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much guidance from previous analyses. Although thi's is partially1 belzczlms;
of the vast and ambiguous nature of disc.ourse -analysm (Chapterl B ),0f
believe that this openness is also an mtentlona.ll ancli valuab.e part :
discourse analysis because of the reciprocal relatmnshlps that it ass;me-
will hold among theory, analysis, and data. As I stated in (2.? 4), my t“eor
etical definition of discourse markers will‘ f‘ollow my a.nalys:s. This a ow&:
me, first, to ground my answers to definitional questions anc'l ;nyhgenell':.
conclusions about markers in what speakers and hearers do wit t esebe 5
ments. Second, and more generally, it allows me to make a clmmt lahc:) 4
what linguistic categories and analyses are supposed to repre:znn. A
people use language, and what the_y use language_ for: I‘:Iote, e 1; ey
people are necessarily involved in this appr?ach to linguistics — pclc'ns &
are inherently subjective and individual. It is because of these qualities m
it is difficult to imagine any a priori answers about. whose d:scou;:eim_
study, and about which qualities of .those speakers will turn out ;a e
portant. But, again, this can be a gain, not only because data at\’n t ;I;m)lr’sse
can again inform theory in surprising and' unexpcctecll ways, bu g
continual attention to the tremenduus'ly rich and varied resourc«:is i
people draw upon in talk, and the continual search for ways to l{nhe o
and explain what people say, mean, anc.l qo, cannot help but enrich our ap
preciation of human wisdom and creativity.

3 Questions: Why analyze discourse markers?

The analysis of discourse markers is part of the more general analysis of
discourse coherence — how speakers and hearers jointly integrate forms,
meanings, and actions to make overall sense out of what is said (see Chapter
1). Within this very general domain of analysis, however, there are several
more specific issues which are also addressed through the study of
discourse markers. I will illustrate these issues by discussing the markers in
several segments of discourse in (3.1) and (3.2), and then summarize them
in (3.3). The particular problems raised by markers suggest a method of
analysis which builds on the complementary strengths of qualitative and

quantitative approaches, and which aims to be both sequentially and distri-
butionally accountable (3.4).

3.1 Markers and the emergence of coherence

The discourse in (1) is a rhetorical argument through which a speaker
(Irene) is defending a position — her belief in fate — by presenting personal
experiences to serve as evidence, or support, for that position.
(1 Ibelieve in that. Whatever's gonna happen is gonna happen.
Ibelieve. . .that. . .y’know it's fate.

Itreallyis.

Because ch my husband hasa brother, that was killed inan
automobile accident,

and at the same time there was another fellow, in there, that
walked away with not even ascratch on him.

And [ really fee—

I don’t feel y'can push fate,

and I think a lot of people do.

But I feel that you were put here for so many, yearsor
whatever the case is,

and that’s how it was meant to be,
Because like when we got married,

we were supposed t'get married uh: like about five months
later.

e o

(1]

oo -
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50 Discourse markers

My husband got a notice t'go into the service

and we moved it up.

And my father died the week. . .after we got married.
While we were on our honeymoon.

And I just felt, that move was meant to be,

because if not, he wouldn't have been there.

So eh y’know it just s—seems that that's how things work.

ardeate b By

For the most part, I will infer the role of the markers in the argument by
seeing where in the discourse they occur, and with what they co-occur.
This method itself raises certain questions which I also note in later dis-
cussion.

Consider, first, that (1) forms an argument because it contains two
informationally differentiated parts (see also Chapter 1). The main part of
an argument is a position: a general statement toward whose truth a
speaker is committed. Subordinate to the position is support: any infor-
mation, e.g. personal experience, others' testimony, logical reasoning,
which justifies either the truth of the statement or the speaker’s commit-
ment toward that truth. Irene’s position in (1) is that she believes in fate;
she states this in various ways in several locations: lines (a)~{c), (f)~(j)
and (s). Support for this position is given through brief description of two
experiences in which coincident events had no rational explanation, and are
thus interpreted as meant to be. This evidence is presented (in lines d-e,
k-r) between paraphrases of the position. Thus the position is the main
point of the argument, and it brackets the specific experiences serving as
support:

(1a) STRUCTURE OF (1)

POSITION (a—c)
SUPPORT (experience) (d-e)

POSITION (1)
SUPPORT (experience) (k-r)

POSITION (s)

Several markers in (1) play a role in its formation as an argument. First,
we find because preceding the support in (d) and (k). Because often pre-
cedes not just evidence, but other causally related discourse material, e.g.
background information in narratives. We find and in (f): and precedes a
self-interrupted restatement of the position. We will see that and often pre-
cedes material which continues an earlier part of the discourse — especially
material which is not subordinate to the overall structure of the discourse
(certainly not the case here for the speaker’s statement of her position).
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Finally, we find so in (s), preceding the final paraphrase of the position. We
will see that so often precedes information understood as resultative (the
outcome of connections between reported events) or conclusive (the out-
come of inferential connections). Thus, conjunctive markers precede two
separate pieces of support, as well as two presentations of the position:

(1b) POSITION (a—c)
Because SUPPORT (experience) (d—e)
And POSITION ()
Because SUPPORT (experience) (k-r)

So POSITION (s)

(1) thus suggests that the markers because, and, and so differentiate idea-
tional segments of the discourse, with the subordinate conjunction because
marking a subordinate part of the discourse (support) and the coordinators
and and so marking a more dominant part of the discourse (the position).

Several questions are raised by these observations. Does the role played
by these conjunctions in defining and connecting idea units within an argu-
ment parallel their connecting role within sentences? And although we may
speak of these elements as marking the idea structure, they do not provide
the sole defining features of that structure: certainly the informational seg-
mentation of the argument would remain intact without the markers.

Markers also occur within the position and the support. Is their role
here also to differentiate ideationally distinct sections of the argument? If
s0, what would those units be: are there smaller units which combine to
form the position and support? (1c) shows the markers which occur within
the position and within its support.

(1c) POSITION: y’know (b)
SUPPORT:and (e)
POSITION: and, but (h,1,)
SUPPORT: and, because (k,n,o, q,r)
POSITION: y’know (s)

Look first at the markers and and but within the position:

f. And I really fee-

g. I don't feel y'can push fate

h. and [ think a lot of people do.
1.
i

But I feel that you were put here for so many, years or whatever the case is,
and that’s how it was meant to be.

