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Obituary / Hekpousior

Istvan KECSKES
September 20, 1947 - February 24, 2025

A great loss in 2025 was the sad passing of Istvan Kecskes, Honorary Editor
of the Russian Journal of Linguistics and Professor at the State University of New
York at Albany, USA.

Istvan Kecskes was a renowned linguist who made undeniable contributions
to the development of cognitive linguistics and pragmatics, laid foundations for the
field of intercultural pragmatics, and explored issues of bilingualism and foreign
language acquisition. The results of his research are reflected in numerous articles
and several books, including Intercultural Pragmatics (Oxford University Press,
2014), Explorations in Chinese as a Second Language (Springer 2017), and English
as a Lingua Franca: The Pragmatic Perspective (Cambridge University Press,
2019). Kecskes was President of the American Pragmatics Association (AMPRA)
and the Association for the Study of Chinese as a Second Language (CASLAR).

Beyond his academic work, he was active in publishing. He was Editor-in-
Chief and founder of the journals Intercultural Pragmatics and Chinese as a Second
Language Research, founder of the Mouton Series in Pragmatics, and Honorary
Editor of the Russian Journal of Linguistics.

Kecskes had close academic ties with Russia. He visited Russia many times
and actively collaborated with Russian scholars. He always remembered with great
fondness his Russian teachers and colleagues, particularly Elena A. Zemskaya,
who, as he believed, had played a significant role in his professional growth.
Kecskes was a member of the International Expert Council at the Peoples'
Friendship University of Russia, where he read a series of lectures and took part in
conferences. He also collaborated fruitfully with Tomsk State University. He
generously shared his knowledge with both colleagues and students, inspiring them
with his enthusiasm and ambitious plans.

729
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His dreams of returning to Russia would never come true, but we will
remember and honour him and will continue to build bridges of friendship and
cooperation, as he did throughout his life.

Rest in peace.

Editorial Board

HNmrBan KEYKEI
20.09.1947-24.02.2025

bonpmioi morepert 2025 roga ctan yxoX W3 >KM3HU MOYETHOTO PENAKTOpa
xkypHana Russian Journal of Linguistics, mpodeccopa YHHBEpCUTETa IITaTa
Hbm-ﬁopx, Onbanu, CIIIA, MmTeana Keukena.

N. Keukemn ObUT TMHIBUCTOM C MUPOBBIM UMEHEM, KOTOPBI BHEC HEOCIIOPH-
MBI BKJaJ B pPa3BUTHE KOTHUTUBHOM JIMHIBUCTHKM U IPAarMaTHKH, 3aJI0KUI
OCHOBBI TAKOTO UCCIIEOBATENIbCKOTO HAMPABIICHUS, KAK MEXKYJIbTypHas IIparma-
THKa, pa3padaTbIBal BOMPOCHl OMJIMHIBU3MA M M3YYEHUS MHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB.
Pe3ynbrarhl ero ucciaenoBaHuil OTpakeHbl B MHOTOUMCIEHHBIX CTaThAX U Psjie
KHHT, cpeau KoTopeix Intercultural Pragmatics (Oxford University Press, 2014),
Explorations in Chinese as a Second Language (Springer 2017), English as a
Lingua Franca: The pragmatic perspective (Cambridge University Press, 2019).

. Keukemr ObuT Mpe3UI€HTOM AMEPUKAHCKOM accolManuy 1Mo MparMaTuke
(AMPRA) u Accoumanuy 1o MCCIEIOBAaHUIO KMTAWCKOIO sI3blKa KaK MHOCTpaH-
Horo (CASLAR). [Tomumo Hayku, OH aKTUBHO 3aHUMAJICS U3/1aTEIbLCKOU JACATEb-
HOCTBI0. bbLT penakTopom xxypHanoB Intercultural Pragmatics u Chinese as a Sec-
ond Language Research, ocuoBatenem cepuu Mouton Series in Pragmatics, mo4et-
HBIM peaKTOpoM KypHana Russian Journal of Linguistics.

N. Keuxkem siro6mi1 Poccuto, MHOTOKpaTHO ObIBaJ 3/1€Ch U AKTUBHO COTPYIHH-
qaJl ¢ pOCCUMCKUMHU yueHbIMHU. OH Bcerna ¢ 00JbIIoN TEIIOTON BCIOMUHAJ CBOUX
POCCHUICKMX YUMUTENEH U KoJuler, B YacTHOCTH E.A. 3eMcKy1o, KoTopasi, Kak OH CUH-
Taj, chirpajia OoJIBIITYIO POJIb B €ro mpodeccuonanbHoM ctanoBiaeHuu. M. Keukern
ObUT WieHOM MeXIyHapoaHOT0 SKCIEPTHOro coBeTa B PoccuiickoMm yHUBEpcUTETE
IpyK0bl HAPOJOB, BBICTyHANI C JEKUUSIMHU, y4acTBOBajl B KoH(pepeHuusx. [Imomno-
TBOPHO cOTpyAHHYal ¢ ToMCKMM rocyaapcTBeHHbIM YHuBepcuteToM. Illenpo
JIEJIUJICSI CBOMMH 3HAHUSAMHU KaK C KOJIJIEraMU, Tak U CO CTYJEHTaMH, BAOXHOBJISI
HX CBOMM 3HTY3Ma3MOM U I'PaH/IMO3HBIMU IIJIaHAMHU.

Ero meutsl cHOBa npuexath B Poccuto He ycnenu cobiThesi. Ho MbI ero Oyaem
MIOMHHTH U OyZeM MPOJOJIKATh CTPOUTh MOCTHI JPYKOBI U COTPYTHUYECTBA, KaK
OH 3TO JieJ1ajl BCIO CBOIO JKU3Hb.

Beunas mamste.

Peokonnezus
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Abstract

Pragmalinguistics is a dynamic field of study that combines insights from pragmatics, discourse
analysis, and corpus linguistics to examine how speakers use language to achieve communicative
goals and construct meaning in various social and cultural contexts. This field has seen significant
growth over the past few decades, due to methodological innovations and a growing interest in
analyzing real-world language data. The relevance of this issue is due to the increasing interest in
using corpora and discourse analysis to study “language in use” and “language in action”. The
volume aims to discuss the current state of pragmalinguistic research and its connections with other
linguistic methods, contributing to the innovative and promising field of corpus pragmatics. This
issue presents a range of theoretical and empirical studies that use corpus-based methods to
investigate language as a means of communication, social interaction, and intercultural
understanding. It emphasizes the significance of corpora in exploring various aspects of pragmatics,
including discourse, intercultural, social, cognitive-inferential, and historical perspectives. It also
highlights the potential of an interdisciplinary approach to enhance corpus pragmatics by providing
fresh insights into the structure, function, and variation of pragmatic units across languages and
discourses and discusses the prospects for future research in the field.
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AHHOTAINSA

[IparmMayMHrBUCTHKA — AMHAMUYHO Pa3BHBAIOIIAsICA 00JIACTh UCCIIEIOBAaHUH, COYETAIOIUX TIpar-
MaTHKy, IUCKYpC-aHAJIU3 U KOPITyCHYIO JIMHI'BUCTHKY. JlaHHast 00J1aCcTh JIMHIBUCTUKY U3yYaeT, KakK
HOCHTEIIN S3bIKa UCIIONB3YIOT S3bIK AJIS JOCTHXKEHHUS KOMMYHUKAaTUBHBIX LI€Jed U KOHCTPYHPOBa-
HUS CMBICIIA B PAa3JIMYHBIX COLMANBHBIX U KyJIbTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. B mocneqHue HeCKONBKO aecs-
TWJICTHH NparMajJiHIBHCTHKA aKTUBHO Pa3BUBAETCs, OJiarojapsi METOJ0JIOTHIECKIM HHHOBALIUSM
U pacTyIleMy HHTEPECY K aHaIN3y UCIIOJIb30BAHMS S3bIKa B PEATbHOM MHpE. AKTyalbHOCTh JaH-
HOTO CTICIBBITyCKa 00YCIIOBJICHA PACTYIIIMM HHTEPECOM K HCIIOIb30BAaHHUIO KOPILyCHOTO M JUCKYP-
CHBHOTO aHAJIN3a, IPIMEHIEMOTO JJIsl U3YIEHHS «SI3bIKa B HCIIOJIb30BAHUI» U «S3bIKa B ACHCTBUI».
Ero nenp — oOCyZIUTh COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSHHE IparMalMHIBUCTHYECKUX HCCIENOBAHUI U HX
CBSI3U C JPYTMMH JIMHTBUCTUUECKUMHU METOJaMH M BHECTH BKIJIaJ B MHHOBAlIMOHHYIO U MHOT000¢-
LIAOMIYI0 001aCTh KOPITyCHON MparMaTiKy. B HeM mpeacTasiieH psil TEOPETUIECKUX U IMITUpPUYe-
CKUX HCCIIEZIOBAaHHUM, B KOTOPBHIX HCIIOJIb3YIOTCSI KOPITyCHBIE METOJBI Ul M3yuUeHHs A3bIKa Kak
CpeICTBa KOMMYHHUKAIIMH, COLMAIIEHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBUS U MEXKYJIBTYPHOI'O B3aUMOIIOHUMAaHUS.
ITokazaHa Ba)XHOCTB KOPITYCOB JUTS H3yUCHUS Pa3IMYHBIX aCTIEKTOB MIPAarMaTHUKH, BKIIFOYas TUCKYP-
CHUBHBII, MEXXKYJIbTYpPHBIN, COLUAIBHBINA, KOTHUTUBHO-JIOTHYECKUI U ucTopudeckuil. [Toquepkusa-
eTcsl IMOTEHIMAN MEXTUCIUILIMHAPHOTO 1T0JIX0]1a, KOTOPBII CIIOCOOCTBYIOET Pa3BUTHIO KOPITYCHOM
IIparMaTHK{ W MO3BOJISIET ITO-HOBOMY B3IJISIHYTh Ha CTPYKTYPY, QYHKIMH M BapHaTHBHOCTH IIpar-
MaTHYECKUX EIUHUI] B Pa3HBIX S3bIKax M AUCKypcax. HamewaroTcsi mepCHeKTHBBI JATBHEHIINX
HUCCIEIOBaHUI.

KnroueBble clloBa: npaemanunzucmuka, KOpNYCHAs NpAeMamuka, OUCKYPCUGHBIN aHATU3,
npazmamuyeckue eOUHUYbl, Kayecmaeennbie U KOIU4eCmeeHnbie Memoosl

Jas uuTupoBanus:
Floricic F., Sokolova O.V. Pragmalinguistics: Corpora and discourse studies. Russian Journal
of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4. P. 731-744. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-46503

1. Introduction

Pragmalinguistics, the study of language use in context, is a dynamic field that
combines insights from pragmatics, discourse analysis, and corpus linguistics as
well as philosophy, psychology, human ethology, sociology, among others
(Senft 2014). It is no coincidence that the term “pragmatics” was used in various
disciplines  (Kotorova 2019). Linguistically oriented pragmatics or
pragmalinguistics examines how speakers use linguistic resources to achieve
communicative goals, construct meaning and manage interaction in various social
and cultural settings. Over the past few decades, research in this area has grown
significantly, reflecting broader methodological innovations in linguistic research
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and a growing interest in analyzing real-life language data. Charles S. Peirce,
Charles W. Morris, Alan H. Gardiner and Karl Biihler laid the groundwork for
pragmatics by analyzing linguistic means in relation to the speaker and the
communication situation. A major breakthrough in linguistic theory of the second
half of the twentieth century was the “performative turn” in the philosophy of
language, which became a new stage of the broader “linguistic turn.” This shift was
grounded in the reconceptualization of the utterance as an action capable of
transforming the circumstances of the world and communication. Ludwig
Wittgenstein’s emphasis on the use of language laid the foundation for a move away
from a purely structural view of language toward one that highlights its pragmatic
and social dimensions. The 1960s saw the emergence of an anthropocentric
paradigm, influenced by John L. Austin’s theory of performatives, John Searle’s
theory of illocution, Paul Grice’s theory of cooperation and Emile Benveniste’s
concept of “subjectivity in language”.

Very soon pragmatics has broadened its boundaries and is no longer limited to
a single utterance. Scholars have proposed a dialogical, “wide pragmatic” approach
(Kecskes 2016), emphasizing that it can help better understand the complexities of
communication. Thus, pragmatics is inextricably linked with discourse analysis
and, according to researchers, is an “indispensable source for any discourse analytic
study” (Alba-Juez 2016: 43).

The inclusion of a cultural context in pragmatic research has led to the
development of Ethnopragmatics (Wierzbicka 2003/1991, Goddard 2006), Cross-
Cultural Pragmatics (Gladkova 2023) and Intercultural Pragmatics (Kecskes 2014,
Senft 2020), which aim to explain cultural differences in communication and bridge
gaps in understanding caused by these differences. This volume aims to discuss the
current state of research in pragmalinguistics, in connection with the most relevant
linguistic methods, paving the way for such an innovative and promising field as
corpus pragmatics.

This journal issue focuses on the theoretical and practical challenges of
pragmatically oriented corpora and discourse studies, and presents their recent
ramifications, which open up new opportunities for in-depth analysis of pragmatics
as “Dark Matter” using S. C. Levinson’s metaphor (2024: 3).

2. Corpus pragmatics as an integrative linguistic area

By combining qualitative and quantitative methods, corpus pragmatics allows
linguists to analyze discourses from the perspective of corpus-based discourse
analysis, corpus-assisted discourse studies, etc. (Romero-Trillo 2008b, 2013, 2014).
Within the framework of Ch. Morris’s triad, corpus linguistics has long been more
concentrated on syntax and semantics, studying the formal relations of one sign to
another and the relations of signs to objects, while pragmatics, as the relation of
signs to those who interpret the signs, the users of language, long remained beyond
the corpus analysis. From the point of view of corpus tools, corpus studies of syntax
and semantics are more equipped with different types of linguistic annotation,
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including lemmatization, tokenization, stemming, parsing, etc. Weisser claimed
that pragmatic annotation is more complex than other types of annotation due to the
fact that it “almost always needs to take into account levels above the individual word
and may even need to refer to contextual information beyond those textual units that
are commonly referred to as a ‘sentence’ or ‘utterance’ (Weisser 2015: 84).

The methodological issue of pragmatic analysis goes back to the philosophical
origins of pragmatics, which grew out of the semiotic and logico-philosophical
studies. Pragmatics maintains a close relationship with philosophy: it “not only
takes into account empirical investigations based on language use, but also takes
advantage of a more philosophical approach to language” (Capone 2019: 1).
Explaining the relationship between pragmatics and philosophy, Senft (2014) states
that one of the central questions of philosophy is how we generate meaning and one
of the most important tools we use to do this is language (Senft 2014: 11).

Corpus pragmatics offers new opportunities to complement “real data” with
“big data” by developing a holistic approach that shifts from analysis to synthesis
and views language as a natural biological and social phenomenon (as set out in the
works of Sapir and Whorf; see also Pike 1967). Studying language “from the
perspective of language users embedded in their situational, behavioral, cultural,
societal and political contexts” (Senft 2014: 3) is based upon a broad variety of
methodologies and interdisciplinary approaches.

The main task of corpus pragmatics was to bridge the gap between pragmatics
and corpus linguistics, which “not only helped each other in a relationship of
mutualism, but, they have also made common cause against the voices that have
derided and underestimated the utility of working with real data to elucidate the
patterns of language use” (Romero-Trillo 2008a: 1). Corpus pragmatics “integrates
the horizontal (qualitative) methodology typical of pragmatics with the vertical
(quantitative) methodology predominant in corpus linguistics” (Rithlemann &
Aijmer 2014: 1).

The relevance of this special issue is due to the significant interest of linguistics
in the use of corpora and discourse analysis to explore ‘language-in-use’ and
‘language-in-action’. Both theoretical and methodological questions have a strong
place in modern linguistics. To date, corpus pragmatics has earned recognition as
one of the fastest growing methodologies in contemporary linguistics, as evidenced
by a large number of research, conferences and journals: Journal of Pragmatics,
International Journal of Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics, and Corpus
Pragmatics.

Corpus pragmatics, as a technology-based linguistic field grounded in the use
of “big data”, focuses not only on pragmatic phenomena as tools of discourse
organization, but also on the research of the role of the subject in providing the
language forms with pragmatic functions. On the one hand, the departure from the
principle of “subjectivity in language” distinguishes the data-based approach from
the anthropocentric one; on the other hand, it opens up perspectives for the
interaction of “big” and “small” data, technological and human-oriented approaches.
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3. Modern fields of pragmalinguistics research

In current pragmatic studies the social dimension of communication is actively
explored in the areas of Intercultural Pragmatics, Sociopragmatics, and Discourse
studies. Crossing disciplinary boundaries, Intercultural Pragmatics contributes to
the study of intercultural interactions using established methods and innovative
techniques (Kecskes 2014). Kecskes argued that intercultural pragmatics examines
how the language is used in social encounters between people who have different
first languages and represent different cultures (Kecskes 2014: 14). Exploring the
issues of communication in the globalized world, intercultural pragmatics employs
corpus tools that form “a perfect alliance to describe language use in real
intercultural contexts” (Romero-Trillo 2022: 510).

Sociopragmatics addresses how everyday interactions and relationships with
others help to construct our social worlds (Haugh et al.2021). Linguistics of
emotion, which is a rapidly growing field within linguistics, is actively developing
in conjunction with sociopragmatics and discourse analysis. The sociopragmatic
and discourse-pragmatic approaches to the study of emotion (Alba-Juez & Larina
2018, Alba-Juez & Haugh 2025, Mackenzie & Alba-Juez 2019) contribute to a
broader scholarly understanding of emotions and their role in social life. As Alba-
Juez and Haugh (2025) argue, “a systematic understanding of emotions cannot be
achieved without approaching them through a sociopragmatic lens that takes into
consideration the evaluative, relational, and moral dimensions of emotions in
discourse and social interaction” (Alba-Juez & Haugh 2025: 4).

The use of databases of national corpora, such as the International Corpus of
English, the Australian National Corpus, etc. “offers theoretically motivated
explanations for the pragmatic effects” (Jaszczolt et al. 2016: 253). The socio-
cognitive approach to communication and pragmatics deals with intercultural
communication and communication in a second language, attaching the same
importance to the social and cognitive individual factors in pragmatics (Kecskes
2023). Pragmatically oriented corpora such as the Corpus of English Dialogues
1560-1760 (CED), the Corpora of Early English Correspondence (CEEC), the
Corpus of Early English Medical Writing 1375-1800 (CEEM) etc. can benefit from
both socially oriented and historical pragmatics. The latter explores changes in the
field of pragmatics from a diachronic perspective, focuses not only on the pragmatic
phenomena themselves, but also on the processes of grammaticalization and
pragmaticalization (Suhr & Taavitsainen 2012, Landert 2024).

Covering topics from pragmatic phenomena in colloquial speech to the
pragmatics of different types of discourse, corpus pragmatics interacts with
discourse analysis (Baker 2023; Gillings et al. 2023). Corpus-based discourse
analysis focuses on investigating discourse phenomena through the systematic
examination of linguistic patterns and frequencies within large corpora (Flowerdew
2023), while Corpus-assisted discourse studies (Ancarno 2020) combine corpus
techniques with qualitative discourse analysis to explore how language constructs
social and ideological meanings. The study of the pragmatics of artistic discourses,
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which interact with colloquial language in contemporary contexts and often reveal
a pragmatic experiment, plays a special role in corpus pragmatics research (Person
et al. 2022, Sokolova & Feshchenko 2024).

Among the main trends in corpus pragmatics is the investigation of different
types of pragmatic phenomena, such as illocutionary verbs, discourse
(or pragmatic) markers, and deictics, using corpus data (Aijmer & Riihlemann
2014, Rithlemann 2019, Stoica 2021, Zolyan 2021).

Discourse markers are among the most extensively researched pragmatic units.
Contemporary studies often draw on multilingual corpora, contributing to cross-
linguistic and typological research (Andersen 2015, Inkova & Kruzhkov 2016,
Fedriani & Sanso 2017, Bonola & Stoyanova 2020; Traugott 2022; Hansen &
Visconti 2024; Floricic 2023). A wide range of corpora and subcorpora provide data
for different research purposes, including pragmatic issues: Corpus of Early English
Medical Writing 1375-1800 (CEEM), German Political Speeches Corpus, Corpus
of British Parliament speeches, etc. These studies also make use of corpora of
colloquial speech in different languages, such as COCA (Spoken), SEC, KiParla,
Val.Es.Co, Stories about Dreams and Other Spoken Speech Corpora, ORD Corpus,
and Pragmaticon (Davies 2010, Kibrik & Podlesskaja 2009, Mauri et al.2022,
Dobrushina & Sokur 2022, Bychkova & Rakhilina 2023). The corpus pragmatics
approach makes it possible to explain crucial issues of discourse markers studies
and to trace the derivational links of contemporary discourse markers to the primary
unit (Auer & Maschler 2016); to explore the development of discourse markers and
to explain their similarities and differences across a typologically wide range of
languages (Heine et al.2021); to distinguish between strategic vs. symptomatic uses
of DM on the basis of their combination, function and distribution across different
registers in English and French (Crible 2018); to compare discourse markers in
different languages and examine how they function in discourse from a syntactic
and semantic-pragmatic perspective (Lansari 2020), etc. The recent study of
discourse connectors provides an up-to-date study of discourse relations,
incorporating synchronic, diachronic, cross-linguistic, and corpus methodologies
(Zufterey, Degand 2024). The special issue of the Russian Journal of Linguistics
28 (4) and Heine, Yang & Rhee (2024) examine the rise of discourse markers from
earlier lexical units of Chinese origin in Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese and Thai.

Furthermore, theoretical and methodological aspects remain some of the most
pressing issues in corpus pragmatics. State-of-the-art corpus pragmatics methods
offer a combination of theoretical, qualitative, quantitative, statistical approaches,
analysis of multimodal data, and respond to the demand for the development of new
corpus methods (Cienki& Iriskhanova 2018, Poldvere et al. 2022, Landert et al.
2023).

