can be rejected. Ask of P is the limit so it should be
fulfilled'. This ask sounds humiliated because of the possibility of rejections. 3 meaning P impera-
tive uzh Otkroi uzh dver ‘Open the door at least’ ‘the time when it should be done ends so it should
be done immediately’.

Elena G. BOoRISOVA
Moscow City University | egbor@mail.ru

H onpacioloyia TWV TPOTUKWVY Popiwv (n MEPINTWAN THG PWOLKIG)

YT PpWOLKN LTIApXoUV TIOAUAPLBUA TpOTIKA popLd. XTNn pwOlKr YAwoooloyia bia-
KpivovTal 600 TPOCEYYIoELG OTNV TIEPLYPAPT) AVTWY TWVY Hopiwv: N AeELKOypaPLKi
Kat n mpaypatoloyikn. H mpwtn Baciletat oTig Ae€IKoypagpikég mapadooeLg mov
LoX0OULV yla TIC EVPWTIATKES YAWOOEG: €va Aupua oTto Ae€Lko eplAapBavel To Aé-
&npa, TIq onpacieg Tov (Ta popLa cuvRBwe BewpoulvTal TOADCHUA) KAl TIG TIEPLYPa-
QEC TWV ONPACLWV.

Q07000, N ONUACLONOYLKN TEPLYPAP TWV TPOTUKWY Hopiwv BAcel avtol Tou po-
vtéhou atnv mpagn dev emapkel, 6edopévou OTL oxedov OAa ta popla paivetal va
€xouv TL¢ idleg onpaocieg, OnMwg éppacn 0To EKPWVNA, ETILUIOVA GTNV EPWTNON, dl-
TLoAOYLKEG onpacieg, peTagh alwy, evw Ta pdpLa dLapePouV WE TPOG TLG ONUACIES
Toug Kat dev evalldooovtal og oplopéva meptBallovta. Anod 1o 1975 kat €€n¢ 1600
oL TipaypatohoyLkeG 600 Kal oL onuactoAoylkeg Aettovpyieg AapBdavovtat umoyn
Katd tnv mepLypagn Twv popiwv.

Ene1dr) eival d0okoho va eviomioTouv Kat va avaAuBoulv ot AemTEG dLlapopeg oTIg
onpacieg Twv popiwv mov ekppalovy mapopoleg Aettouvpyieg, Ba mpEnet oL avalu-
TEG/TPLEG VA 0TPAPODV TIPOC TN YEVIKNA (TupnviKN) onpacia. Kabepia amnod Tig onpa-
oieq pmopei va ouvaxdei amo pia “yevikn onpacia”. Me ahha Adyta, ot Aemtég onpa-
olakeg HLapopeg PeTagu AeCewv e mapopoLeg AeLTovpyieg Umopolv va eppunveu-
TOUV PEOW TNG 81aPopdg TOUG 0TI YEVIKEG TOUG ONHACIES.

Emopévwg, oL anapaitnteg mANPoYopies yLa T xprion evog opiov GToV TPOPOPLKO
\OYO Ba TpEMEL va TIEPLEXOLV TN YEVLKN (TtuPNVLKN) TOV onpacia, Ti¢ Aettoupyieg
ToU (TIoV oLXVA oNPELWVOVTAL WG dlaPopeTIKES onpacieg ota Ae€Ikad) Kat Tig L6t
KEC onpacieg, mou meptAapuBAvouy UTIOVORPATA ATO TN YEVIKI) onpacia mpog Ti¢ €l
d1KEG onuaocieg kal amo TI¢ onNpacieg 0TI AELTOUpYIEC.

MapatiBeTal €va mapddelypa TUAUATOG EVOG AUUATOG:
Uzh (am6 to emippnpa Uzhe ‘akopn’) Mevikn onpacia ‘to 6pto €xel emiteuxBel’. 1. Aettoupyia Pe-
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Batotnta Uzh X: Uzh Ivan pomozhet (‘0 IBdv ival BERato 6Tt 6a Bondnoel’) Tn onpacia ‘avayeoa og
mbavd mpoowa o IBAv eivat To 6pLo peTA To omoio n BePatotnta dev agrvet eplBwpla agipo-
\iag’ () ‘moANd aA\a dtopa propei va eivat apeBata, To TPOcwo X eivat To 6pLo Kal EMOPEVWG Ei-
vat avapeloBnnTo’) 2. Aettovpyia empovi oty epwinon Uzh P ‘mpootaktiki': Ty uzh pomogi 2n
onpacia ‘avapeoa og mbaveg mpagelg to P eival to 6pLo autol o propei va anoppipbei. H epw-
Tnon tou P eival To 0plo kat dpa mpénet va mpaypatonotnBei’. Avth n epwtnon deixvel Taneivwon
eneldn eivat mbavn n anodppiyn. 3n onpacia P npootaktikn uzh Otkroi uzh dver (‘Avolge Tnv opta
eMTENOUC’) ‘0 XPOVOG OTOV OTIOI0 B EMPETIE VA YiVEL AUTO TENELWVEL, OTIOTE TIPEMEL VA YiveL dpead’.

References

Borisova, E. 2013. Special entities used for governing understanding. In E. Borisova & 0. Sou-
leimanova (eds), Understanding by Communication, 95-104. Newcastle: Cambridge Schol-
ars Publishers.

Mapia BPAXIONIAOY
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Nrte, yia, vTEpEK, VE... VE..., EYL... EM...: TOUPKLKA davela
WG mpaypartoloyLkoi deikTeg 0T vEa ENMVIKI) Kal 6TLG SLAAEKTOUG

Y10X0¢ TNG Mapovoag avakoivwong eivat va eotidost o€ mapadeiypata davelwv
Aé€ewV amo TNV TOUPKIKN TIOU AELTOUPYODV WG TpaypatoAoytkoi deikTeg ota véa
eAAnvikd. uykekpipéva emAéyovtal dAvela OTw G Ta: VTE, yid, VIEUEK, VE...VE..., E[...
€U... K.T.0. Kal tapouoladovtal mapadeiygara xpnong Toug mov €xouv avtAnBei amo
NAEKTPOVIKEG KAL APXELAKES TINYEC KATAYEYPAPPEVOU TPOPOPLKOU AGYoU Kal amod
owpata Kepévwy. Mapatnpeitat AAAwote 0Tt oL AE€ELG auTES epgaviovTal Katd
Bdon otov poPopLkd AoYo, OTWE paiveTal anod tnv anousia f TNV UTOEKTPOCWTIN-
on} Toug ota veoeAANVIKA Ae€ika. Ta apadeiypata mpoKOTITOLY Ao TPELS HOPPES
NG eANnvikNg, dnAadn (a) ano Tig dtalékTtoug, (B) amod tnv Kown veoeAAnvIKn, (y)
ano TNV apyko, kal EmLonpaivoval oL d1apopoToLoeLg 0Tn AELTOVPYia, TN OUXVO-
TNTA, TN YPAPPATLKA KATNYOPia OV EKTIPOCWTIOVY KAl TA CUPPPACTIKA TEpLBAANO-
vTa petagh Twy TpLwv avTwy poppwv. Etal, yia napddetypa, oe dlakéktoug mou
€XOUV TILO GTEVI ETAPN HE TA TOUPKLKA XpnOLUOTOLOLVTAL OXL HOVO TIEPLOTOTEPA
TETOLO POpLa AANG Kal og HLapopETIKES amd Tig avapevopeveg BEoeLS, evw Kdmola
pTopei va AeLToupyolv apyKoTIKA WG OTOLXELO TOTUKOTNTAG (TL.X. TO VIEUEK WG XA-
PAKTNPLOTIKN dlapopd avapeoa oe ABRva kat Ogooahovikn).
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De, ya, demek, ne... ne..., hem... hem...: Turkish loans
as pragmatic markers in standard and dialectic Modern Greek language

The aim of the present paper is to focus on examples of loan words from Turkish lan-
guage which function as pragmatic markers in Modern Greek. Concretely, loans as
de, ya, demek, ne... ne.., hem... hem... are selected and examples of their use, drawn
by digital and archival sources of recorded oral speech and by corpora, are present-
ed. Besides, it is remarkable that these words are mainly oral - a fact that is evidenced
by their lack or under-representation in Modern Greek dictionaries. The examples ori-
ginate from three types of Greek language, that is (a) from dialects, (b) from Standard
Modern Greek and (c) from slang, and the differentiations in function, frequency, part
of speech and context among the three of them are pointed out. For instance, in some
dialects that are in close contact with Turkish, not only the number of such particles
is bigger, but also the word order in language is far from the expected; or, in slang
context, some particles appear to promote locality (e.g. demek is supposed to be a
characteristic language difference between Athens and Thessaloniki).
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Ywpa EAAnVikwv Ketpévwy (ZEK). [http://www.sek.edu.gr/]
Ywpa Néwv ENAnvikwv Ketpévwy amé tnv MOAN yia tv EAAnvikn FAwooa [http:/www.
greek-language.gr/greekLang/modern_greek/tools/corpora/index.html]

Néva FANAMMOYKH
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Ta anoKpLTIKAG POPLA WG PNXAVIGHOG UTEKPUYIG:
MpoKATAPKTIKEG MAPATNPNOELG AN MONLITIKEG GUVEVTEVEELG

Ta anokpttika popla (response tokens) givat “ototxeia Tng diemidpaong ta omnoia
uTodNAWVoULV OTL Eva TPRPA AOYOU TOU OPLAOUVTOG ATOWOU EXEL YiVEL QVTIANTITO AMO
Tov/TnV anodektn avtoL Tov Aoyouv” (Gardner 2001: 13). Z1o BeopIkO MAQiOLO TNG
TNAEOTTLKAG CLUVEVTEVENG OL dNPOGLOYPAPOL ATIOPEVYOULV KATA Kavova Tn Xpron Té-
TOLWV popiwy, kaBwg og avto To idog diemidpaong Asttoupyolv we Slagecolapn-
TEQ/TPLEC HETAEL TWV KAAEOPEVWY TIOALTIKWY KAl TOU THAEOTITIKOU KOLVOU, TO OTI0i0
elval kat o TeA KOG anodEKTNG Tou AOyou o Tapdyetal 6To otolvTLo (Clayman &
Heritage 2002, Heritage & Greatbatch 1991- BA. kat Goffman 1981). QoT000, N €€€Ta-
0N €VOG PLKPOU apLBPOU MEPIMTWOEWY TIPOEPXOPEVWY aTod 16 cuvevTELEELS g Tio-
ALTiko0g (tng meptodou 2011-2013) deixvel 6TL oL dnpocLoypdgol XxpnatuomoLohy
popta onwg M(h)y, Nat. kat MdAtota. TpoKeLPEVOL va PNV TomodeTnBOLV amévavtl
o€ BEoeLg/anoyelg mou dlatumwvouy oL moALTIKol. XTo mAaioto Tng AvdAuong Zu-
voptAiag N avakoivwaon eTXeLpel PLa MPOKATAPKTIKI HLePEHVNON AVTAC TNG XPHONG
AMOKPLTIKWV Popiwy, aipvovtag uroyn To aAAnAouXIKO TeptBAAAoy, Tov oxedlaopo
KL TO TIEPLEXOPEVO TNG OLVELOPOPAG TOU/TNG TOALTLKOD TIOU TtponyeiTal Kabwg Kat
TNV EMOTNPLKN TOTOBETNON TWV GUVOUIAODVTWY ATOHWV.

Ano Tnv avaluon mPoKOTITEL OTL 0PLOPEVA AMOKPLTLKA HOPLA XPNOLHOTIOLOOVTAL WG
pnxaviopoi UTIEK(PUYNAG o€ TiepLBANAOVTA 0TA OTIOLa TIPONYELTAL Pl EKTETAPEV OL-
VELOPOPA TOU/TNG TOALTIKOU TIOU KAEIVEL i€ pLa povdda Kataokeung GLVELOPOPAG
o€ epWTNUATLKi poper). O oxedlaopog Tng ouvelopopdg Tou/Tng MoALTIKOL KabLotd
oLVAQN PLa amOKPLoN €K PEPOUG TOL/TNG dnpoctoypapou (Stivers & Rossano 2010).
Avdhoya pe To iepLexOpEVo TN ponyndeioag cUVELGPOPAG, HiLa GLVAPNC amdKpLon
Ba anattovoe gite TNV anodoxn TG droyng mou dlaTuMwWoe o/n MOALTLKOG eite TNV
aEQLOBATNON TNG OTLG MEPLTTWOELG OOV ExeL 10N dlapoppwbei Eva cuykpouotakd
neptBarlov. Onwg kat va 'xet, n Statimwon plag pn ovpBatig andkptong (Raymond
2003) pe TN HOPYN ATIOKPLTIKOD HOpiou AELTOUpYEL WG UNXAVIOPOG UTIEKPUYAG, O
oT0{0G ETUTPETEL GTOUG/OTLG dNPOGLOYPAPOULG va PNV Apouy BECN amevavtl oTLg
anoYeLg oV HLaTUTWVOVTAL and TOUG/TIG GUVOULANTEG/TPLES TOUG, HLaTNPWVTAG
€ auTtd Tov TPOTO TN oTdon oLdeTEPOTNTAG TIOL EMIBAAAEL 0 BEGPIKAC TOUC PONOG.
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Response tokens in the service of sidestepping questions:
Some preliminary observations from Greek TV political interviews

Response tokens are “conversational objects that indicate that a piece of talk by
speaker has been registered by the recipient of that talk” (Gardner 2001: 13). In poli-
tical interviews, interviewers generally avoid using such tokens as in this institutio-
nal context they act as intermediaries between their guests and viewers, the latter
being the intended recipients of the talk produced in the studio (Clayman & Heritage
2002, Heritage & Greatbatch 1991; see also Goffman 1981). However, examination of
a small sample of instances drawn from 16 political interviews (broadcast between
2011 and 2013 on Greek television) shows that interviewers can deploy tokens such
as M(h)y, Nat. and MdAtota. in order to avoid answering interviewee questions. Within
the framework of Conversation Analysis, this paper offers some preliminary observa-
tions regarding this use of response tokens, taking into account the sequential posi-
tion of the interviewer turn, the design and content of the interviewee turn preceding
it, as well as the epistemic status of the participants.