In both (h) and (j), and links ideas which seem closely related to just prior
ideas. In (h), the speaker is contrasting a feeling of her own (about pushing
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fate) with the actions of others. Note the cohesive devices which help
convey this relation: the pro-verb do, the use of similar stance verbs feel,
think. In (j), we find and continuing a segment which is also both ideation-
ally related to, and cohesive with, the prior discourse. Here the common
theme is the speaker’s stance toward the proposition you were put here for
so many years: she feels it (i), and it was meant to be (j). (Note the proform
that.) Thus, within the position, and seems to have a role in linking related
ideas when the union of those ideas plays a role in the larger ideational
structure of the argument: and links thematically related material within
the position.
We also find but ini:

i But I feel that you were put here for so many, years or whatever the caseis

That but is an adversative conjunction suggests that what follows but is an
idea which contrasts with what has preceded. Like and, then, it seems that
but could have a cohesive function within the position.

But in (i) also poses two further questions. First, how much discourse
can be included within the scope of a marker? Two different interpret-
ations of the scope of but are possible here. The speaker could be contrast-
ing her position with what was presented in one prior clause — a lot of people
do (push fate). Or, she could be contrasting her position with what was pre-
sented in two prior clauses — what she feels in contrast to what she doesn’t
feel. The second question posed by but in (i) is this: at what level of
discourse can a relationship such as contrast be marked? Instead of in-
terpreting contrast at a local ideational level, we could locate the contrast at
a more global level of discourse topic, since the speaker is here returning to
the main point of her argument. So but could be marking a contrast be-
tween the main point and prior discourse which is slightly tangential to that
point, i.e. what the speaker believes vs. what she doesn’t believe. If all mar-
kers have variable scope in discourse, as well as the ability to mark relation-
ships at different discourse levels, then what fixes the range and level of
discourse over which they operate?

Look next at the conjunctive markers within the support sections. In (e},
and precedes an event whose coincidence with the prior mentioned event
establishes the experience as an instance of fate.

d. Because eh my husband has a brother, that was killed in an automobile
accident,
e. and at the same time there was another fellow, in there, that walked away

with not even a scratch on him.
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And in both (n) and (o) is parallel:

m. My husband got a notice t'go into the service
n. and we moved it up.
0. And my father died the week. . .after we got married.

Here we can argue that and has both a cohesive role and a larger structural
role. First, and has a structural role because it links together events which
together function as support for the position. Second, and has a cohesive
role because interpretation of those events as fateful hinges on their being
understood as part of a single, larger situation. In other words, it is the
union of the two events that makes them indicative of fate.

What then of and in (q):

q- And I just felt, that move was meant to be,
T. because if not, he wouldn’t have been there.

Lines (q) and (r) do not actually report fateful events; rather, they present
the speaker’s interpretation of the situation as one which is due to fate
(meant to be). Repetition of the phrase meant to be from the earlier pos-

ition statement in (j) provides an important clue to the function of these
lines:

i. But I feel that you were put here for so many, years or whatever the case is,
i and that’s how it was meant to be. [lines k—p]
q. And I just felt that move was meant to be.

Meant to be is a formulaic phrase conveying a sense of individual helpless-
ness over life events. Its repetition from (j) into (q) has two effects. First,
since it is repeated from the position into the support, it conveys an idea-
tional and cohesive link between these two argument sections. Second, it
warrants the speaker’s use of this particular experience as evidence for her
belief in fate: describing the specific experience and the general belief with
the same formula establishes the eligibility of the experience as evidence for
the belief. (See Toulmin 1958 for discussion of warrants.) Thus, although
the speaker is subjectively assessing the situation — rather than objectively
reporting the events (as in k—p) — this interpretation has no less a role in es-
tablishing the experience as evidence than did the report. What the in-
terpretation does is justify use of this particular experience as one which
counts as an instance of the workings of fate.! This switch from reporting to
interpreting events, then, is a shift in speaker orientation within the sup-
port section of the argument — within a single ideational segment. And it is
here that we find and.
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We also find because within the support section in (r):

q. And I just felt, that move was meant to be,
r because if not, he wouldn't have been there.

Here because has a local scope: in contrast to (d) and (k), ulrhere because
marked a whole section of the discourse as support, because in (r) causally
links just the propositions in (q) and (r). ‘ ,

There is one other marker in (1) which I have not vet discussed: y know
within the position.

b I believe. . .that. . .y’know it's fate. [lines c-r] .
s ; So eh y’know it just s— seems that that's how things work.

Y’know is directed toward gaining hearer involwlzment in an interaction. In
(b) and (s), y know seems to be marking some kind of appeal lfrom speaker
to hearer for consensus, e.g. for understanding as to the meamng.of fate,h or
even, for agreement on the position being takcfa abt?ut fat'e. W.e will see t ;:t
¥’know is widely used throughout talk at locations in which d:sfours‘;tas O
hinge on special cooperative effort betwef:n speaker and he‘arer, Iwi pli':.;
pose that y’know marks speaker/hearer. alignment and that it contrasts w
I mean, which marks speaker orientation. ‘

Note that here I am beginning to use inform.tztmn other than co-
occurrence to infer the role of markers: I have tacxtl}.r assumed T.hat the
semantic meaning of y’know contributes something to its role as discourse
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3.Z Markers as coherence options

Although the markers in (1) add to its overall structure and interpretation,
they are hardly the only devices which either form the argument, or convey
its meaning. A brief look at several other arguments shows that their struc-
ture and meaning is certainly not dependent on just those markers that we
have seen in (1); in fact, the structure and meaning of arguments can be
preserved even without markers.