4. The contributions to this special issue

This volume brings together a wide spectrum of studies on issues such as the
status of the subject in pragmatics, negation as a shifter category situated between
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grammar and pragmatics, pragmatemes operating at the boundary between
semantics and pragmatics, and the search for fundamental pragmatic elements. It
also covers diverse topics such as interjections and formulaic expressions, as well
as providing detailed investigations of individual pragmatic markers. The papers
address terminological and methodological issues relating to minimal and universal
units of pragmatic analysis, such as pragmatic units, pragmatic markers, discourse
units, pragmatic particles, pragmatemes and speech formulas. These units are
examined from various perspectives, including discourse and corpus studies,
prosodic analysis, phraseology, constructional-pragmatic frameworks and semantic
enquiry. Synchronic and diachronic approaches are also employed. The research
spans different discourse types, ranging from political and poetic to cinematic and
artistic, in both spoken and written forms. The volume concludes with case studies
focusing on specific items, offering detailed analyses of markers such as bueno,
uno, and one. The materials draw on a broad set of languages, including English,
Spanish, Italian, Greek, French and Russian, as well as typological data from
Australia, Africa and the Americas.

In his opening contribution, Suren T. Zolyan addresses a fundamental
question in pragmatics: how to identify the subject of communication. Although
pragmatics is often reduced to the relationship between the speaker and the sign
system, this perspective is insufficient for cases of suprapersonal or impersonal
communication, in which institutions or imagined communities act as interlocutors.
Zolyan revisits the development of pragmatics and the distinction between micro-
and macropragmatics, touching upon branches such as intercultural, cross-cultural
and sociocultural pragmatics. Furthermore, the paper puts forward a significant
refinement: the distinction between macropragmatics and megapragmatics.

Having considered shifter categories operating at the intersection of grammar
and pragmatics, the next question addressed in the special issue is how to identify
the fundamental elements of pragmatic analysis. The contribution by
Olga V. Sokolova introduces the umbrella term “pragmatic units” to encompass
deictics, discourse markers, illocutionary and modal verbs. By examining poetic
discourse alongside everyday speech, the study highlights the importance of
integrating discourse and corpus approaches in order to understand how pragmatic
units vary in different contexts. Based on a three-million-word poetic corpus in
Russian, Italian, and English, together with spoken corpora, the analysis focuses on
the inferential markers sledovatel’no (cnedoeamenvno), quindi, and therefore.
While these markers primarily signal logical-semantic relations in conversation, in
poetry they often appear in unconventional positions, undergo resemantization, and
disrupt coherence. A cross-linguistic comparison shows that Russian and Italian use
them more frequently to make logical and structural links in speech more explicit,
and to treat them as the objects of metalanguage reflection in poetry, whereas
English displays much lower frequencies overall. Yet American poetry shows a
marked experimental tendency compared to everyday English.
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Building on the exploration of pragmatic units in different types of discourse,
the next issue turns to political communication, in which pragmatic markers play a
crucial, albeit distinct, role. The topic of the fourth contribution, by Péter Balint
Furkd, is the strategic use of pragmatic markers in parliamentary discourse,
focusing on how markers such as of course, well, but, and you know contribute to
ideological positioning and manipulative intent. Drawing on the Europarl corpus of
European Parliament debates and employing corpus-based critical discourse
analysis, the study demonstrates that pragmatic markers extend beyond cohesion
and interactional management to function as tools of populist and strategic
discourse. The analysis highlights the interplay of evidential markers, modal
adverbs, and general extenders, showing how their co-occurrence patterns reflect
broader socio-political dynamics and strategies of legitimation. Continued
examination of these subtle mechanisms contributes to a more nuanced
understanding of how language, power, and ideology intertwine in discourse.

The study by Antonio Hidalgo Navarro and Noelia Ruano Piqueras argues
that the traditional notion of the “sentence” is insufficient for analyzing spontaneous
conversation, which is characterized by interruptions, ellipses, and non-canonical
word orders. Given the limitations of laboratory-based approaches, it proposes a
pragmaprosodic segmentation model designed to capture the authentic dynamics of
colloquial discourse. The analysis draws on a conversational fragment examined
acoustically with Praat and framed within the convergence of Hidalgo’s (2019)
interactive-functional model and the structural framework developed by the
Val.Es.Co. group. Findings reveal a systematic correspondence between discourse
units (act and subact) and prosodic principles such as pitch declination,
hierarchy/recursivity, and integration. On this basis, the study demonstrates that
intonation serves as the most reliable criterion for segmenting colloquial speech.
Moreover, it underscores the methodological rigor of an approach that not only
accounts for melodic organization but also provides a more accurate representation
of the functional structure of oral discourse.

Interjections occupy a special place at the intersection of grammar, discourse,
and pragmatics, and the article by Dionysis Goutsos investigates their functions in
Modern Greek. Rather than treating interjections as marginal or peripheral, the
study highlights their fundamental role in structuring interactions, managing
speaker-hearer relationships, and expressing emotional states. Drawing on both
spoken and written data, the analysis identifies the range of forms and meanings
conveyed by Greek interjections, from basic exclamations of emotion to markers of
discourse organization. Particular attention is given to their multifunctionality, and
to how they bridge the boundary between lexical items and pragmatic markers. By
situating Greek interjections within broader typological and pragmatic frameworks,
the article demonstrates their relevance for understanding formulaicity, discourse
coherence, and the dynamics of interpersonal communication.

In her study, Irina V. Zykova investigates the role of formulas in cinematic
discourse, paying particular attention to contact-terminating means such as
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farewells, apologies and requests. Drawing on cinematic and literary corpora, the
analysis identifies such means in films and classifies them into twelve pragmatic
types. A comparative study of three farewell formulas across corpora reveals that,
unlike in films, they are often used for other communicative functions in literary
discourse and display limited variability. This highlights the colloquial nature of
cinematic language and its divergence from other artistic discourses. The data show
that the contact-terminating means employed in cinematic and artistic discourse
possess a certain pragmatic specificity. They modify or deviate from conventional
conversational closure and use formulas creatively.

Moving from general categories of pragmatic units to the fine-grained study of
individual markers, the article by Araceli Lopez Serena and Santiago Garcia-
Jiménez offers a constructional-pragmatic analysis of the Spanish discourse marker
bueno. Challenging item-based approaches that treat bueno as a lexical unit with
inherent pragmatic functions, the study argues that its discursive values emerge
from participation in broader discourse patterns. Drawing on the Val.Es.Co. corpus,
the authors identify and formalize patterns such as topic resumption, topic shift,
reformulation, and online planning support. The conclusion highlights the
importance of avoiding both functional overmultiplication and excessive
abstraction: many values traditionally attributed to bueno derive from underlying
discourse patterns rather than the marker itself. By emphasizing a pattern-level
approach, the study contributes to more precise definitions of macro- and
microfunctions and demonstrates the methodological relevance of discourse
patterns for crosslinguistic description, grammaticalization studies, language
teaching, and translation.

Elena L. Vilinbakhova and Oksana Yu. Chuikova examine the generic uses
of the impersonal pronouns one in English and uno in Spanish within parliamentary
debates. The analysis employs a parallel corpus approach with Europarl data and
contrastive pragmatics methodology to investigate how these pronouns express
generalizations, applying the theoretical distinction between rules (established
norms) and inductive generalizations (inferences from observed facts). While both
pronouns show comparable frequency of generic use, their distribution differs
markedly: English one strongly prefers encoding rules, whereas Spanish uno shows
no significant bias, being used equally for both types of generalizations. The cross-
linguistic comparison reveals that in functionally equivalent contexts, first-person
forms are underrepresented for generic one in Spanish, while second-person you
appears less frequently for non-generic uno in English.

In their final contribution Olga A. Solopova and Natalia N. Koshkarova aim
to explore the metaphorical modelling of the BRICS in the mass-media discourse
of one of its member states, the Republic of South Africa. Using the News on the
Web Corpus they compiled the corpus of 521 metaphors based on thematic,
chronological, and frequency principles with the help of computer-assisted and
manual processing. Drawing on the theory of image schemas by M. Johnson and
G. Lakoff they studied the metaphors through quantitative estimation, metaphorical
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modelling, cognitive, discursive, linguistic and cultural analysis. The findings
suggest that despite a relatively low metaphor density in South African media
discourse, the BRICS image is structured by more than 10 source domains. The
frequency of similar image schemas underlying the metaphors is linked to their
ability to reflect fundamental characteristics of groupings: multipolarity, national
sovereignty, equality, and mutually beneficial cooperation. Family, game and sport,
body, and animal metaphors, based on social and biological archetypes, were found
more culturally marked than those based on universal physical laws. This study
contributes to media linguistics, specifically the study international relations from
a linguistic perspective.

5. Conclusion

This special issue presents a variety of theoretical and empirical studies that
employed corpus-based methods to examine language as a tool for communication,
social interaction, and intercultural understanding. The contributions explore the
intersection of various linguistic methods, demonstrating how qualitative and
quantitative approaches, manual and automatic analyses, and distant and close
reading can complement each other when studying pragmatic phenomena.

The issue emphasizes the importance of corpora in addressing the various
dimensions of pragmatics, such as discourse, intercultural, social, cognitive-
inferential and historical perspectives. Ultimately, the collective studies showcased
the capacity of an interdisciplinary approach to enrich corpus pragmatics, offering
fresh insights into the structure, function, and variability of pragmatic units across
languages and discourses.
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Abstract

Pragmatics is typically understood as the study of relationship between the subject and the sign
system. Therefore, identifying the subject is a crucial issue that influences the development of this
field. However, it is still common to limit the concept of the subject in pragmatics to observable
entities, primarily the speaker. The limitations of this approach become particularly evident in the
study of suprapersonal communication, where institutions or imaginary communities serve as
communicators. This paper aims to identify the pragmatic characteristics of interlocutors in
suprapersonal communication. Consider the formation of pragmatics, and the further distinction
between macro- and micropragmatics as well between branches of pragmatics such as intercultural,
cross-cultural, and socio-cultural pragmatics. As a result of the analysis of these concepts, supported
by the consideration of specific cases of non-personalized communication, I conclude that it is
necessary to change the approach to the subject by introducing the concept of “imaginary
communicant”. This can be seen as a development of Charles Pierce’s approach to semantics as a
result of the interaction of a quasi-speaker and a quasi-interpreter welded within the sign.
Additionally, I suggest a new distinction between macro- and megapragmatics. The term
macropragmatics can be applied to situations where communication agents are identifiable with
specific institutional entities acting as “speaking persons”. This makes it possible to transcend back
to real individuals. This concept should be distinguished from “megapragmatics,” which pertains to
global imagined entities endowed with semiotic selves, such as nations, cultures, or societies. The
study contributes to a better understanding of how the concept of the interlocutor applies to
suprapersonal levels of intercultural and sociocultural communication and what semiotic
characteristics it can be endowed with on the macropragmatic level.

Keywords: pragmatics, macropragmatics, speaker, imaginary speaker, semiotic selves,
intercultural pragmatics
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Koro cyuratb «ropopdawum» B MaKponparmatuke

C.T. 30JIAH"* <

Banmuiicxuii pedepanvuwiti ynusepcumem umenu Mumanyuna Kanma, Kanununepao,
Poccua
D<surenzolyan@gmail.com

AHHOTAIUSA

[IparMaTuky IPUHSTO OMPEIETATh KaK OTHOMICHHE MEXITy CYOBEKTOM U 3HAKOBOH cucTeMoil. Tem
caMbIM Tipo0ieMa UACHTH(PHUKAINN CyObeKTa SBIAETCS KITIOUEBOU, OMPENEINSIONIed pa3BUTHE ITOH
qucnuIuInHBL. OTHAKO J0 CHX TOp HMOHSATHE CyObeKTa B MparMaTHKe MPUHATO CBOIAUTH K HaOIIO/1a-
€MBIM CYIIHOCTSIM, & UMEHHO K TOBOpsmeMy. HeaqekBaTHOCTh TaKOTO MOX0/1a CTAHOBHTCS 0c000
3aMETHOM, KOrja MpeIMEeTOM H3Yy4YEHUs SIBISETCA HaJIEepPCOHANIbHAsI KOMMYHHKaIUS, B KOTOPOH
B KadyecTBe KOMMYHHMKAHTOB BBICTYMAIOT WHCTUTYTHI WM BoOOpakaembie cooOrmiecta. llens
CTaTbl — BBIABJICHHE MPAarMaTUYECKUX XapaKTEPUCTHK CYyObEKTOB-KOMMYHHUKAHTOB B HaJIHY-
HOCTHOM KOMMYHHKAIIUU U Ha STOM OCHOBE — pasrpaHUYCHHE MEXTYy MUKPO- U MaKpOIparMaTH-
Koi. B cTaThe paccmaTpuBaeTcs CTAaHOBIIEHUE MpParMaTHKU M BO3HHKIIEE Pa3rpaHUYCHHE MEXIY
MaKpO- U MUKpPOTIPAarMaTUKoOM, a TaKKe JalbHeWllee BbIIEICHUE TAKUX BETBEH MaKkpoIparMaTuku,
KaK COLIMOKYJbTYpHAsl, MEKKYJIbTYpHAasl U KPOCCKYJIbTYpHas nparmaTuka. Kak pe3ynbrar ananuza
STUX KOHLENUUN, MOAKPEIJIEHHOTO PACCMOTPEHHEM KOHKPETHBIX CIIy4aeB HENEePCOHATN30BaHHON
KOMMYHUKAITIH, JIeTIAeTCs BEIBOJ 0 HEOOXOAMMOCTH U3MEHHTD MOIXOM K CYOBEKTY ITyTeM BBEICHHS
MIOHATHUSL «BOOOpakaeMbIi KOMMYHHKAHT», YTO MOXET PAacCMATPUBATHCS PA3BUTHEM IIOAXOJA
Yapneza [Iupca Kk ceMaHTHKE KakK pe3yJbTaTy B3aMMOJAEHUCTBHUS CIAssHHBIX BHYTPHU 3HaKa KBa3u-
TOBOPSILIETO U KBa3u-uHTeNpeTaTopa. Kpome Toro, npeajioxkeHo pa3rpaHndeHre Ha HOBBIX OCHOBA-
HHUSX MaKpo- U MeTanparMaTuki. TepMUH «MaKpoIparMaTHKay MOXKET OBITh OCTaBIICH IS OIIHCA-
HUS TeX (CHOMEHOB, IIPH KOTOPBIX ar€HTHI OTOKICCTBILIIOTCSA ¢ HEKOTOPOH KOHKPETHOH HHCTHUTY-
LIMOHAJILHOM CYUIHOCTBIO, IEUCTBYIOIIEH KaK «roBopsliee Julo». B 3Tux ciydasx, no KpaiHen
Mepe TEOPETUYECKH, BO3ZMOYKHO IMPOCIEANTh CBSI3U /10 pealibHbIX TOBOpAIIUX. [[aHHBIN ypOBEHB
CleyeT OTJMYaTh OT TOrO, YTO MOXKHO Ha3BaTh «MEra-lparMaTukoi», TAe CYOBEKTHI SBISIOTCS
I00ATBHBIMA BOOOpPaKaeMBbIMH KOHCTPYKTaMM (HAIMSAMH, KyJbTYpaMH, OONIECTBAMH M T.1.).
CrenaHHble BBIBOJBI TO3BOJIIOT PACHIMPHUTH MPEICTABICHHE O TOM, KAKUM OOpa3oM IMOHSTHE
«CYOBCKT-KOMMYHHUKAHT»  HPUMEHHUMO K  HAQJUIMYHOCTHBIM  YPOBHSAM  MEXKYJIBTYPHOM
KOMMYHUKAIIH ¥ KAKUMH CEMHOTHYCCKUMH XapaKTEPUCTHKAMH OHO MOXET OBITh HAJCJICHO B MaK-
porparMaTHke.

KaroueBsble ciI0Ba: npacmamuxa, MaKponpazMamurd, 2080pauull, 6000pajicaemvlii 2080pauyull,
cemuomuueckoe « Ay, MexiCKyIbmypHas npazmamuxa

Juast nuTHpoBaHus:
Zolyan S.T. Who is to be considered a speaker in macropragmatics. Russian Journal
of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4. P. 745-768. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-45955

1. Introduction

The enduring problem, dating back to Saussure’s time, is the reconciliation of
language as a universal social phenomenon (langue) with its individualised mode
of functioning as a social event (speech). This tension has been manifested also in
the field of pragmatics. Almost fifty years ago, Stepanov identified the issue of the
subject as central to pragmatics (Stepanov 1981: 220). Regarding the socio-cultural
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characteristics of language, one can identify two different approaches. The first
approach describes how language functions and treats speakers merely as necessary
conditions for this process. In this view, speakers are seen as the environment and
channels through which language operates. The second approach emphasizes the
use of language and views the speaker as a user of language as one of many tools
to achieve their intentions. As a result, linguistic factors are intertwined with a
variety of extra-linguistic mechanisms (felicitous conditions, principles and
maxims, implicature, politeness, etc.).

The above-mentioned distinction becomes particularly evident when we look
at the origins of pragmatics with its two main approaches: those of Charles Morris
(1938) and Ludwig Wittgenstein (1958). While Morris’s perspective focuses more
on the concept of language use, Wittgenstein’s approach emphasizes its
functioning. However, these approaches have considerable intersections and can be
seen as complementary to each other with Morris’s approach forming the
foundation of this field. Moris stated that “Pragmatics itself would attempt to
develop terms appropriate to the study of the relation of signs to their users” (Morris
1938: 33). However, this general notion of users says nothing, as it does not specify
any mode of usage. It is still unclear who these users are. Morris adopted the
concept of the sign from Peirce, who viewed it as a triadic relationship between an
object, an interpreter, and the sign itself. Morris enhances this idea by introducing
the fourth concept of the “interpreter.” (Morris 1938: 30).

The limitations of this approach are particularly evident in the study of
suprapersonal communication, where institutions or imaginary communities act as
communicators. In this paper we aim to identify the pragmatic characteristics of
interlocutors in suprapersonal communication. We put forward the concept of
“imaginary communicants” and explore how the notion of the interlocutor can be
applied to the transpersonal levels of intercultural and socio-cultural
communication, in order to identify interlocutor's semiotic features in
macropragmatics.

2. The birth of a speaker

In Moris’s paradigm, the interpreter is not a speaker in the commonly
understood sense. Morris proposed various definitions of an interpreter, and at least
three distinct approaches can be identified. According the first one,

“The interpreter of the sign is the mind; the interpretant is a thought or
concept; these thoughts or concepts are common to all men and arise from the
apprehension by mind of objects and their properties” (Morris 1938: 30).

This view suggests the existence of a universal human mind. However, Morris
did not rely on mentalistic concepts and attempted to eliminate them, therefore he
suggested defining the interpreter not as a mind, but as an organism: “The
interpreter of a sign is an organism; the interpretant is the habit of the organism to
respond” (Morris 1938: 31). Morris interpreted the concept of “biotic aspects” very
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broadly, extending it to include social relations as well, “it is a sufficiently accurate
characterization of pragmatics to say that it deals with the biotic aspects of semiosis,
that is, with all the psychological, biological, and sociological phenomena which
occur in the functioning of signs” (Morris 1938: 30). In this way, Morris diverges
from his basic definition and concludes that pragmatics is the study of a multitude
of heterogeneous phenomena accompanying the functioning of signs. When Morris
refers to a human user of signs, he does not mean any specific speaker engaged in
a particular speech act. Instead, he is alluding to a universal human thought
expressed through the rules of language, though the sounds conveying these
thoughts differ across various languages (Morris 1938: 30). Notably, this
perspective extremely limits the scope for comparative or intercultural pragmatics,
as the differences between languages are reduced solely to phonetics.

The second principal approach can be associated with the conception of the
late Wittgenstein. Although he did not use the term “pragmatics,” his central theme
focused on language in action. He stated: “Language is an instrument. Its concepts
are instruments” (Wittgenstein 1958: 291). From this perspective, meaning is
associated with language use. Nevertheless, the primary focus shifts from users to
language as a tool in various language-games: “‘the whole, consisting of language
and the actions into which it is woven” (Wittgenstein 1958: 5). However,
paradoxically, Wittgenstein avoids the question of who plays these games. The
rules determine the behavior of the player, just as the rules of chess do not depend
on the player’s abilities in any way. This highlights a surprising overlap between
Wittgenstein’s concept of “language game”and Morris’s idea of “linguistic
structure.” Rather than referring to a human interpreter, this perspective assumes
the existence of an operator embedded within the semiotic system that converts
structural relationships into behavioral patterns: “Considered from the point of view
of pragmatics, a linguistic structure is a system of behavior” (Morris 1938: 32). This
approach became the basis for the most influential version of pragmalinguistics, at
least in the period of its formation'.

The two approaches share some common ground, particularly in the theory of
performatives, where both lexical (intrasystem) semantics and the speaker’s
contextual factors are crucial. The first approach tends to overlook the language
itself, while the second approach tends to overlook the speaker. When these two
approaches are combined, pragmatics may lose its role as a distinct subject of study.
Studying language in context, which is sometimes defined as pragmatics, following
Stalnaker (1972) can be seen more as a methodology than as a separate field of
research (cf.: Capone 2019, Kotorova 2019).

In Morris’s and Wittgenstein’s theories, the subject (or “interpreter”) is a
construct necessary for a system of rules to function. Moreover, for Wittgenstein,
reference to the individual use of language leads to the notion of a private language
that is inaccessible to external description and observation. However, the very

' Cf.: “ Pragmatics is the study of those relations between language and context that are
grammaticalized, or encoded in the structure of a language” (Levinson 1983: 9).
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introduction of the concept of the speaker significantly alters the approach. As a
result, the new toolkit related to the theory of speech has been developed. These
new methods of description assign speakers a new role: rather than being passive
rule-following users, speakers are viewed as active and creative interlocutors
endowed with the ability to influence the system, at least its semantics. It was shown
that a dichotomy arises between the meaning in the language and the speaker’s
meaning. In addition, the theory of performatives highlights the subject of the
speech act which must fulfill specific “felicitous” conditions. In all these
conceptions, the speaker is associated with a particular speech act performed within
peculiar socio-cultural circumstances, but not with the language she uses. Then the
speech act theory was expanded through the concept of pragmeme, as Jacob Mey
introduced the new triad — pragmeme — pract — allopract (Mey 2016). It aims to
provide transcending from the level of constructs to the level of observable
phenomena:

“The emphasis is not on conditions and rules for an individual (or an
individual’s) speech act, but on characterizing a general situational prototype,
capable of being executed in the situation; such a generalized pragmatic act
I will call a pragmeme. The instantiated individual pragmatic acts, [...] practs,
refer to a particular pragmeme in its realizations” (Mey 2001: 221). See also:
Capone 2005, Allan et al. 2016, Capone & Graci 2024.