Response tokens are deployed in this function following an interviewee multi-unit
turn which ends with an interrogative TCU, thus, strongly inviting a response from the
interviewer (Stivers & Rossano 2010). Depending on the design and content of the
interviewee turn, such a response would either endorse a view expressed by the in-
terviewee or counter a challenge if a disaffiliative environment has been established
earlier in the interview. In either case, providing a non-conforming response (Raymond
2003) in the form of a response token allows interviewers to refrain from displaying
(dis)affiliation with the views expressed by interviewees, and, consequently, maintain
the neutralistic stance their institutional role entails.
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01 3&iKTEG TNG KUTIPLAKIIG SLAAEKTOU TdYa KAl Lpiol) WG TPayHaToAOyLKA HopLa

‘Epeuveg Tou apopolv TV autonTikdTnTa (evidentiality) £6€1&av 0TI TO TOUPKLKO
popenua {-mis} kwdikomolei meplocdTepeg anod pia onpacieg (Kappler & Tsiplakou
2009). H kumplakn 6taAekTOG aivetal va €xel daveloTel To eMiBNPaA pEow TG pa-
KPoXpoviag YAWGOOLKNG EMAPC Pe OPLANTEG/TPLEC TNG TOUPKIKAG YAwooag. O Oei-
KTNG Tdxa eppavidetal atnv Ko eEAANVIKRA Kat Thv KumpLakn 6LAAEKTO, Kal EpEv-
VEC OTOV ONPACLOAOYIKO XAPAKTPA AUTOL TO HeiKTN Kal TOv Hopiov 6rjbev Exouv
xapaktnpioet (Ifantidou 2005) avtd Ta popla we beikTe¢ avtonTikéTnTag (evidential
particles). H eupeia xpion Twv dEIKTWV Tdxa KAl (iotn oTnv KUTPLaKI S1AAEKTo,
Kupiwg og MPoPopLkO AGYo, Kat To YEYOVOG OTL OL PUOLKES OULANTEG/TPLES TNG OLa-
AéKTOU dev pmopovoav va anodwoouvy TNV VVOLONOYLKN onuacia Kat Aeltovpyieg
AQUTWV TWV dELKTWY, 0dnynoe otn dnuloupyia TNG Mapohioag EPeuvag mou €XeL OKO-
o va e€etdoel TI¢ TIBavES Toug AeLToupyieg.

1

a. Emavipedtnke  taxa.

B. Enavipedtnke  wiown.

AuTi n €pguva apExel Kavoupla dedopéva yia tn xprion Tou AeEIKOToLNUEVOU ETILP-
PNHATOG (Wit CUYKPLTIKA PE TOV SEIKTN TdXa, 0 OTIO{0G PaiveTal va €XEL TapopoLa
\ettoupyia. Ot Né€elg Tdxa kat wpiotn e€eTdoTnKav o€ Tpia dlapopeTiKA mpoTacta-
KA epLBANAOVTA, 0€ KATAPATIKES, EPWTNHATLKEG KAL ETLPWVNHATLKEG TTPOTACELS,
L€ TOUG OUPPETEXOVTEC VA TIPETIEL VA ATIAVTIOOLY AV XPNOLHOTOLOOVTAL YLd Va EK-
@pdoouv elpwveia ) EMEEAyNON, 0€ TPOGEKTIKA ETILAEYPEVO TIEPLEXOHEVO TIOU TIPOW-
Bel TETOLEC XPNOELG. ZTO NAEKTPOVIKO EpWTNPATONOYLO avTanokpiBnkav cuvoAtkd
50 ouppeTEXOVTEG, OL omoiot KARBnkav va anavtrioouv pe Nat f 0xt o€ pwTNOELS
onwe “0 optANTAC ATav ELPWVIKOG;”. Ta yevika anoteAéopata tng €pguvag £6gt€av
OTL Ol cupPETEXOVTEG/0VOES (86%) TpoTipnoav yia Tov deiktn twion Tn onuacia
TOU N evotepviopob (dissociation), n omoia ekppdZet poohekTikn o0 (illocution-
ary force), ano tn petaBAntn tng enegnynong (57%). Avt’ avtou, o deiktng Tdxa
xpnotyomoteitat kat wg SeikTng Un evoTePVLOPOL amd to optholy dtopo (58%) kat
WG eMEENYNPATIKOG (65%), YEYOVOC TIOV PTopEl va pUnveLBEl PEOW TNG AUTOTITL-
KNn¢ Tou xpriong (evidential use).

Edv Baolotoupe oTa epeuvnTIKa dedopéva kat Toug SLdpopoug 0pLoPOUG TIOV UTdp-
X0UV 070 Tiedio yla Ta mpaypatoloylkd Hopta, ol deikTeg Tdxa Kat wiotn Propolhy
va AELTOUPYROOLY WG TPAYHATONOYLKA POPLA 0TV TPOPOPLKI ETLKOLVWVIA AOyw
TwV MOAAATMAWY AELTOUPYLWY TOUC OTOV GUVOULALAKO AOYO.
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Cypriot Greek markers taha and imishi as pragmatic particles

Previous studies on evidentiality have noted that the evidential Turkish marker {-mls}
is known to codify more than one meanings (Kappler & Tsiplakou 2009). Cypriot Greek
has borrowed the marker from a long period of language contact with Turkish-speak-
ing population. The marker taha can be found in Modern Greek and Cypriot Greek, and
previous studies concerning the functions of this marker and the particle dithen (‘as
if'), have illustrated that they are evidential particles (Ifantidou 2005). The wide use
of the markers taha and imishi in Cypriot Greek, mainly in spontaneous speech, and
the fact that the speakers are not able to codify their meaning and functions, triggered
the current study examining their possible functions.

1

a. Epantreftike imishi.

b. Epantreftike taha.

Got-married supposedly
‘Supposedly, she got married.’

The study provides novel data on the use of the lexicalized adverbial imishi ‘suppos-
edly’, comparing its use to another marker that has a similar function, namely taha
‘supposedly, that is". The words imishi and taha were examined in three environments,
namely declarative, question and exclamation, asking participants whether they are
used for irony, explanation or both in scenarios and contexts carefully chosen to pri-
me them as such. A total of 50 participants filled out a web based questionnaire and
they had to choose Yes/No to answer questions such as ‘Was the speaker ironic?’. Our
findings show that participants expressed a preference for the dissociative reading of
the marker imishi (86%), expressing illocutionary force, over the dependent variable
of explanation (57%). Instead taha is used both as a dissociative marker (58%) and
as explanation (65%), which can be also understood on the basis of an evidential use.

Based on the experimental data and the various definitions in the research of prag-
matic particles, taha and imishi can function as pragmatic particles, taking into con-
sideration their overall multifunctional nature in conversational discourse.
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Why do Americans think British people are smart?
The distinctive uses of right in British and American English

In this paper, we explore contrasting usages of the discourse marker right in Ameri-
can versus British English. Using Conversation Analysis to examine large corpora of
American and British conversations, we focus on the use of right as a receipt token
(in second and third positions). Our analysis shows that, in American English, right is
hearable as conveying the speaker’s knowing stance (K+), while in British English, it
simply marks receipt of previously unknown information (Heritage 2013).

For instance, in the following segment from US data, Marsha uses “Right” (line 5) to
confirm that Erma’s candidate recompletion of her prior turn (lines 1-3) is, in fact,
what Marsha was meaning to convey in her complaint about her “darling friend":

1 Marsha  Ah:-I'm doing this whole thea:trical by myself it

2 suddenly occurred to me thet my darling friend Sam hez
3 taken two weeks vacation. ‘hh=

4 Erma =just et the time when you c'd use [im.

5 Marsha [m-Right.

6 Erma Yels.

In contrast, in the following example from UK data, Kevin is giving Leslie directions
to a pub that he's recommending to her. In line 3, Leslie receipts the directions with
“hRight”, conveying that she is now being informed:

1 Kev Uh: (0.3) just up (.) the road from the uh (1.1) uh:m

2 (0.8) the |church. at Batgum.
3 Les hRight. Okay then, hYeha,=

We also discuss some subtle epistemic differences between the British right and the
oh particle in this position (Heritage 1984).

Our findings extend our understanding of how some discourse markers (such as right)
are culture-specific resources for building and conveying speakers’ access and rights
to knowledge. We also shed light on intercultural misunderstandings that might oc-
cur between American and British English speakers with regards to their claims to
knowledge.
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Nari ot Apepkavoi/ideg Bewpouv Toug/TIg BpeTavoug/ideg EEumvoug/eg;
01 31apoPETIKEG XPAGELS TOL right 6T BPETAVLKI] KAl APEPLKAVIKI] ayyALKR

ITnv avakoivwon e TAZoupE TIC HLAPOPETIKES XPHOELS TOU HEIKTN 0pYAVWONG TOU
\oyou right oTnV apepikaviki kat otn Bpetavikn ayyAikn. Alomowwvrag tnv Ava-
Auvon Zuvopthiag yia Tn peNETn peydAwy corpora GUVOULALWY TNV AUEPLKAVLKI Kal
otn BpeTavikn ayyAikn, €0TIAZOVE TV TTPOCOXN PAg oTn Xpnon Tng A&ENG right wg
otolxeiov mapahapng mAnpoyopiag (oe HhTepn Kat Tpitn B€on). H avalvon pag
deixvel 0TL otV apepikavikn ayyAkn n Ae€n right deixvel tnv mapakapn mAnpogo-
piag otnv omoia €xet (6N mpooBacn To optAoLY ATOHO, EVW OTN BPETAVIKI AYYALKN
onpadevel amAwg pa dyvwotn mAnpopopia (Heritage 2013).

la napddelypa, 0to akoAovBo anoomnacpa amod ta dedopéva Twv HMA, n Marsha
xpnotpomotei tn AéEn “Right” (apdda 5) yia va emiBeBalwoet OTL i umopn@pta oho-
kAfpwon ano tnv Erma (apada 4) tng 6tkAg NG ouvelopopds (apddeg 1-3) eivat
TpAypatt avto mov evvoouoe n Marsha e To mapdmovo TN yia Tov ‘ayannto tng
@ilo’ (“darling friend”):

1 Marsha  Ah:-I'm doing this whole thea:trical by myself it

2 suddenly occurred to me thet my darling friend Sam hez
3 taken two weeks vacation. ‘hh=

4 Erma =just et the time when you c¢'d use [im.

5 Marsha [m-Right.

6 Erma Ye[s.

AvtifBeta, oTo akoAovBo mapddetypa and ta dedopéva touv HB, o Kevin bivel odnyieg
otn Leslie yta 1o mwg 6a mdel 0€ PLa MAPT OV TS EXEL TPOTEIVEL TIPONYOVPEVWSG.
Ytnv apdda 3, n Leslie ‘napakappavel’ tic odnyieg pe to “hRight” deixvovtag 1ol
OTL €xeL TWPA TNV TANPOPOPNON:

1 Kev Uh: (0.3) just up (.) the road from the uh (1.1) uh:m

2 (0.8) the |church. at Batgum.
3 Les hRight. Okay then, hYeha,=

E€etdoupe emiong opLopéveg NETTEG ETLOTNPLKES HLaPOPOTOLAOELS TOU right TG
Bpetavikng ayyAtkig kat Tou popiov oh oe avth tn B€on (Heritage 1984).

Ta guprpatd pag BonBouv va KaTavoroouE WG OpLOPEVOL dEIKTEG Opydvwong Tou
\oyou (6nwg To right) anotehoby 161aZovTeg MOALTLOHIKOUG TTOPOUE YLa T GLYKPO-
TNON Kat TNV €KPpacn Tng mpooBacng Kat Twv SIKALWPATWY TWV OPANTWY/TPLWY
otn yvwon. H avaluon pag pwtiel emiong TI¢ dLamoALTIONIKEG TAPAVONOELS IOV
pTopei va mpokOYouv PETAgL OUIANTWV/TPLWY TNG APEPLKAVIKAG KAl TNG BpeTavt-
KNG ayyALkng 0oov agpopd TI¢ EMOTNHIKEG TOUG AELWOELS.
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To kat wg cuVOpLALaKAG dEiKTNG UTOTAENG

To veoeAANVLKO Kat, To omoio ouxvd — aAAd maparhavntikd - epgavietal weg avti-
0TOLX0 TOU GUVOETIKOL and 0TV ayyALkn, €XeL yivel avTiKeipevo épeuvag LLOBETW-
vtag 61apopeg olyxpoveg YAwooONOyLKES Bewpnoelg TIG TehevTaieg HeKaETIES.
001000, OAEC AUTEC OL TIPOGEYYIOELG £XOUV €va KOLVO: Baciovial MpwTioTWG o€
Hn ouvoptAtaka dedopéva, mapd tn otabepd emavalapBavopevn mapatnpnon 0Tt ot
N OUVOETLKEG XPNOELS TOU Kal TPOKUTTOLV KUPiwg 0T cuvopthia - mpdypa 1o
omoio avtikatontpilel emiong TNV EAAELYPN OXETIKWY CWHATWY KELPEVWY yLa TV
eAANVIKN w¢ TOND MpooPata. TUVETWS, e BAon Ta oTolxeia Tou Exoue oTn Hua-
Beon pag, omwg eival n pLikn mohvonpia tou kat (Mackridge 1987, Canakis 1995),
n omoia anoteAel ouvapTnon TNG XPAONG TOU TOGO 0TNV Mapatagn 600 Kal aTnv
vnotagn (Kazazis 1965, Ingria 1981, AeABepo0dn 1995, KotZoyAov 2018), alAd kat n
TIOAD PEYAAN GUXVOTNTA EPPAVLONG TOV (OTIWG TPOKOTITEL amd Ta dlabéoipa cwyata
KELPEVWY), TO Kat anoTeAel TOV KUPLO GUVOULALAKO O€LKTN KAl T(POVONLAKO onueio
ekkivnong yla tn diepevvnon twv popiwv otn diemidpaon.