J.2.1 Coherence options: choosing among markers

(2) presents an argument in which the speaker (Zelda) justifies a rule (you
have to start in the beginning) by presenting specific cases which show that
compliance with the rule had a desired effect. The desired effect of the rule
is for married children to call their mothers-in-law by some term of address
— either 'Mom' or first name. Thus, the rule is Zelda’s position; the three
cases presented are support for the position. It is important to note that
prior to this argument, Zelda had been complaining about her younger
daughter-in-law’s inability to call her ‘Mom’: because ‘Mom’ is an address
term which ratifies Zelda's status as a mother — a status that is very import-
ant to her - her daughter-in-law’s failure to do so is an offense,

R (2) Zelda: a. And y’have t'start in the beginning,
marker. We will return to this general question again and again: is ‘};:':e b.  Now mydaughter inlaw did. i
d as markers that contributes to their €. Myolderdaughterin law from the very beginning she
some property of the elements use st Mo
function? _ s 4 d.  soshe'susedtoit.
(1d) summarizes the markers which we have discussed: - MomsndDad.
) f. Seeitdoes m—it's only a name!
(1d) MARKERS IN ARGUMENT 1 location g And Sam- we told Samuel 100,
POSITION: y’know 2;“:)) h. inthe beginning, you call- if you can't say Mom and
Because SUPPORT —€ Dad,
event and event g;’),) i call 'em by their first name.
And POSITION = j. But call em something.
state and contrasting state (%’1) k. Not'ahsiise
state but oontrrust'mg_mwf E'; Debby: Yeh! And wait for them t’hear ['uh P }
state and interpretation of state ] Felda: Right!
Because SUPPORT (k-r) I And she’s an intelligent girl
event/event/and event EE)) m.  andshe'sanice girl.
t and event - Shegi the bi trespect.
::Z:ts and state interpreting events (9) 2_ An;i:;it::an; n;ff_ S i
event because event E"; p- I like her very much.
s

So y’know POSITION
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q.  It’sjustthatshecan’tsayit.
r. Now I remember when I first got married,
s. and [ was in that situation.
t. And eh the first- like the first. . .few times, I wouldn't

say anything.

u. And my husband said to me, ‘Now look, it isn't hard,
justsay “Mom”".

v.  Hesays, 'And I wantyout'doit.’

w. Andldidit.

X. And [ gotusedtoit.

Although there are many markers within this argument, I will focus only
on those which precede the support so as to contrast them with markers in
parallel positions in argument (1). (I do not examine and in the position
because its scope goes beyond the argument.)
Note, first, that (2) has a structure similar to (1) in that multiple
instances of support follow the position. The structure also differs, how-
ever, because there is no restatement of the position either between the sup-
porting cases or at the end of the argument. Recall that (2) presents a rule,
which had it been followed would have avoided an offense committed by
Zelda's daughter-in-law. Because Zelda has just complained about that
offense, she now has to strike a somewhat delicate balance between sound-
ing tolerant and intolerant: if she is too tolerant, her hearer may very well
wonder why the offense was an issue in the first place; but if she complains
too much, she can be heard as overly critical of her family to someone who
is a relative outsider. Having to strike this balance affects the structure of
the argument: Zelda either minimizes the offense, or praises the offender
between each piece of support. Both tactics work to convey the closeness of
Zelda's relationship with her family, despite the breach (or in one of
Zelda’s prior descriptions, the sore spot) caused by her daughter-in-law’s
inability to use a term of address which would have ratified Zelda’s family
status. The structure of (2) is thus the following:

STRUCTURE OF 2

POSITION (a)
Now SUPPORT (experience) (b—e)

EVALUATION (minimization of offense) (f)
And SUPPORT (experience) (g-k)

EVALUATION (praise for offender) (-p)
(minimization of offense) (q)
Now SUPPORT (experience) (r-x)

Note, now, that the discourse markers used to bracket the support are
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now (b,

l') and and (g). DOCS this mean that w T
thCSE two marke S are

altel-'nants for because — the marker of support in (1)
marking the same informational segment of a similarl
X ;e. Thus, if they are options, why use one marker
an i
beot er? T};;-re are also many other discourse slots in which and and

cause could not alternate: for ex

ause C ; ample, we have seen and ki
Position in an argument, clear] ion i i s Ja

, ¥ a location in which becay
se would not

occur. ithi
5 u;l;ﬁndl w; aIs’o ind now within the support: And my husband said to

; W look...". Are the possible substi

itutes here the

o same, e.g. and,
- s;_ If not, why should and, now, and because be coherence options

ne discourse slot, but not in others? Exactly what is the contribution of

1 u Ca!llllg '0] Othel
tlle d scourse Siot, and W]]ﬂt 18 the contr ththn Of thc m
pleElty) ()‘ Ille WOld ItSE” .

? Certainly
Yy structured
rather than

3.2. ons: ]
2 Coherence options: choosing among markers and other devices

Other linguistic devices can accom

lish i
B 0ot devies ’ Plish many of the discourse tasks per-

N Fl?e sPcaker (Zelda) is defending her upbring-

(3) a. See, sheisat the point now wh

ere she really doesn’t run
that much so that there— ! o

b. she’s not driving a car or anything,
c. wedid have it with the boys;, uh: they weren't-they—y-
d. when they first started t'drive, they did have t'be tn}b-- twel
£. because they had a learner’s perm-it. Ty
f. We always did tell the boys. ..
E. lalways stressed that
}J::::f:e I went through more with the boys than I did with
STRUCTURE OF 3
POSITION /stated earlier/
See SUPPORT | [reason] (a-b)
SUPPORT 2 [alternative] (c—f)
event because event (d-e)
SUPPORT 2 [alternative] (f~h)
because event (h)

at gives textual structure and cohesion to this argument is lexical rep
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etition (stressed did) in (c) and (d), and reiteration of Part of the Euppo.l-'[t‘ ;n
(c) (we did have it with the boys) and (f) (we alway.; dw; telf the bc;};s )C.laus:
intains thematic continuity on a local, clause )
speaker also maintains _ sehanstnding
¥ ic 1 i from the clauses in (a) to (b); 1
basis: topic is continued ‘ claus e o ki
is introduced in predicate position in (c) an ntin
bo;)f’alsnew topic, We/! is introduced in (f) and then maintained thrlougg
2;)' Clearly the speaker could have used markers for the struct.ura an
‘ . 2
ideational tasks of the argument, e.g. now, because, y’know or but in (c), so
but in (f) and (g), and so on. ; : . -
0"(4”) illust)rates still other structural and cohesive devtces u.sed in ariu
ment. Here, the speaker (Henry) is arguing that there is a difference be
tween two religious groups (his own ~ Jewish — and others).

There is a difference.