The advancement of the theoretical framework of pragmatics necessitates
addressing the dual nature of interlocutors, this notion comprises both speaker’s and
hearer’s perspectives (Kecskes 2016). Besides, there are substantial dichotomy: on
the one hand, they are real speakers who produce specific utterances and discourses,
which can be described; on the other hand, they perform functional roles determined
by language and society:

“The focal points in this representation are the utterer (U) and the interpreter
(D. Without them, and the functioning of their minds, there is no language use.
For the purposes of a theory of pragmatics, they are functional entities or
social ‘roles’ rather than real-world people, though they usually are that too.”
(Verschueren 1999: 76).

In an ideal situation, real-world speakers should act according to their
designated functional roles, serving merely as representations of these functions.
Conversely, these functional roles should be understood as abstractions extracted
from the actual speech behavior of the real-world speakers. > However, these two
aspects are based on different models and influenced by different factors, making
their coincidence impossible in principle: a speaker in flesh and blood can never
become a theoretical construct, and vice versa. It is another matter that the

2 Cf.: “The pragmeme captures a function from user to user, from user to the world, and vice versa;
as such it is a pragmatic function, establishing and warranting a particular pragmatic act. The
pragmeme is thus the embodied realization of all the pragmatic acts (or ‘allopracts’) that can be
subsumed under it” (Mey 2016: 139)
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description of possible transcendences — the correspondences between them —
can and does constitute the focus point of pragmatics.

The opposite point of view presupposes that “the interpreter role is simply
incorporated into the world of the utterer, even if at a later stage a flesh-and-blood
language user may take on that role (e.g. the readers of the novel, an actual audience
for the performance, or the unexpectedly diligent bureaucrat” — (Verschueren
1999: 76)). Verschueren did not take into account that in the cases he referred to,
a particular interpreter is not at all the addressee of a given message — for example,
a particular reader of “Eugene Onegin” is neither a model reader of Pushkin’s text,
nor the image of the addressee for which this text was intended.

The question arises: what should be done in cases where it is impossible or
pointless to identify interlocutors and associate them with specific individuals.
However, if one chooses not to identify them, then the very use of pragmatic tools
for suprapersonal communication becomes questionable. For that, we intend to
consider such a dilemma. For us, a solution may be neither to reject the notion of
the speaker, nor to extrapolate the characteristics of real interlocutors onto it.
Rather, it seems to be a special functional level in this type of communication, when
the role (or function) of the speaker lies within the message itself.

3. Micro- and Macropragmatics

Face-to-face communication may be considered as a primary and prototypical
case: it makes it possible to substantiate the social role or function of the speaker in
a real-world person. However, pragmatics has to deal with such types of
communication, where the place of actual speakers is taken by social institutions or
collective identities. Firstly, Leech (1983) has distinguished between
psychopragmatics and sociopragmatics. This further led to a demarcation between
micropragmatics and macropragmatics (Verschueren 1999, Mey 1993), as well as
metapragmatics, in one of its possible interpretations (Mey 2001, 2006, Fairclough
2016).).

This distinction is based on the discrepancy between the abovementioned
approaches: understanding language as a universal social phenomenon (langue)
versus viewing its individualized mode of functioning as a social event (speech).
The lines separating these perspectives are often linked to a contrast between the
Anglo-American tradition, which focuses on speech acts theory, and the continental
tradition, which emphasizes a broader socio-cultural context (Ariel 2012, Yucker
2012, Félix-Brasdefer 2017). The attempt to combine these approaches was more
mechanical than substantive; pragmatics was divided into two parts:
micropragmatics and macropragmatics (Verschueren 1999, Mey 1993, 2001).

It was believed that individual activities contribute to the formation of supra-
individual entities (Mey 2007). However, pragmatic operations—such as inference,
illocution, perlocution, and implicature—are typically defined with reference to
specific speakers and are difficult to generalize to collective identities, such as
social, ethnic, or regional groups, etc. Additionally, the challenge of correlating
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common linguistic and socio-cultural models with individual speech acts has been
acknowledged:

“From an analytic point of view, it makes it difficult on the one hand to
substantiate links between culture and behaviour, and on the other
to use individual encounters to make claims about the (lack of) validity
of the existence of general cultural patterns” (McConachy & Spencer-Oatey
2021: 747).

Nevertheless, the notion of the speaker has been connected with the
representation of actual object, but not with some theoretical entity. As a result, the
division of pragmatics an into micropragmatics and macropragmatics did not alter
or challenge the status of communicants within these theories. Pragmatics bypassed
the solutions that had already been developed in the theory of literature and the
philosophy of discourse, namely, to separate the real speaker (or author) from the
author as a textual function. Instead, the quantitative criteria rather than substantive
ones, with permanent reservations about the lack of strict boundaries between them,
were proposed due to the fact that micropragmatics is impossible without
considering a broader context, and vice versa. The original distinction between
micropragmatics and macropragmatics is based on concepts borrowed from text
linguistics. Mey differentiates between co-text, which refers to the immediate
linguistic context of a word or sentence, and context, which encompasses
both the text itself and the extralinguistic circumstances surrounding it.
Micropragmatics focuses on co-text at the level of isolated utterances, while
macropragmatics pertains to conversations or fragments of coherent text
(or discourse) (Mey 1993: 181-182).

While Mey removed this explanation in later revised editions, the distinction
itself remained and was evident in the composition of his monograph. Verschueren,
though based on another premise, also maintains the distinction: “between micro-
processes, taking place in the day-to-day context of communication between
individuals of small groups of individuals, and macro-processes transcending
(though still reflected in) those day-to-day communication” (Verschueren 1999:
202). At the same time, he immediately stipulates that such a distinction is artificial:
“since all forms of communication strictly confined to a face-to-face context, are
embedded in a wider social realm, the influence of which can always be traced”
(Verschueren 1999: 227).

The distinction between micro- and macropragmatics has not been further
developed. One can only point to the works of Cap (2010, 2011), who introduced
clarifying details into Mey’s approach to link micro pragmatics with a speech act,
and macropragmatics with a series of utterances within a discourse.). Cap adds the
concept of the speaker’s intentionality: individual utterances are “seen as carriers
of global intentionality of the speaker (i.e. the intentionality resulting from different
speech act configurations, often referred to as speech events), and as producers of
complex effects (whether on a single hearer or on a class of hearers)” (Cap 2010:
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199). Also of interest is the circular procedure for multiple correlation between
macro- and microlevels proposed instead of the single transition:

“(i) There is no micropragmatic analysis that would not provoke a
macropragmatic extension of scope; (ii) there is no macropragmatic study that
would not question, retrospectively, its micropragmatic components, thus
prompting revision or modification of the original analytic track. Altogether,
we arrive at a bottom-top-bottom cycle of upgrades “on the explanatory power
of both micropragmatic and macropragmatic concepts” (Cap 2010: 199)

This introduces a hermeneutic dimension to the distinction discussed.
Therefore, it is necessary to introduce the concept of a speech macro-act, which has
been explored also in different areas of pragmatics, including performative theory
(cf.: Zolyan 2024).

Among the latest developments in this area, we highlight the idea to establish
a macropragmatic framework based on van Dijk’s concept of macrostructures of
discourse (Khafaga 2022, Nodoushan 2025). Additionally, it was proposed to
introduce the notion of intentionality that connects micropragmatics with rethorics
and dialectics (in the classical sense) and to integrate it into macropragmatics,
alongside its cooperative, or dialogical intentionality.

This distinction becomes especially evident when discussing varieties such as
intercultural, cross-cultural, socio-cultural, and cultural pragmatics. The branches
of macropragmatics—sociopragmatics, crosscultural pragmatics, and intercultural
pragmatics—not only focus on language but also address constructs such as culture,
society, the collective mind, and linguistic collectives (cf. Kecskes 2012, 2018,
2021, 2022, Culpeper 2021, Haugh et al. 2021, Gladkova 2023). Although Mey’s
and Verschueren’s ideas were later reflected in the intercultural, cross-cultural and
socio-cultural pragmatics, another approach has become the dominant one. It does
not concentrate on changing the scaling, but considers the qualitative changes that
occur in various types of communication. Consequently, instead of focusing on
micro- and macropragmatics, the concept of various types of pragmatics was
introduced. This entails distinguishing different levels of communication and
necessitates a revision of the notion of the speaker. In Mey’s and Verschueren’s
versions of micro- and macropragmatics, it is one and the same speaker who
operates with language, and only what she produces is extended from utterance to
discourse. The prefixoids “micro” and “macro” do not pertain to specific pragmatic
areas; rather, they refer to different methods of description. The objects of
description in this context can include socio-cultural norms and patterns? or
cultural schemas?*. Nevertheless, in the field of intercultural, cross-cultural and

3 Cf.: “Another positive outcome of research in intercultural pragmatics can be the attempt to
reconcile micro and macro perspectives on language, culture, and interaction. The micro perspective
includes the study of interactions between individuals, and the cognition underlying those
communicative encounters. The macro perspective deals with establishing norms, patterns, and
expectations about language use in speech communities”. (Kecskes 2017: 47).

4 Cf.: “Within the framework of cultural cognition cultural schemas also have a collective life at the
emergent level of cognition that characterizes a speech community. I refer to that level as the macro-

752



Suren Zolyan. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 745-768

interlanguage pragmatics, instead of elucidating the substantial features of
communication between some institutional macro-entities, the return to the level of
observable has occurred. As a result, the class of various pragmatics has emerged
based on differentiating of speaker’s linguistic profiles, but not fundamental
properties of the relationship between speakers and language system.

4. Intercultural and cross-cultural pragmatics

The very names—intercultural and cross-cultural pragmatics—suggest a
focus on the relations between cultures. However, these disciplines have diverged,
as one of the leading experts in this field specifically noted:

“The term “cross-cultural” refers to exploring how natives speak and act in
their native language and within their own cultural context and comparing
how native behavior in one culture compares with that in another culture. This
definition of cross-cultural therefore does not refer to the exploration of issues
relating to people conversing across cultural boundaries—as the literal
meaning of the term suggests—but rather the exploration of issues pertaining
to intracultural communication” (Stadler 2018: 2).

Despite the literal meaning of the term, the conception of intercultural
pragmatics is fundamentally grounded on the notion of empirical speakers. It is
assumed that only the concept of the speaker can be reduced to an observable entity.
A widely accepted definition by Kecskes (2017) emphasizes that cultures and
languages are merely characteristics of speakers rather than definitive factors of
speech acts:

“Intercultural pragmatics was defined as an inquiry that is about how the
language system is put to use in social encounters between human beings who
have different first languages, communicate in a common language, and
usually, represent different cultures. The communicative process in these
encounters is synergistic in the sense that it is a blend in which pragmatic
norms of each participant are represented to some extent, and blended with
the elements co-constructed by the interlocutors in the process of interaction.”
(Kecskes 2017: 401).

This is a key property that distinguishes cross-cultural pragmatics from
intercultural pragmatics:

“Intercultural pragmatics focuses on interactions among people from different
cultures, speaking different languages. Cross- cultural pragmatics considers
each language and culture separately and analyses the differences and
similarities between various entities”. (Kecskes 2017: 400).

However, this distinction seems to be more operational than substantial.
Kecskes distinguishes these varieties of pragmatics based on principle who

level. Although speakers usually operate on the basis of shared cultural schemas, in reality (at the
micro-level) they may share some but not all components of a cultural schema”. (Sharifian 2017: 508)
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communicates with whom, — and it also points to the empirical speaker, since
dependence on cultural and linguistic predispositions can be questioned:

“Recent work in intercultural pragmatics no longer accepts the essentialist
assumptions that speakers belong to or have a particular culture and as such
are at the mercy of the peculiarities of this culture. Cultural assumptions are
constructions that are jointly created and re-created by large groups of people”
(Jucker 2012: 508).

Maybe, it might be understood that the difference lies in presumption that
speakers in intercultural pragmatics are not bound by linguistic and cultural
assumptions, while in cross-cultural pragmatics, they can only represent the
established patterns of their own language and culture. However, there are no
distinct speakers for intercultural and cross-cultural pragmatics; these disciplines
use different modes to describe the same pragmatic entities, regardless of whether
speakers of different languages are communicating within their own community or
with foreigners.

The same question may be raised regarding the separation of interlanguage
pragmatics (ILP) as a discipline; it aims to be focused on social linguistic and non-
linguistic actions (i.e. speech acts. — S.Z.) when using non-native language>,

At the present stage, macro pragmatics has been divided into its different
varieties, where the difference of macro- and micro levels was abandoned. The
current fragmentation of macropragmatics into varieties like intercultural, cross-
cultural, interlingual, and sociocultural pragmatics (Kecskes 2012, Marmaridou
2023) may undermine the integrity of pragmatic theory. The primary distinction
from conventional pragmatics seems to be merely the assumed non-nativeness of
the language used. The different varieties of pragmatics can only be empirically
distinguished if an observer is capable of identifying the cultural and linguistic
background of the speakers. However, interlocutors may come from diverse
linguistic and cultural backgrounds, but this diversity may not be the constitutive
focus of pragmatic theory.

Efforts to represent the theoretical concept of the subject of speech acts
through real-world speakers can be helpful for addressing applied problems, but
they lack true modeling power. Kecskes rightly highlights the dynamic nature of
pragmatic patterns; these patterns can be transformed based on specific
communicative intentions and goals. However, the possibility for such changes
presupposes the existence of relatively stable norms. As we intend to demonstrate
later, the speaker’s factor turns out to be relevant or irrelevant only insofar as it is
manifested in the message itself, it is not the biography and linguistic profile of the
interlocutors that are important, but their images as derived from the message.

5 Cf.: “It <ILP> examines linguistic action considering cognitive and sociocultural aspects for the
production and understanding of social action in an L2 or FL setting, such as degrees of impoliteness,
interpretation of implicature, and directness or indirectness. It examines functional knowledge—
specifically, the pragmatic meaning of linguistic and non- linguistic action produced and interpreted
by L2 learners in institutional and non-institutional settings. (Félix- Brasdefer 2017: 435).
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5. The gentle art of making oneself disagreeable in a foreign tongue

Mey (2016) analyzed an episode that happened to him during a tour of the
temple complex in Japan. He asked: Is there a toilet around here? As he expounds,
“To my great surprise, my indirect request to show me the restrooms (which posed
as an English question) was parried by the Japanese lady’s reply in the guise of an
English counter-question! The temple attendant’s “Do you want to use?” did not
seem to be the proper answer to what I thought was a simple informative question,
covering up for an indirect request; but even so, the only reasonable answer in this
particular situation seemed for me to be a simple affirmative, so I answered “Yes.”
(Mey 2016: 28) Of course, the situation when a visitor would like to inspect the
toilet as one of the attractions of the temple looks absurd. Meanwhile, such a
situation is quite typical when the speaker follows the instructions that are supposed
to be followed by a native speaker. Such a situation was parodied and ridiculed by
Jerome K. Jerome, in his novel Three Men on the Bummel. (the chapter: The gentle
art of making oneself disagreeable in a foreign tongue). Wanting to understand how
much one can trust the German language tutorials before travelling to Germany, the
three gentlemen decided to follow the instructions for Germans in the UK. This
causes either mockery or is perceived as an insult. Thus, the desire to conduct a
polite conversation and observe the rules of politeness leads to the fact that it makes
a laughingstock of travelers.

The discrepancy between the ideas of the authors of phrasebooks about the
rules of speech behavior and real interaction leads to a sarcastically described tragic
picture: “Some educated idiot, misunderstanding seven languages, would appear to
go about writing these books for the misinformation and false guidance of modern
Europe.” The situation with self-teaching manuals may be improved over time, but
the fundamental problem has not been solved by this — it is a fundamental
incongruity between the speaker as a construct, from one side, and the empirical
participants of speech acts, from the other.

Intercultural communication can occur even within the same language group
and within the same text, often highlighting different “imaginary” speakers. We aim
to illustrate this concept through an analysis of a notable example: the inscription
on the signboard of a children’s development centre located in the heart of the small
town of Svetlogorsk, Russia (picture 1).

An English translation is available online, but the phrase “family school,”
which is used as an epithet for the Rauschen Bridge School, has been lost in
translation.

While deciphering the expressive and appellative meanings behind this self-
designation, one can identify two distinct deviations from standard Russian. Both
deviations aim to foreignize the text.
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Picture 1. The signboard. Picture 2. The embleme
“PayweH bpugx” CemeliHana (He) wkona (ENA, November 17, 2025)¢
“Rauchen Bridge” Family (non) school

1. The text departs from traditional Russian orthography by using brackets to
denote the negative particle, as (ne) wxona (non) school, rather than writing it
separately as ne wikona (not a school) or using a hyphen as ne-wkona (non-school).
This approach allows for two interpretations. It suggests that the place functions as
a school since children are taught there, while also indicating that it is not a school
in the conventional sense. In fact, it is not a school in a legal sense; it operates as
an educational center. This distinction allows it to bypass state standards.
Additionally, it indicates a special, family-like atmosphere, suggesting that there is
no obligation, discipline, or routine typically associated with formal schooling.
Nevertheless, learning is not chaotic; it follows a certain order that relates to the
concept of family. The word “cemss” (family) is the only term used in Russian,
highlighting how learning is organised within that (non)school setting.
Furthermore, there is a notable opposition to state schools. The English translation
on the site, however, misses these nuances, suggesting that the intended audience
is not English-speaking parents, but rather Russian individuals.

2. The school’s name, Rauschen Bridge, while written in Russian letters,
represents a blend of English and German. Rauschen refers to the town’s name
before the war, while Bridge evokes associations with prestigious English
educational institutions, particularly Cambridge. This combination effectively
transforms the German name into something that sounds more English, almost
creating a new identity for the town. Moreover, the school’s emblem is styled
similarly to those found in British and American universities, featuring only the
Latin lettering “R.B.S. ” This design further emphasizes the school’s alignment with
the English educational tradition.

¢ https://vk.com/rauschen_bridge school
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The author of this text appears to be an imaginary character representing the
school itself, emphasizing its connection to foreign language and culture through
specific indicators. The intended audience is also imaginary, created by the text’. It
reflects those for whom the message is meant—specifically, neither English
speakers nor German-speaking former inhabitants of Raushen. Presumably, the
target audience consists of high-status parents who value not only material
advantages but also their intellectual and cultural superiority. In the 1990s, this
group included wealthy but uneducated “new Russians.” However, since the 2000s,
a group referred to as “Euro-Russians” has begun to emerge as the new elite. The
discussion around Euro-Russians as a distinct group has already led to significant
conflicts in the region, as highlighted in the article: “Why Did the ‘Euro-Russians’
Insult the Kaliningrad Governor?” (ENA, June 9, 2018)8%,

In Russian, such common Eurocentrism has led to the productive morpheme
(prefixoid) “euro.” This morpheme is used in two distinct ways. First, it refers to
anything specifically related to Europe, as seen in terms like espobapomemp
(Eurobarometer), €8POCKEeNnmMuK (Eurosceptic), and espoobpoxkpam
(Eurobureaucrat), etc. Second, in its quasi-European (or new-Russian) meaning,
the stem “euro” can also denote consumer products that, regardless of their actual
origin, are presented as European or claim to meet European standards:
espopemonm (Euro renovation), eepomotiika (euro wash), espomed (Euro
medicine), espoobyss (Euro shoes), espoobou (Euro wallpaper), espomaxcu (Euro
taxi) and even espowmaxemnux (Euro picket fence) and espopacxnaoywxa (Euro
folding bed), etc

In the case being discussed, the homegrown Eurocentric orientation has taken
on a more sophisticated form through self-naming. It is important to note that
Svetlogorsk is one of the leading and most expensive tourist destinations, not only
in the Kaliningrad region (formerly known as Konigsberg and part of East Prussia)
but throughout Russia. This appeal is not solely due to its seaside and forested areas;
it is also attributed to the preserved pre-war buildings that lend a unique charm to
the site. Unlike many other towns of the region, Svetlogorsk did not experience
heavy battles during the war. In the center of Svetlogorsk, where real estate prices
are quite high, a significant number of residents are newcomers, often from other
regions of Russia. The town positions itself as a small center of the Russian West,
with a children’s educational facility at its heart that identifies as European, aiming
to attract potential consumers.

From the perspective of intercultural pragmatics, this case falls outside its
typical scope since the communicants operate within the same language. However,
they employ language variations that aspire to be perceived as foreign. The texts

7 We are based on Benedict Anderson’s distinguishing between these two concepts: “imagined
because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-members,
meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the image of their communion”. —
(Anderson 1991: 6-7).

8 https://regnum.ru/article/2429651
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they produce are crafted as representations of another culture, and even another
language. The social and cultural characteristics of the communicants can be
inferred from the text. The focus is not on real-world individuals who “actually”
might have coined the name “Raushenbridge,” or who wrote the inscription on the
signboard, or attended school. Instead, the subject matter revolves around the
phantom of Europe, as imagined by a subgroup of Russian society, constructed and
represented through a language and culture as fictional as their speakers. This can
be compared to the characters created by Jerome: “In every town in Europe there
must be people going about talking this sort of thing... but fortunately nobody
understands them. This is, perhaps, as well; were they understood they would
probably be assaulted.”

6. Non-personalized communication: invisible speakers and visible signs

Before discussing other specific cases, let’s clarify a few preliminary points
which were justified through the previous analyses. Languages and cultures do not
communicate directly; it is individuals acting as speakers who facilitate
communication. However, in the absence of face-to-face communication, it
becomes a textual function performed through imagined actors. Social roles, as
described in sociology (Goffman 1981), interact within texts, and cultural
differences further complicate these interactions, which are attributed to those
social roles. Uttering may be viewed as merely an extension of the text, making the
presence of a real speaker irrelevant. As a result, the primary means of identifying
the linguistic and cultural backgrounds of the communicants is through the
language used in the message, rather than from the individuals’ biographical
profiles.