EkKvwvTag anod mapatnpioeLs mov apopohv TRV MOAUAELTOUPYLKOTNTA TOU Kat KU-
plwg oTNV IPoPopLKN Mtkovwvia, eeTdlovpe to Corpus Mpopopikoh Adyou Tou
IvotitooTou NeogAAnVikwy Imoudwy, e 1dlaitepn 0TiAON OE MEPIMTWOELG OOV
TO Kat €XEL UTIOTAKTLKA AELTOUPYia, oUVNBWE WG AVTIOTOLXO TOL va I mov. Ta mpwTa
eupnuata 6gixvouv mPog TNV KatehBuvon PLag VTEPKATNYOPIag CUOXETI{OUEVWY
popiwv otnv KNE (n omoia mepthapBdvet ta [KAI, NA, MOY]), Ta péAn tng onoiag @é-
POUV OXEOELG OLKOYEVELAKNAG OHOLOTNTAG WG TPOG TNV yeyovoTikotnta (mpp. Niki-
foridou 2006), epdoov To kat — 6nwg To va aAAd v avTLBECEL I TO TOU — TIPOUTO-
BETEL MPAYHATOAOYIKA TO GUPTIAPWHA TOV.

[11  Eida tov Mdvvn kat €Tpexe

[2]  Eiba Tov ldvvn mou €tpexe
[3]  Eida tov Mdvvn va tpéxet

EmumAéov, €0TLA0VE TOGO OTOV EMLTOVIOPO 000 KAl 0€ EVPUTEPEG CUPPPACTIKEG
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TIANPOYopiES, oL OMoiEC PTOpPEL va Elvat XpNotPeg aTnv avadelgn mapayovtwy mov
ETMIBANNOLY I ETITPEMOULY PN GUVOETIKEG EPUNVELES TOU Kat aTnv diemidpaon.

Costas CANAKIS & George KoTzoGLOU
University of the Aegean | c.canakis@sa.aegean.gr, gkotz@rhodes.aegean.gr

Ke as a subordinating discourse particle

Modern Greek kat [k'e] (customarily - yet often misleadingly - glossed ‘and’) has
been the subject of research from various strands of linguistic inquiry over the last
few decades. Yet, all of these approaches have one thing in common: they are pre-
dominantly based on non-conversational data, despite the recurrent observation that
such non-coordinating uses occur mainly in interaction — which primarily reflects the
unavailability of relevant corpora for Modern Greek until very recently. Therefore, giv-
en established facts, such as the rampant polysemy of ke (Mackridge 1987, Canakis
1995), a function of its paratactic as well as subordinating uses (Kazazis 1965, In-
gria 1981, Delveroudi 1995, Kotzoglou 2018), and its sheer ubiquity (as accrues from
available corpora), ke is the Greek discourse particle par excellence and a privileged
candidate for researching particles in interaction.

Driven by observations relating to the multifunctionality of ke primarily in oral discourse,
we are mining the Corpus of Spoken Greek, with a special focus on instances where it
serves a subordinating function, usually as a near equivalent of va [na] or mov [pu].
Preliminary findings point to a supercategory of related particles in Modern Greek fea-
turing [KE, NA, PU], bearing family resemblances on the basis of factivity (cf. Nikiforidou
2006), since ke - like pu but unlike na - pragmatically presupposes its complement.
[1]  ida ton yani ke étrexe

[2] ibaton yéni pu étrexe

[3] idaton yéni na tréxi

Moreover, we are focusing on intonational and wider contextual information which
may be useful in identifying factors strongly favoring or licensing non-coordinating
interpretations of ke in interaction.
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Ta npaypaToloytkd popia 6TRV POGANYPN TWV GUVOUIALAKWV apnyoEWY:
H nepinTwon Tov EVApKTHPLOL a

YTOX0C TNG mapousiaong ival n ueAETN TOL TPAYHATOAOYIKOU HOPIOL a OTIG GLVO-
pLAlakeg apnynoetg. Etdikotepa, e€eTa{w to popLo a ae apxikn Beaon, 6Tav avto
Xpnotyomoleital and Toug/Tic anodEKTEG/TPLES TNS apriynong. Ynootnpilw oOtL,
pEéow Tou popiou a, oL amodEKTEG/TPLES TNG aprynong dtaxetpiovTat {nThpata
EMLOTNPLKOD 0TATOUG Kal QLALKAG ddBeong.

To UAtkO pou amoteheital amo 18 katd mPOcWTo YLAIKES YUOLKEG GUVOPIAiES (OU-
VoALKiG dlapkelag 14 wpwv mepimou) avdpeoa o€ 20 péAn plag Beatpikig opddac,
nAtkiag petagy 20 kat 40 eTwv (KapaxdAtov 2018). Ol payvnToQWVACELS TIpayHa-
Tormotiénkav o€ MolkiAeg avemionueg mepPLOTACELS, OTWC TPLV 1 PHETA TIG TIPOPEG,
0€ KAPETEPLEG, 0€ OMiTia KTA. To peyahlTepo PEPOC TOU LALKOU GUYKEVTPWONKE
pe TN p€Bodo TNG avtopayvnTopwvnong, dnAadn xwpig TNy mapouvasia NG ePELVN-
TpLag. XTig 18 ouvopthieg avadubnkav 311 apnynoeLs.

A&lomolwvtag peBodoloyika epyakeia tng Avdiuong ZuvoptAiag, dlamiotwvw oTL,
000V apopd TLG amoKPIoELG TWV AMOOEKTWV/TPLWY TNG APAYNONG, TO EVAPKTAPLO
a epgaviceTat:

(1) otn 6evtepn BEON, El0dyovTaG AELOAOYNTELG OXETIKEG JE TLG TITUXEG I} TOUG
XAPAKTAPES TNG LoTopiag,
(2) otn delTepn BE0N, €10AYOVTAG CUVAYWYEG OXETIKEG HE TIG TITUXES 1) TOUG
XAPAKTAPES TNG LoTOopiag,
(3) kat otnv TpiTN B€0N, WG KAEioo alAnhouxiag peTd anod mapekBAoelg ek
HEPOUG TWV AMOSEKTWY/TPLWV TS APAYNONG.
ITNV MPWTN TEPIMTWON 0L AOOEKTEG/TPLEG TNG APAYNONG ETLOEIKVUOLV TN PLALKN
ToUg d1dBeon TPOG TA aPnyoLpEVA TIPOCWTIE, HNPLOVPYWVTAG GTLYHEG EVOUVALOON-
ong kata tn Sienidpaon (Heritage 2011 BA. emiong Stivers 2008), evw 0TIG eMOE-
veg 600, peTapaivouv amod pia Pikpotepng yvwong (=) emiotnuikn Babuida og pla
peyahutepng yvwong (M+) (Heritage 2012). Bdoel Twv mapandvw gupnudatwy, LoXu-
pidopat OTL, pECW TOU EVAPKTIPLOU @, OL ATIOOEKTEC/TPLEC TNG APrynong Takavtevo-
vtat avapeoa oto medio TG yvwong kal oto medio tng epmelpiag (Heritage 2011).
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Pragmatic particles in the reception of Greek narratives:
The case of turn-initial ah

The aim of this presentation is to explore the Greek pragmatic particle ah in conver-
sational storytelling. In particular, | focus on turn-initial ah when it is used by story
recipients. | argue that via the usage of ah story recipients manage issues of epis-
temic status and affiliation.

My corpus consists of 18 naturally-occurring face-to-face casual conversations (to-
tal duration almost 14 hours) between 20 members of a theater group, aged between
20 and 40 years old (Karachaliou 2018). The recordings took place in various casual
contexts such as before/after the rehearsals, gatherings at cafeterias, at their hous-
es etc. The majority of the corpus was collected through the method of self-record-
ing, namely without the presence of the researcher. In the 18 conversations of the
corpus, 311 narratives emerged.

Relying on conversation analytic methods, | demonstrate that, as far as story-recipi-
ents’ responses are concerned, turn initial ah appears in:

(1) second position, prefacing assessments about aspects or characters of the
story,

(2) second position, prefacing inferences about aspects or characters of the story,

(3) third position, as a sequence-closing-third after story-recipient-initiated di-
gressions.

In the first case, story recipients affiliate with the storyteller through creating empath-
ic moments in interaction (Heritage 2017; see also Stivers 2008), while in the next two,
they make a transition from a less knowledgeable (K-) to a more knowledgeable (K+)
epistemic gradient (Heritage 2012). Given the above findings, | suggest that, via
turn-initial ah, story-recipients oscillate between the territory of knowledge and the
territory of experience (Heritage 2011).
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To mpaypaToloyiko HopLo yma g€ apyiki 8€an GuVELGPOPAC:
H Swanpaypdreuon Tou ‘avapevopevou’ 6TV popopiki) dienidpacn

MponyoUpevn €pguva MAVW 0TaA TpAyPaTtoAoyLkd popla €xet avadeifel Toug mol-
KiAoug TPOTIOUG PEe TOUG OTIOIOUG AUTA EUTAEKOVTAL 0T GUYKPOTNON KOWVWVIKWY
Tpagewv kata tn demibpaon. NMpoopateg PeAeTeg mov e€eTATOLV POPLA OE APXLKN
Béon ouvelopopdg oe €va Peyalo 0pog YAwooWV arnoKaAOTITOVY pia oeLpd AeLToup-
YLWV TIOU UTINPETOOV, PETACh dAAwv, TV opydvwon ahkAnAouxiag, TNV EMOTNHIKI
dlampaypdtevon kat T dlaxeipion dpactnpiotnTag (Heritage & Sorjonen 2018: 15).
H avakoivwon ouvelopepel o€ auto To medio €pevvag, e€eTalovtag To EAANVIKO
HOpLO pma og ApXLKN BECN CUVELGPOPAC.

Onwg meptypdpetat oo Ae€ikd e Kowviic NeoAAnvikic (AKN), To uma cuvodebeTat
ano EMPWVNPATIKES N EPWTNHATIKES TPOTACELS, EKPpAlovTag, HETALL AAAwV, K-
TAn&n, duopopia/ayavaktnon Kat elpwveia. T0pwva pe Tov 6o opLopo, otn dtemi-
dpaon To pma cuxvd emTUYXAveL Apvnon, KaBnouXAleL TV avnouxia Tou/Tng ouvopL-
AnTR/Tplag i avampoodlopiet mponyolLpevn anogpacn Tov/tng optAnti/TpLag. Evag
QaTo TOUG BACLKOUG HOU GTOXOUG TNV avaKoivwan givat va egBadivw oTny meptypagn
autn, e€eTdlovTag TNV Xpnon Tou uma og avBoppunTo Aoyo oe diemidpaon. Ta dedope-
va pou TipogpxovTat anod 40 nxoypa@nuéves Kabnpepveg ouvopthieg peTagd eilwy
Kat cuyyevwv Kat aviikouv aTo Corpus Mpowoptkoh Adyou tou IvotitodTtou Neogh-
Anvikwy Xmoudwv. Yio8eTwvtag Tnv onTikn Tng AvaAuong Xuvopthiag, e€eTalw tnv
opydvwon povadwv Kkataokeung cuvelopopdg (MKE) mou epmepLéxouy To pma, Thv
opyavwon tng ahAnAouxiag GUVELGPOPWY TIOU EEKIVODV g TO KMd, TV MPOCWSELAKN
TOUG TOLKIA (D, KABWG KaL TNV KOWWVIKN PAEn Tou GUYKPOTEITAL 08 KABE TIEpIMTWON.

H avd\von napaypével cOp@wvn U Ty meplypagr tou Ae§ikol kat anokaAumtel d0o
gupeieg xprioeLg Tou Hopiov, To omoio Aettoupyei eite wg oTolxeio Pn evbuypappLong
(BA. apvnon) eite wg otoixeio alkayng katdotaong (BA. ékmAngn). Tautoxpova, uTio-
ypappiZel cuykekpLpéveg dlacuvoéaelg Bdoel mAaLoiov, EPAGOV N KOWWVLKA Tpdgn
@aivetat va e€aptdrat anod v npoowdia (BA. KATAPATIKO KAl EPWTNUATIKO yma),
Kabwg Kat anod tn (o0v)8éon MK mou pmeptéxouv To pma (T.X. QUTOVOHO UIa Kal
Uma og apxikn 8€on cuvelopopds). BaotZopevn ota mapandvw eVpRuata, UTooTnpi-
{w TNV OIAPEN pLag Kovng onpactooyikng Kal mpaypatoloyLkng Baong miow amo
TLG PaLVOPEVLKA HLaPOPETLKES XPROELS. ZUYKEKPLUEV, TO Umta paiveTal va anodidet
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dlapopeTikoig Babpoug ‘avapevoEVoL’ GTIC GUVELGPOPES TIOL TIPONYOLVTaAL ) AKO-
A\ouBoUlv TnV ePavion Tou, dlagopuwvovtag, £ToL, EMOTNUIKES 0TAoELS (BA. Herita-
ge 2012) w¢ mMpog TNV ‘AVAPEVOHEVN’ TIPAYUATIKOTNTA TWY GUVOULAODVTWY ATOPWV.

Stamatina KATSIVELI
Queen Mary University of London | s.katsiveli-siachou@gmul.ac.uk

Turn-initial ba in Greek:
Negotiating levels of expectedness in talk-in-interaction

Research on pragmatic particles has many times highlighted their multifaceted involve-
ment in the construction of social actions in interaction. In recent work, analyses of
turn-initial particles across a big range of languages shed light on several functions that
these serve, including but not limited to sequential organization, epistemic negotiation
and activity management (Heritage & Sorjonen 2018: 15). This talk seeks to contribute
to this body of work through the investigation of the Greek turn-initial particle ba (una).

As described in the Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek (AKN), ba accompanies ex-
clamative or interrogative utterances, expressing among others surprise, discomfort/
indignation, irony. According to the same definition, in interaction it frequently achieves
negation, soothes an interlocutor’s fear, or reconstitutes a speaker’s prior decision.
One of my main goals in this talk is to delve deeper into this description through the
investigation of the use of ba in naturally occurring talk-in-interaction. My data are
drawn from 40 recorded ordinary conversations among friends and relatives, includ-
ed in the Corpus of Spoken Greek of the Institute of Modern Greek (Manolis Trianda-
phyllidis Foundation). Adopting a conversational analytic perspective, | examine the
organization of ba TCUs, the sequential position of ba-prefaced turns, their prosodic
variation as well as the social action achieved in each case.