(4) a. ‘
b. Listen to me. ;
There is a big difference. .
cdl Bec:suse vou hear the knocks, when you're in a crowd,
c.' and they'll say you're different.
f. This is the thing you're gonna hear.
You'redifferent. _
EI My brother heard it in the M?rme Corps,
i - my vounger brother heard it in the Army,
] and I heard it in the Army,
k. and here's my wife here,
1. she wasin the Navy,
m. she heard it.
n. Evervoneof us. ; ok b
You got—-you could pull out ten Jew guys,
:' ar(:: 1gf they’re nice guys everyone of em’ll say that somebody
said it.
STRUCTUREOF 4 -
POSITION . 274
Because GENERAL SUPPORT (experience) (d-g
SPECIFIC SUPPORT (experience) (h—n)
event/event/and event and event (j, k)
GENERAL SUPPORT (experience) (o-p)
state and event (p)

Henry presents his position in (a—c) and his suppc:'t Ln ‘(d—'—p)ifB;ce::zrse:sl:: i
1 izati in d-g), which is itself bu
support consists of a generalization (in : : . ;
t;i]):ugh more specific support (four experiences in h-m which ar; s‘ur:)k_
marized in n), Henry's argument is more complex than (1), (_2)_, ( lz. (
actually contains an embedded argument in which the support is itself sup 1
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ported. The specific experiences are then reframed as general support in
(o-p). What provides textual unity in (4) is a meta-linguistic phrase in (f),
syntactic parallels in (h—j), and (m), and repetition in (a) and (c), (e) and
(8)- Thus ideational structure and cohesion in Henry’s argument are pro-
vided through a variety of devices other than markers.

If ideational structure and cohesion can be provided through so many
different devices, what do discourse markers add to overall coherence?
Identifying the contribution of markers to coherence becomes even more
difficult when we consider interactional structures and speaker/hearer
alignments. In (5), Henry has been arguing with his wife Zelda and their
neighbor Irene about women’s roles. He has just conceded that having ad-
ditional children is not a solution to women’s boredom. Although there is 2
rhetorical argument hidden in this interaction (Henry’s position about
women and his support for that position), we will focus here primarily on

the challenges that are presented to Henry's position via attacks on its sup-
port.

Henry: a, Allright maybe that's a foolish statement,
b Butlet’s put it this way.
c. Awoman is needed in the house t'clean the
house, and t’cook the hou- uh cook the meals, and
clean the clothes, there isa tremendous amount of
work [ fora woman}
Zelda: 4. That's off Henry.
Henry: . You don’t think there’s a d— 1 [ot of work for vourself?
Zelda: f. You can get- you can getanybody t'come inand
clean: the [hous;e.
Henry: g All wcck?]
Zelda: h. That is not the point.
Irene: That’s not r-no [ that's not truc.]
Zelda:  j. That's off. No.
k. That'soff [Henry. }
Henry: 1. Yousay ] that's wrong?
Zelda:  m.  Yep. That'snota mother’s duty.
n. Just [t’clean and cook and clean.
Henry: o, Well what would you call aJ mother’s duty that—
now that you [are a ]mother?
Zelda: p, When] you supervise the children and
ask them, and talk to them,
q.  butwiththe cleaning bit, anybody can do the cleaning
bit.
Henry: . But [ it's still- ] it's still a job regardless=
Zelda: 5. Anybody.
Henry: =of the-it'sin that— your house!
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But in (b) and (r) precedes Henry's reite.rafion of }-lis position, ar:d t}:::j
could be said to mark a prominent idea unit an’the discourse. But absc;e %
blishes Henry’s position as a contrast to Zelda’s challae.ng‘t:s‘ l’l‘hus,” u.np(o)
faces a particular interactional move: a defense. Similar y, we cltiona-,
prefaces a new attack on Zelda from Henry, and thus, a new intera
: counterattack.
moz‘::ld:zl:]d Irene are also challenging Henry ;'in fact, Henry has p‘res;:n;e:
the argument in (5) in response to their earlier challenges (.not inc 1:n :r-
here). The opposing moves, however, are not preceded by dlscczlur;e .
kers. Rather, the challenges from Zelda and Ilrene are enacte .t ro 5,3
added volume, negatives, and meta-talk — £hc’u s off (d, _1), that. is m::nda
point (h), that’s not a mother’s duty (m): that’s not true (3,;10 ()1.]“?ith o
semantic generalization opposing Henry’s a woman 1s neede Cgcmt o
body (f). Why do discourse markers preface some moves an s Irene’;
And would we interpret the same move were a .marker to p:; an:i i
challenge, or were a marker not to preface Henry’s challenge! nd rdn rs};:-
which markers are discourse options: but and well both preface a )ve i
tive moves, but are interactional moves prefaced by but really equivalen

ell? N
th?:afsr ‘;:(,:c:eb:::e begun discussion a:;f each marker with d.escrlpuo?nof
its role at a single level of analysis: idcatmna?l stru‘?ture, cohesive mt:an;i egr_;
interactional move. But we have ended dle:USSlon of so manzlrdmar g
with mention of additional roles that it is time to explicitly address ¥
form/function relationship. Can one for.m have several functgons S;r;;g.
taneously? After distinguishing six functions of language, Jakobson (1960:

353) states:

hat would fulfill only one func-
v however, hardly find verbal messages t :
“’?er\co"fl‘l}ﬂ.eI diSersity lies not in a monopoly of some one of these several {u(ncuonssst:u:
!;oa‘diﬂerem hierarchical order of functions. The verbal structure of a messag
1

depends primarily on the predominant function.

Jakobson’s point suggests not only that a single marker might have multiple

functions, but that a marker might have a predominant function: perhaps -
]

i ; . - dea-
some markers are specialized for interactional functions, others for ide

tional functions.

Let us examine (6), an earlier exchange from the d'ma[gn:erm:ntf wl;xct::r: 1

ing that the lack of respect for fa

just saw as (5). Henry has been arguing that the :
]u:;duced general family and social disorganization. Iren‘e opposes t‘hls-po:-
aion by finding a different cause for the agreed-upon disorganization: she:

argues that standards have changed.
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(6) Irene: a. The standards though are different today.
Henry: b.  Heh?
Irene: () The standards are different today.
Henry: d.  Standards are different.
e. But I'm tellin’ y* if the father is respected
an [ :d eh:
Irene: f. [Henry, Iemme] ask you a question.