Advertising exemplifies depersonalized communication between imagined
interlocutors. For example, a restaurant acts as the sender of a message, inviting
visitors and promising to serve something special. The advertisement creates an
image of the restaurant, sometimes it may include a photo of a chef or maitre
d’hotel. In multimedia advertising, a real speaker might read the text aloud.
However, the nature of this communication remains fundamentally the same; it
merely pretends to be personalized. The menu is perhaps the most typical way a
restaurant communicates with its customers. It assumes that visitors will understand
the offerings without needing further explanation. Similarly, the bill presented at
the end of the meal is also impersonal; it consists of a narrative detailing what has
been consumed and a performative element indicating the total amount due to be
paid. Although the bill may include the name of the specific person who served the
customer, the restaurant itself seems to be an actual author endowed with benefits
and responsibilities within this communication.

This phenomenon is particularly evident in advertising and informational
messages. A sort of quasi-subject is established, discussing the restaurant and
highlighting the reasons why the recipient should consider visiting it. Consequently,
the recipient is personalized through an image that represents the type of person for
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whom the restaurant is ostensibly intended. The name of the restaurant often carries
cultural associations while catering to the tastes of potential customers (examples
include “Venice Pizzeria,” “Tacos Snack Bar,” “Academy of Beer,” and “Moscow
Restaurant”). The interaction between the restaurant and its visitors considers the
multilingual needs of potential customers. Bilingual menus have become standard
practice. Various approaches address translation challenges, but the most common
method is a hybrid solution: dish names remain untranslated while their ingredients
are described.

Multilingualism extends to advertising as well; messages are often duplicated
in English or another lingua franca of the region, and online information is typically
provided in multiple languages. In some instances, intercultural communication
takes place in a manner where the actual participants are less significant. Instead,
communication is structured through predefined textual roles that have specific
linguistic and socio-cultural attributes. This is not merely a theoretical concept; it
represents a mask endowed with idealised (and in reality — stereotyped)
characteristics as Erving Goffman has categorized this phenomenon of social self-
presentation (Goffman 1956). However, unlike the cases Goffman described, these
masks are not worn by real people but by social institutions, specifically a
restaurant. They are “imaginary” entities, or more precisely, imagined constructs,
even if a real chef may appear in the advertisement. The relationship between the
signified and the signifier shifts; the real chef we see in the video embodies the ideal
construct that aligns with the consumer’s expectations of what an imaginary chef
should be.

Consider an example of non-personalized communication that takes into
account the linguistic and cultural backgrounds of potential visitors. At the
“Ethnograph Beer Academy”, a beer restaurant located in Yerevan, the same
message appears on signboards in three languages. The owners have likely
developed a plan to accommodate visitors during the morning hours. Since 2022,
there has been a significant increase in Russian guests, leading to the introduction
of a new type of breakfast, as indicated by the announcement (picture 3):

IToxmensuble 3aBTpaku. 9.00 — 13.00 [IepBast momouts 1 T€X, KTO BUepa
OBLI cIMITKOM yBepeH B cBoux cmiax. (Hangover breakfasts 9.00 — 13.00.
First aid for those who were too confident in their abilities yesterday)

After a while, the English version has appeared (picture 5): Hungover brunch
and lunch. Because sometimes you need to hit ‘refresh’ last night. In this revision,
breakfast was replaced with brunch and lunch, which shifted the serving times.

From the perspective of existing theories, this case does not fit into any specific
variety of pragmatics. There is no clear identification of either the speaker or the
addressee, nor can we determine their native languages. Regarding the author, there
is no evidence to suggest that any specific language should be considered her native
tongue. While one might assume that a restaurant located in Yerevan would
communicate as if it had an Armenian mother tongue, this assumption is not
essential for understanding the type of communication taking place. Three different
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texts convey the same offer: to visit a restaurant after experiencing a hangover. The
variations in these texts do not stem from the personal preferences of the
hypothetical communicators, but rather from specific behavioural stereotypes
associated with the imaginary recipient with differing cultural backgrounds.

Picture 3

- = 1 HAHGOVER
Vg urhliylinn |  BRUNCH &

Lkl B\ segause sopEnies

D00 (300 z :‘G.:*TH;" n |
deth np

"
LA I AAL ~rC l.iju.kl‘\-{:r-‘?!'h‘h)

o (] e

Picture 4 Picture 5

Although it is unusual for local Armenians to go to restaurants to get breakfast,
it was also required to have an Armenian version for symmetry.
However, its text turned out to be completely different: U(FUDOGSULNL
LUUaUG: 09-13 LULDH NN WU NSL U BLEL ENMUKULRANFU, LUL
UNFLEL (picture 4) SOBER BREAKFAST. 09-13 BECAUSE THE MORNING
REQUIRES MORE THAN COFFEE (picture 4). In Russian drinking culture,
hangovers are quite common, as excessive consumption is accepted and, in some
subcultures, even considered prestigious. As a result, the causes of hangovers are
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framed as a socially acceptable deviation. In contrast, while drinking is prevalent,
excessive consumption that leads to a loss of self-control is seen negatively.
Publicly acknowledging this fact is also frowned upon. As a result, the term
onoxmenumucs, which means “to sober up,” is absent from the Armenian version.
This is not due to a lack of vocabulary, but rather because the term carries
undesirable connotations. In Armenian, the phonetically expressive word juniifuumn
(or junulhwp) 1s primarily associated with unpleasant physiological effects, which
1s something that is typically not acknowledged in public.

It is noteworthy that the Russian word “noxmenve” (pakhmelje) has made its
way into colloquial Armenian, where it is used only in a figurative sense combined
with the word “wyowcou” (chuzhoj), meaning “alien” or “someone else’s.” The
expression “uyorcou noxmen” (chuzhoj pakhmel) clearly derives from the Russian
proverbial saying “6 uyowcom nupy noxmenve,” which translates to “hangover at
someone else’s feast.” Thus, the Armenian text does not specify the reasons for a
hangover, but simply states the fact that coffee does not help to sober one up.
Upunu/ly (Sober) in modern Armenian is used mainly in a figurative sense, as a
rational view (sober look, sober view). (The dialect word “opunbnuy™ is typically
used to convey a literal meaning related to physiology). This allows the Armenian
text to be understood in a purely positive light, without any association with
excessive alcohol consumption. Instead, it reflects a desire to achieve a rational
mental state. In the English version, the suggestion is made to reschedule breakfast
for a later time. A computer metaphor is employed here—moving to a new state or
starting a new life. The quotation marks around “refresh” imply a figurative,
somewhat ironic interpretation (cf. with the interpretation we encountered on the
Internet: In real life it is basically saying that the person saying it is going to start
a new life and become a new different person. If you're talking about electronics
though, hitting the refresh button is to reload something like a website) (ENA,
November 17, 2025)°.

The practice has made certain changes. Probably, expectations on Russian
relocants did not come true, in the restaurant, as you can judge from the ads, at the
moment when I am finishing the article, they no longer serve Sobering breakfasts,
only Sobering brunches and Ilunches. The signboard in Russian has also
disappeared, and the ad in Armenian translates the English version of the
advertisement. However, not literally, instead of a computer metaphor, as in
English, a pharmaceutical one is used: The best recipe for forgetting about
yesterday’s adventures. Probably, it seemed more suitable to the reality than the
desire to gain a rational view of things. Moreover, cognitively it corresponds to the
call expressed in English to start a new life. Personally, it seems to me that the result
of these recodings was the rejection of any linguistic or cultural specifics, the
transition to an extremely average and therefore generally understandable and not
annoying anybody touristic Koine in its English version.

? https://hinative.com/questions/18612482

761



Suren Zolyan. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 745-768

This is especially evident in the following case. To explore the possibilities of
further variations and a deeper understanding of the hangover topic, one can visit
Zagreb, where among the numerous museums is the Museum of Hangovers,
featuring an emblem that requires no translation (picture 6).

SEARCHING FOR COMPLETELY
DI_FFERENT NEW EXPERIENCE?

8 INTERACTIVE ROOMS v
onte
ONLY MUSEUM OF HANGOVERS IN THE WORLD

ON TOP OF ALL THAT. WITH THIS FLYER YOU GET A
) AT THE ENTRANCE.

Turn around for

Picture 6

While the text is presented solely in English and does not specify the language
or nationality of potential visitors, it typically accompanies icons with
corresponding explanations. In this context, a hangover is portrayed as a unique
adventure, creating a distinctive experience even for children, who are generously
offered a special discount:

The only Museum of Hangovers in the world is a fun place to experience the
best hangover/drunk stories. Enjoy interactive exhibits like drunk driving and
drunk walking simulators, plus plenty more cool stuff! Tickets: €9 for adults
online (€10 at the entrance), €9 for students and seniors, €7 for children.
Come and experience an unforgettable place of forgettable happenings! —
(ENA, November 17, 2025)"°

10 https://www.museumofhangovers.com
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The website features comments from visitors of various nationalities, all in
English. In this situation, the communicants come from different native languages
and cultures, but this difference is ultimately insignificant. It can hardly be
considered a manifestation of the Croatian culture. This is more about a peculiar
culture of tourism that prioritizes the pursuit of extravagant experiences, with
English serving as its lingua franca.

7. Discussion

The review of existing conceptions, as well as an analysis of cases,
demonstrates that modern pragmatics lacks a clear understanding of who the subject
of sign operations is. Starting from Ch. Morris and L. Wittgenstein, the very origin
of pragmatics, there has been an opposition between two approaches: according to
the first, the speaker uses language; according to the second, language itself
functions through speakers.

The study have explored various approaches to understanding what constitutes
a subject in the context of communication, particularly in situations lacking direct
interpersonal interaction. The limitations of current approaches become particularly
evident when communication occurs not in face-to-face settings, but between
different social institutions. The desire to simplify the problem by focusing on
observable phenomena is understandable. However, this approach overlooks the
fact that communication can also occur between imagined interlocutors. They may
be represented as a peculiar configuration generated through textual linguistic and
cultural markers and features, which reflect the linguistic and socio-cultural norms
and stereotypes that are accepted and constructed by society.

With the advancement of pragmatics, it has become essential to consider forms
of communication without direct interpersonal interaction, or it is not relevant even
if it happens. Therefore, it seems worthwhile to revisit the distinction between
micropragmatics and macropragmatics, albeit on slightly different grounds. A key
characteristic of macropragmatics can be seen not only in the sequence of speech
acts, as proposed by J. Mey and J. Verschueren, but also in the unique suprapersonal
status of the communicants involved. The suprapersonal and latent status of
interlocutors, created through semiotic means, appears to be the foundation for the
primary distinction between macro- and micropragmatics. In this context, the prefix
“micro” is unnecessary, as this level of communication can be simplified into a
single speech act between two (or more) individuals''. This may be considered
within the realm of conventional pragmatics.

! As for the term micropragmatics, in our understanding it is applicable not to linguistics, but only
to semiotics. For us, the level of the speech act is the basic, or primary level of pragmatics, therefore
it seems to be preferable to reserve the term micropragmatics to describe processes when
communication takes place between non-cognizant agents, reminiscent of Peirce’s quasi-minds.
Thus, in biosystems, up to the molecular level, there are numerous regulatory codes which control
the informational processes and set felicitious conditions for communication (for more details, see
Zolyan 2025a,b).
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Therefore, it is possible to propose a solution to the issue of the subject in
macropragmatics; it should not rely solely on identifying whether speakers are
native or non-native speakers of a language. Instead, it should focus on the
hermeneutics of the text and the reconstruction of the images of interlocutors based
on the semantic and pragma-semantic connections between the text, language, and
culture. This approach does not deny the importance of considering the specific
characteristics of real speakers; rather, these aspects can complement one another,
similar to the relationship between ethnography and ethnology (or cultural
anthropology)!2.

The methodological foundation can be found in the ideas of the late Peirce,
which Morris overlooked. This includes the concept of the sign as a quasi-mind and
the understanding of its semantics as a manifestation of the dialogical interaction
between a quasi-utterer and a quasi-interpreter welded in the Sign:

Admitting that connected Signs must have a Quasi-mind, it may further be
declared that there can be no isolated sign. Moreover, signs require at least
two Quasi-minds; a Quasi-utterer and a Quasi-interpreter; and although these
two are at one (i.e., are one mind) in the sign itself, they must nevertheless be
distinct. In the Sign they are, so to say, welded” (Peirce 1906: 523).

The thesis presented by Peirce can be further developed and clarified using
concepts from poetics and semiotics. We can draw parallels to Foucault’s idea of
the author as a function, which “characterizes the existence, circulation, and
operation of certain discourses within a society” (Foucault 1977: 124). Similar to
this, we can consider Umberto Eco’s notion of the reader as a textual strategy and
Yuri Lotman’s concept of the semiotic “I”” (in his other terms, thinking semiotic
structures, or monads). — (Lotman 1990).

8. Conclusions

This paper aimed to identify the pragmatic characteristics of interlocutors in
suprapersonal communication. It further distinguished between macro- and
micropragmatics. The term macropragmatics can be left to describe those
phenomena where agents are identified with some specific institutional entity (e.g.,
restaurants, books, public organizations, state bodies, social groups) that act as
“speaking persons” (Kaverin 1973: 78). In these cases, it is at least theoretically
possible to trace communication back to real individuals such as writers,
speechwriters, managers, waiters, directors, etc. These situations were the focus of
our paper.

Thus, we use the term “macropragmatics”, proposed by Jacob May and Jeff
Verschuren, but with a different meaning. We proceed from the assumption that the
basic level of analysis should be the one at which communicating parties can be

12 Cf.: “Ethnology is highly theory driven, using a comparative approach with the writings of
ethnographers to search for commonalities that may underlie all cultures or human behaviours”. —
Flemming 2010, 153.
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identified with real speakers. Therefore, macropragmatics refers to communication
between suprapersonal entities, such as institutions, communities, groups, etc.

Probably, another, a higher level of communication should be envisaged. This
could be labelled as “megapragmatics”. This is a speculative level of
communication, where suprapersonal constructs act as imaginary interlocutors. The
characteristics of these constructs may be derived from texts and messages.
Language, nation, and culture, as well as the semiosphere in general could be
considered such entities. They could be seen as discursive mega-communities based
on certain metanarratives in the sense of Baudrillard.

The distinction between pragmatics in its pure linguistic form and
macropragmatics is based on the different types of interactions between
interlocutors. However, these are not separate areas of pragmatics, as the same
principles can be applied in all cases. Interlocutors at all levels of pragmatics are
semiotic forms that can be represented through non-semiotic entities. It is therefore
possible, at least metaphorically, to manifest imaginary interlocutors to those
speakers in flesh and blood. Thus, even the most abstract entities such as cultures
and civilizations can be metaphorized and communicate with. However, the reverse
procedure — to deduce macropragmatic characteristics from observable entities —
does not seem to be correct, even if it is possible to identify the real author or
speaker. It should be noted that at all levels, the status of the interlocutors differs,
and therefore, extrapolating the characteristics of real speakers to forms of
intercultural or socio-cultural communication can lead to confusion in terms of
functions and levels. Consequently, it may not be a reliable criterion for delineating
the spheres of macro-pragmatics based on the linguistic and cultural backgrounds
of the speakers.

Macro- and megapragmatics regulate aspects of semiosis that influence
interaction between the context and sign system. In this interpretation, pragmatics
may not necessarily involve an external subject, but rather pertains to the same sign
system, but is viewed within the context of its actualization process (cf.: Zolyan
2023). At the same time, intermediate correlation functions inevitably arise in order
to describe and personify that interaction: these are various semiotic ‘selves’, quasi-
speakers and quasi-interpreters, collective minds, native speakers, etc. This
correlation between the internal semiotic “I” of the sign system and its external
representation in communication can be seen as a reflection of the fundamental
dualism of language and speech as it applies to pragmatics.

The study contributes to a better understanding of how the concept of
interlocutor applies to suprapersonal levels of intercultural and sociocultural
communication, and what semiotic characteristics it may have on the macro-
pragmatic level.
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Abstract

Researchers typically examine metatextual discourse markers as linguistic tools that promote
cohesion and logical coherence. Therefore, their functioning beyond these traditional roles remains
insufficiently explored. This article analyses the use of inferential markers ciedosamenvro, quindi
and therefore across different communicative practices, comparing poetic discourse with ordinary
language to trace the expansion of their functional potential. A comparative analysis of these units
demonstrates how different types of discourse reorganize logical, pragmatic and semantic relations.
In order to address the various and overlapping definitions of discourse and pragmatic markers, this
study adopts the concept of pragmatic units, which encompasses deictics, discourse markers,
illocutionary verbs and modal verbs. Analyzing these linguistic elements in terms of pragmatic
markers enables a thorough investigation into how they perform communicative and metalinguistic
functions, express the speaker’s stance, indicate the coordinates of the communicative act, structure
discourse and organize interaction. The goal of this study is to identify the functional and pragmatic
modifications of metatextual discourse markers in poetic discourse compared to ordinary language.
Drawing on a Poetic Corpus of three million words in three languages (Russian, Italian, and
English), the research compares these markers with those found in Spoken Language Corpora, such
as the Russian National Corpus (Spoken), KiParla (L’italiano parlato e chi parla italiano), and the
Corpus of Contemporary American English (Spoken). The results provide deeper insight into the
mechanisms of the pragmatic dimension of language, define the pragmatic specificity of
contemporary poetry, and demonstrate how metatextual discourse markers expand their functional
potential, display multifunctionality, and undergo context-driven resemantization.

Keywords: pragmatic units, discourse markers, inferential markers, poetic discourse, colloquial
speech, corpus pragmatics
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MeTaTeKcToBble AUCKYPCMBHbIE MapKepbl
KaKk nparmaTtuyeckue egUHULbI: KOPNYCHbINA aHanu3
N03TUYECKOro AUCKYPCa U Pa3roBOPHOI peun

0.B. COKOJIOBA"“'D><

HUncmumym azvikozuanus PAH, Mockea, Poccus
><lolga.sokolova@iling-ran.ru

AHHOTAIUSA

HccnenoBatenn aHaIM3UPYIOT METATEKCTOBBIE JMCKYPCUBHBIE MapKephl MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO Kak
cpe/cTBa 00ecneyeHns! TEKCTOBOM KOI€PEHTHOCTH U JIOTHYECKOW CBSI3HOCTH, OJJHAKO UX (DYHKIHO-
HUPOBaHME 32 ITPeeIaMH dTHX TPAJAUIMOHHBIX POJICH OCTaeTCsl HEIOCTATOYHO N3yUeHHBIM. B cra-
ThE aHAIN3UPYETCS] MCIOIb30BaHNE PHYMHHO-CIIE/ICTBEHHBIX MapKepoOB C1ed08amenvHo, quindi
U therefore B pa3HbIX KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHBIX NPAKTHKaX — B ITOITHYECKOM JHCKypce Ha (oHe mx
ynoTpeOieHus B 00BIIEHHOM SI3bIKE — C IIEJIBIO TIPOCIICANTD PACIIMpeHne UX (PyHKIMOHAIBHOTO
noteHnuana. ComocTaBUTENbHBIN aHAIN3 ITHX CIMHUII IIOKa3bIBACT, KAKMM 00pa3oM JIOTHYECKHE,
IparMaTHIecKue ¥ CEMaHTHYECKHUE OTHOIICHHS NEPECTPanBaIOTCS B Pa3IMYHBIX THIIAX JUCKypCa.
C yueroM pa3HOOOpa3ys ONpeIeNICHUI AUCKYPCUBHBIX, IParMaTH4ecKuX MapKepoB U APYTHX OIH3-
KHX TIOHATHH B MCCIIEJOBAaHUHU UCIIONB3yeTcs OoJiee MIMPOKOE MOHATHE NPArMaTHUECKUX CIUHHII,
BKJIIOYAIOIIEE JEHKTUUECKHE JJIEMEHTHI, JUCKYPCHUBHBIE MAapKephl, MJUIOKYTHBHBIE U MOJAJIbHBIC
rJIarojibl. AHaNM3 3THX S3BIKOBBIX DJIEMEHTOB KaK IParMaTHUeCKHX €IWHHMI[ [TO3BOJISIET TIIyOiKe
W3YYUTh, KAK OHH BBIITOJHAIOT KOMMYHHKATHBHBIE U METATMHIBUCTHYECKUE (YHKIIMH, BEIPAXKAIOT
MO3MIMIO TOBOPSILETO, YKa3bIBAlOT Ha KOOPJMHATHI KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHOI'O aKTa, CTPYKTYPUPYIOT
JMCKYpC ¥ OpPraHU3YIOT UHTEpakiuio. Llens uccieoBanusi — BBISIBUTH U ONKCATh (PYHKINOHAb-
HBIE ¥ IparMaTHYeCcKHe CABUIH, KOTOPBIM MOABEPratoTCsl IPUYMHHO-CIIC/ICTBEHHBIE INCKYPCHUBHBIE
MapKepbl B IOATUYECKOM IMCKYpCE 10 CPAaBHEHMIO ¢ OOBIICHHBIM sI3bIKOM. Ha marepuane moatu-
YEeCKOro Kopiyca 00beMOM TPH MIJITHOHA CIIOB Ha PYCCKOM, HTAJIBSHCKOM M aHTIIMHCKOM SI3BIKAX
MIPOBEJCHO COMOCTABIEHHE 3THUX MapKepoOB C JAaHHBIMH YCTHBIX KOpIycoB: HammonambHOTO
KOpITyca pycckoro si3bika (ycTHeIi mogkopmyc), KiParla (L’italiano parlato e chi parla italiano)
u Kopmyca coBpemennoro amepukanckoro anrmuiickoro (COCA, Spoken). Ilomy4dennsie pe3yis-
TaThl TO3BOJIIFOT ITy0)ke MOHSTH MEXaHMW3MBI MIPAarMaTHYEeCKOT0 M3MEPEHUS SI3bIKA, ONPEACIUTh
MparMaTHIECKyro Creu(uKy COBPEMEHHOHN MO33UH M IT0Ka3aTh, KAK METATCKCTOBBIE AUCKYPCUB-
HBIE MapKepbl PAaCHIUPSIOT CBOM (DYHKIMOHAIBHBINA MOTCHIMAN, MPOSIBISIOT MOJH(YHKINOHAb-
HOCTb Y MOJIBEPTalOTCs KOHTEKCTYalbHON peCEMaHTH3aLNH.