The analysis roughly remains in line with the dictionary’s definition, revealing two
broad uses of the particle, which either functions as a misalignment element (cf. ne-
gation) or a change-of-state token (cf. surprise). It also highlights particular contex-
tual interconnections, the social action being mainly dependent on prosodic variation
(affirmative ba vs interrogative ba), but also on the (com)position of ba TCUs (e.g.
stand-alone ba vs turn-initial ba). Based on these findings, | argue for a common se-
mantic and pragmatic background of the particle which explains the seemingly dif-
ferent uses. As | will show, ba assigns different levels of ‘expectedness’ to turns that
precede or follow its occurrence, hence formulating epistemic stances (see Heritage
2012) vis-a-vis interlocutors’ ‘expected’ reality.
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Ta cuvdeTiIKA WG Sop€g

Exel emavelAnppéva emonuaviel oto mapeAdov 0Tt ta ouvdeTikd Tng NE, kat ouyke-
KPLUEVa oL AeyOpEVOL ‘UTIOTAKTIKOL oOvdeapol, mpEmel va 1dwBolv Kal va avaluBouv
wg dopEg, evvowvtag OTL mpémet va avalubei n 61dpBpwar) Toug 0To APeCco YAWGCOLKO
Toug TepLBANNoy, cupmepthapuBdvovtag To OAo cOGTNUA XPOVOL/OYNG/ TPOTLKOTNTAG
1000 TNG deuTepeliovaag 600 Kal TG mpwtebovaag mpotaong (Kitis 2000a, 2000b). Qg
YVWwoT6, Ta ouvdeTIKA TNG NE, 0mwg Kat avtiotolxol TOTOL AWV yAwoowy, umopei va
éxouv TotkiAeg onpacieg (TZaptlavog 1946) KAl CNPAVTIKN EMKANLYN GNPACLWY Kal
AetToupytwvy (Kitis 2000a, 2000b, Kovtolmn-Kntn 2000). Enopévwg, pia peodoloyia
TIoU Ba OLYKEKPLUEVOTIOLEL € KATOLoV Babpo onuacieg BAoel (TPWT)APXIKWE TUTILKWV
XUPAKTNPLOTIKWY Ba (Tav EVTIPACOEKTN AMO TOV TEXVOAOYIKO TOUEA OTOV TIPOYPAp-
HaTLoPO AOYLOYLKOU, TL.X. QUTOpATN peTAPpacn, EUTelpa ouoTApata KTA. Autol Tou
TUTOL N avaAuon pmopei va pwTicet Ldlaitepa endpeves AetToupyieg mov TUXOV ava-
nthooovTal otnv opydvwon tng ouvoptAiag. e avt Ty mapouvasiaocn a eotidoouye
OTOV UTIOTAKTLKO 0UVOETHO apou, we mapadetypatiki nepintwon, aAhan pebodolo-
yia pnopet va epappootei kat o AAAoUG uTOTaKTIKOUG cUVHEGHOUG. H emthoyr Tou
apou kabopioTnke amod tnv evehiia Tov peoa oTnv mpoTacn, cupmepthapBavopevng
Kat Tng TeAIKNG Tou B€0nG, Kat amo tnyv Menoidnon 4Tt N YpauPATIKOTOINGN TETOLWY
TOTWYV ANOTEAEL ONPAVTIKO TIapdyovTta oTny avamTugn nepattépw/mapdAAnAwy Aet-
TOUPYLWV TOUG OTNV OLKovopia/opydvwan Adyou og ouvopthlakd mepiBallovta. Oa
e€eTdoouye TIG onuacieg Tov o€ ouvduaopo e T HLatagn pPNUATIKWY XPOVWY Kal
Opewy, cupmepthapBavopévng Kat Tng dpvnong. Oa deifoupe 011, BAceL ypappatt-
KWV XAPAKTNPLOTIKWY, UTopolpe va kaBopiooupe Tn Aettoupyia tng deutepebovoag
TPOTAONG OE YEVIKES YPAUUES Kal OTL 08 KATIOLoV BaBO ol ETUKANUTITOPEVES ONa-
oleq TWV dLaPOpWV UTIOTAKTLKWY OLVOEGPWY opeilovTal, OxL povo atn ALK Toug
onpacia, aAAd kat oe TEPLOPLOPOLG CLVEUPAVLONG. Ba umooTnpifoupe OTL AUTES OL
napaAAnAeg ouvapBpwoels Popolhv g onuavTiKo Babuo va mpoolwvicouy Tnv 1diai-
Tepn onpaocia twv NE ouvoeTIKwy. Emopévwg, dikatobpaoTe va umootnpioupe 0TL ot
devtepeovteg olvOeapOL tapouotalouvy doptkn onpacia (constructional meaning).
Ta anoteAéopata vmootnpidovtal ano owyata ketpévwy tne NE kat, av xpovikd sivat
EPLKTO, Ba ONPELWOOLYE TN OXEDN TOTIWV TOU CLVOETIKOU e £i6n Adyou.
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Connectives as constructions

It has been claimed repeatedly in the past that connectives of Modern Greek (MG), and
in particular so-called subordinators, must be seen and analysed as constructions,
meaning that they be seen in configurational terms taking into account their immediate
linguistic co-text including the TAM system, not only of their own peripheral clause but
also of their main (Kitis 20004, 2000b). It is a well known fact that MG connectives, just
like equivalent forms in other languages, too, may have variable meanings (Tzartzanos
1946) and show a considerable overlap in meaning and function (Kitis 2000a, 2000b).
Therefore, a methodology that may assign more definitive meanings on the basis of
primarily and initially formal characteristics would be welcome by digitisation quarters
and software programming, such as machine translation, expert systems, etc. Such
analyses may also shed light on any subsequent functions they may develop in the or-
ganisation of conversation. In this paper, we will concentrate primarily on the subordi-
nator afu, as a paradigmatic case, but the methodology used may be extrapolated to
account for other MG subordinate connectives. The choice of afu has been dictated by
its manoeuvrability within its clause, including a final position, and because we believe
that the grammaticisation of such forms is a major contributing factor towards actual-
ly and finally (also) their developing functions in the economy of conversation (organ-
isational level). We will examine its meanings in connection with the tense-aspect con-
figurations it licenses, and will also consider how negation plays out in this respect.
We will demonstrate that, relying solely on the grammatical type of the introduced sen-
tence, we can predict the function of the subordinate clause in broad terms. We will
show that to a certain degree these overlapping meanings of different subordinating
conjunctions are due, not to their pure lexical meanings, but rather to their co-occur-
rence constraints, and will argue that these co-occurring configurations can in fact pre-
dict the semantic meaning of the MG subordinate conjunction in a large measure. We
are then entitled to conclude that subordinate conjunctions have constructional mean-
ings. Our findings have been supported by MG corpora and, time permitting, we would
like to identify the connection of different types of this connective with distinct genres.
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Mopp£g Kat AetToupyieg ENMVIKWY aRAVTITIKWY HOPIWV GE KABNHEPLVEG
GLVOHLAieg PETAED SiyAWGGWV OPIANTWV/TPLWV ENMVIKWV—YEPHAVIKWV

Tig mepaopéveg dekaetieg, Epeuveg oTov Topea TG Avahvuong Zuvoptiiag éxouv
€0TIA0EL ONO KAl TIEPLOGOTEPO OTLG TIOLKIAEG TIPAKTIKEG IOV OUIANTEC/TPLES XpPN)-
OLUOTIOLO0V O€ ATAVTNTLKEG CUVELGPOPEG YLa va TOToBeTNBOLY WG TIPOG HLAPOPES
TITUXEG TWV TIPONYOUHEVWY EpWTHOEWY. Ol TOTOBETHOELG QUTEG aPOPOlY TOOO ETIL-
OTNUIKA Kal deovToloyLkd dikatwpata 660 Kat TouG KOWWVLKOUS pOAOUG Kal TIG
OXE0ELG TIOU JEOW TOUL OXNPATLOPOV Kal TOU TIEPLEXOPEVOL TWV EPWTAOEWY ONnUa-
TodotolvTal (BA. Lee 2013). TuykeKpLUEVa yia EPWTACELG OALKNAG dyvolag TPOKU-
TTeL 0TL N oupBaTOTNTA TUMOV TNG ANAVTNONG N N EANELYN TNG EXOUV CNPAVTIKEG
emuntwoelg (m.x. Raymond 2003) kat 6TL SlapopeTiKa popLa mpoBAnuATonoLov pe
€181K0 TPOTIO 0pLOPEVEC TIPOUTIOBETELS TNG EPWTNONG N KAl TLG TPOBECELG TIOL LTIO-
dnAwvel (Heritage 1998, Stivers 2011). Eniong, peAéteg navw oe 6iyAwoooug/eg
optAnTeg/Tpleg deixvouv ATL evalhayég Kwoika anoteAolv Eva eTMAEOY PETO YLa
N dlaxeiplon Twv MoAudldotatwy SLEMSPACTIKWY analtioewy TG epwtnong (Ray-
mond 2015). Me apetnpia Ti¢ mapandvw dLamoTwoeLg, n avakoivwon otoxedel aTn
dlevpuvon Twy yvwoewy pag yia Tig d1dpopeg HopPeS Kat AeLToupyieg anavinTi-
KWV Hopiwv oTnv Tpo@opikn emikolvwvia. Ta dedopéva mpogpxovtal ano nxoypa-
PRoeLg KaBnpepvwy ouvoptALwy HETAgL SiyAwoowv OutANTWY Kat OoptANTPLWY €A
ANVIKWV-YyEPUaVIKWY OUVOALKAG dldpkelag mepimov 70 wpwy, EK TWV OMoiwv yla
v napovoa avdivon emihexdnke deiypa 4 wpwy, mov mepthapBavel 300 epwrarno-
Kpioelg pe epwTrnoelg oAkng dyvolag. Epapuolovtag tn pebodoloyia tng Avahu-
on¢ ZuvoptAiag n mapovoiaon EMIKEVTPWVETAL 0TA EEAC EpWTAPATA:

+  Toleg POPPES amavtnTIKWVY HOPiwv XpNOLUOTIOLO0V OL CUVOULANTEG/TPLEG;

+  TLouvEMELEG €XEL N XPON SLAPOPETIKWY ATAVTINTIKWY Hopiwv (1} Kat n mapd-
Aewpn toug) yia tnv e€ENLEN TG ouvopthiag;

*  Ymdpxouv oLYKeKPLUEVEG AeLToupyieg TNC evalhayng Kwdikwy oTnv anavinti-
Kr GUVELOPOPG;

Ta anoteAéopata deixvouv mwg xpnotpomoleital vpl pdopa HLapopwy popiwy
(ENANVIKWY 600 Kal YEPPAVIKWY) KAl TwV cuvouacpwy Toug. Népa and mpopaveig
dlapopég petalh kamolwy popPwy, T.X. ToL anhol vat Kal Tov TLo eUPAtLkol val
pE, UTLAPXOLY Kal eVOEIEELS KOVWY AELTOUPYLWY, TLX. HETAEL vat Kat hm_hm wg eT-
BeBalwoelg umownewy epunvetwv (candidate understandings). Agloonpeiwto givat
akopn, 6Tt paivetal va umdpxouv HLAPOPES GTLG MPOCGOOKIES WC TIPOC TNV EMEKTA-
0N TNG amavtnTLKAG CUVELGPOPAC PETA amod cuykekpLpéva popla. Ta anoteAéopata
oupBAANoLY og Pla oAogva Kat Tilo 0AOKANPWUEVN €LKOVA YLa TN AELTOUPYIKOTNTA
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anavInTKwy Hopiwv og SlayAwootko eminedo, enekTeivovtag 1o e0Pog TWV yAwo-
OLKWVY KOLVOTNTWY UTIO €PELVAL.

Georgios Coussios
University of Hamburg | georgios.coussios@uni-hamburg.de

Forms and functions of Greek response particles in everyday
conversations between Greek—-German bilingual speakers

Over the past decades Conversation Analytic research has increasingly focused on the
diverse practices interactants utilize in responses to questions to position themselves
vis-a-vis matters of epistemic and deontic authority as well as the social roles and rela-
tionships construed through the design and content of the question (cf. Lee 2013). For
polar questions in particular, it has been shown that putting forth either type-conforming
or non-conforming responses has significant implications (e.g. Raymond 2003) and that
different kinds of particles are used to convey various problems with certain presuppo-
sitions or the agenda of the question (Heritage 1998, Stivers 2011). Moreover, studies on
bilingual speakers suggest that they make use of code-switching as a further resource
to manage questions’ complex contingencies (Raymond 2015). Building on this work,
the present study aims at furthering our understanding of the diverse forms and func-
tions of response particles in talk-in-interaction. The data consists of a collection of 300
polar questions from a sample of 4 hours drawn from a corpus of audio-recordings (ap-
prox. 70 hours) of informal conversations between Greek-German bilingual speakers.
Using conversation analytic methods, the analysis centers on the following questions:

«  What types of response particles do the interactants use?

+  What implications does the use of different particles (or none at all) have for the
unfolding interaction?

+ Does code-switching in a responsive turn do something recognizably different
from responding in the language of the question turn?

The findings show that a wide range of particles (Greek as well as German) and their
combinations are used. Besides obvious differences between some of the forms (e.g.
simple vat vs. the more emphatic vat pe), there are also indications of a certain func-
tional overlap (e.g. between vat and hm_hm as affirmations of candidate understand-
ings). Furthermore, it is notable that there seem to be distinct expectations with re-
gard to turn expansion after different particles. The results add to current insights
into response practices, broadening the range of linguistic communities studied.
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Revisiting the case of de in contrastive perspective:
Modern Greek vre vs. Bulgarian ge

The pragmatic particle de is found with similar function(s) as well as variations in
Balkan languages such as Greek, Bulgarian, Bosnian-Croatian-Serbian, and Turkish,
and in other Slavic languages, namely Slovenian, Russian and Ukrainian. This paper
explores the functions of the particle on its own and in collocations in Modern Greek
in comparison with those in Bulgarian. It aims to sum up and revisit the existing des-
criptions (TZdpt¢avog 1996, TooxatZidng 1986, Michelioudakis 2015) in contrastive
perspective. Most of the empirical material is excerpted both from spoken corpora
of Greek (Corpus of Spoken Greek of IMGS) and Bulgarian (SpokenBg), as well as
computer-mediated communication. Some additional audio-recordings of naturally
occurring talk are also examined. As a result, examples of a function of de in Modern
Greek that has not been previously discussed are found in our corpus - to mark an
anaphoric specification of a previously mentioned entity, namely speaker’s self-repair
or more exact reference: Ekei mov ptAoloe pe Tov Yagatpo ¢ xelpaywynang (tn
pdva pouv VTe) T pWInoe T KAvw eyw.