But in (e) prefaces the meta-linguistic phrase I'm tellin’ you which inten-
sifies an already disputed position (Schiffrin 1980). Thus, but precedes a
structurally dominant part of Henry's argument, and could thus be said to
have a function in the ideational structure of the discourse. Because but
has an adversative sense, however, it is also a cohesive device which adds
1o our interpretation of the meaning of what Henry is about to say,
it as a contrast with what Irene has just said. Finally,
defense against Irene’s challenge, and thus,
interactional move. Although it would be quit
one of these roles were predominant within t
seems impossible not to argue that but is here
on several planes of discourse. Although it is
whether some markers are specialized for p

marking
Henry’s remark is a
but also prefaces a new
e difficult to argue that any
his particular argument, it
functioning simultaneously
still an open question as to
articular functions, we can
hardly argue either that markers have only one function, or that a single
- marker has only a single function.

'. 3.3 Why are discourse markers used?

~ I have illustrated several general questions about markers. Why are
~ discourse markers used? Do they add anything? Or, are they merely redun-
- dant features which reflect already existing discourse relationships? If so,
- what underlying relationships do they reflect? Why use one marker instead-
o another? And if other devices are alternatives to markers, what con-
ditions delimit the choices among such alternatives?
- These general questions are relevant to several additional issues. Con-
ider what happens if we say that markers are cohesive devices. We saw in
our discussion of cohesion in Chapter 1, that cohesive devices reflect
inderlying connections between propositions — connections that are
Jinferred by producers and interpreters of a text.

" tof aset of equally plausible readings? We might propose that if any mar-

kers were to add cohesion to a discourse, it would be conjunctive markers.
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Yet, the literature on and is full of conflicting analyses revolving arour?d
the very same issue: does and have several different distinct senses (in
which case and could create cohesion), or are its various interpretations
(e.g. as a temporal connection, a causal connection) determined only by the
meanings of the connected propositions (in which case and would reflect
cohesion)? As Dik (1968: 250) observes, ‘whether particles like prep-
ositions, articles, and connectives have meaning (and if so, what kind of
meaning) has been a moot point since antiquity.” Thus, we can hardl}.a turn
to traditional scholarship about conjunctions to help answer the question of
whether conjuctive markers reflect or create cohesion.

Qur initial questions about what discourse markers add a]st? lea(‘i to
questions concerning markers and discourse structures. Conjunctions
either coordinate or subordinate clauses within a sentence grammar. Does
this difference apply in discourse as well? Although we hinted that it did -
and and so prefaced the main point of the argument in (1), and becaus‘e
prefaced the subordinate part of the argument — it is not at all clear that this
distinction either appears in the same way in discourse, or has the same
ramifications (e.g. Thompson 1984). Is the way in which conjunctive mar-
kers define and connect idea units within argument (and other discourse
units) parallel to the way they connect clauses within sentences? F urt.hcr-
more, is their role in marking connections between smaller units — either
units which are syntactically defined such as clauses, or ideationally
defined such as events in the support section of an argument — also struc-
tural? Although we may speak of these elements as marking structure, we
have seen briefly that they do not always provide the sole defining features
of the structure. Thus, we have a question analogous to our cohesion
question: do markers display structure or create structure? ,

Other issues to which our initial questions are relevant concern the kind
of meaning(s) that markers reflect (or add). Cohesion has to do wi.th
semantic meaning, i.¢. referential meaning. But linguists commonly dis-
tinguish referential meaning from non-referential meaning. Halliday 'and
Hasan (1976), for example, differentiate internal from external meaning;
their distinction centers around the location of meaning — in the facts which
are being reported (external) or in the speaker’s inferences about that
report (internal).? Non-referential meaning is often viewed as sociz':l and/or
expressive meaning (see Chapter 1, 1.3.3): this captures 1Its non;
representational quality, but focuses more on conventionalized linguistic
ways of conveying non-representational aspects of a message, than on
either speaker intentions or hearers’ inferential procedures designed to
infer those intentions (cf. Bach and Harnish 1982).
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My brief discussion of y'know suggested that y’know has expressive
meaning, i.e. as a speaker appeal for hearer cooperation in a discourse task.
But this expressive meaning may very well include some component, or
residue, of referential meaning. We really do not know how - or if - the
referential meanings of markers contribute to the way that they are used in
discourse. Changes from referential to non-referential meanings are well-
documented (see, e.g. Cole (1975), Horn (1984)). Indeed, as Hymes
(1974: 149) observes: ‘lexical elements and phrases, if they acquire gram-
matical function in a social or stylistic sense, may lose their earlier lexical
force in their new paradigmatic relationships’. But does referential sense or
lexical force ever remain to contribute to expressive meaning? Different
positions on this question as it bears on the historical present tense, for
example, are taken by Schiffrin (1981), Silva-Corvalan (1983), and Wolf-
son (1979, 1982). Nor is it clear what expressive meanings develop. Clark’s
(1979, 1980) work on indirect speech acts suggests, for example, that
requests are interpreted as more polite (which touches on both expressive
and social meanings) the more they contain words and phrases whose lexi-
cal meaning makes no contribution. Thus, we have to ask the following
question about markers which have referential meaning: does that meaning
contribute to their function as discourse markers?

Consider now that my preliminary observations about what markers add
to discourse have been based largely on their locations within discourse —
where markers occur, and with what markers co-occur. | have just stated,
however, that referential meaning may influence discourse function by
contributing to expressive and/or social meaning. A broader question stem-
ming out of these observations is this: how do the meanings (or any other
properties) of a specific marker combine with its location to produce its
discourse function? This question has immediate methodological impli-_
cations: would we have been as ready to interpret y ‘know as a coordinating
structural device as we were to so interpret and? Probably not: just as there
are features of y know that lead away from such a conclusion, so too, there

are features of and that contribute to that conclusion. It i1s here, then, that
our questions about markers force us to face one of the most difficult
questions in pragmatics: how does context interact with meaning to pro-

. duce the total communicative force of an expression?

There is still another issue: markers as coherence options. If both
referential meaning and context do indeed contribute to the functions of

~ discourse markers, this may greatly reduce the degree to which markers
~ can be coherence options for one another. Although options, or alternative

ways of saying the same thing (Labov 1978), are present at all levels of




64 Discourse markers

language, defining ‘the same thing’ is difficult once our level .Of analysis
extends into discourse, and once our notions of same and dx‘fferent- go
beyond referential meaning. In fact, trymg_to replace referential equiva-
lence as a requirement for linguistic alternation has been a problem whose
lack of easy resolution has greatly hampert?cl efforts to extend the study of
linguistic variation beyond phonology (Dines 1980, Labov 1978, Lavan-
dera 1978, Romaine 1981, Schiffrin 1985b). : . .