KunroueBsble ciioBa: npacmamuueckue eOuHuYbl, RPUYUHHO-CIEOCTNEEHHbIE MAPKeEPbl, NOIMUYECKUL
OUCKYPC, pa32080pHAs petb, KOPNYCHAA NPASMAMUKA
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1. Introduction

Although some studies explore discourse markers in relation to cohesion and
coherence, their role in shaping pragmatic meaning in poetic discourse, as
compared with ordinary language, has not yet been systematically analyzed. This
study examines this contrast in order to reveal the broader functional range of
discourse markers in different communication practices.

The foundations of pragmatics as the study of linguistic means in relation to
the speaker and the communicative situation were laid by C.S. Peirce, C. Morris,
and A. Gardiner. In the 1960s, J. L. Austin, J. Searle, H. P. Grice, and others
conceptualized utterances as actions capable of altering extralinguistic
circumstances. This perspective has influenced linguistics, the humanities, and the
arts. In the mid-20th century, linguistic theory shifted from structuralism to an
anthropocentric perspective, largely due to Benveniste’s notion of “subjectivity in
language” (1971:293-294), Ilater extended by Stepanov’s “anthropocentric
principle” (1974: 14).

Despite advances in big data methods, corpus-based research on pragmatic
phenomena remains one of the most challenging areas, given their contextual
dependence and multifunctionality of such phenomena. Yet recent studies (Aijmer
& Riihlemann 2014, Riithlemann 2019, Landert, Dayter et al. 2023, Heine et al.
2024) demonstrate considerable potential, particularly in cross-linguistic analyses
of discourse markers (DMs) (Fedriani & Sanso 2017, Lansari 2020, Park 2024).

Today, linguistics increasingly adopts a data-centric rather than
anthropocentric orientation, encouraging the integration of “big” and “small” data
and of subject- and technology-oriented perspectives. In this context, corpus-based
studies of specific discourse practices, particularly artistic discourse, provide new
insights into pragmatic phenomena.

This article examines metatextual discourse markers (MDMs) in both poetic
discourse and colloquial speech. Poetry serves as the main object of analysis
because it fosters linguistic experimentation, particularly in the pragmatic realm,
and emphasizes the metalinguistic function. These features enable a wider range of
pragmatic functions to emerge in poetry compared to colloquial speech. The choice
also reflects current communicative conditions, including the erosion of the
boundaries between everyday and poetic utterances, which frequently trigger
linguistic experimentation in poetry and intensify its pragmatic dimension. The
interplay between contemporary poetry and everyday speech reflects Fairclough’s
concept of “conversationalization”, whereby public and private discourse merge
(2003). However, while public discourse uses colloquial elements to appear
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approachable, poetry reworks them to enrich meaning and make the ordinary more
complex.

The goal of this study is to identify the functional and pragmatic modifications
of metatextual discourse markers in poetic discourse compared to ordinary
language, and to determine how these transformations reveal the potential of
pragmatic units across communicative practices.

The research seeks to answer the following questions: How do metatextual
discourse markers in poetry differ from their usual argumentative and cohesive
roles in everyday speech? What types of pragmatic shifts and resemantization
processes occur in poetic discourse? In what ways do these shifts contribute to a
better understanding of pragmatic phenomena in different discourses and
languages?

2. Theoretical and terminological framework

This study draws on classical approaches to linguistic pragmatics (Leech 1983,
Levinson 1983, Verschueren 1999). Reflecting on subjectivity in language,
Benveniste distinguishes between lexical items like #ree, and the unit of “individual
discourse” like personal pronouns I: “The «I», then, does not denominate any
lexical entity <...> The reality to which it refers is the reality of the discourse. It is
in the instance of discourse in which / designates the speaker that the speaker
proclaims himself as the «subject»” (1971: 226). He includes deictic markers and
illocutionary verbs among the categories that refer to the speech act itself, accrue
additional meanings, and function as forms of subjectivity in language (Ibid.).
Levinson similarly defines “pragmatics” as the study of “context-dependent aspects
of linguistic structure and the principles of language use and understanding” (1983:
9). Thus, DMs can also be seen as pragmatic units.

Given the wvariety of definitions for “DMs”, “pragmatic markers”,
“pragmemes”, etc. (Fraser 1999, Capone 2005, Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen
2011, Ghezzi & Molinelli 2014, Bogdanova-Beglaryan 2014, Fedriani & Sanso
2017), the broader term “pragmatic units” (PUs) is proposed here, encompassing
deictics, DMs, illocutionary and modal verbs.

In Sokolova and Feshchenko (2024), PUs were defined as linguistic elements
that perform communicative and metalinguistic functions, express the speaker’s
stance, indicate the coordinates of the communicative act, structure the
discourse, and organize interaction!. From a pragmatic perspective, deictics, DMs,
illocutionary verbs, modal verbs, modal predicative expressions, imperatives and
appellatives are united by their relationship to the speaker and the communicative
situation. They indicate the parameters of the situation and address the recipient
(deictics and appellatives), referring not to the extralinguistic sphere, but to the

!'It should be specified that the study by Sokolova and Feshchenko (2024) uses the term “pragmatic
markers”. However, we adjusted the term to avoid homonymy, as in linguistics, “pragmatic
markers” have a more specific meaning of “discourse markers” (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen
2011, Beeching 2016, among others). Therefore, we propose using the term “pragmatic units”.
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communicative act itself; structure the utterance and realize intersubjective
relations between its participants (DMs); express speaker’s attitude (DMs and
modal verbs; and perform the utterance as an action directed toward the addressee
(illocutionary verbs and imperatives).

While most DMs studies focus on everyday speech, some investigate discourse
specific uses in political, media, medical, and other discourses (Simon-
Vandenbergen 2000, Maschler, Dori-Hacohen 2012). Although some works
examine DMs in classical poetic texts (Bonifazi 2009, Dardano 2012), the role of
PUs in contemporary poetic utterances compared with colloquial use remains
underexplored.

Within corpus-based discourse analysis (CBDA; e.g., Furké 2020, Baker
2023), particular attention should be paid to the discourse-specific features of PUs.
Literary texts often dominate DM corpora, unless specialized subcorpora
(colloquial, newspaper or academic) are selected. This highlights the importance of
considering poetic material in its own right.

According to Jakobson (1960), the poetic function dominates artistic
discourse. Thus, consideration should be given to the specifics of how linguistic
phenomena function in literary texts?. Everyday discourse primarily describes
external realities, whereas poetic discourse integrates emotive and perceptual
dimensions into the communicative act itself (Kraxenberger 2014: 14—15). Capone
(2023: 3) describes a poem as a “pragmeme,” a context-bound speech act whose
meaning emerges from the interplay between language and social setting, aiming
to transform readers’ interpretative engagement.

3. Data and methods. Algorithm of corpus-based discourse analysis

In this article, we employ CBDA to study MDMs, which are words that express
causal-consecutive relations, signal contrastive relations, elaboration or addition,
temporal sequencing, etc. We focus on the words, which belong to the group of
inferential DMs?: credosamenvro (sledovatel’no) ‘therefore’ in Russian, quindi
‘therefore’, ‘thus’ in Italian, and therefore in English. The algorithm incorporates
both quantitative and qualitative methods to provide an overview of the use of these
units in different types of discourse and to identify their functional features®.

(I) The first stage was to compile a Poetic Corpus (PC) of Russian, English,
and Italian poetry (approx. 3 million words, 1 million per subcorpus), covering the
1960s—2020s. The focus on contemporary poetry is motivated by the aim to
compare poetic discourse with spoken data available only from the second half of
the 20th century onward. For this comparison, the study also uses spoken corpora:
the Russian National Corpus (RNC, spoken subcorpus), KIParla (L’italiano parlato

2 For a project focusing on a parametric study of linguistic creativity in various discourses, including
artistic ones, see (Zykova 2021).

3 Although there are different terms used to describe this group, such as “causal markers” and
“causal-consecutive”, we will use the term “inferential DMs” (Fraser 2005: 196).

4 See Sokolova & Feshchenko (2024) for a more detailed description of the CBDA stages.
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e chi parla italiano), and Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA
spoken subcorpus).

(IT) The second stage involved selecting PUs, relevant for cross-linguistic
analysis, including illocutionary verbs, deictics and DMs. Since this article focuses
on the MDMs credosamenvno, quindi, and therefore, it is necessary to establish
their place within the classification adapted for poetic discourse.

Drawing on Halliday & Hasan’s endophoric/exophoric distinction (1976),
Bazzanella’s triadic model (2005), and Molinelli’s taxonomy (2018), three groups
are proposed:

1. Metatextual DMs organize coherence and logical relations’: inferential
markers (e.g., credogamenvro, umak, maxum obpaszom, dunque, quindi, therefore,
so, thus); contrastive markers (e.g., oonaxo, ¢ opyeoii cmoponuwi, invece, d’altra
parte, anyway, on the other hand); elaborative markers (opyeumu (unvimu)
crosamu, Hanpumep, in altre parole, per esempio, in other words, for example), etc.

When used in poetic discourse, MDMs acquire a distinctive function due to the
evolving role of the metalinguistic function. Traditionally responsible for regulating
language use, they are increasingly acting as elements of “metalanguaging”, i.e.
“using language in order to communicate about the process of using language”
(Maschler 2009: 1). In this framework, DMs no longer refer to external reality, but
rather to the text itself, the interaction among its speakers, or the cognitive processes
underlying verbalization (Ibid).

In poetic discourse, elements of metalanguaging acquire self-referentiality.
They operate as markers of intensified metalinguistic reflection, combining their
primary role, reference to the utterance itself, with participation in a “pragmatic
experiment.” They expose points of tension within structural and logical links,
highlighting their instability and the potential for generating new connections. This
dual function reinforces the interpretive complexity of poetic discourse, as the DMs
simultaneously comment on and reshape the communicative framework in which
they occur.

For example, DM credosamenvno ‘therefore’ occurs in the center of poetic
reflection appearing at the end of the line and stanza without introducing a
subsequent proposition in the fragment (1): Cobaka ecm nmuyy credosamenvHo
‘The dog eats the bird therefore’. In this fragment, credosamensvno is at the center
of metalinguistic reflection, merging its basic function of providing commentary on
discourse with the poetic function of drawing attention to the utterance itself (for
further analysis see below):

(1) Omn 6pocui cobaky 4TO HEOXKUJAHHO
Cobaka ecT NTUILY cjleg0BaTeIbHO

Omna mapur B Bo3ayxe kua kai he kuli emanu
Tr1 cwemb cobaky 6e3 nepesoga (A. Dragomoshchenko)

5> See E. Traugott’s (2021: 20) claim that MDMs are essential to the negotiation of meaning in
“communicative discourse”.
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<He threw the dog, which was unexpected / The dog eats the bird
therefore // She hovers in the air kua kai he kuli emanu / You will eat the
dog without translation>

2. Contextual DMs convey the speaker’s stance toward the communicative
situation and often mark epistemic modality (e.g., 603moorcHo, koneuno, maybe, of
course, forse, magari, davvero). In poetic discourse, they acquire specific functions
linked to self-referentiality, which can be interpreted through Biihler’s concept of
deixis ad phantasma (1965 [1934])S. Instead of pointing to external reality, such
markers typically refer to the intratextual situation, reinforcing poetry’s orientation
toward its own communicative framework’.

3. Interpersonal DMs reflect the bidirectionality of poetic
auto-communication (Lotman 2000), as they may address either an internal or an
external addressee. These group includes reactive items (e.g., da, Hem, xopouwio, Si,
no, va bene, ok, yes, no, yeah); phatic or etiquette DMs (e.g., crnacubo,
30pascmeytime, grazie, buongiorno, ciao, thank you, hello); hesitation markers
(e.g., ny, allora, beh, well); and attention-getting markers (e.g., suduws, nocmoti,
guarda / guardi, un attimo, you see, you know). In poetic discourse, they emphasize
the dialogic and relational aspects of the utterance while also shaping its self-
addressed nature.

(III) At the third stage, the corpus was annotated using PUs tagging.
Quantitative analysis (via AntConc) measured frequencies per million words, while
qualitative analysis examined the specific uses of PUs in poetry compared to spoken
language.

4. Results
4.1. Selection criteria for pragmatic units

The selection of comparable PUs in a cross-linguistic study poses a significant
methodological challenge due to the inherent multifunctionality and context-
dependence of such elements, as well as the lack of strict lexical equivalence across
languages. For instance, the Italian marker quindi may correspond to a variety of
Russian units, such as ‘ciaegoBarenbHo’, ‘3HAUUT’, ‘UTAK’, ‘TIOITOMY’, ‘TIOTOMY’, OF
to English counterparts such as ‘therefore’, ‘so’, or ‘thus’, depending on the
communicative context. Conversely, each of these Russian or English markers may
have multiple translations into Italian, making a purely semantic or formal
alignment unfeasible.

In this context, a functionally and pragmatically oriented selection criterion
proves particularly relevant. Rather than relying on surface-level lexical

6 See Feshchenko and Sokolova (2023) for more information about the specifics of deixis in
contemporary poetry.

7 Units marking parameters of the communicative act, such as time (e.g., ewe, yorce, still, already,
then, ancora, gia) and space (e.g., som, 6o, here, there, qui, li, la), are multifunctional and often
serve as temporal and spatial deixis.
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equivalence, this approach focuses on the discourse role and pragmatic function of
the markers in organizing textual cohesion and expressing causal or inferential
relationships. All three selected markers (credosamenvro, quindi, and therefore)
belong to the same functional class of inferential MDMs, whose primary role is to
signal cause-and-effect relationships between propositions, structure discourse
progression, and introduce conclusions or logical outcomes.

This criterion allows for meaningful comparisons despite differences in the
degree of grammaticalization, syntactic distribution, or multifunctionality. By
prioritizing pragmatic function in context over formal similarity, it becomes
possible to investigate both cross-linguistic commonalities and language-specific
patterns of discourse structuring in poetic discourse and colloquial speech. This
focus aligns with the study’s broader aim of exploring how these markers operate
in poetry compared to everyday speech and revealing their extended functional
range in contexts of linguistic experimentation and metalinguistic reflection.

4.2. Results of quantitative analysis

The main quantitative results on the use of MDMs, based on PC data and

spoken corpora of Russian, Italian and English, are summarized below (for more
detail, see Table 1).

Table 1. Frequency of MDMs use in PC and national corpora

PU (Ru) (:E) RNC PU (It) (F:f) K'IF; ar PU (En) (:ﬁ) COCA
inferential DMs
cnepoBaTesibHO 17 24 quindi 120 521 therefore 63 48
UTaK 51 91 dunque 302 74 thus 131 12
contrastive DMs
ofgHaKo 207 64 tuttavia 74 4 however 60 68
TEM HE MeHee 36 141 nondimeno 6 0 nevertheless 21 10
C OZLHOM CTOPOHBI 4 65 da una parte 3 27 on the one 2 11
hand
C APYroi CTOPOHbI 6 89 dall’altra 32 41 on the other 12 35
(d’altra) parte hand
HanpoTune 18 15 al contrario 24 13 on (to) the 10 4
contrary
elaborative DMs
Apyrumn (MHbIMK) 6 7 in altre parole 8 1 in other words 8 43
cnoBamu
Hanpumep 277 | 562 per (ad) 101 569 for example 72 116
esempio
Kopoye (rosops) 43 56 in breve 6 1 in short (brief) 6 4
Kpome Toro 21 65 inoltre 42 16 moreover 6 3

The table shows the total number of MDMs occurrences in the PC (1795) and
in national spoken corpora (2719). Figure 1 shows the overall distribution of MDMs
across the analyzed corpora. While spoken language displays a higher number of
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occurrences, the data also reveal a widespread use of MDMs in poetic discourse.
This indicates that metatextual structuring and inferential functions remain highly
relevant beyond everyday communication.

2500

2000

1500

1000

Number of Uses

500

PC (Poetic Corpus) Spoken Language
Corpora

Figure 1. Total number of MDMs occurrences (per million words, ipm)

Figure 2 draws parallels between the frequency of MDMs usage across Italian,
Russian, and English corpora. According to the corpora, Italian uses MDMs more
frequently than Russian and English, as evidenced by the KiParla corpus (1191)
and the PC (718). The second most frequent use of these units is in Russian: RNC
(1179) / PC (686), and the third is in English: COCA (349)/PC (391).

1200 mun Poetic corpus

wem Spoken language corpora

1000

800
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Italian Russian English

Figure 2. Frequency of MDMs usage in Italian, Russian, and English (ipm)
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The revealed correlations result from the specific structures of the compared
languages and historical processes. The variation in the data between Russian and
Italian is minimal, whereas the difference between these two languages and English
is significant. According to PC data, contemporary Italian poetry demonstrates a
marked tendency to use MDMs. The difference from Russian-language poetry is
more significant than from everyday language: 718 (Italian PC) and 686 (Russian
PC).

In general, English-language poetry uses MDMs less often than Italian and
Russian poetry. However, it uses these units more often than American everyday
language: 391 (PC) and 349 (COCA, Spoken), which reflects the metalinguistic
reflection of the pragmatic phenomena of language in American poetry. The marker
thus is indicative in this regard. Poetry uses it ten times more often (131) than
everyday language does (12). The large number of occurrences of thus in PC
compared to COCA (Spoken) is due to its presence in academic discourse, with
which contemporary poetry interacts®. In colloquial language, there is a tendency
to use thus less frequently, replacing it with more “conversational” markers (so,
therefore, then)®.

Figure 3 presents the most frequent MDMs found in the Poetic Corpus.
According to the PC, the most frequent PUs in Italian poetry are dunque (302),
quindi (120), per (ad) esempio (101), and tuttavia (74), in Russian: nanpumep (277),
oounaxo (207), and umax (51), and in American: thus (131), therefore (63), and for
example (72).

300 Languages
W (talian
B Russian
250 mm English

200+

150

100

501

Figure 3. Most frequent MDMs in the Poetic Corpus (ipm)

8 See Feshchenko (2023) for more on the connections between linguistic theory and poetic
experimentation.

? Statistical data on the use of thus in different types of discourse show that academic discourse
utilizes it most frequently (488 times) compared to ordinary discourse (13 times) (see Serpil &
Ceyhun 2017: 66).
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Figure 4 shows the frequency of MDMs in the Poetic Corpus compared to
Spoken Language Corpora. Poetry uses some words more often than everyday
communication: dunque (poetic discourse) 302 / (colloquial speech) 74;
tuttavia 74 | 4; nondimeno 5 / 0; oonaxo 207 / 64; nanpomue 18 / 15; thus 131/ 12;
therefore 63 / 48; nevertheless 21 / 10, and on (to) the contrary 10 / 4. Poetic and
everyday language utilizes the following words with similar frequency: dall’altra
(d’altra) parte 32 / 41; creoosamenvro 17 | 24; kopoue (206ops) 43 / 56, and
however 60 / 68.

300+ mmm Poetic Corpus
Spoken Language Corpora

Figure 4. Comparison of MDMs usage: Poetic Corpus vs. Spoken Language Corpora (ipm)

4.3. Results of qualitative analysis
4.3.1. The lexical meanings and discourse functions of inferential markers

The inferential markers credosamenvno, quindi, and therefore establish a
logical connection between the basis of a judgment and its conclusion in
argumentative discourse. The selected units operate within the framework of
narrow causality. Their use presupposes a discourse structure consisting of two
components: P, representing the premise, argument, or condition, and Q,
representing the inference or consequence. In constructions such as P
(cneoosamenvro/quindi/therefore) Q, the inferential DM explicitly encodes the
logical relationship between P and Q. This indicates that Q is not merely a
subsequent event but rather the logical outcome or conclusion derived from P.

Unlike the abstract logical formula P — Q (“If P, then Q” or “Q follows from
P”), these markers have additional pragmatic and semantic functions in discourse,
including epistemic stance and the speaker’s subjective evaluation of the situation.

According to lexicographic sources, it is possible to define the following
meanings'”:

10 The definitions drawn from Morkovkin (2003: 319-320) s.v. credosamensno; (Treccani online,
Sabatini e Coletti online) s.v. quindi; (Merriam-Webster online, Collins online) s.v. therefore.
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CJEJOBATEJIBHO

Synonyms: 3HAYUT; UTAK; IOYYAETCs; HHAYE TOBOPS; OTCIOAA CIIEAYET, YTO
1. Causal-inferential value: indicates a conclusion drawn from real-world
circumstances or factual premises: Oua nouemy-mo He npuwia —
CredosamenvHo, oHa He nonyuuna Hauwteeo nucvma <She didn’t come for
some reason — Therefore, she didn’t receive our letter>

2. Argumentative (deductive) value: marks a logically structured inference
derived from a stated argument or condition: Ceem y Hux ¢ oxnax me copum,
HA 360HKU HUKMO He omeeuaem, C/l1e008AMENbHO, OHU OelCMEUMENIbHO
yexanu 6 omnyck <The lights in their windows are off, and no one answers the
phone, therefore, they really went on vacation>

QUINDI
1. Locative value (archaic): indicates a spatial origin or reference point:
E quindi giu nel fosso vidi gente attuffata (Dante) <And from there, in the
ditch, I saw people submerged>

Synonyms: di qui, da questo luogo o punto.
2. Temporal-sequential value: expresses succession or progression in time,
typically with future orientation: Percorri la strada fino in fondo, quindi gira
a sinistra <Go all the way down the street, then turn left>
Synonyms: da ora, da quel momento, da ultimo.
3. Causal-inferential value: [/ torto é tuo, quindi sta a te chiedergli scusa
<It’s your fault, therefore it’s up to you to apologize>
Synonyms (for causal-inferential and argumentative values): percio,
dunque, per tal motivo, di conseguenza.
4. Argumentative value: Se non ha risposto al messaggio, quindi non é
interessato <If he/she didn’t reply to the message, then he/she is not
interested>

THEREFORE

Synonyms: thus;, so, hence; consequently, accordingly;, as a result;
it follows that

1. Causal-inferential value: Those people have their umbrellas up:
therefore, it must be raining.

2. Argumentative value: The government failed to act quickly. Therefore,
it cannot be trusted.

4.3.2. The functioning of inferential markers in poetic utterances

One of the defining features of poetic discourse is its structural non-linearity,
resulting from vertical (line-by-line) typographical segmentation, in contrast to
linearity typical of prose, as well as its self-referentiality and autocommunicative
nature'!. In poetry, MDMs regularly play the uncharacteristic role of disorganizer
of logical-semantic and syntactic connections. For this reason, they can be
considered as “disconnectives” when they carry an additional pragmatic load to

' For the definition of poetic discourse and fundamentals of poetic pragmatics, see Sokolova &
Zakharkiv (2025).
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express inference procedures and attract the addressee’s attention to the utterance
itself. It is important to emphasize that these units can act as both connectives!? and
“disconnectives” in poetry, which allows us to identify a wider range of their
functions than in ordinary language. Acting as “disconnectives,” they do not cease
to function as linking markers, but rather trigger metalinguistic reflection on logical,
syntactic, and discursive relations, while enhancing the degree of speaker’s
subjectivity present in their use.