As de serves mainly interpersonal functions, but also could signal textual relations,
the tools both of Discourse and Conversation Analysis are used in the research. The
challenge is to suggest a ‘nuclear meaning’ of the particle in both languages. Wheth-
er the de-s of the two languages are cognate or not, the one typical common function
seems to be that of functioning with imperatives, while the other uses seem related
to adjustment of the common ground (Hauge 2012, Hauge et al. 2015).
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Enave&eTdovrag To popto de amod avrinapabeTIKN GKOmLd:
To veoeNA\nVIKG popLo vTe Kat To Boulyapiko ge

To mipaypatoloytko poplo de eppavietal pe mapopoleg Aettovpyiec f maparhayeg
o€ Bahkavikeg YAWooeg, Owg n eAANVLKN, n BOUAYaAPLKN, N BOOVLIAKN-KPOATIKN-0Ep-
Bk Kat n TOUPKLKN, Kabwe kat oe AAAeg oAaBikéC YAwooeg, Omwe n oAoBeviki,
PWOLKHA Kat n ovkpavikn. H avakoivwon e€etdlet Ti¢ Aettoupyieg Tov gopiov dtav
Xpnotyoroleital avtovoya rj o€ ouvduacpo pe AANeg AEEELG aTn veoeAANVLKN OE GU-
yKpLon pe Tig Aettoupyieg Tov oTn BOUAyapLk, HE GTOXO Va GLVOYIOEL KaL va ETave-
getdoel avTLMapadeTIKA TIG RON LTAPXOVOES TIEPLYPAPES TOU popiov (TZapTlavog
1996, Tooxat{idng 1986, Michelioudakis 2015). To peyahliTepPo PEPOC TOL EUTELPL-
KoU UALkoU Tipogpxetat anod to Corpus Mpopoptkol Adyou tou INZ, To corpus Tng
BouAyaptkng SpokenBg kat keipeva nAekTpovIKAG eMkovwviag. E€etalovtal emi-
ONG OPLOPEVEG TIPOCOETEG NXOYPAPNOELS PUOLKAG YAWOOLKAG dLemidpaonc. Qg ek
TOUTOU, 0TO UALKO gvTomiZovtal mapadeiypata plag Aettoupyiag Tov vre ota eAAn-
VIKA Tov bev €xel ountnBel P€xpt TWPA — va onuadelel TNV TPOGdLOPLOTIKN ava-
opd o€ pLa ovtdTnTa N onoia £101x6n mponyouuEvwg, dSnAadn wg avtodiopbwon
N akplBEatepn avapopd, .x. Ekel mov ptAouoe pe Tov pagoTpo Tne XELPaywynone
(Tn pdva pou vTe) TN PWTNOE TI KAVW EYW.

Eme1dn 1o popto de €xet Kupiwg Hlampoowmikeg Aettovpyieg, ahAd pmopei va ek-
@pAZel KaL KELPEVIKES OXETELG, XpnoLomnoLolvTal Ta epyaleia 1600 tng Avaluong
Abyouv 000 kat Tng Avalvong ZuvoptAiag. H mpokAnon givat va poadloplotei n ‘mu-
PNVIKN onuacia’ Tov popiov Kat oTig 600 yYAwooeg. Ave€dpTnTa anod To av Ta popla
de oT1¢ 800 YAWOoEC gival ouyyevikd 1} OXL, N Pia Xapak TnPLOTIKE Kotvi Agttoupyia
TOUG (PaiveTal va ouvioTaTal 0T CUOXETLON TOUG L€ TNV TPOOTAKTIKI, EVW OL AoL-
TEG XPROELG TOUg PAaNAov oxeTiovTal pe Tn dlaxeipion Tng Kowng yvwong (Hauge
2012, Hauge k.a. 2015).
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Anodokpacia Kat (ano)eToixion: H nepinTwon Tov kaAé

Yta Ae€ikd Tng Kowvng veoeAANVIKAG, TO A. kaA€ avayetal ETUHONOYIKA 0TV KANTIK
TITWON TOU PECALWVLIKOU ETLOETOU KAAGE Kal TEPLYPAPETAL WG VA OLKELO EMLPWVN-
Ha, To omoio XpnatpoToLeiTal we TPooYwvnon (EVIoTE avTi OVOHATOG), PE TIG EMLTPO-
00eT1eq Aettoupyieg NG mpotTpong, mapdkAnong, apeipoliac, Ekppaong EKMANENG
N elpwveiag. H avakoivwon EMKEVIPWVETAL TN XPI 0N TOU KAAE WE EVOC pAYHATO-
\oyLkob popiou To omoio katadetkviel Tn H1adpaoTikr ducappovia (evoxAnan, dia-
QwVvia, avtippnon, ayavaktnon, katayyeAia, KLTIKA KTA.) TNV TPOYOPLKI EMUKOWVW-
via. Me autn Tnv 1610TNTa TO KaAE gppavileTal aTnv apxn f 0to T€Aog TG povddag
dopnong ouvelopopdg kat oe Tpwn i debTepn Beon, mpoavayyEAhovtag ) oAokAn-
PWVOVTAC TNV EYKATAGTACN AMOGTACNG ATO TH/TOV CUVOULARTPLA/TH, AKOUN Kat 0Tnv
nepintwon nov dlatnpeitat n aAAnAouxiki evBuypAULON. ZUUTIANPWHATIKA, TO KAAE
ouxva Aettoupyei ouvduaotikd pe dAAa popla amodokipaciag, cupBdriovtag oTnv
amocaPnVLon TNG TPOOAEKTIKNAG LoXVOG TOU eKPwVNpatog. Ta avbevTikd dedopéva
NG peAETNG €xouv UANEXBEL amd ToLKIAEG TINYES, OTIWG KABNUEPLVES GUVOULALES
peTagL PIAWV Kal cuyyeVWY, TNAEOTTIKA TIPOYPAHATA TPOPOPLKOL Adyou, drapnui-
0€LG, KOLVOBOUAEVTIKEG ouvedpieg KTA., KahOTITOVTAG €va OXETIKA EVPY PAopa TEPL-
otdoswv. H avdlvon mpaypatonoteitat 0to mAaiolo Tov BewpnTikol MAalsiov g
EBvopeBodoloyikng Avdhuong Zuvopthiag / Avdluong Katnyoptomoinong MeAwv.

Marianthi MAKRI-TSILIPAKOU
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki | mmakrits@enl.auth.gr

Disaffiliative (dis)alignment: The case of Greek xaAé

Modern Greek dictionary entries for the item kaA€ /ka'le/ trace it back to the vocati-
ve case of the medieval adjective kaAd¢ ‘good-masc.’, and describe it as a colloquial
interjection that can serve as an address form (in lieu of a name/names), with the
additional functions of exhorting, pleading, doubting, expressing astonishment or
irony. This study focuses on the use of kaA¢ as a pragmatic particle that indexes di-
scord (annoyance, disagreement, objection, indignation, complaint, criticism, etc.) in
talk-in-interaction. As such, kaA¢ can occur turn-initially or turn-finally in either first
or second position, foreshadowing or rounding off disaffiliative acts, even if in align-
ment with the current activity. Additionally, it often combines with other adversarial
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particles resulting in further clarification/intensification of the illocutionary force of
the particular utterance. The authentic data has been culled from various sources of
talk-in-interaction, such as everyday conversations among friends and relatives, TV
reality/game/talk shows, commercials, parliament sessions, etc., thus covering a fair-
ly wide range of contexts. Analysis is carried out within the theoretical framework of
Ethnomethodological Conversation Analysis / Membership Categorization Analysis.
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Nat: Eivar arhd €va popLo cuppwviag;

H avakoivwon e€eTAlEL TIG AMOKPIOELG OE EVIPEPWOELS GTNV KABNUEPLVI ETLKOL-
vwvia ata eANnvikd. Mapad v av€avopevn BLBALoypapia wg mpog Tnv e€€taon
TWV TPAKTIKWYV TIOU Xpnotpomotouvtatl and AyyAoug/AyyAideg optAnTég/Tpleg wg
amoKpLon o€ {la evnuépworn, EAAXLoTn gival n douleld mou €xel yivel oTn PENETN
NG XprioNng Toug 0To TAaiolo Twv EAANVIKWY cuvoptAlwy. H mapoloa pehétn Ba
oULPBAAEL eMOPEVWE 0TOV TOPEQ, E€eTAOVTAG TN ARYN EVNHEPWOEWY 0TA EANNVLKA
divovtag mAnpopopieg we PO TO yLATL TO val 0€ HopPr EpWTNONG ival n Aeyo-
UEVN MPOTIUWLEVN ATOKPLON OE [l VEQ EVUEPWoaT, cuBAAAovTag €Tal oTn dlemi-
dpaotikn onpacia Tou popiov oty EAANVIKR optAia. Me Tov 0po eviuEpwan EVVOw
omotadnmote Ekppaon mov petadidel mAnpopopieg; yia mapadetypa, “ayopaca éva
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VEO OTIiTL Je TOV 0UTVYO pou” givat €va amho napddetypa evnpépwong. MeAéTeg
0Ta ayyAlkd eLonyouvTal OTL oL EVNUEPWOELS UTopoLY va appLloBntndolv (Drew
2003), va tpooAngBouv e ekmAngn (Wilkinson & Kitzinger 2006) fj amAwg va yivouv
anodekTEC anod ta cuvopthovvta dtopa. H mapovoa avaluon agopd tn XprRon tou
vat o€ PopYn EPWTNONG YL TN HLAXELPLON AUTWY TWV GUYKEKPLHEVWY EVEPYELWV.

H péBodog Tou xpnatporoteitat yia tn die€aywyn tng épguvag eivat n Avdlvon -
voptAiag. Ta dedopéva mov eMAEXBNKAY KaL XPNGLPOTIOLNBNKAV YL TN GUYKEKPLYE-
vn peAETN ouvioTavTal anod NXnTIKES Kat BLVTE0OKOMNPEVEG GUVOHLAiEQ peTalD @i-
AWV Kal PeEAWY 0LKOYEVELAG amod TIOIKIAEG NALKLAKEG OPAdES Kal KOVWVLKOOLKOVO-
KO umopadpo ouvoALKng Stdpkelag 17,5 wpwv.

Ta mpokatapkTika anoteAéopata deixvouy OTL TO val PETA MO pLa VEA EVNUEPWON
propei va €xel dLapopeg Aettoupyieg, avaloya pe 1o aAAnAeTLdPacTIKO MEPLBAN-
\ov 010 omoio Bpioketal. Avdloya pe tn 6€on Tov otV akoAoudia kal tn ohveeon
TOU P€oa 0TN GLVELOYOPQ, UTtopei va uodnAwvel duomioTia, anodppyn r anodoxn.

Angeliki BALANTANI
University of Essex | abalan@essex.ac.uk

Greek ne: Is it merely an agreement token?

This study examines responses to informings in naturally-occurring Greek interaction.
Despite the growing literature on the examination of practices that are being used by
English speakers to respond to an informing, little work has been done to study their
use in the context of Greek conversations. The present study will therefore contribute
to the field by examining information receipts in Greek and provide insights into why
ne in a questioning format is the so-called preferred response to a new informing and
determine its interactional significance in Greek talk-in-interaction. By informing |
mean any utterance that conveys information; for example, “I bought a new house
with my husband” is a simple example of an informing. Work on English has suggest-
ed that informings can be challenged (Drew 2003), receipted with surprise (Wilkinson
& Kitzinger 2006) or merely be accepted. The present analysis addresses the use of
ne 'yes' in a questioning format in managing those particular actions.

The method employed to conduct the research for this study is Conversation Analy-
sis. The data selected and utilized for the specific study consists of audio- and vid-
eo-recordings of naturally occurring talk among friends and family members from
diverse age groups and socioeconomic backgrounds of 17 and a half hours in total.

Preliminary results indicate that, ne after a new informing can have several functions,
according to the interactional environment in which it is situated. Depending on its
position in the sequence and its composition inside the turn, it can indicate dishelief,
rejection or acceptance.
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Oute Kkav! Eppnveia Kat Xpiion 6TV TPOPOPLKI| EMLKOWWVIa

Ta otolxeia oUTe Kav

Katd tnv mapadootakn avaluon, ta otolxeia oute (kav) papkdpouy To 0TOLXELO TIou
npoaodlopilouv we To Lo Bavo oTolxelo og pia mpaypatoAoytkn KAipaka. XTo na-
padetypa [1] To va piknoel kanotog/a Bewpeitat n mo mbavi eVAANAKTIKN:

[1 00te kav piknoe

QoT0600, 0TNV avakoivwon Ba EMIKEVTPWOW g Jia AAAN Xpron avTwy TwWv popiwv.
YUYKEKPLUEVA, OTAV XPNOLUOTOLOVVTAL XWPIG va Ttpoodlopilouv KAMoLo GTOoLXE 0.
Ytnv mepinmtwon avtr AapBdvouv tn onpacia touv ‘kabolov, oe Kapia mepintwon’,
omw¢ paivetal oto napdadetypa [2]:

[2] Tt 8¢ va KAvw; Intro; 00TE Kav...

MeBobohoyia

H €peuva auti Baciletal oe dedopéva mpoepxopeva anod tig e€ng mnyég (Movtoog
& Opaykdkn 2015): EBvikog Onoaupog EAANVikAG Mwaooag, Zwpa EAAnvikwy Ket-
pévwy (ZEK), H MOAN yua tnv ENAnvikn FAwaooa, GkWaC, Corpus Mpogoptkoh Adyou
ToU IvoTitouTou NeogAAnVIKWy Inoudwy. 0oT000, AOyw TOU OTL I GUYKEKPLUEVN
XPHON TOV 0UTE Kav cuvavtdTal Kupiwg oTov mpopoptkd Aoyo, n avdiuon Ba Baot-
otel og nxoypapnpéveg nyeg (BA. oLVHECHOLG MAPAKATW).