Often suggested as a replacement for referential equivalence is funcgonal
equivalence. Linguistic elements and structures have gften been assxg.ned
either a cognitive or a communicative function. The assignment of particu-
lar functions, however, presupposes knowledge of a larger 'system, e.g.a
cognitive system for processing information, a communication system for
transmitting information, within which fulﬁl!m.ent of Fhose func?mns
maintains the system. But functions are often asslgnf:d without consider-
ation of the larger system within which any one funcuoln has to be located,
and with tacit assumption that all functions are fulfilled in some way. It was
partially to remedy this unsystemic use of the concept of function that I
proposed a model of discourse in Chapter 1: this model can be'seen'as an
outline of the underlying components of talk (exchange, actx?n, :de.atzonal,
information, and participation) whose systemic mteract?on Wlt?l one
another produces coherent discourse (see comments on integration of
discourse in 1.4).

Even if we can identify functions in a systemic way, there are thre? ad-
ditional properties of markers which con?piicat.e the. search for functional
equivalents. First is their apparent multlfuncti‘onahty, As we. l:lave .seer;,
markers may be used in several different .dzscourse capa(l:mes simul-
taneously. This may reduce the degree to which markers are %ntercha_nge-l
able, e.g. ideational equivalence may not a%ways mean mteract{t:}t:-a
equivalence. Thus, functionally equivalent options may be found w:r in
only one discourse component at a time. Second, markers are never ob 1§a-
tory. What this means is that any utterance preceded by a marker may also
have occurred without that marker. But does the abse.nce of a marker also
have functions? Third is the syntactic diversity found in the Flen‘:er.ns.lfsed
as markers. We do not know, for example, whether syntactic d:stm.ctlons
between adverbs (e.g. now) and conjunctions (t?.g. and)‘ are HEI:ltl'allze.d at
discourse levels, or whether syntactic properties remain to differentiate
markers from one another in some way. Although various scholars (e.g.
Givén 1979, Sankoff and Brown 1976, Traugott 1979), have arguc_d tltnat
syntactic change may originate in discourse structure and communicative
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processes associated with discourse, the way in which grammatical ele-
ments are utilized in the synchronic organization of discourse is largely un-
known (but see Thompson 1984).

Talking about markers as coherence options for each other — as alterna-
tive ways of saying the same thing - also raises the problem of whether ele-
ments as diverse as and, now, and y’know can form one class of items in a
discourse paradigm. In traditional linguistic analysis, items which occur in
the same environment and produce a different 'meaning are in contrast,
whereas items which occur in the same environment but do not produce a
difference in meaning are in free variation. Are the differences in meaning
between markers such as and, now, and y’know discrete enough to produce
contrast? Or, are such markers options which ignore small differences in
meaning in the service of larger functional equivalences, such as discourse
coherence? Merely having to pose such questions means that even if we
could define a paradigm of discourse markers, it is not likely to exhibit the
more traditional requirements of some identity of form and some identity
of meaning. Rather, it would group together elements with various degrees
of functional similarities and partially overlapping distributions.

Thus far, many of our questions have indirectly touched on issues which
are important in attempts to define boundaries between subdisciplines
within linguistics: syntax and discourse analysis, semantics and pragma-
tics. Additional questions also touch on these attempts. First, how much
discourse beyond a sentence can be included within the scope of a marker?
And how is such a range decided? Second, at what level of discourse can a
relationship between units be marked? Is it possible to speak of relation-
ships such as contrast, result, and addition not only at a local level of idea
structures, but at more global levels? And can we also speak of such re-
lationships on pragmatic planes of talk?

In sum, there are numerous questions which an analysis of discourse
markers is forced to address. Since the scope of some questions go well
beyond discourse markers per se, however, I cannot hope to fully answer
each question. Furthermore, some questions are more relevant to particu-
lar discourse markers than others, e.g. since ok and well have no semantic

meaning per se, my questions about referential meaning have little rel-

evance to their analysis. Nevertheless, the questions posed in this chapter
illustrate the general issues which my specific analyses in Chapters 4-9 will
address. Chapter 10 will then return to these issues,
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3.4 Methodological issues

We have seen that the study of discourse markers is part of the more general
study of discourse coherence. In this section, 1 will discuss how to

approach this very broad domain of study. I will be distinguishing between

quantitative and qualitative approaches to analysis, but I want to stress
before doing so, that these terms represent a somewhat artificial dicho-

tomy. That is, most analyses combine facets of both quantitative and quali- i

tative approaches if not in their actual procedures, in their underlying
assumptions. Quantitative analyses, for example, depend on :.a great deal of
qualitative description prior to counting (in order to empirically ground
ones’ categories) as well as after counting (statistical tendencies hav? tolbc
interpreted as to what they reveal about causal relations). And quahtatw.e
approaches often have an implicit belief in the notion that ‘more is better’,
i.e. the more instances of a phenomenon one finds, the more one can trust
one’s interpretation of an underlying pattern (e.g. Tannen 1984: 37). This

is the very same belief which underlies quantitative reasoning and tests of

statistical significance.
Furthermore, both qualitative and quantitative analyses often assume
that co-occurrences provide supportive evidence. (If one proposes, for

example, that the historical present tense in narrative has an evaluative

function (Wolfson 1979, Schiffrin 1981), then supportive evidence for this
proposal — from either quantitative or qualitative perspectives — would }Je
the discovery of this tense with other evaluative devices.) What underlies
this assumption is another assumption: messages are multiply reinforced
and internally consistent. Yet, instead of assuming that messages are
created through redundancy, one can assume that they are created

through complementarism. That is, it is by no means necessary to
assume that all elements in a message contribute in an equal way to the
communicative force of that message: not only is it possible that not all
parts of a message are multiply conveyed, but it is also possible that the
presence of one element which conveys a particular component of a mess-
age actually frees other elements from the need to duplicate Fhat coniy
ponent of the message. (Schiffrin 1985b discusses this in relat'lon .to the
temporal ordering of causal sequences.) My point here is not to ]ustl_fy the
validity of either the redundancy or the complementarism assumption. I
merely want to note that an implicit belief that co-occurrences are support-
ive evidence, as well as a deeper assumption about the redundancy of mess-

ages, are shared by both qualitative and quantitative zpproaches,

Qualitative and quantitative analyses make complementary contri-
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butions to the study of discourse markers, and more generally, to the study
of discourse coherence. We need qualitative analysis, for example, to un-
cover the idea structures of arguments within which markers have a role, or
to interpret speakers’ use of evaluation in their argument (as in Zelda's
argument about her daughter-in-law in (2)). We also need qualitative
analysis to be able to identify particular interactional moves: when does an
utterance perform a challenge? But we also need quantitative analysis.
Recall that coherence options are neither categorically required nor prohi-
bited (Chapter 1, 1.4). Quantitative analysis of the frequencies with which

.~ particular options are used would allow us to show speakers’ preferences

for the use of one option rather than another. Through the use of quantitat-
ive analysis, we may also be able to account for why a particular item has a
certain function by separating the effect of its referential meaning from the

'~ effect of the discourse slot in which it occurs.