The tendency to violate the logic of a statement is similar to the logical error
known as a «non sequitur» >, which is used as a literary device. However,
contemporary poetry does not use it to create a comic effect; rather, it is used as
part of a pragmatic experiment to identify the stability and unidirectionality of
logical connections and the boundaries of objective and epistemic modality. At the
heart of this experiment are metatextual inferential markers that index the presence
of logical connections. According to PC, contemporary poetry creates various
forms of such violations.

4.3.2.1. A violation of the structure of an argumentative statement

A violation of the structure of an argumentative statement can occur through
the omission of one of the judgment’s components (argument or conclusion), as in
examples (1 and 2), or through an absence of a correlation between the argument
and conclusion, as in examples (3, 4, 5, 6, and 7).

The conclusion is either missing or lacks a direct logical connection to the
argument, as in the example (1), where the logical structure of the utterance is
disrupted: the causal link introduced by the discourse marker credosamenvro
appears at the end of the line and stanza without introducing a subsequent
proposition (Cobaxa ecm nmuyy credosamenvro ‘The dog eats the bird therefore”’).
Even assuming that the following stanza serves as the conclusion, the causal-
consecutive relationship between the two propositions remains unclear. A more
logical inference from the premise would be a statement such as: The dog is eating
the bird; therefore, the dog is a predator. Additionally, the phrase contains
referential ambiguity in Russian because the pronoun ona (‘she/it’) in the following
phrase Ona napum 6 6o30yxe ‘She is floating in the air’ could refer to either the dog
or the bird, both of which are feminine in Russian.

When the argument is absent or fails to establish a direct logical
connection to the conclusion, the interaction of DMs may generate functionally
divergent effects. In example (2), the combination of quindi and the interpersonal
DMs ciao ciao (‘bye-bye’ or ‘goodbye’) forms “clusters”!'* of DMs with different

12 According to O. Inkova, connectives are units with a connecting function, consisting of several
elements, whose composition can differ (2016: 38).

13 Non sequitur (Latin: does not follow) — in logic, this term refers to an irrelevant argument or
logical fallacy in which the provided argument is not related to the conclusion.

14 Bazzanella (2006: 466) uses the term “cumuli”.
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functions, producing the effect of overlapping discourses, contrast, and violation of
logic in example (2):

(2) che dorme... i vermi a torme... nella cassa...
dentro le ossa... nel sangue...che passa...
quindi ciao ciao sugli ossi... tutto passa...
la vita passa... il sangue passa... passa... (P. Valduga)
<that sleeps... the worms in swarms... in the coffin... / inside the
bones... in the blood... that flows... / therefore, bye-bye on the bones...
everything passes... life passes... the blood passes... passes...>

Another case involves an absence of a direct correlation between the
conclusion and the argument, as in example (3), where quindi expresses the
logical operation of reformulation i/ passato e quindi il pensato, but it indicates an
absence of strict dependence between the antecedent and consequent. Since there is
no obvious logical connection between the past and the thought, their unification
through quindi lacks a strict logical basis, violating the logical implication:

(3) il passato e quindi il pensato
il passato in quanto corrisponde alla parola
il pensato in quanto corrisponde alla parola
il pensato che va in direzione opposta (M. Zaffarano)
<the past and therefore the thought / the past insofar as it corresponds to
the word / the thought insofar as it corresponds to the word / the thought
that moves in the opposite direction>

Fragment (4) demonstrates the same principle of breaking logical connections:

(4) Sympathy requires terrific optimism, bravado, and therefore paranoia.
Already I regret having singled the woman out (L. Hejinian)

Inferential markers index logical coherence, which is actually violated in the
following fragments (5, 6). The speaker expresses doubt about the reliability of the
information he communicates in example (6), which leads to a violation of
inferential relations in the sphere of epistemic modality:

(5) Ido not know English, and therefore I can have nothing to
say about this latest war, flowering through a night-
scope in the evening sky (M. Palmer).

In this example, one of the meanings of the polysemous verb say is ‘to speak
authoritatively; to declare; to have an opinion’. However, the indication of English
in the argumentative part P allows the statement to be interpreted from the speaker’s
point of view regarding their ignorance of the language: I do not know English.
Thus, the unfamiliarity with the language leads to the conclusion about the refusal
of self-expression: <I> have nothing to say. Moreover, the very expression of the
impossibility of speaking brings this statement closer to illocutionary suicide
(according to Z. Vendler), since the subject denies the act of speech itself.
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The modal indicators (regozmoorcno mouw ‘it is impossible to be able’) in the
fragment (6) demonstrate the modal-ontological limit of the utterance, where the
marking of the logical connection serves as a tool for poetic criticism of this kind
of relationship:

(6) Pacmennenne MICHMOM CTHPAET HEHACBITHYIO
CcyOBEeKTUBHOCTS <...>
OHa ecTh NPUYNHECHUE HUYTO,
HENPUEMIIEMBIH Jap TaKoro OecrnaMsTCTBa, KOTOpoe
MTO3BOJISIET, HE TIPUOIHKASICE, TIPUOTH3UTHCS K TOUKE,
rie OOJIBIIE YKEe HEBO3MOXKHO MOYb, HEBO3MOXKHO
MPEBO3MOYb U CXBATUTH H, CJI€T0BATEIbHO, TOMBICIUTH (A. Skidan)
<The splitting by writing erases insatiable / subjectivity <...>/ It is the
causing of nothing, an unacceptable gift of such oblivion that / allows,
without approaching, to get close to the point / where it is no longer
possible to be able, impossible / to overcome, to grasp, and, therefore, to
conceive>

The denial of the ontological modality nesozmoorcno mous ‘it is impossible to
be able’ serves as an argument for the conclusion: u, credosamenvho,
<nesozmoocno> nomwvicaiums ‘and therefore <it is impossible> to think’. This
marks a weakening of the epistemic position, as the subject acknowledges a loss of
capacity for judgment, thought, and the formulation of knowledge.

4.3.2.2. Transforming lexical-semantic relations

The antithesis is expressed as a conclusion, as in the fragment (7), which
compares two concepts that are usually perceived as opposites: [ 0e nemo, mam
suma / A 20e suma, mam credosamenvro nemo ‘Where there’s summer, there’s
winter, / But where there’s winter, therefore, there’s summer’:

(7) T'umHOTH3WpPYET cama
WUnes dro rae neTo Tam 3uMa
A Tre 3uma TaMm cienoBatedabHo jero (D. Davydov)
<The idea itself hypnotizes / that where there’s summer, there’s winter, /
But where there’s winter, therefore, there’s summer>

On the one hand, winter and summer are contextual or relational antonyms,
contrasted within the system of seasons. On the other hand, they participate in
forming a causal connection that enhances the contrast.

Categorical error: in example (8), the subject / assumes the plural property
of we, reflecting a deictic shift between singular and plural that violates standard
logic:

(8) Then the singing man, whose doom had yet to come, spoke. “Darkness,
we are two and therefore I am two” (L. Hejinian)
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Violating hyper-hyponymous relations results in the blurring of the logical
and ontological hierarchy of time units, as seen in fragment (9):

(9) VY gacos ectb mudepOIaT, HO OTCYTCTBYIOT CTPEIKH:
JTaXke TP CaMOM TIPHUCTaTLHOM H3ydeHnH IudepodiaTa
MBI BCE HE Y3HAEM OIPENEIEHHBIN 4ac CYTOK,
a CJ1e10BaTeIbHO, MaJIO KTO TOTa/IbIBACTCS, KAKOW ceiuac Bek:
KaMEHHBIN WM He KaMeHHBIH, 9To i (V. Sosnora)
<A clock has a dial but no hands: / even when studying the dial very
closely / we still cannot tell the exact hour of the day, / and therefore,
few people know what century it is: / the Stone Age or not, or something
like that>

Therefore links a particular observation (the absence of arrows: ¥ uacos ecms
yughepobam, no omcymcmayrom cmpenku ‘The watch has a dial but no hands’) with
an inappropriate generalization (the uncertainty of the century: mano xmo
doeaovigaemcs, Kakou ceuuac eex ‘few people know what century it is’),
emphasizing the semantic uncertainty of both temporal and logical categories.

4.3.2.3. Using DMs in a non-standard distribution

Fragmentation intentionally violates linear logic due to incomplete
constructions that are syntactically separated as independent fragments, as seen in
examples (10, 11):

(10) And am not surprised, in the possessive case, that there’s no land
there. Not for me. Though I went at random and therefore. Could not
ever hope to stop (M. Waldrop)

(11) Here a Dying Song shells obdurate therefore. Consequently
a criminal lineup makes an arrangement cut on the bias of mass
incarceration (C. Harryman)

Another distributional deviation occurs when the DM is inserted within
a modal construction, as in example (12; see also 16), where therefore occupies
a marked position between the modal verb and the main verb:

(12) Would you note
the pretty poem
I might (therefore) of wrote? (R. B. DuPlessis)

The phrase I might (therefore) of wrote is a non-standard form of might have
written. The construction of wrote (instead of have written) marks a morphological
anomaly: while the standard form requires the perfect infinitive (have + past
participle), here the auxiliary save is reduced to of and the participle is replaced by
the simple past form wrote, reflecting a common colloquial reduction in everyday
speech. Placing (therefore) inside the compound modal verbal predicate violates
the statement’s syntactic coherence, blurring the logical argumentation.
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Similarly, in example (13), square brackets indicate the optional nature of the
word [therefore]. This leads to a shift between the objective nature of the utterance
and the speaker’s subjective attitude toward reality:

(13) I am [therefore] studying the substance of illusion, that
which is allowed to the infant, and which in adult life is inherent in
art and religion <...> (S. Howe)

4.3.2.4. Expansion of multifunctionality

Unlike in everyday speech, where multifunctionality is contextually resolved
as a prerequisite for efficient communication, poetry tends to activate and
foreground multifunctionality. The expression of additional functions may occur
through the repetition of DMs (as in examples 14, 15, 16) or their use in
conversational-style contexts. These strategies lead to a convergence of metatextual
and interpersonal functions (see examples 18, 19).

The repetition of DMs in one statement can be literal (in examples 15
and 16), or it can be expressed in different forms, like “chains” (or “catene” as
designated in (Bazzanella 2006: 455)) (see example 16):

(14) Therefore the real, an irreducible pattern by which this real presents itself
in experience, is what anxiety signals. This is the guiding thread . . .

Therefore an absent cause is what remains of the irreducible in the com-
plete operation of the subject’s advent in the locus of the Other . . .

Therefore is a purpose to all things. The billboard telegraphs its message,
you have a stake in this outcome. It would be happy to think so
(B. Watten)

(15) Nothing is hidden. Therefore cannot see. Therefore a view of the world
unimportant. Even though according to it. Every day. I brush my teeth (K.
Waldrop)

(16) ora, se non sono nessuno,

resto perd un modesto e appassionato collezionista di autografi: (e puo

quindi

(capirmi,

dunque, spero, il perché adesso Le scrivo): (con molti ossequi ecc. dal Suo):
(E. Sanguineti)

Unlike in ordinary language, the repetition of PUs in a poetic utterance is not
a tautology. In this case, therefore begins to perform not only a logical-
argumentative, but also a poetic function. DMs become an element of rhythmic and
semantic progression, participating in the structuring of the unfolding meaning and
redefining the subject’s position. Thus, therefore turns into an instrument of
semantic increment rather than repetition.

The use of DMs in speech acts combines metatextual and interpersonal
functions, and in isolated positions, therefore loses its copula function and becomes
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an indirect speech act that merges basic illocutionary functions with the inference
function:

(17) <...> for one second you didn’t
watch where you were going
and look what you got.

Therefore:

Au vers!
Need someone?
a pronominal volunteer
who “translates” of
arcs stars “stones” wrecks acts strings notes dots <...> (R.B. DuPlessis)

In terms of speech act theory, therefore marks a multifunctional speech act that
combines the metatextual function of inference with the other functions:
representative function (asserting a logical connection), expressive function
(expressing the speaker’s inner experience), and declarative function (meaning
‘I conclude that’).

In example (18), similar to the use of a speech act, quindi creates an effect of
violating a pragmatic implicature:

(18) Troppa luce risulta accecante, superfluo ricordarlo
— quindi, occhio agli occhi, fratellini. Ché questo ¢ un paese,
e lo € veramente e in verita, da vivere come immersi
in una grande foresta (M. Lunetta)
<Too much light proves blinding, superfluous to recall it / — therefore,
keep an eye on your eyes, little brothers. For this is a country, / and it
truly is, in truth, to be lived as if immersed / in a great forest>

After declaring the reminder to be redundant, superfluo ricordarlo ‘it is
unnecessary to remind’, the author moves on to the speech act of reminding: quindi,
occhio agli occhi, fratellini ‘therefore, keep an eye on your eyes, little brothers’.

4.3.2.5. Contextual resemantization

The semantic “bleaching”, or desemantization, typical of DMs formation, a
process involving the reduction or loss of the original lexical content'”, becomes an
object of contemporary poetic metalinguistic reflection. As Traugott (2021: 10)
notes, “nearly all pragmatic markers in English originate historically in
discoverable lexical expressions,” a claim that holds true for many European
languages. Although tracing such etymologies is not always straightforward, the
historical source is often recoverable. Contemporary poetry often exploits this by
engaging in a process that can be described as “contextual resemantization”,

SFor more details on the mechanisms of grammaticalization in different languages,
see Heine (2003: 579) and Heine, Yang & Rhee (2024), the special issue of Russian Journal of
Linguistics 28 (4).
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whereby the pragmatic phenomenon is re-actualized as a semantically loaded unit.
This strategy restores components of the original lexical sense and foregrounds
etymological and semantic links, thereby enriching the interpretive potential of the
poetic text. Resemantization differs from lexicalization, which is a semantic
transition of a linguistic unit into a separate meaningful word. Lexicalization has a
diachronic character, as in the case of fout-a-fait (Bally 1944: 148)) and «offers new
semantic contours that separate and distance themselves from those represented by
the constituent parts of the unit», as F. Floricic shows using the example of altroché
(2023: 60).

Resemantization involves restoring etymological connections through
transposition, the use of cognate words or fragmentation, leading to the restoration
of the lost lexical meaning of the DMs. Through processes like substantiation
(see example 19: a time of therefore), the unit can shift from functioning as a logical
connector to acquiring nominal status, referring to the semantic domain of
temporality. In this case, it is not the single marker therefore that becomes
substantivized, but the entire construction a time of therefore. Here, the DM is
reinterpreted as a noun modifier within a nominal phrase, denoting the ideas of
‘time of conclusion’ and ‘time of logical consequence’:

(19) Constantly offered as a time of therefore but with a feeling of as (J.
Clover)

In example (20), the reactivation of the etymological root sled (Old Russian
sled, Proto-Slavic slédv) foregrounds the polysemy of the Russian noun
cnedosamens “investigator” and the discourse marker credosamenvho:

(20) 1 ciemoBaTeN b TOBOPHUT
U cJiefoBaTeIbHO <He> cymecTByentb (A. Skidan)
< and the investigator says / and therefore you <do not> exist >

Poetic resemantization occurs through the graphic and morphemic
fragmentation of the word there-fore in example (21), where the etymology of the
word is revealed: “Middle English ther-fore, from Old English peerfore; from there
+ fore, an Old English and Middle English collateral form of for” (OED).

(21) The words, as I write them, are larger, cover
more surface on this two-dimensional picture plane. Shall I, there-
fore, tend toward shorter terms — impact of page on vocabulary?
(R. Silliman)

Various methods of resemantization make it possible to restore the etymology
of discourse markers, attaching them the status of semantically loaded units.
Consequently, the marker functions as a key element of the utterance, expressing
the process of meta-reflection about language, communication, and the boundary
between everyday and poetic utterance.
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5. Discussion

Examining PUs across different communicative practices, particularly in
poetic discourse against the backdrop of their use in spoken language, reveals a
broader range of functions, shaped by poetry’s orientation toward linguistic
experimentation, polysemy, and multifunctionality. In poetry, MDMs may integrate
functions of structuring discourse and guiding the interpretive process with
additional roles that intensify their multifunctionality. Unlike in everyday
utterances, this multifunctionality is not reduced but rather heightened, fostering
the emergence of new meanings. Statistical analysis showed a high frequency of
use of metatextual markers in poetry in all three languages. Notably, the Poetic
Corpus uses the following units more often than the spoken corpus: dunque,
tuttavia, oonaxo, Hanpomus, thus, therefore.

While the primary objective of this study was to identify general tendencies in
the use of inferential DMs in Russian, Italian, and English based on poetic and
spoken corpora, the analysis also revealed notable differences. According to data
from both Spoken and Poetic Corpora, Italian and Russian display a particularly
rich system of discourse markers, reflected in their higher frequency of use.

Corpus data shows that Russian and Italian have a richer system of DMs, which
aligns with Coseriu (1980) and Heinrichs (1981) typology of particle density.
English, by contrast, reduced its DMs inventory due to historical restructuring: the
shift from inflectional Old English to more isolating Middle English increased the
functional weight of all syntactic positions and salience of structural elements in
clause. This also determined the communicative specificity when changes and
transpositions of existing linguistic means contribute to achieving communicative
goals (van Kemenade & Links 2020: 1).

Comparative studies of Russian and Italian connectives and MDMs offer
different perspectives: Govorukho (1998: 44-45) interprets Russian sentences as
more explicit in marking logical-syntactic links, while Pecorari and Pinelli (2024:
299) emphasize a stronger tendency toward such explicitness in Italian.

Corpus data show that, in both spoken language and poetic language, there is
a greater tendency toward the explication of cause-and-effect relationships in Italian
than in Russian. However, given the minor variation in the quantitative data, it
would be beneficial to conduct a corpus analysis of additional discourses
characterized by the use of inferential markers in order to draw more general
conclusions about the pragmatic dimensions of Italian and Russian. These
discourses could include academic, prose, drama, and so on.

Poets’ attention to this group of PUs can be attributed to their high frequency
of use in Italian and their ability to organize not only exogenous connections in
discourse, thereby structuring it, but also endogenous ones, thereby participating in
the organization of interaction. For example, the unit quindi expands the sphere of
functioning in dialogic speech and varies discourses. According to Govorukho
(1998: 73), quindi is more prevalent in journalism, academic prose, and other genres
of non-fiction literature, as well as in colloquial speech, compared to dunque, which
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is more prevalent in fiction. Camugli Gallardo (2017) compares quindi and dunque,
arguing quindi specializes in strict, expected and external consecution (factual
sequences and metadiscourse comments), whereas dunque reflects speaker-related
inferences and functions as a parenthetical connector. Recent studies (Mascherpa
2016, Alfano & Schettino 2023) have observed an expansion of quindi’s functions
in spoken language, where it combines its basic metatextual role with a range of
interpersonal uses. These functions include demarcation changes in communicative
roles, serving as a pause filler, or hedge, and maintaining and planning discourse.

Sweetser (1990: 31) distinguishes three types of causality: sociophysical (one
event causes another), epistemic (evidence leads to a conclusion), and
conversational (a causal link between speech acts). Generalizing this typology,
Traugott (2021: 6-7) claims that these three domains could be ‘the basis of
cognitive work on DMs’: socio-physical (real world); epistemic (world of reasoning
and belief); and speech act (textual/discourse world). The researcher proposes the
following general classification of DMs: social, epistemic, and discourse (Ibid.: 4).
Kroon (1995) applies Sweetser’s classification to Latin particles, mapping
quia/quod to sociophysical, quoniam to epistemic, and nam/enim to epistemic +
conversational causality.

Grounded in this approach, we can conclude that in modern Italian, the strict
division of markers into different groups becomes fuzzier. Initially, quindi was a
logical-argumentative marker that expressed a conclusion or consequence,
frequently performing an epistemic function. However, in modern colloquial
speech, quindi increasingly performs the interpersonal functions of ‘well’, ‘so’,
serving as a hedge when the logical connection is not the main focus (e.g., Quindi,
che facciamo stasera?). Thus, quindi relates to both epistemic and conversational
types of causality'¢.

The KiParla corpus data confirms this tendency (see Table 1). There are 5216
total occurrences of quindi, 4770 of which are used in the interpersonal function as
a hesitation or demarcation marker (‘well’, ‘so’, etc.) and 445 of which are used in
the metatextual function as a logical connection marker (‘therefore’, ‘so’, etc.). This
demonstrates the high degree to which these units participate in the organization of
spontaneous speech.

English corpora show a frequency of MDMs that is approximately three times
lower. This pattern is attributable to historical developments of English as an
analytic language. Although the English Poetic Corpus overall contains fewer
MDMs than the comparable Russian and Italian corpora, it still shows higher
frequency than COCA (Spoken), reflecting a contemporary American poetic
inclination toward experimentation with metatextual units.

Due to its grammatical analytism, the English-language poetry shows a
stronger tendency toward syntactic experimentation and shifts in normative
distribution. This is particularly evident in the experimental insertion and placement

16 See Traugott (2021: 15) for more information on the semantic and pragmatic changes in MDMs:
from the emergence of metatextual discourse functions to the subsequent hedging function.