Baotkd euprpata Kat 6ToXog TG EPELVAC

H xpnon tou o0te Kav og mepIBAANovTa onwe aTo [2] eviomiZeTal cuvhBwG oToV Mpo-
QOpLKO Aoyo Kat Kupiwg and véoug/eq opAnTEG/TpLeg. Q¢ ek ToOTOU, Elval omdvio
0Ta MAPANAvwW owyata KelPEvwy. Qotdoo, To cuvavtape oe Bivieo oTo youtube, oe
rap Tpayovdia ) og oLVTOPES ouvopthieg peTagl kupiwg véwv avBpwnwy. Me Bdon
QUTEG TIG TUNYEG KL TIG TIEPLOPLOPEVEG YPATITEG XPNOELS, Ba dlEpELVOW TO TIpayHa-

! [https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IgaffnNutel]
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TOAOYLKO TIEPIKEIPEVO OTIOV CLVAVTATAL N €V AOYW XPrON TWV OTOIXEIWY 00TE Kav.
EmunAéov, Ba TapouaLdow T GUVTAKTLKN KATAvVON, KaBWE Kal TO onuacloNoyLko
TIEPLEXOPEVO OTN OUYKEKPLPEVN XPNon. AUTO Ba OXETLOTEL e TNV Mapadoaotakn ava-
Auon Tov 0UTE WG apvnTLKOD TIOALKOL OTOLXELOV KaL TOU Kav WG EUPATLKOL popiou
(Giannakidou 2007, Barouni 2018). H avdAuon 8a cuoxeTiotel pe AAAEC YAWOOEG
oTou mapatnpeital To eawopevo (m.x. ayyAtkd).

Maria BAROUNI
University of Crete | mariabarouni@gmail.com

Oute kan! Interpretation and use in oral speech

The particles oute kan

Traditionally, the particles oute (kan) mark their associate as the most likely element
on the pragmatic scale. In [1] speaking is considered as the most likely thing to do.
[ Oute kan milise

oute kan spoke
‘(S)he didn’t even speak.

However, at present | will focus on another use of the particles oute kan, namely when
these stand on their own receiving an emphatic meaning ‘not at all / no way’, as in [2]:"
[2] Ti thes na kano? Intro? Oute kan...

what want to do? Intro? Oute kan
‘What do you want me to do? Intro? No way!’

Methodology

The research is based on data from the following sources (lfoutoog & dpaykakn 2015):
Hellenic National Corpus, Corpus of Greek texts (ZEK), Portal for the Greek Language,
GkWaC, Corpus of Spoken Greek of the Institute of Modern Greek Studies (CSG). How-
ever, since this particular use of oute kan occurs mostly in oral speech, the analysis
will be based from recorded instances of the combination of these particles (see se-
lected links below).

Main findings and goal of the research

The combination of oute kan occurs in oral speech, mostly among young speakers.
Uses of this combination are rare in the above mentioned corpora. However, it occurs
in youtube videos, rap songs or short talks again mostly by young people. Based on
these recordings and the limited written resources, | will explore the particular prag-
matic context in which oute kan occurs. In addition, | will present the syntactic distri-

! [https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IgaffnNutel]
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bution, as well as its semantic contribution in this particular use. This will be related
to the traditional analysis of the negative polarity item oute with the minimizer kan
(Giannakidou 2007, Barouni 2018). The analysis will extend to other languages which
show similar instances of this phenomenon (i.e. English).
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Mpw ané To kardAapa:
H cuveppavicr} Tou pe GANa amoKpLTIKA popLa

Onwg kat oe aA\eg yAwooeg (BA. Deppermann 2011 yia tn yeppaviki, Polak-Yitzha-
ki & Maschler 2016 yta thv eBpaikn), To pAua ‘Katahapaivw’ Tpo@odotei ota eAAN-
VIKA TIOLKIAEC OLEMIOPAOTIKES KAl 0pYAVWTIKEG AELTOUPYIEG, avAAoya pe TOV pnua-
TIKO TOTIO Kal TG dopEG oTIG omoieg epnmAékeTal katd tn diemidpaon. Apetnpia yia
TNV avakoivwon avtr anoteAel 0 avabuopevos PETAETIKOVWVLAKOS SEIKTNG TNG
eA\nvikng katdAaBa (MavAidouv 2019) kal 0T6Xx0G TNG £ival va e€eTAGEL TN OLVEY-
@avion Tov ge AAAa mpaypatohoyikd popla oto mAaioto Tng i6lag cuveloPopds N
alnAouxiag.

ATO TV TiponyolpEVN EPELVA POU TIPOEKUYE OTL TO PETAETILKOLVWVLAKO KaTtdAaBa
gppavietat kupiwg og 3n 6€on (PeTa anod pia alAnAouxia pWTNONG-AMAVTNONG)
N o€ 2n (peTd anod pia mAnpowopnon) kat Aettovpyei mpwtapxikd we anodeln na-
pahaBric Tng mAnpowopiag (Heritage 1984). H mapovoa avakoivwon otnpiletat oe
dlevupupéva dedopéva anod nxoypaproetg/Bvteookomioelg (e GUVOALKN dldpkeLla
navw ano 47 wpeg) mou mepthapBdvovtat ato Corpus Mpopopikoy Adyou. Alamt-
OTWVETAL OTL O€ MEPLOCOTEPEC AMO TLC PLOEG TOV EPPavioelq oTa mapandavw alin-
Aouxtkd meptBAAAovTa TO JETAETIKOWVWVYLAKO KaTdAaBa ‘cuvodebeTtal’ and dAla
popLa, OTwe Ta a, vat, pdAtota, umpdpPo, pe cuxvotepa Ta 6uo mpwTa. Mapatnpeitat
eMiong 0TL N oelpd TwV Hopiwv avtwyv dev eivatl eAe0Oepn aAAd uTiOKELTAL OE KA-
TIOLOUG TEPLOPLO|OUG.
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H g€&taon twv dedopgvwy amo tn okomd tng Avahuong uvoptAhiag avadeikvoet
TNV ATMOKPLTIKNA AELTOUPYia TWV EPTAEKOPEVWY HOPIWV Kal aviXveLEL Tr H1aKpLTn
oUUBOAR TOUG 0TV 0pydvwon Tng Stemidpaong, AapBavovtag umoyn Kat AAAeg TTu-
X€¢, OTw¢ n emavanyn. Yrootnpietal 6TL n dlapopomotnpevn cupmepLpopd Toug
propei va epunvevbei Bdoet: (a) Tng (AlyOTEPO 1} IEPLOGOTEPO EVTOVNG) IAPOLGIAg
avapoptkic onpaociag (kat Tov €idoug Tng) ota ev Aoyw ototxeia, (B) TNG PN Loodv-
vapne katavopng Toug. TEAog, €eTdeTal KATd mOCO Ta KPLTAPLA AUTA EMUTPETIOVY
TIPOBAEPELC WG TPOG TN OELPd EPPAVIONG TWV HOPIWY AUTWV 0TO TAAiOLO TNG OU-
VELoYopdg 1} TNG alAnlouxiag.

Theodossia-Soula PAvLIDOU
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki | pavlidou@lit.auth.gr

On and around katalava ('l understood’):
Its co-occurrence with other response tokens

As in other languages (cf. Deppermann 2011 for German, Polak-Yitzhaki & Masch-
ler 2016 for Hebrew), the verb ‘to understand’ informs various interactional and dis-
course-organizational functions, depending on the particular verb form and the con-
structions in which it is involved when used in interaction. The point of departure for
this paper is the emergent metacommunicative marker katdAaBa ([ka'talava] ‘l under-
stood’) of the Greek language (Pavlidou 2019), and its aim is to examine the co-occur-
rence of this marker with other pragmatic particles within the same turn or sequence.

My previous work has shown that the metacommunicative katdAaBa occurs mainly
in 3rd position (after a question-answer sequence) or in 2nd (after an informing) and
functions primarily as an information receipt (Heritage 1984). The present paper is
based on extended data from audio-/video-recordings (more than 47 hours) that are
part of the Corpus of Spoken Greek. It is observed that in more than half of its occur-
rences in the above sequential environments the metacommunicative katdAapa is
‘accompanied’ by other particles, e.g. a ([a] ‘ah’), vat ([ne] ‘yes’), pdAtota (['malista]
‘yes' more formal), pmpdpo (['bravo] ‘bravo’), the first two being the most frequent
ones. Moreover, it is found that the ordering of these particles is not free but subject
to some restrictions.

Examination of the data from a Conversation Analytic perspective, showcases their
responsive function of these particles and traces their particular contribution in the
organization of interaction, taking also other aspects, e.qg. repetition, into account. It
is argued that the differentiation in their behavior can be accounted for on the basis
of (a) the (more or less intense) presence of referential meaning (and its kind) in the
particles in question, (b) their non-equivalent distribution. Finally, it is discussed to
what extent these criteria allow for predictions regarding their ordering within a turn
or sequence.

[51]



References

Corpus of Spoken Greek. Institute of Modern Greek Studies. [http://ins.web.auth.gr/index.
php?lang=en&ltemid=251]

See also Pavlidou, Th.-S. (ed.). 2016. Kataypdpovtag tnv EAAnviki Mwaoa [Making a Record
of the Greek Language]. Thessaloniki: Institute of Modern Greek Studies.

Deppermann, A. 2011. Constructions vs. lexical items as sources of complex meanings: A com-
parative study of constructions with German verstehen. In P. Auer & S. Pfander (eds), Con-
structions: Emerging and Emergent, 88-126. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Heritage, J. 1984. A change-of-token and aspects of its sequential placement. In J. M. Atkinson
& J. Heritage (eds), Structures of Social Action: Studies in Conversation Analysis, 299-343.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pavlidou, Th.-S. 2019. MetayAwootkog oxoAlacpog: H mepintwon Tov katdAaBa. Studies in
Greek Linguistics (In Memoriam M. Setatos) 39: 803-19.

Polak-Yitzhaki, H. & Y. Maschler. 2016. Disclaiming understanding? Hebrew ‘ani lo mevin/a ('l
don't understand’) in everyday conversation. Journal of Pragmatics 106: 163-83.

Ocsodooia-ZoUAa MAYAIAOY, Aéva NTANAMMNOYKH,
AyyeAikr) AABANOYAH & Xprjotog ANANIAAHE

AptoTotéleto Mavemiotipio Oeooalovikng | pavlidou@lit.auth.gr, giallena@yahoo.gr,
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‘ENdxLoTEG QVTIOpAceELS:
H nepinTwon Twv g Kat gy 6€ KaBnpEePLVEG GUVOHLAIEG

Ol PIKpoL cuvTaypatikoL pPrkoug ‘AEgelg’ | BOYYLKEG OELPES, WG avadpacTika
otolxeia and tnv MAeVPA TwWV GUVOPLANTWY/TPLWY, TapEPELvav oTabepd — pe ea-
xtoteq e€atpéoetg (mpp. m.x. Jakobson 1960, Yngve 1970) - ekTOG YAWOGOAOYLKOD
evblapepovtog. Avtifeta, oto mhaioto Tng AvdAuong Zuvopthiag ano moAL vwpig
enionpavenke o dlemidpactikog Toug pohog (mpP. m.x. Schegloff 1982, Jefferson
1983, Heritage 1984) kat avadeixbnke To €0pog TWV AettoupyLwv Toug (mpB. Gard-
ner 2001). 2t0x0¢ TNG Mapoloag avakoivwong eivat va xapToypaproel 1o nedio
Xpnong 600 cUXVOTATWY OTOLXE{WY TNC EAANVIKNG, TWV U KAL Uy, KAL VA aVIXVEDOEL
TI¢ Aettoupyieg Toug oTnv Kadnuepviy GuvoptAia.

Ta 6edopéva pag Eemepvoly Ti¢ 300 MePIMTWOELS Kal TpogpxovTtal anod 10 TARpwe
anopayvntopwvnuéveg ouvopthieg (umoobvolo tou Corpus lMpopoptkou Adyou).
OewpwvTag Baoctko to KpLThpLo NG cuAAapikotntag (Ward 2004), ekkivolpe and
800 povo popeée, dSnhadn p kat py, kat e€etdalovpe Ta ahknlouxikd eptBalhovta
eppaviong toug. Ta meptBdrhovia avtd SlapopomolodvTat Katapxnv avahoya e
TO @V ) GLVELOYOPG, avTibpaocn oTnv omoia anoTeAOOV Ta U KAl Yy, GUVLOTA TIPAgN
Tou ‘emiBAAAeL’ pla avtidpaon, Omwe pra epwtnon, f oxL. Maipvovtag umoyn nepal-
TEPW TPOOWOLAKA GTOLXEL (CUYKEKPLUEVA TOV ETILTOVLOHO KAL TOV TOVLOHO) TWV
800 Baclkwy popPwy, HLAMLOTWVOUHE Hia YKAPA TIPAEEWY TIOL TIPayPaTwWVoVTaL JE
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Ta U Kal gp: tapalaBn mAnpogopiag, cupewvia pe SnAwon/aglohoynon, andvtnon
(Katagatikn, anoQaTikn) o€ epWINON KTA. 1, AMAWE, EKPPAoN TS avayvwpLong
0Tl 0/n ouvoptAntng/TpLa Ba ouvexioel va pihdel (patikn Aettoupyia- mpp. ‘conti-
nuers’ Tou Schegloff 1982).