Unfortunately, the characteristics of discourse which support one type
of analysis are all too often the same characteristics that make it difficult to

. carry out the other type of analysis — let alone work toward the kind of com-
" bined approach that is required to answer the questions raised by discourse
. markers. For example, one of the features of discourse which hinders
' quantification is that talk is an ongoing joint creation, in which both forms
- and meanings are subject to continual negotiation and participant in-

terpretation (see discussion in Chapter 1, 1.4). It is just this quality that

. can lead an investigator to seat him or herself in the minds of the conversa-

tionalists (or even to be a conversationalist) and interpret from the partici-

- pants’ point of view just what is going on. But this quality makes counting
exceedingly difficult: for example, even if one wanted to count speaker
| Intentions, how would they be identified with enough objectivity and cer-
' tainty to do so? Another feature of discourse which hinders quantification
s that identification of many conversational regularities depends on a de-
tailed characterization - and interpretation ~ of their locations in sequential
structures. However, one result of such attention to sequential structure is

unwillingness to view the emergent regularities as tokens of the same

-‘ nderlying type. Unfortunately, it is just such a view which would be

quired for the quantitative analysis of such structures.

= On a more general level, qualitative and quantitative analytical
approaches are rooted in different theoretical approaches to linguistic

quiry. The former is rooted in a more humanistic, subjective approach in
vhich interpretations of both the observer and the observed so permeate
he particularities of a description as to defy attempts at generalizations

Or statements of universals (Becker 1984). The latter is rooted in a more

=
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scientific, objective approach in which particular descriptions are catego-
rized so as to provide a basis for aggregate data and a foundation for
generalizations about shared properties.

The tension between particularity and generalization which differen-
tiates qualitative from quantitative approaches can be seen in the way each
treats the notion of ‘typical instance’. Let us assume that one has increased
confidence in the non-randomness of a particular observation if one finds
more than one instance of such an occurrence, for then the observation can
be seen as representative of a more general pattern. Quantitative
approaches can measure the degree to which a pattern is widespread
because they assume that different observations are in some underlying
sense the same — that they share certain objective properties. But for
extreme versions of qualitative approaches, particular observations are so
different from each other that they can be typical instances of widespread
patterns at only the most superficial level of description.

Much of my analysis depends upon the belief that one can find typical

instances of an occurrence which represent more general patterns. Thus,
nothing that I report in the coming chapters is based on only a single
occurrence: each observation is backed by multiple examples in my data.
Another way of saying this is that my particular observations are typical
instances of a more widespread pattern.

But at the same time, I will remain aware of the possibility that a single
instance of 2 phenomenon can be as revealing as multiple instances. Hymes
(1972: 35), following Sapir (1916), discusses this point in relation to the
search for cultural patterns. Despite a tendency to place more trust in an
observation that one makes over and over again, a single observation may
be construed as just as real a cultural product: a sonnet, for example, is as
much a cultural product as a kinship system, even though the former is pro-
duced only once and the latter is replicated again and again.

A single instance can be revealing for another reason: it can suggest the
need for an explanation which covers a wider variety of phenomena. Scheg-
loff (1972), for example, reports how a single example which did not fit his
explanation of summons/answer sequences forced him to reconsider all of
his other observations, and consequently, to recast his entire description.
The danger with quantitative approaches, of course, is that they would
assign a single instance less significance than repeated instances. And the
danger with qualitative approaches is that each instance would be seenas a
single instance.

Despite these differences (and remembering that the quantitative/
qualitative distinction is a somewhat false dichotomy), it is important to try

Questions: Why analyze discourse markers? 69

to combine both approaches for the analysis of discourse markers. I
approach this methodological problem by arguing that discourse analysis
can be made accountable to a data base in two different, but complemen-
tary ways.

First, by limiting one’s analysis to a particular discourse context, e.g.a
genre, an episode, an exchange, an analysis can approach sequential
accountability. As Labov and Fanshel (1977: 354) suggest, an analysis
can become ‘accountable to an entire body of conversation, attempting to
account for the interpretation of all utterances and the coherent sequencing
among them’. In such analyses, one’s data consist of a limited set of
discourses on which attention and interpretation is focused.

Many of the problems raised by discourse markers suggest an approach
which aims for sequential accountability. I suggested that form, meaning,
and action are interwoven, and jointly negotiated, components of discourse
coherence, and thus, that analyzing the contribution of a particular item to
coherence should attend to each of these components. Knowledge of these
different aspects of discourse may be much easier to acquire in a limited
discourse type. Thus, we have one reason to focus a great deal of qualitative
description on very limited domains — as we did in this chapter, for
example, in our discussion of markers in arguments.

There are equally compelling reasons, however, to aim not for sequential
accountability, but for distributional accountability. This second
approach requires that one’s analysis be based on the full range of environ-
ments in which a particular item occurs. Note that in analyzing some
linguistic elements, we can quite safely restrict our attention to limited
discourse types. To understand the historical present tense, for example,
Wwe can restrict our attention to narrative since this tense is a feature of that
particular genre (although even here we may bring in observations about
the present tense in other discourse). But confining an analysis of discourse
markers to a limited domain is misleading because markers occur through-
out conversation, e.g. in question/answer pairs:

(7) Freda: = Howm-long has your mother been teaching?
Debby: ~ Wellshe hasn't been teaching that long.

in turn-transition spaces:

(8) Debby: Thatseemsto happen to people alot, doesn't it?
I mean. .. ]
Jan: Quite often. | Y'never realize it until it happenst'you.