789



Sokolova Olga V. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 769-794

of DMs within a verb group, a phenomenon also observed in the Italian PC.
Contemporary Italian poetry, in turn, often uses inferential markers in speech-act
contexts to increase multifunctionality. It also uses them in structures where the
logical outcome contradicts the epistemic stance. Russian poetic discourse engages
more frequently in lexico-semantic experimentation, such as presenting antithesis
as a logical conclusion and disrupting hyperonym-hyponym relations. Across all
three Poetic Corpora, diverse strategies of contextual “resemantization” aim to
restore the original semantic motivation of DMs, moving them beyond the role of
purely logical connectors. Placed at the center of pragmatic experimentation,
metatextual markers thus foreground metalinguistic reflection on language itself,
the communicative act, and the boundaries between poetic and everyday discourse.

6. Conclusions

This study highlights the significance of combining corpus-based and
discourse approaches in examining pragmatic phenomena. As artistic discourses
(including prose, poetry, drama, cinematic, etc.) differ fundamentally from
everyday language, foregrounding the form of the utterance rather than
communicative efficiency, its inclusion in corpus research requires close attention
to its specific properties. The analysis of metatextual discourse markers in poetic
discourse compared to spoken language demonstrates their expanded pragmatic
potential and contributes to understanding the mechanisms of pragmatic meaning-
making across communicative practices. Metalinguistic reflection on PUs in
contemporary poetry seeks to reveal how they participate in the very process of
using language, or metalanguaging, thus making it possible to speak of a poetic
form of pragmatic experimentation. The growing “conversationalization” of
contemporary poetry, evident in the frequent use of discourse markers, illustrates
this experimentation by expanding their functions and altering their meanings
within poetic discourse. These findings broaden the perspective on the interaction
between linguistic form, function, and context, and point to the importance of
integrating artistic discourse into cross-linguistic pragmatic studies.
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Abstract

Political persuasion in institutional contexts often relies on subtle linguistic cues rather than overt
argumentation. While Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) has extensively examined macro-level
ideological strategies, the micro-pragmatic mechanisms through which everyday expressions shape
political meaning remain underexplored. This study addresses this gap by analysing how pragmatic
markers contribute to the implicit manipulation and ideological positioning of speakers in European
parliamentary discourse. The aim of the paper is to provide tools for the analysis of manipulation
and to show how micro-level pragmatic markers can reveal implicit persuasive strategies such as
presupposing agreement or invoking shared knowledge. Drawing on the EUROPARL corpus of
European Parliament debates, Critical Discourse Analysis, and Furkd’s (2019, 2020) critical-
pragmatic approach, it analyzes markers such as of course, well, but, and you know. The study shows
that while traditionally linked to cohesion and interaction management, these markers also play
pivotal roles in populist and strategic discursive practices. The interplay of evidential markers,
modal adverbs, and general extenders reveals how they jointly background information, reinforce
polarization, and recontextualize arguments. Their frequency, distribution, and co-occurrence
patterns reflect broader socio-political trends and manipulative strategies of legitimation. Far from
being ancillary, pragmatic markers are integral to authority enactment, ideological contestation,
suppression of alternative viewpoints, and consensus-building. In addition to corpus methods, the
study explores Al-assisted tools for identifying and categorizing pragmatic phenomena in large
political corpora, highlighting both their potential and limitations. By integrating pragmatics, corpus
linguistics, and CDA, it advances an interdisciplinary approach to language, power, and politics in
parliamentary settings.
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lparmatuyeckne mapkepbl U ngeonoruyeckoe
nosuuuoHuposanue B EUROPARL: kopnycHoe uccnepgoBanue

IMetep Baaunt ®YPKO'='P<

Yuusepcumem pepopmamcroii yepxeu umenu Kaponu I'acnapa é Benepuu,
byoanewm, Benepus
DA< furko.peter@kre.hu

AHHOTAIUS

[Monurnueckoe yoexaeHHe B MHCTUTYLIMOHAIbHOM KOHTEKCTE 4acTO ONMUPAETCS HE HA OTKPBITYIO
apryMEHTAIIMIO, & HA HeSIBHBIC JINHTBUCTHUECKUE CUTHAIBI. HEeCMOTpS Ha TO, YTO KPUTHYCCKHIA TUC-
kypc-aHanm3 (CDA) mmpoko mccienoBan WaeojJornieckue CTpaTerud Ha MakpoypOBHE, MHKPO-
MparMaTUIeCKUe MEXaHU3MBI, IOCPEJICTBOM KOTOPBIX TIOBCCIHEBHBIC BRICKA3bIBaAHUS (DOPMUPYIOT
MOJIUTHYECKUH CMBICII, OCTAIOTCSl HEAOCTATOUYHO M3Y4YEHHBIMHU. /[aHHOE MCCIIeJOBaHUE YCTPaHsET
ATOT Mpo0eN, aHATU3HUPYS, KaK MparMaTHIeCKUe MapKephbl CIIOCOOCTBYIOT UMILTHIIUTHON MaHHITY-
TSI ¥ UACOJOTHICCKOMY IMO3UIIOHUPOBAHUIO CIIUKEPOB B €BPOICHCKOM IMapIaMEHTCKOM JHC-
kypce. Llenms cTaThy — MpeioKUTh HHCTPYMEHTHI TSl aHAIM3a MAHUITYJISAIAN U ITOKa3aTh, KaK
IparMaTudeckue MapKepbl HAa MUKPOYPOBHE MOTYT PAaCKPHIBATh MMIUIHIIUTHBIE CTPAaTeTHH yOexke-
HUS, TaKHE KaK MPEATIOIOKEHIE O COTJIACHH FUTH WCIIONB30BaHME oOmmX 3HaHWH. Omupasce Ha
Kopiryc MarepuaioB nebaroB EBpomeiickoro mapmamenra EUROPARL u kpuTHKO-TIparmMaTide-
ckuit mogxon dypxo (2019, 2020), aHamU3UPYIOTCS TaKKe MapKephl, Kak of course, well, but u you
know. IlpoBeneHHBIN KPUTHYECKUH AMCKYpC-aHAIN3 MOKa3aj, YTO, XOTS 3TH MapKephl TPaJHIU-
OHHO PacCMaTPUBAIOTCS KaK CPEACTBAa OPTaHU3AIMH TEKCTa, OHH TaKKe UTPAlOT KIIOUEBYIO POJb
B CTPAaTErHYECKUX JUCKYPCHBHBIX MPAKTHKaX. B3auMoOIeHCTBHE [0Ka3aTeIbHBIX MAapKEpPOB,
MOJIIbHBIX HApPEUWil M OOIIMX paCIIUPUTENICH COBMECTHO (POPMHUPYIOT (POHOBYIO HH(POPMAIIHIO,
YCHJIMBAIOT TOJSIPU3AIMI0 U PEKOHTECKCTYATH3UPYIOT apryMEHTHL. JacTOTHOCTH YHOTpEOJICHUs
MparMaTUIeCKuX MapKepOB, MX PACIPEACICHUE U MATTCPHBI COBMECTHOM BCTPEYaeMOCTH OTpa-
KaroT OoJice MIMPOKHE COIUATBHO-ITONUTHYCCKIE TEHACHIIMM W MAaHHITYJSTHBHBIC CTPATCTHU.
HccrnenoBanne moka3ano, 4To MparMaTidecKue MapKephl SBISFOTCS BaXKHBIM CPEICTBOM JIEMOH-
CTpAIINH BIIACTH, UICOIOTUIECKOM OOPHOBI, ITOTaBICHUS HHOT'O MHEHHS U TOCTI)KEHUS KOHCEHCYCa.
[MoMHMO KOPITyCHBIX METOJIOB, B MICCICIOBAHUHU PACCMATPUBAIOTCS WHCTPYMEHTHI C TOJICPIKKOM
WU, ucnione3yemple A7 BBIABICHUS M KaTETOPH3AlUU MParMaTHIecKuX (EHOMEHOB B KPYITHBIX
MTOMUTHYECKUX Kopiycax. OTMedaeTcst Kak UX MOTEHIIHAN, TaKk U orpaHmdeHus. MaTerpamms mpar-
MaTHKH, KOPITYCHOH JHHTBHCTUKA W KPUTHYECKOTO IFICKypC-aHaIM3a Pa3BUBACT MEKIMCIUILIN-
HapHbIH MOIX0/1 K M3YUYEHHIO B3aMMOJICHCTBHS SI3bIKA, BIACTH H IMOJUTHUKH B TAPJIAMEHTCKOMH cpeie.
KutioueBble cil0Ba: npasmamuieckue Mapkepul, NApAAMEHMCKUL OUCKYPC, KPUMU4eCcKUll OUCKYpC-
aHanus, udeoso2uiecKoe NO3UYUOHUPOBAHUe, KOPNYCHASA TUH2BUCUKA, MAHURYIAMUSHbIE CIpame-
2ul, NONYIUCMCKASL pUMOPUKA
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1. Introduction

Language is a fundamental tool of politics, shaping power relations not only
through explicit propositions but also through subtle cues. Among these, pragmatic
markers have often been dismissed as minor fillers, yet research shows they can
carry significant ideological weight by guiding interpretation, projecting stance, and
managing interpersonal alignment (e.g., Aijjmer 2013: 42, Fischer 2006: 118). In
parliamentary debate, where persuasion and legitimacy are continually negotiated,
markers such as well, of course, you know, or but can influence perceptions and
ideological positioning. The present paper is informed by CDA-pragmatic studies
that demonstrated how subtle linguistic cues such as modality and evidentiality
construe ideological bias under the guise of neutrality (e.g., Larina et al. 2019).

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) has examined how language enacts power
and ideology, but has largely focused on semantic and rhetorical strategies.
Pragmatic linguistics, meanwhile, has richly described markers’ roles in coherence,
politeness, and stance-taking without linking these to ideology. This study bridges
these strands by analysing pragmatic markers as instruments of ideological
positioning in European Parliament (EP) debates. It explores how they naturalize
viewpoints as common sense, challenge opposing stances, and foster rapport with
audiences.

The study aims to provide tools for the analysis of manipulation, to show how
micro-level markers like of course or you know can reveal implicit persuasive
strategies such as presupposing agreement or invoking shared knowledge. It also
provides interdisciplinary insight by demonstrating the value of integrating CDA
and Critical Discourse Theory with descriptive pragmatics to explain how markers
sustain or contest power relations, while also recognizing that Al itself has been
framed as an ideology reshaping social institutions through power, manipulation,
and domination. It integrates Al tools by assessing the potential of large language
models (e.g., ChatGPT) to detect and interpret pragmatic markers in large corpora,
noting both their added value and limitations.

Following this introduction, the paper reviews the relevant literature, outlines
a corpus-based methodology, presents quantitative and qualitative findings, and
interprets them in light of ideological positioning and manipulative discourse
strategies. The discussion also considers Al’s role in complementing the analysis,
before concluding with the study’s contributions and directions for future research
on language, ideology, and pragmatics in political discourse.
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2. Literature review

Pragmatic markers (PMs) are linguistic items that do not alter propositional
content but serve crucial textual and interpersonal functions. Classic studies
(Schiffrin 1987) identified their role in organizing discourse, while Fraser (1996:
168) defined them as expressions shaping pragmatic interpretation rather than truth-
conditional meaning. Subsequent approaches — from Conversation Analysis to
Relevance Theory and interactional sociolinguistics — have shown that PMs
manage turn-taking, mitigate face threats, and signal stance (Fischer 2006, Aijmer
2013).

More recently, PMs — traditionally viewed as non-ideological — have been
re-evaluated as carriers of ideological meaning. Following Rocher’s (1969) classic
sociological perspective, ideology can be understood as a structured system of ideas
and judgements that both explain and justify the position of a group, drawing on
shared values and orienting its future course of action. Wodak (2007: 203) urged
integrating pragmatics into CDA, noting that hedges, fillers, and turn initiators can
index power and stance. This aligns with Fairclough’s (1995: 136ff) concept of the
“conversationalization” of public discourse, where institutional talk adopts
colloquial features to appear relatable. Historical corpus research on British
parliamentary debates (Hiltunen & Vartiainen 2024) confirms increased
informality, with markers such as you know and well projecting solidarity and
aligning with populist appeals.

In political contexts specifically, PMs support persuasion within formal norms.
They can naturalize stances as self-evident (of course), downplay specifics (and so
on), or manage interpersonal relations (well as a mitigator). Furk6 (2019, 2020)
showed that evidential markers, general extenders, and stance markers often serve
manipulative ends, aligning with van Dijk’s (1993) concept of “ideological work.”
Other studies highlight how boosters (indeed, clearly) reinforce authority, while
adversatives (buf) pivot from concession to preferred stance, foregrounding one
view over another. Engagement markers such as you know can build in-group
solidarity, a hallmark of populist rhetoric (Wodak 2015: section 4.1).

From a critical perspective, Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and Critical
Discourse Studies (CDS) traditionally focus on overt rhetorical devices, but micro-
level features like PMs also contribute to power dynamics. They can reinforce the
“ideological square” (van Dijk 1993: 249), naturalizing in-group virtues and
problematizing the out-group (We, of course... compared with They, well...). Subtle
markers of attitude (frankly, honestly) may lend unwarranted credibility, while
general extenders (phrases such as and so on, used at the end of lists to mark the
list as incomplete) can obscure contentious details (de Saussure 2007: 152,
Taubayev 2015: 254). Recent cross-cultural research (Ponton et al. 2025) expands
this perspective, showing how pronouns and ‘we-strategies’ enact consensus and
ideological alignment across political systems.

Methodologically, Corpus-Assisted Discourse Studies (CADS) have enabled
large-scale analysis of PMs, revealing frequency spikes that correlate with
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ideological confrontation or political strategy shifts. This evidence reinforces
qualitative descriptive (e.g., Stubbs 1996) and critical (e.g., Flowerdew &
Richardson 2017) studies by demonstrating that PMs are used systematically in the
construction of ideology.

In sum, PMs are polyfunctional resources operating at the intersection of
cohesion, stance-taking, and ideological positioning. This study builds on Furkd
(2019, 2020) and others by examining their role in European parliamentary
discourse through a corpus-based CDA approach, connecting micro-level language
choices to broader political strategies.

3. Data and methodology

This study uses the English-language subset of the EUROPARL corpus (ENA,
August 15, 2025)! with a view to avoiding translation issues and focussing on
original utterances. We compiled a 1-million-word sub-corpus of parliamentary
debates from the past two decades, selecting sessions with high ideological
contention (e.g., immigration, sovereignty, economic policy) to capture strategic
language use across parties, countries, and political alignments.

PMs were identified through a combined automated and manual process. An
initial list — based on Furk6 (2020: 151, 196) — included discourse markers (well,
now), stance markers (I think, you know, frankly), evidential/modal items (of
course, surely), conjunctive connectors (but, however), general extenders (and so
on, or whatever), and fillers. We searched the corpus using Sketch Engine as well
as AntConc and Python scripts, then manually excluded non-pragmatic uses (e.g.,
well as an adverb of manner). Each occurrence was annotated for one or more
functional categories: Evidential/Certainty, Contrast/Counterargument,
Interpersonal/Engagement, Hedging/Qualification, Filler/Pauser, and General
Extender.

Analysis followed a corpus-based CDA framework (Wodak 2015, Hart 2018),
combining quantitative measures (frequency, dispersion, collocation) with close
qualitative reading. Collocational patterns (e.g., of course we, but I) and PM clusters
(e.g., well, frankly) were examined for rhetorical effects and compared with the
British National Corpus (BNC) as well as the Hansard Corpus (ENA, August 15,
2025)? as reference points. We aligned PM usage with five manipulative strategies
from CDA: suppression, polarization, recontextualization, conversationalization,
and ambiguity.

An exploratory Al-assisted component tested whether GPT-4 could reliably
identify and interpret PMs taking possible hallucinations and confabulations into
consideration. We provided short corpus extracts (150-200 words) and prompted
the model to highlight PMs and comment on their function. Outputs were compared
to manual coding for insight into the model’s utility and limitations, echoing recent

! https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
2 http://hansard-corpus.org
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computational work (Wise & El Barj 2023: 3) on machine learning detection of
hedges and authority markers.

Reliability was ensured through double-coding of a subset of data by an
additional analyst, resolution of disagreements via established pragmatic criteria,
and statistical checks (e.g., dispersion plots) to avoid skew from single debates or
speakers. Example excerpts included in the paper were selected for
representativeness, while all identifying political details were anonymized.

The aim of the mixed-method design — quantitative corpus analysis,
qualitative CDA interpretation, and exploratory Al-assisted review — was to enable
both breadth and depth in tracing how pragmatic markers contribute to ideological
positioning in European parliamentary discourse.

4. Results of the analysis

In this section, we report the findings of our corpus-based analysis, illustrating
how pragmatic markers operate in parliamentary discourse to reinforce or challenge
ideological positions. The analysis is structured around several functional
categories of pragmatic markers, although overlaps are common since a single
marker instance can serve multiple functions. For each category, we highlight
quantitative trends (frequency or distributional patterns) and qualitative insights
(illustrative examples and their discursive effects).

4.1. Evidential and certainty markers: Asserting common ground

Evidential or certainty markers include items that convey the speaker’s
assessment of a statement’s truth, obviousness, or shared acceptance. Examples
from our data include of course, indeed, obviously, clearly, in fact, surely, as well
as certain uses of phrases like / believe (when used assertively rather than
tentatively). These markers were found to be pervasive in parliamentary speech.
Quantitatively, of course was among the most frequent multi-word pragmatic
markers in the corpus, appearing on average 5.89 times per 10,000 words
(henceforth tpttw). Its usage spanned speakers from different political groups, but
the analysis revealed a common thread: of course often prefaced statements that the
speaker wanted to present as uncontested or taken for granted.

(1) Of course, we want a strong Europe that protects its citizens. (ENA,
August 15, 2025)*

Here, of course is used to frame the proposition (we want a strong Europe that
protects citizens) as something beyond doubt or debate. The effect is twofold: it
posits unity and consensus (implying that everyone in the chamber, or at least the
speaker’s in-group, must agree on this goal) and it implicitly marginalizes any
dissent (anyone not wanting that would seem unreasonable). This aligns with the
strategy of naturalization of ideology — making an ideological commitment

3 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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(support for a strong protective Europe) appear as common sense. Such usage
corroborates Simon-Vandenbergen et al.’s (2007: 31) point about presupposition:
of course presupposes agreement. In our corpus, right-leaning and left-leaning
speakers alike used of course to preemptively close debate on core values (e.g.,
“Of course we care about human rights,” “Of course national security is
paramount”), even if they subsequently diverged on the means of policy
implementation. This evidential marker thus serves as a face-saving and consensus-
building device: challenging an “of course” statement risks positioning the speaker
outside the presumed consensus.

Other certainty markers like indeed (2.94 tpttw) and clearly (3.58 tpttw) were
also frequently used to strengthen claims. /ndeed often appeared in supportive
follow-ups: e.g., “Our economy is improving. Indeed, unemployment has fallen to
record lows.” This marker signals reinforcement or confirmation of a point, adding
emphasis that the speaker’s argument is grounded in reality or evidence. In
ideological terms, indeed helps a speaker build authority, suggesting that facts are
on their side (thus any opposing claims are implicitly less factual). Clearly and
obviously serve a similar affirming function; however, they can carry a slightly
confrontational undertone — obviously in parliamentary speech often came up in
rebuttals: “Clearly, the opposition has not considered the full implications of this
law,” or “Obviously, what my colleague fails to mention is...”. Here the pragmatic
marker clearly casts the speaker’s subsequent correction as self-evident truth, thus
describing the opponent as either ignorant or deceptive for not acknowledging it.
This is a subtle form of delegitimization through pragmatic phrasing. It resonates
with van Dijk’s (1993: 250) notion that elites in discourse establish their version of
reality as the authoritative one, effectively dismissing others’ versions as clearly
misguided.

One interesting finding was how speakers modulated certainty markers to
manage epistemic stance. When a speaker wanted to avoid appearing too dogmatic,
they occasionally paired certainty markers with personal attribution: e.g., ““I believe,
of course, that...” or “Of course, in my view,...”. By inserting “I believe” or “in my
view,” the speaker adds a slight hedge acknowledging personal stance, yet still
retains of course to imply that their belief aligns with common sense. This interplay
of hedging and certainty reflects Hyland’s (2005: 138ff) notion of balancing
boosters and hedges in academic writing, here manifesting in political discourse. It
allows politicians to push a viewpoint as obvious while maintaining a veneer of
humility or subjectivity (“it’s just my reasonable opinion that happens to be
obvious™).

4.2. Adversative and contrastive markers: Managing counter-arguments

But (28.94 tpttw) is by far the most frequent adversative marker in our
corpus — unsurprising, as argumentation thrives on contrast and rebuttal. However,
its pragmatic role extends beyond that of a mere conjunction. In political speeches,
but often serves to orchestrate a specific rhetoric: acknowledge something to appear
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fair or thorough, then pivot to the main point which often undermines what was
acknowledged. We observed a pattern where speakers would use but to navigate
ideological safe ground before moving to contentious claims.

(2) The proposal has some merits, but it is ultimately unacceptable to our
group because it undermines national sovereignty.” (ENA, August 15,
2025)*

In this example, everything before but is a strategic concession (“has some
merits” is a mild positive). This concession may signal acknowledgement of a
competing ideology or of a general principle (e.g., a proposal deemed socially
progressive, hence “some merits”’). However, the use of but indicates that the
speaker’s principal stance follows—namely, rejection of the proposal on
ideological grounds (c.f., national sovereignty, a typical concern of certain
ideological camps). Here, but mitigates the preceding concession and steers the
audience’s attention toward the subsequent argument. From a CDA perspective,
this structure allows the speaker to appear reasonable and balanced (acknowledging
both sides) while effectively prioritizing their partisan stance — a tactic of apparent
concession that strengthens argumentative force. Such use of but is so routine in
parliamentary dialectic that even listeners expect that any phrase before but might
be perfunctory. It ties into the broader ideological strategy of framing: by
structuring discourse as “Yes, X is true, but Y,” the speaker frames Y (their
viewpoint) as the conclusion to be remembered, whereas X (the opponent’s point)
is framed as subordinate or the exception to the rule.