Mapd 1o yeyovag OTL dev TIPOKUMTEL Pia armdAuTn GUOXETLON HOPPRG Kal AELTOup-
yiag, avadvovtal oplopEVES IPOTIUNGCLAKES OXETELG, TL.X. TOL d1oUAAaBoUL popiou pe
TN @atikn Aettovpyia kat Tov povooUAAaBou e Tnv mapalaBi TAnpopopiag fi cup-
ewvia pe pla dAAwon 1 alohoynon. Kowvog mupivag Twv SLapopeTIKWY AeLToup-
YLWV @aiveTat va eivat n eNaxtotomnoinon Tov kK6aToug (deopeboeLg, UTIOXPEWOEL,
€ubUveg) mov cuvemdyeTal n ekdoTtote Tpdagn. Kat' eméktaon, umoBEToupE OTL TO
TIPAYHATOAOYLKO VONUA AUTWV TWV GWVOAOYLKA EAAXLOTWY GTOLXEIWY, TIAVTEAWS
KEVWV avapopLkig onpaciag, avrikatontpilel tnv eAdxiotn mpolimobeon Tng -
KOLVWVLAKNAG TPAgNG — TNV EVEPYN TAPOLGIA TWV CUPHETEXOVTWY 0Tn dlemibpaon.

Theodossia-Soula PavLIDOU, Lena GIALABOUKI,
Angeliki ALvaANouDI & Christos ANANIADIS

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki | pavlidou@lit.auth.gr, giallena@yahoo.gr,

alvanoudiag@yahoo.gr, ch.ananiades@gmail.com

‘Minimal responses':
The case of m and m(h)m in everyday conversations

Little ‘words’ or vocalizations, as responsive signals on the listeners’ side, have long
remained - with very few exceptions (cf. e.g. Jakobson 1960, Yngve 1970) - outside
the linguistics’ scope. By contrast, within Conversation Analysis their role in interac-
tion has been underscored early on (cf. e.g. Schegloff 1982, Jefferson 1983, Heritage
1984) and their functional range has been pointed out (cf. Gardner 2001). The aim of
the present paper is to map the use of two very frequent minimal responses in Greek
interaction, m and m(h)m, and to trace their functions in everyday conversation.

Our data amount to more than 300 cases and are drawn from 10 fully transcribed
conversations (a subset of the Corpus of Spoken Greek). Taking the criterion of syl-
labification (Ward 2004) as our point of departure, we start out with only two forms,
i.e. m and m(h)m, and examine their sequential environments. These environments
are differentiated according to the turn to which m or m(h)m responds, namely, ac-
cording to whether it makes relevant a typed second pair-part or not. Taking then fur-
ther prosodic features of these two forms (more specifically, intonation and stress)
into account, we find a gamut of actions that can be accomplished with the minimal
responses in question: information receipt, agreement with a statement or assess-
ment, answer (affirmative or negative) to a question, and so on, or, simply, signaling
recognition of the fact that the current speaker will continue to talk (phatic function,
cf. Schegloff's ‘continuers’).
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Despite the fact that no definitive association between form and function can be
claimed, certain preferential relations, e.g. between m(h)m and the phatic function
and between m and information receipt or agreement, emerge. The common denomi-
nator of the various functions seems to be the minimalization of cost (commitments,
obligations, responsibilities) that the action involved implies. With this in mind, we
would like to suggest that the pragmatic meaning of these minimal vocalizations, de-
void of any referential meaning, reflects the minimal requirement of communicative
acts - the active presence of participants in interaction.
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Registering and resisting changing states:
Epistemic subordination, change of state tokens,
and the maintenance of a known-in-common stock of knowledge

Across a range of activities, institutional settings, and stages of life, humans - chil-
dren, learners, recipients of news (Maynard 2003), questioners, call takers, police of-
ficers, and many others — must decide what to do with the knowledge and information
that is conveyed by others who, by virtue of their experiences, social relationships,
and the like, can claim to know more, or better, about those states of affairs. Drawing
on Heritage’s (1984) field defining observations regarding “Oh” as a “change of state
token”, and the research on epistemics that in part emerged from it (Heritage & Ray-
mond 2005, Raymond & Heritage 2006, Heritage 2012a, 2012b, 2013, 2018, Raymond
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2018), this paper examines a range of contingencies less knowledgeable (or K-, see
Heritage 2012a) recipients manage in registering and resisting the claims and actions
of more knowledgeable (or K+) speakers, and the front-line practices they use in doing
so. As these analyses reveal, K- recipients’ deployment of these practices, and the
subsequent development and (possible) resolution of such sequences, are sensitive
to the types of knowledge or information relevant for the course of action, how the
participants come to know and convey it, as well as the ways in which K- recipients
may be publicly accountable for beliefs about those state of affairs expressed in their
prior conduct. Using these observations, | suggest how the current framework for un-
derstanding epistemic status, the gradients along which they are positioned, and the
import of these for the overall structural organization of action sequences (see Her-
itage 2012a, 2012b, 2013, Raymond 2018) might be expanded, and discuss the range
of ways that tokens and other sequentially sensitive practices are adapted to man-
aging changes and adjustments to the common stock of knowledge that participants
rely on in making sense of their actions and circumstances (see Raymond & Sidnell
forthcoming). Though it may appear that K- recipients’ relatively subordinate status
diminishes their import for the organization of action and a socially shaped stock of
knowledge, we should not lose sight of the fact that across a range of activities and
settings they are the focus of K+ speakers efforts to inform and persuade, and the
primary locus of change (in terms of epistemic status, see Raymond 2018), and thus
that they provide a crucial check on K+ speakers’ efforts to transform the socially
ratified, common stock of knowledge that will inform future actions and relations.

Geoffrey RAYMOND
University of California at Santa Barbara | graymond@ucsb.edu

Karaypdpovtag kat anokpovovTag HETABAANOPEVEG KATAGTAGELG:
EmweTnpuki unoTagn, deikreg aAhayig KaTGoTaong
Kat i 3LaTnpnon evog Kowvou anoBEparTog yvweng

Ze €va evpu paopa dpacTnplotitwy, Beoutkwy MEPLBANAOVTWY Kal YAcEWY TNG
{wng, oL AvBpwriot — matdLd, padntég/Tpleg, anodekteg/Tpieg e1dnocwy (Maynard
2003) kat TNAEQWVNUATWY, AoTLVOLKOL, ATOoPA OV pWTOOV KATL, Kat TOAAd dAAa
- MPEMEL VA anoPacicouy nwe 6a xpnaolPomoL ooy T yvwon Kat Ti§ TANpopopieg
TIOU TOUG PETaPEPOvTaL amd dAAa dTopa ta omoia, AOyw Twv EPTMELPLWV TOUG, TWV
KOLVWVIKWV OXE0EWVY TOUC KTA., JTIOPOLV Va LOXUPLOTOOV OTL yVwpilouv TiepLoao-
TEPA MPAYPATA YU AUTEG TIG KATAOTACELS 1} TIC yvwpilouv kahlTepa. AvTAwvTag
ano TI§ mapatnpnoelg tou Heritage (1984) oxeTikd pe 1o ‘Oh’ w¢ ‘deiktn aA\ayng
Katdaotaong’, ov oploBETnoav To medio, KatL TNV €pguva yOPw armo Ty EMLOTNULKO-
TNTa, N onoia ev PEPeL MPpogkuye amod avtod (Heritage & Raymond 2005, Raymond &
Heritage 2006, Heritage 2012q, 2012B, 2013, 2018, Raymond 2018), n mapovaoa ava-
Koilvwon e€eTATel pLa ogLpd MEPIMTWOEWY KATA TIG OTIOiEC OL ALYOTEPO EVIIEPOL/EC
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(0 K-, BA. Heritage 2012a) ano6ékteg/TpLeg dlaxetpidovtat thv kataypapn Kat tnv
amoKPOoULOI LOXUPLOPWY Kal TIPAEEWY TwV TiLo eVAPEPWY (N K+) optAoOVTWY atopwy
KaBwe Kat TIg KOPLEC IPAKTIKEC TIOU VIOBETOLV yLa va To emiTUX0VV. 0w TPOK Y-
TTEL an6 TNV avdluon, N aflomoinon auTwy TWV MPAKTIKWY anod Toug/Tig K- armo-
dékTeg/Tpleg, kal n petémnetta e€EAEN Kat (Bavn) ohokAnpwon TéTolwv ahkAniou-
XLV ennpedovrat anod to €i6og NG yvwong f} TG mANpopopiag mou eivat suvagng
yla TNV eKA0TOTE Topeia HpAong, and To WG TA CUPPETEXOVTA ATOHA AMOKTOUV
auTh TN YVWON Kat Tn PETAPEPOLY, KABWE KAl amo TOUG TPOTOUG HE TOUG OMOLoUG
oL K- ano6ékTeg/TpLeg pmopei va Kataotouy dnuoaota umoAoyol yla andyelg mou
dlatdmwoav o mpLv o€ OXEON PE AUTEC TIC KATAOTAOELS. Me BAon auTég TIG Ma-
PATNPAOELG, MPOTEIVW TPOTOUG EMEKTACNG TOU UTIAPXOVTOC BEWPNTIKOD TMAALGioU
yLO TO EMOTNUIKO GTATOUG, TNG EMLOTNWIKAG KALONG KAl TOU AVTIKTUTIO TOUG 0T
oLVOALKOTEPN Goptkn opydvwan Twv akknlouxiwv (BA. Heritage 2012a, 20128, 2013,
Raymond 2018), kat 6uZnTw TOug TPOTIOUG PE TOUG Omoioug ot OeikTeG Kal AANE,
aANAOUXIKA EVAIOBNTEC, TIPAKTIKES TPOCAPHOTOVTAL O HLAXELPLOTIKEG AAAAYEG
Kal puBuioeLg og OXEON € TO KOWVO amoBE|a yVWonG 6To omoio otnpilovral Ta oup-
PETEXOVTA ATOPA WOTE VA KATAVONOOULV TIG TIPAEELS Kat TIG ouvenKeg Toug (BA.
Raymond & Sidnell umo €k6.). Av kat propei va paivetal 0Tt To OXETIKA KATWTEPO
EMOTNPLKO 0TATOUS TWV K- amodeKTwv/TpLwyv TEPLOPIZEL TNV ETLPPON TOUG OTNV
0pYAvwon TNG KOWWVLKAG §pAong Kat eVag KO wVLKA SLaHOpPWHEVOL AoBENATOC
yvwong, dev Ba mpenel va napaBAépoupe To yeyovog OTL o€ Pia oeLpd dpaatnplo-
TNTWV Kat TeptBarAOvVTwy ot K- anodEkTeg/Tpleg anmoTeAolV TO EMIKEVIPO TWV
npoomadelwy Twv K+ optAntwv/TpLwv va mAnpopoprRoouy Kal va Teioowy, Kal To
TpWTapxLko medio alhayng (og oxéon e To EMLOTNPIKO oTdToug, BA. Raymond 2018)-
KOTA GUVETELD, EAEYXOULV |IE KAIPLO TPOTIO TIG MPOOTIABELEC TWV K+ optAnTwyv/TpL-
WV Va TPOTIOTOLAGOLY TO KOWVWVIKA ETILKUPWHEVO aMoBepa yvwaong mov Ba dlapop-
QWoeL JEANOVTIKEG TIPASELS KAl OXETELG.
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The functions of discourse markers
in different text types

Discourse markers are multifunctional elements (Hovy 1995) which have a textual
function (connecting discourse segments and creating and maintaining text cohe-
sion) as well as phatic, emotive, interpersonal, and manipulative functions (Masch-
ler & Schiffrin 2015). The present talk seeks to answer the question what character-
istics of oral text types influence the functions of the discourse markers occurring
in them and how.

The analysis of similar length samples (350,000 words) of different text types (oral
interviews, spontaneous conversations, standup comedy texts, talk shows, teacher
explanations, and student responses) shows that, beyond the use of discourse mark-
ers in their core functions (Bell 1998), it is the prototypical characteristics of the text
types that determine which discourse markers appear in what proportions and in what
roles in the given text type. Such characteristics include the formality/informality of
the text, its spontaneous or planned nature, and its type (narrative, explanatory, or in-
formation transmitting). Other important parameters are the role of the speaker in the
communicative process (e.g. in interviews: fieldworker or interviewee; in talk shows:
moderator or debate partner; in classroom discourse: teacher or student), and the
goal of the utterance (information transmittion, entertainment etc).

Another finding of the research is that the mixing of text types and the evolution of
texts also affect the use of discourse markers. Comparing the patterns of use in the
examined oral text types, the presentation attempts to identify the text type dependent
vs. independent roles of the most frequently used Hungarian discourse marker, hat.
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Ot AetToupyieg Twv SEKTWV 0pyAvwong Tou Adyou
o€ SLapOPETLKA KELPEVLKA €0

01 6eikTeg opydvwaong Tou AOyou ouvioTolv oAUAELTOUPYLKA oTotxela (Hovy 1995)
Ta OMoia, EKTOC AT TN XPR 0N TOUG WS GATIKWY, GUVALGONHATLKWY, HLATPOCWTILKWY
Kat XeLpLoTIKWY pnxaviopwyv (Maschler & Schiffrin 2015), €xouv Kat kelpevikn Agt-
Toupyia. H avakoivwon emIXeLpel va anavinoel 0To €€RG EPWTNUA: TIOLA XAPAKTH-
PLOTLKA TWV TIPOYOPLKWY KELLUEVLIKWY ELOWV EMNPEATOLV TIG AELTOVPYiEG TwV OEL-
KTWV 0pydvwong Tou AGyou Tou autd Ta idn xpnaotyomnotoly Kat e ToLov TpOTo;

H avaluon delypdtwy mapopotou peyeboug (ouvoAika 350.000 Aé€ewv) amo dia-
POPETIKA KELPEVIKA £16N (TPOPOPIKES OLVEVTEVEELS, OUVOPIAIEG, Keipeva stand up
comedy, TNAEOMTIKEG eKMOUMES, Hlemidpaon otnv TAEN) deixvel OTL, MEPA aMod TIg
Baotkég Aettoupyieg Twv delkTWY opydavwaong tou Aoyou (Bell 1998), eivat ta mpw-
TOTUTILKA XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TWV KELPEVIKWY €L0WV Tov KabopiZouv motot HeiKTEG
eppavidovtal, og TMOLA EKTAON KAL € TIOLEG AELTOUPYIEG OTO EKACTOTE KELPEVLKD
€160¢. X& auta nepthapBdvovtal o Babuog EMONUOTNTAC TOU KELUEVOL, 0 AUBOPUN-
T0G I} TPOOXESLAGHEVOC XAPAKTAPAG TOU, KAl TO £(80¢ TOV (aPnynuaTIKO, EMEENYN-
HATIKO 1} TTANPOYOPLAKO KEIPEVD). ANNEC ONPAVTIKEG MapApETPOL Eival o poAog Tou
OpLAOLVTOG ATOHOU OTNV EMLKOLVWVLAKN dladikaaia (T.x. 0TIC oUVEVTEVEELG: EpEL-
vnTiAg/Tpla i} ouvevTeLELaZopevog/n, oTIG TNAEOTITIKEG EKTIOUTIES: TIAPOVOLACTNG/
TpLa 1| tpookekANPEVOG/n, 0Tn oxoAkn diemidpaon: kaBnyntig/tpla f padntng/
TPLA), KAL O OKOTOG TOU EKPWVAPATOS (HeTAdooN MANPOPOPLWY, Yuxaywyia KTA.).