70 Discourse markers
A variety of markers also occurs in direct quotes:

Even the teacher admitted it.
She says, ‘Well it was— y'shouldn’t do it! But it was nice!’

9 Jack:

in self-repairs:

Look at Bob's par- eh father and mo—well I don't think his
father accepted it, his mother.

(10) Irene:

in introductions of new discourse topics:

(11) Henry:  Y’know I gota cousin-I gota cousin, a girl that speaks eleven
languages.

in comparisons:

They aren’t brought up the same way. Now Italian people are
very outgoing, they’re very generous. When they put amealon
the table it's a meal. Now these boys were Irish. They lived

(12) Jan:

different.

Because discourse markers occur throughout discourse, focusing only on
a limited type of talk creates a risk: one can mistakenly equate the general
function of a marker with its particular use within a specific discourse type.

In other words, one may become so subsumed by the particularities of a ‘

discourse whose description is sequentially accountable, that the underly-
ing similarities of that discourse to other forms of talk may be overlooked -
as may general functional similarities between the markers in those dif-
ferent discourse types. Thus, a distributionally accountable analysis also
requires that one focus less on the particularities of a single discourse than

on the categorization of that discourse as a ‘typical instance’ of a more gen-

eral type.

Another reason to consider markers wherever they occur is that context
and meaning interact to produce the full communicative force of the ex- -

pressions used as discourse markers. We saw that markers may have

referential meaning that acts in concert with their discourse location. But
without considering markers in a variety of discourse locations, we would
not be able to tease apart the contribution made by meaning from that
made by context, or, to see what meaning and context contribute together.
It is here that quantitative analyses become particularly useful, for by com-
paring the frequencies with which a marker occurs in different discourse
slots, we can test different hypotheses about the marker — and the contri-

bution of meaning versus location to its function.
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Still another reason to examine markers wherever they occur concerns
the fluid and open nature of conversational genres. Although we may
define such genres as mutually exclusive types, e.g. narrative versus argu-
ment, it is unlikely that evervday conversation contains genres that are
totally distinct from each other. Conversational arguments, for example,
often resemble descriptions in some respects and explanations in others.
Furthermore, arguments and narratives may overlap, as when a story is
told to support a position (cf. Irene’s two brief experiences in 1). Focusing
on markers wherever they occur alleviates the problemis that may develop
when the discourse which we think of as a closed genre really turns out to

" be a much more open and fluid combination of diverse types.

How do sequential and distributional accountability intersect? I suggest
that they are complementary approaches to discourse analysis. Consider,
first, that although distributional accountability is a familiar requirement

~ of quantitative studies of phonological and morphological variation, it has

not been applied with the same rigor to the analysis of discourse phenom-
ena. In part, this is due to the nature of such phenomena themselves:

~ although counting all the occurrences of an item requires being able to
~ identify all those occurrences as members of a closed set, many phenom-
. ena of interest to discourse analysts do not form mutually exclusive sets.

Distributional accountability has been hindered in discourse analysis for

~ another reason: discourse analysis does not provide a ready made checklist
- of what features of discourse are likely to constrain variation within a
* particular discourse slot (as do, for example, phonological and syntactic
* analyses). In short, we can identify neither the item, nor its environments,
.~ precisely enough to account for constraints on its distribution.

By being sequentially accountable to a particular discourse, however, we

can begin to overcome both of these initial obstacles. First, we can under-
stand where a particular item fits within the different components which
underlie discourse coherence. This helps in our identification of other

embers of a set of such items. Second, we can identify the more general

features that our particular discourse shares with other discourse. This

helps in our identification and categorization of discourse constraints. In
‘ hort, it is in order to carry out these preliminary but crucial steps in a
distributional analysis — to identify an item precisely enough to be able to
locate other members of its set, and to categorize its environments — that we
are led back to sequential analyses. Thus, distributional and sequential
‘accountability are complementary approaches to discourse analysis.
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3.5 Summary

In this chapter, I have presented several sample analyses in order to illus-
trate the general questions which my analysis of discourse markers will
address. The questions are as follows:

What do discourse markers add to coherence?

Do they create, or display, relationships between units of talk
(ideas, actions, turns, etc.)?

Do markers have meanings?

If so, are those meanings referential and/or social and/or express-
ive?

If so, how do those meanings interact with the discourse slot to
influence the total communicative force of an expression?

Do markers have functions?

If s0, in what component of a discourse system (exchange, action,
ideational, information, participation)?

Are markers multi-functional?

Are markers functional equivalents?

These questions are not only important guidelines for my analysis; they
also place the study of discourse markers in a broader analytical context,
and their answers will lead toward a theoretical definition of discourse mar-
kers (cf. Chapter 3). I concluded this chapter by comparing different
approaches to the analysis of discourse markers, and suggesting an
approach which builds on the complementary strengths of both quantitat-
ive and qualitative analyses.

4 oh: Marker of information management

As we saw in Chapter 3, understanding discourse markers requires separat-
ing the contribution made by the marker itself, from the contribution made
by characteristics of the discourse slot in which the marker occurs. We
posed the following questions. Does an item used as a marker have seman-
tic meaning and/or grammatical status which contributes to its discourse
function? And how does such meaning interact with the sequential context
of the marker to influence production and interpretation?

I examine two discourse markers in this chapter and the next — oh and
well — whose uses are not clearly based on semantic meaning or grammati-
cal status. Beginning our analysis with these markers will force us to pay
particularly close attention to the discourse slot itself. This will put us on
firmer methodological ground for analysis of markers whose semantic
meaning and/or grammatical status interacts with their sequential location
to produce their function.

This chapter focuses on ok. Oh is traditionally viewed as an exclamation
or interjection. When used alone, without the syntactic support of a sen-
tence, oh is said to indicate strong emotional states, e.g. surprise, fear, or
pain (Oxford English Dictionary 1971, Fries 1952). (1) and (2) illustrate ok
as exclamation:

(1) Jack: Was that a serious picture?
Freda:  Oh:! Gosh yes!
(2) Jack: Like I'd say, ‘What d'y’mean you don't like classical music?’

‘Oh! I can'tstand it! It's draggy.’

Oh can also initiate utterances, either followed by a brief pause:
(3) Freda:  Oh, well they came when they were a year.

or with no pause preceding the rest of the tone unit:'

(4) Jack: Does he like opera? Oh maybe he’s too young.

We will see, regardless of its syntactic status or intonational contour, that
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