‘Eva akopn evpnua tng €pELVAgG givat OTL 0 GUVOVACHOG KELPEVIKWY E1OWV Kal N e€&-
ALEN TWV KELPEVWY eTioNG eMNpeadouy T Xpon Twy dEIKTWY 0pyAvwWaong Tou Ao-
you. XuyKpivovTag TIC KAvoVIKOTNTES XPONE OV avadeLkvoovTal oTa uto e¢Etaon
TIPOYOPLKA €idn, N avakoivwon emidLwKeL va Tpoadlopioet TIg KeLUEVIKA €§apTn-
PEVeC Kal avegaptnteg PeTaBANTES Xpong Tou hdt, TOU TLO GUXVA XPNOLUOTIOLOV-
pevou deikTn opydvwaong Tou AGyou GTnV ouyypLKA.
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From negation to intensification:
The negative particle ejn ‘there is/are not’ in spoken Hebrew

The aim of this talk is to analyze the occurrences of the negative particle ejn ‘there
is/are not' in spoken Israeli Hebrew, in which it can be regarded as a “secondary in-
terjection” (Ameka 2006, Norrick 2014) with the function of intensification. We will
suggest possible paths of development from the meaning of negation to the mean-
ing of intensification. The data for this talk were obtained mainly from the Corpus of
Spoken Israeli Hebrew (CoSIH) a database that consists of recordings of spontaneous
Israeli Hebrew conversations made in 2001 and 2002.

Israeli Hebrew employs the particle gjn in order to convey non-existence, or non-pos-
session, typically as a negative counterpart to the existential particle jef‘there is/are’.
In spontaneous conversation, the particle ejn may additionally be used - somewhat
paradoxically - as an affirmative intensifier, particularly in contexts of heightened
emotion. This use is illustrated in the extract below, taken from a segment in which
the interlocutors are talking excitedly about their upcoming trip to Thailand:

1 spl ve az  higia ha=haca’a ha=zot |lve az pitom  at no'saat ||
and then she.came DEF=offer DEF=this ||and then suddenly you going.SGF ||
‘And then came this offer. And then suddenly you're going.’

2 ve ze |bedi’juk le [(0.3) ejn I
and  this |exactly luh ](0.3) NEG.EXT ||
‘And this is, exactly, uh, (0.3) No.’

3 lo  stam ha=nesi'a ha=zot nidxe'ta mi=juni  ||ki ze  hi'tim le='mafehu II
NEG just DEF=trip DEF=this she.was.delayed from=June ||because this he.suited to=something ||
‘It's not by chance that this trip was postponed from June. Because it happened for a reason.’

(Y32_sp1_068-079)

Here, sp1 expresses her belief that postponing the trip occurred for a reason, since
she was able to find a temporary job by the new date, and her friend (the recipient)
could join her then. In the middle of this description (line 2), sp1 employs the negator
ejn as an intensifier that, in conjunction with other resources, contributes to the dis-
play of spT's emotive involvement in her belief that everything occurs for a reason.
The heightened emotivity is also reflected in the prosodic realization of the particle
ejn, which is uttered with an extra-high pitch peak, as seen in the prosodic chart of
line 2 below:
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ve ze | bedijuk | e |(0.3)ejn || ze ha=kol e |

This development of a negator into an intensifier is intriguing: After all, how could a
negative morpheme that originally conveys non-existence, or non-possession, come
to be used as an intensifier that emphasizes, indeed affirms, the speaker’s strong
feelings regarding some state of affairs? In this talk, we will describe the contexts in
which the particle ejn is used as an affirmative intensifier, and suggest how the mean-
ing of intensification expressed by the particle ejn could plausibly have been extend-
ed from its originally negative function.

Leon SHOR & Anna INBAR
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Ao Thv dpvnon 6TNV ENiTAON:
To apvnTiKO PopLo ejn ‘Sev uTAPYEL/UTLAPXOLV' GTHV TIPOPOPLKI) EBPATKI)

2TOX0¢ TNG avakoivwong eivat va avahboet Tig eppavioelg Tov apvnTikol Jopiov
ejn ‘6ev LTLAPXEL/UTIAPXOLY' GTNV TIPOYOPLKI ERPATKN, 0TNV oTIoia PTopei va Bewpn-
Bel ‘devutepoyevég empuwvnpa’ (Ameka 2006, Norrick 2014) pe emitatikn Aettoup-
yia. Oa mpoteivoupe miBaveg dladikaoieg e€EALENG amo TN onpacia Tng dpvnong os
auTn Tng emitaong. Ta 6edopéva Tng avakoivwong avtAndnkav kupiwg amo to Cor-
pus of Spoken Israeli Hebrew, pia Bdaon 6edopevwy mouv anoteleital anod avBopun-
Te¢ ouvopLAieg nxoypapnuéveg o 2001 kat 2002.

H eBpaikn xpnotyomotei To HOPLO ejn yia va ekppdoel ‘un umapén’ f ‘pn katoxry’, ou-
vOwS W¢ apvnTIKO OPOAOYO TOU UTIAPKTIKOU Hopiov jef ‘UTdpxel/umapxouy’. LTov
auBopunTo Adyo, To popLo ejn Propei emunpdodeTa va xpnotyomnotndei — kdnwe na-
pAdoga - w¢ KaTaPaTIKO EMLTATIKO HOPLO, LdLaitepa oe mepLBAAAOVTA €VTOVNG OU-
vatolnpatikng ePMAOKNAG. AUTH N Xprion @aivetal 0To MAPAKATW ANdoTacpd anod
ouvoptAia oTnv omoia Ta cuPPETEXOVTA ATopa PLAoOV EvBOUCLWOWE yia TO EMIKE(-
pevo toug TagidL otnv Taihavon:
1 oul ve az  higia ha=haca’a ha=zot  |lve az  pitom  at no'saat I
Kau TtoTe NpBe.Bn\  op=mpoopopd op=auth |[[kat TOTE Eagvikd €0l Tnyaivelg.ev ||
‘Kat toTe npde avtiy n mpotaon. Kat 10Te {apvika nag.’
2 ve ze |bedi’juk le [(0.3) ejn I
Kat avto |akptBwg e [(0.3) apv.um I
‘Kat auto eivat, akptpwg, €, (0.3) oxt.’
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3 lo  stam ha=nesi’a ha=zot nidxe'ta mi=juni [|ki ze  hi'tim le="mafehu ||
apv. anhd op=amAd o0p=autd KaBuotépnoe.BnA amo=lovvio ||emetdy avtd PoAewe.apo oe=katt ||
‘Aev gival Tuxaio 6Tt auto To TagidL avaBAnBnke ano tov lovvio. Emetdn cuvéRn yia kdmotov Aoyo.”
(Y32_sp1.068-079)

E6w, n optAnTpLa 1 ekppdlel Ty memoidnon tng 0Tl n avaBoAn tou TagLdlol éyve
yLa kdmotov Adyo, Kabwg £ToL KATAPEPE Va BPEL TIPOCWPLVN £pyacia we tn véa nye-
popnvia, kat o pilog tn¢ (o mapaknmtng) Prnopoloe T0TE va mael pali tng. L1o pEco
NG mepLlypapng (apdda 2), n opthftpLa 1 XpnoLUOTIOLEL TO APVATLKO HOPLO €jn WG
ETITATIKO TIOV o€ oLVOVaAcPO Pe AAAa oTolxeia cupBAAAeL oTnv TTPoBOAN TNG cuval-
0BNPaTLKAG TG EPTAOKNAG O€ OXEON PE TNV amoyn 0TL OAa cupBaivouv yia KAmolov
\oyo. H évtovn ouvaieBnpatiki egmAokn avravakAdral emniong otnv mpoowdlakn
TpaypdTwon Tou ejn, To OMOio EKPEPETAL e EVTOVN KOPLPWON 0TO DYOS TN PW-
VAG, OTWG TPOKUTTEL Ao TN Yacpatoypagiki avalvon tng apddag 2:

~——— T— Akf

ve ze | bedijuk | e 1(0.3)ejn || ze ha=kol e |

H e€£ALEN evOg apvnTLKOD OTOLXE(OU OE EMTATIKO POKANEL EPWTANATA: OE TENIKN
avalvon, mwg eivat duvato €va apvnTiko popenUa, SNAWTIKO ApXLKA TNG ‘Un LTap-
&ng’ N ‘Un Katoxng', va QTACEL va XPNOLLOTOLEITAL WG ETILTATIKO HOPLO TIOU TOVITEL,
N Kat empeBalwvel, Ta évrova ouvatadnpata Tov optAoUVTOC ATOHOU 0E OXEDN HE
Kamoto {NTNua; TNV avakoivwor pag 6a meplypayoupe ta neptBdaiAovta ota omoia
TO HOPLO ejn XpNOLUOTOLEITAL WG KATAPATIKO ETUTATIKO HOPLO Kal Ba poTeivoupe
T1¢ dladikaoieg pEow Twv omoiwy EVOEXETAL VA TIPOEKVYE 1) ETLTATLKN Onuacia Tov
popiov amod dledpuvon TNG APXIKNAC APVNTIKNAC Tou AELToupyiag.
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To mpaypaToAoyLKO HOPLO @ 6TOV AGYO TWV VATILAY WY WV

H avakoivwon a&lomotei tnv Avaluon Zuvopthiag yia va epevvioet Tn Aettoupyia
TOU TIPayHaToAoyLKoL PHopiou @ 6ToV AOYO TWV vATLAywYWV KATd Th GUVOPLALAKN
dlemnidpaon otnv ta€n. Eva anod ta Pacikd potifa oTIg TALELG TOL delypaTog pou
elvat n aAnhouxia tpLwv cuvelopopwy, Epwtnon-Andvtnon-AgloAoynon, n onoia
glodyeTal ano tn vamaywyo. Xopewva pe tov Schegloff (2007), éva yeltviaotikd
Cebyoc akohouBeitat ano pla eAaxiotn eméktaon (minimal post-expansion) Tng ako-
\ouBiag, petd To de0TEPO PEPOG TOL {ELYAPLOU, TIOL TAipVEL TN BEDN TOL TPITOU pé-
poug Kat kAeivel Tnv alkAnhouxia (sequence closing third). Evw otoug kabnpepivoug
dlaloyoug n epwtnon akohovBeital cuvhBwe amod yia anavinon, og eplBdilovta
Tagewv n aAAnhouxia epwtnon-andvinon gaivetal va akohovBeital anod pia tpitn
ouvelopopd mov katahapBavet tn 8€on TG afloAdynong 1 610pBwang Kat KAeivel
TNV ahAnhouxia. ITI¢ pETaypageg Twv NXoypa@nuEVWY Habnpdtwy Tov deiypatog
pag, evromiZetat ouxva otnv Tpitn CUVELOPOPG, TIOU gival TO KAEIGLHO TNG AAAR-
\ouxiag, To mPAyHAaToAoyIKo PopLo a.

Y€ auTh TNV €peuva N xprion Tou a avalleTat: (a) oTIC MEPIMTWOELS OTOU N EKTAL-
deuTIk6g afloloyei wg 0plij TNV anavtnon evog Tatdloh o GUYKEKPLUEVN EPWTNON
TIou aPopa To pabnua, ToviZovrag Pe To @ KatL Tnv enavaanyn fi tapdgpacn Tng
andvtnong, 6TL n andvtnon mov d68nke gival n avapevopevn kat dpa onuavtiki Kat
owaoTn, (B) OTIC MEPLMTWOELG OTIOL TO a £lodyel €vav EAeyxo katavonon¢ (under-
standing check) autou mou elmwBnKe 6TNV MPONYOUUEVN GUVELGPOPA MO TO TaLdI.
AuTo oupBaivel og epMTWOoELG IPOoANYNG veag mAnpopopiag, dtav dnAadn n and-
vinon nou divetal anod to madi anoteAei pla mpaypatika véa mnpopopia Kat ov-
vBwe apopd mAnpopopieg mov divel To madi yla mpoowtikd Tov Blwpata. Kat
0TLG HUO MEPIMTWOELG TO @ eVTOTi{eTalL 0 apXLki) BEon oTn ouvelopopd.
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The pragmatic marker ah in kindergarten classroom interaction

The present study uses Conversation Analysis to investigate the interactional work
of the pragmatic marker ah in kindergarten classroom interaction. To begin with, one
of the basic patterns in classroom interaction is the sequence Question-Answer-
Evaluation, which is initiated by the teacher. While in everyday conversations a ques-
tion is usually followed by a response, in classroom contexts, the question—-answer
sequence appears to be followed by a third part that has the role of evaluating the
previous contribution and closes the sequence. According to Schegloff (2007), a min-
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imal post-expansion following an adjacency pair that takes the place of a third part
and closes the sequence, is called “sequence closing third”. In the transcripts of the
recorded lessons of our sample, the pragmatic marker ah often takes the place of the
third turn that closes the sequence.

In particular, this study explores the use of ah in turn initial position: (a) in cases where
the teacher evaluates as correct the response of a child to a specific question about
the lesson, emphasizing with the use of ah and a repetition or paraphrasis of the pre-
vious turn, that the answer given is the expected one and therefore is important and
correct, and (b) in cases where ah introduces an understanding check of what was
said in the previous turn by the child. Actually, this occurs when the child’s response
includes new information about his or her personal experiences.
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