Other contrastive markers identified include however (13.82 tpttw),
vet (12.72 tpttw) and nevertheless (5.3 tpttw), which tended to appear in more
formal registers (often read from prepared speeches). These function similarly to
but in indicating a turn to a counterpoint. We found that sowever is often sentence-
initial in transcripts (e.g., “However, we must consider...”), reflecting written-style
influence; whereas but is more common mid-sentence in spontaneous remarks (“...
merits, but it is unacceptable ...””). Pragmatically, however can carry a slightly more
polite or measured tone than but. For instance, in diplomatic exchanges on the floor,
an MEP might say: “I appreciate the Commission’s efforts; sowever, 1 remain
skeptical about the timeline.” The difference is subtle: however separates the
clauses more cleanly, allowing the speaker to delineate the positive and negative
clearly, whereas but blends them into one sentence, often for punchier delivery.

One particularly political use of adversatives is in managing face and
mitigating direct confrontation. Instead of directly contradicting a fellow politician,
a speaker might employ a pseudo-agreement followed by but. e.g., “I understand
what my colleague is saying, but I think he is overlooking...”. The phrase
“I understand” here is not a PM per se but works in tandem with but as a politeness
strategy. It acknowledges the colleague’s perspective (saving their face) just enough
before delivering disagreement. This relates to the distinction between impersonal

4 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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and personal argumentation: PMs that distance the idea from the individual (e.g.,
“I understand him, but the idea...”) frame the conflict as concerning ideas rather
than personal competence. But can thus serve an important role in institutional
politeness — it lets debate occur without overt personal attacks, adhering to
parliamentary norms.

Interestingly, we noticed that some speakers, particularly those from more
consensus-driven political cultures or parties, would sometimes avoid starting a
sentence with but, opting for longer formulations such as “That may be so;
however,...” or even breaking into a new sentence starting with However.
In contrast, more combative debaters frequently used but in rapid-fire exchanges
(e.g., interjecting “But that’s not true” in heated moments). This pattern suggests a
stylistic divide that may correlate with ideology or debating style: a more
confrontational, populist approach might use ‘but’ to directly interject and refute,
whereas a more technocratic or diplomatic approach tends to employ more
elaborate constructions to maintain decorum.

4.3. Interpersonal and engagement markers: Building solidarity or control

Pragmatic markers that directly engage the audience or manage the speaker-
hearer relationship were also prominent. Chief among these in our corpus is you
know (4.001 tpttw in EUROPARL compared with 4.61 tpttw in BNC), a classic
example of an interpersonal marker. You know appeared in our data both in its
canonical use (seeking confirmation or indicating shared knowledge) and as a
general filler. Quantitatively, you know was less common in the formal plenary
speeches (which often are prepared or read out) but more frequent in spontaneous
moments such as Question and Answer sessions or (counter-)interjections. It was
also more likely to appear in speeches by certain politicians known for a
plainspoken style. When you know is used in the European Parliament context, it
often seems intended to bring listeners onto the same page, as if appealing to
common sense or shared experience.

(3) We've been negotiating this for years, and, you know, nothing has really
changed on the ground. (ENA, August 15, 2025)°

Here you know is used as a rhetorical device to invite the audience (fellow
MEPs or the public via broadcast) to agree that the situation is obvious or familiar;
it functions as a softener and inviter of concurrence. In doing so, you know can
create a sense of camaraderie or in-group understanding between the speaker and
audience, which is powerful in ideological alignment, at the same time feeding
polarization: those who disagree are implicitly cast as outsiders.

Other engagement markers include tag questions (e.g., isn’t it? or don’t we?),
which were relatively infrequent in our corpus, possibly reflecting the less dialogic
nature of parliamentary speech compared with everyday conversation. Nonetheless,

5 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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we found instances such as “We can all agree that democracy is non-negotiable,
can’t we? " uttered by a speaker trying to pressure a consensus. The tag can’t we?
is a strong engagement move, turning a statement into a collective agreement check.
If no one objects, it creates the record that the assembly agrees. If someone did
object, they risk appearing contrary to democracy itself in this example. Hence,
such markers can put argumentative pressure on the audience to align.

Well (5.18 tpttw) deserves mention here too, as it often appears at the start of
responses to questions or interjections, functioning as a conversational pivot. For
example, when challenged, a minister might start their reply with “Well,” — this
indicates they are addressing the point but possibly disagree. In our notes we
observed that well at turn-initial position frequently co-occurred with subtle shifts
in footing, such as moving from defense to offense in argument, carrying the
speaker over a potential moment of tension. It provides a brief pause and facilitates
a transition into what could be a face-threatening act (e.g., contradicting a high-
ranking official). This usage aligns with classic descriptions of well as a marker of
dispreferred responses (e.g., Pomerantz 1984: 60). In parliamentary discourse,
where open conflict is moderated by formal politeness, well thus shows up as a
hedge, mitigator of an FTA, a function which we now turn to.

4.4. Hedges and discourse mitigators: Calibrating strength and ambiguity

In addition to expressing certainty or directness, a key function of PMs is to do
the opposite — hedging or introducing ambiguity. Hedging functions of epistemic
DMs such as maybe (0.9 tpttw), perhaps (9.07 tpttw), sort of (2.83 tpttw), kind of
(5.81 tpttw), I think (in a tentative sense) (0.9 tpttw) were present in the corpus,
though their distribution was skewed. They appeared more in deliberative contexts
or when speakers were discussing complex, uncertain issues (e.g., economic
forecasts, hypothetical scenarios) and less so when making ideological statements
of principle. In parliamentary debates, showing uncertainty can sometimes weaken
a position, so politicians often avoid too much hedging on core stances. However,
we did observe a strategic use of hedges when dealing with facts or predictions that
could be contested.

(4) The reforms will probably yield results in a few years, but we cannot be
entirely sure at this stage. (ENA, August 15, 2025)°

Here probably and the phrase cannot be entirely sure serve to preempt
criticism — the speaker acknowledges uncertainty proactively, which can build
credibility by appearing honest and realistic. It is a way to prevent opponents from
later saying “you promised X would happen.” Thus, hedging in this case is a defense
against future face threat.

In manipulative political discourse, ambiguity and vagueness may at times be
deliberate (Bavelas 1983: 285). Such effects can be reinforced by pragmatic

¢ https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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markers, for instance when speakers employ general extenders or placeholders. As
noted, general extenders like “and so on” (1.54 tpttw), “and things like that” (0.01
tpttw), “or whatever” (0.17 tpttw) leave statements open-ended. In our corpus,
these markers were infrequent, appearing in contexts where the speaker sought to
avoid specifics or gloss over details.

(5) The opposition has obstructed, delayed, and so on, every attempt at
progress. (ENA, August 15, 2025)7

In this example, ‘and so on’ vaguely alludes to additional negative actions
without naming them, creating a smear effect while withholding any concrete
allegation the opposing side could directly rebut. Thus, this strategy is a way to
imply a larger pattern of negative behavior indirectly.

Another interesting case is the use of etcetera (1.34 tpttw) in formal speech.
Saying “the policy covers health, education, infrastructure, etc.” in the middle of
a speech may simply reflect brevity, but it can also obscure what exactly is being
referred to. When used evasively, it may conceal a lack of detailed knowledge or
omit contentious sub-items subsumed under “etc.” Given the high manipulative
potential of political discourse, the question arises why a speaker might trail off
rather than provide a full enumeration.

We also found that some speakers employed the phrase “if you will”
(0.25 tpttw), or its continental variant “so to say” (0.01 tpttw). “If you will” is a
softener that suggests a formulation is not exact, allowing wiggle room.

(6) This plan is a reset, if you will, of our economic model. (ENA,
August 15, 2025)*

The if you will signals to the audience that reset is a metaphor or an
unconventional term here, inviting a certain interpretation but not insisting on it. In
terms of toning down pragmatic force, this can make a bold claim more palatable
by appearing tentative or colloquial (“if you’ll allow me to use that word”). It serves
as a hedge that also engages the listener’s permission. Such moves may lessen
immediate pushback, as the speaker appears self-aware and receptive to nuance.

4.5. Quotation and recontextualization markers: Distancing and legitimizing

Yet another category highlighted by previous research (Furko 2020: 411f) is
quotation markers — phrases that indicate reported speech or a shift in voice, such
as “so-called” (3.38 tpttw), “quote ... unquote” (0.001 tpttw), or even tonal quotes
implied in the transcript. In our largely textual analysis, detecting the latter is,
naturally, challenging. As for the former, when a politician refers to an initiative as
“the so-called ‘Stability Pact’”, the premodifier so-called casts doubt and
distancing on the term Stability Pact. Pragmatically, so-called signals that the
speaker does not endorse the legitimacy or accuracy of the quoted term, framing it

7 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
8 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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as a misnomer or propaganda, delegitimizing the opponent’s framing and
recontextualizing it in a skeptical light. In the example given, saying so-called
Stability Pact implies it might not bring stability at all, without directly saying “the
Stability and Growth Pact is misnamed.” Such markers allow an undercurrent of
criticism while maintaining plausible deniability of outright attack.

We also found instances where speakers explicitly say quote’ or use air quote
around a term (this was sometimes indicated by the transcribers as “quote,
unquote” around a word). For instance:

(7) ...the quote ‘green revolution’ unquote the opposition touts.(ENA,
August 15, 2025)°

This usage clearly shows the speaker’s disagreement with the term green
revolution, insinuating that it is an empty slogan or misleading label. This
constitutes metapragmatic commentary — commenting on other’s language to
undermine it. By doing so, politicians engage in discursive contestation, disputing
not only ideas but also the terminology and framing used to present them.

Recontextualization also occurs when speakers use pragmatic markers to insert
someone else’s voice or a hypothetical voice. For example, rhetorical devices like
“they say” or “some claim that ... well, let me tell you” were observed. They say
acts almost like a PM introducing a reported viewpoint which the speaker then often
refutes. It constructs a straw man or an opposing stance for the purpose of refuting
it. While they say (0.65 tpttw) is not traditionally listed as a PM, its pragmatic role
in these speeches is analogous to a quotation marker — it flags an upcoming
perspective as attributed to others; often unspecified others, which can be
rhetorically useful because it avoids naming and potentially legitimizing a specific
opponent.

(8) They say we are spending too much, but look at the results — well, I say
you can’t put a price on social stability.” (ENA, August 15, 2025)"’

In this example, they say introduces a criticism vaguely attributed to
opponents. The speaker then uses but to counter it, and inserts the PM wel/ in the
reply “well, I say you can’t put a price...”. Here well adds a colloquial
assertiveness, a tone of scoffing at the referents of “they.” It is as if the speaker takes
a moment (well, I say...) to position themselves against the cited criticism, which
dramatizes the contrast. This layered use of markers — they say (introduce
opposition view), but (negate it), well (mark the speaker’s own retort) —
exemplifies how pragmatic markers can work together to structure a dialogic
narrative
in a monologue, giving the impression of debate and refutation all within one
speaker’s turn.

° https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
10 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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4.6. Co-occurrence highlights

Our quantitative analysis revealed that certain markers had strong co-
occurrence tendencies, suggesting idiomatic political usages. For instance, of
course frequently followed and (forming and of course), often when adding a point:

(9) We need to boost innovation and of course support our small businesses.
(ENA, August 15, 2025)"!

This phraseology might reflect a rhetorical norm of including an obvious or
agreeable addition after a more controversial main point, using and of course to
frame it as an afterthought that everyone agrees on. Similarly, but of course
appeared when speakers conceded something but then still emphasized
inevitability: “We must reduce spending, but of course, not at the expense of the
most vulnerable,” blending contrast with an assurance of consensus on a value.

Markers like you know showed high collocation with personal pronouns (7 and
we) and cognitive verbs (think, see), which is expected as it often appears in phrases
like you know I think... or you know we can’t.... This underscores its role in
maintaining listener engagement in personal or collective reasoning statements.

Another pattern was the use of multiple markers in a row or in proximity,
which we term pragmatic marker clustering. We saw sequences like: “Well, you
know, perhaps we should...”. The layering of well + you know + perhaps at the
start of a statement imbues it with interpersonal and hedging functions: well (I'm
responding thoughtfully), you know (we share this understanding), perhaps (I won’t
assert too strongly). The result is a highly mitigated suggestion, appropriate for a
tentative proposal or broaching a delicate topic. By contrast, frankly often co-
occurred with but:

(10) Frankly, I wish we could support this, but we can’t. (ENA, August 15,
2025)"

The frankly serves as a marker of honesty or directness, attempting to lend
credibility to the unpleasant message that follows after but. These combinations
show that pragmatic markers can be stacked to achieve a nuanced tone. Politicians
adeptly mix them to simultaneously address multiple pragmatic needs (e.g.,
sounding honest while disagreeing, without alienating the audience).

Lastly, we note an interesting frequency trend: during emotionally charged
debates (e.g., following a crisis or a contentious vote), there was a spike in the usage
of direct appeal markers and emotive emphasis conveyed by indeed, truly and
honestly. In emotionally charged moments, some speakers relied on these markers
to underscore sincerity or intensity:

(11) We are truly at a crossroads indeed, and honestly, our citizens expect
leadership. (ENA, August 15, 2025)"

1 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
12 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
13 https://www.statmt.org/europarl/
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In the case of truly (2.69 tpttw) and honestly (0.36 tpttw) we can observe a
fuzzy boundary between PMs and propositional lexical items, i.e. their repetitive
use suggests semantic bleaching: they lose much of their original descriptive force
(“truthful,” “sincere”) and instead function mainly as discourse devices to add
emphasis or signal sincerity. (cf. Brinton 2017: 31) — with a function to persuade
the audience of the speaker’s earnestness. From a critical perspective, one could
argue this is a discursive strategy of ingratiation, using language to align oneself
with the people’s supposed sentiment (as in authenticity claims: “honestly, I am just
as frustrated as you are”).

In sum, the data show that pragmatic markers permeate parliamentary
discourse in patterned ways that correlate with argumentative moves and
ideological strategies. The next section will discuss what these findings mean for
our understanding of political communication and the subtle mechanics of
manipulation and positioning in discourse.

5. Discussion

The above analysis reveals that pragmatic markers, often overlooked as mere
fillers or connective devices, play a consequential role in shaping parliamentary
discourse and the ideologies it conveys. In this section, we discuss the implications
of these findings in light of the study’s research questions and the broader
theoretical frameworks introduced earlier. We also evaluate how the integration of
corpus methods and Al tools contributed to these insights, reflecting on
interdisciplinary implications for linguistics and political communication research.

5.1. Pragmatic markers as vehicles of ideology and power

One of the central findings is that PMs contribute actively to ideological
positioning in parliamentary discourse. They do so by operating in the background
of utterances to frame statements, align speakers with audiences, and preempt
resistance. This supports and extends Furkd’s (2020: 79ff) contention that
discourse-pragmatic devices are integral to how authority and consensus are
enacted in language. The evidence from the EUROPARL corpus shows that
markers such as of course and clearly are not incidental; they help construct an
ideological common ground where the speaker’s views are the norm. This is a
powerful subtle tactic. By the time a parliamentarian has said “Of course, we must
do X,” they have already set the terms of the debate: to disagree is to go against
what is “of course.” Van Dijk’s work on ideology noted that ideologies often work
through implicit assumptions and shared knowledge in discourse (van Dijk
2008: 233); here we see pragmatic markers as a linguistic means to inject those
assumptions (the taken-for-granted truths) into the conversation.

Moreover, pragmatic markers facilitate the exercise of power by shaping the
flow and tone of discourse. Strategic use of but, for instance, allows a speaker to
steer the agenda so that attention shifts toward their counter-argument rather than
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the original point. This represents a linguistic manifestation of power, as it
determines which aspect of the argument is foregrounded. Similarly, markers like
well and you know allow a speaker to manage interruptions or challenges gracefully,
maintaining a position of composure and inclusivity. These moves accumulate to
maintain what Bourdieu (1991: 170) would call symbolic power: the power to
impose a vision of reality (in this case, through how issues are talked about). A
politician who frequently says “you know” might give the impression that the
public is on their side (since “you” presumably includes the public), thus exerting
a subtle claim to speak for the people — a hallmark of populist authority claims.

Our findings also illustrate how pragmatic markers tie into populist discourse
strategies as described by, for example, De Cleen (2019) or Musolff (2016).
Populist rhetoric often involves constructing a dichotomy between the rational,
honest common folk and the corrupt, deceitful elite. Pragmatic markers facilitate
this in two ways: (1) Conversationalization — making political speech sound like
everyday talk — was evident in the usage spikes of colloquial markers (vou know,
well, just, kind of). This aligns with the trend of colloquialization observed in British
parliamentary discourse in the Hansard corpus (cf. Hiltunen & Vartiainen 2024),
and in EUROPARL it was often the more populist or outsider voices that embraced
it. By using informal markers, these speakers discursively downplayed the
institutional distance, attempting to sound like “one of the people” rather than an
aloof politician. (2) Polarization and Legitimization — markers helped polarize by
reinforcing in-group knowledge (e.g., “we all know”) and delegitimized out-group
narratives (through quotation markers like “so-called’). When a representative says
“the so-called experts”, that single marker so-called casts doubt on an entire
group’s credibility, resonating with an anti-elitist ideological stance.

Additionally, pragmatic markers were found to aid in the suppression or
backgrounding of counter-arguments, which is a subtle form of exercising
discursive power. By using general extenders or trailing off with efc., speakers
minimize what is left unsaid. This can intentionally or unintentionally suppress
further detail or alternative viewpoints. If an MEP lists positives of a policy and
ends with “and so on,” they might be glossing over other benefits (or costs) that
they choose not to articulate — effectively removing them from the immediate
debate space. This connects to the critical concept of agenda-setting in discourse:
not everything gets voiced or elaborated upon. Pragmatic markers can be a
linguistic tool for trimming the agenda in one’s favor. As Fairclough (2003: 55)
noted, what is not said (and how it is omitted) can be as important as what is said
in maintaining hegemonic narratives.

5.2. Interdisciplinary reflections: Bridging pragmatics and CDA

Our study underscores the importance of bridging pragmatic micro-analysis
with critical macro-analysis in discourse. Through the literature review, we noted
how CDA and CDT (Critical Discourse Theory) approach discourse at different
levels — one being more empirically textual, the other more abstractly concerned
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with discourse in social structure. Pragmatic marker analysis provided a concrete
interface between these: it is empirical and textual, yet its import is only understood
via ideological concepts. For example, identifying a spike in of course usage is
empirical; interpreting it as a sign of naturalizing a certain ideology requires critical
theorization about hegemony and common sense. In our discussion of results,
we effectively linked specific linguistic evidence to discursive strategies
such as conversationalization, naturalization, polarization, and legitimation.
This demonstrates a methodological payoff of combining corpus pragmatics with
CDA — it allows analysts to quantify and pinpoint sow exactly those strategies
manifest in language patterns.

This interdisciplinary approach also necessitated clarifying terminology, as we
did in adopting the term pragmatic markers over discourse markers. This choice is
not merely pedantic; it reflects an intent to capture these items’ multifunctionality
beyond discourse cohesion. The term pragmatic marker emphasizes their role in
speaker stance and interaction, which made it easier to discuss their ideological
roles. It also connects to critical pragmatics — an area that looks at how context
and power relations affect pragmatic meaning. Wodak’s (2007: 210) call for cross-
theoretical inquiry is essentially answered by studies like this, which treat pragmatic
details as crucial evidence of broader social meaning making.

5.3. The role of Al tools in analyzing pragmatic markers

One of the innovative perspectives of this study was exploring Al assistance
in discourse analysis. The experiment with ChatGPT, though limited, provided
revealing observations. On the positive side, the Al was quite adept at identifying
common pragmatic markers (it reliably highlighted items like well, but, of course,
you know in the input segments). It also generated plausible explanations for their
functions, often consistent with established descriptions in pragmatics. For
instance, for a sentence in our test excerpt, “Well, we should consider the
alternatives,” the Al noted that “well” introduces a suggestion, softening a
potential disagreement. This is essentially correct and matched our analysis. Such
capability suggests that Al could be useful as a first-pass tool in scanning large
volumes of text for potential pragmatic phenomena. It could flag sentences with
PM clusters for in-depth human analysis, thereby expediting some of the labor-
intensive aspects of corpus analysis.

However, the Al also displayed notable limitations. It struggled with more
nuanced or context-dependent aspects. For example, when given a passage where
“of course” was used ironically (the speaker was actually being sarcastic saying
“Of course, the minister has answered everything — not!”), the Al did not catch the
sarcasmy; it interpreted of course straightforwardly as indicating obviousness. This
suggests that Al, at present, lacks true pragmatic competence — it does not grasp
tone, irony, or the extra-linguistic knowledge needed to see when a PM is used
sincerely versus sarcastically. A human analyst immediately sensed the sarcasm
from context (and perhaps tone, if audio were available), understanding that “of
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course” in that context meant the opposite. The AI’s misinterpretation in such cases
1s a cautionary tale: context is quintessential in discourse analysis, and large
language models, while context-sensitive in a textual sense, do not have the real-
world awareness or discourse situation awareness to fully emulate human
interpretation.

Additionally, ChatGPT occasionally over-generalized its explanations. At
times it ascribed a manipulative intent to a marker usage where a human would see
it as routine. For example, it suggested that a particular use of “well” was to “stall
for time and deceive the audience” — an overreach not supported by evidence
(it was simply a typical conversational well). This hints at another limitation: Al
might introduce bias or make assumptions that are not textually grounded,
especially since it has been trained on myriad texts including possibly some with
conspiracy or overinterpretation. It underscores the need for a critical human
perspective: it is necessary for the analyst to confirm whether a purported function
is fulfilled in a particular context.

Nonetheless, the integration of Al is promising for scalability. A tool such as
the PragMaBERT model (Wise & Houda 2023) could process entire corpora and
statistically highlight anomalies or patterns (e.g., a model could flag that “frankly”
is unusually frequent in a certain politician’s speeches relative to others, which
might correlate with a certain persona or strategy). Al can also help in performing
tasks such as clustering contexts of a pragmatic marker to see the common threads.
In our case, manual analysis found patterns (e.g., of course often in initial position
signaling assumed agreement); an Al might cluster all instances of of course and
help quickly surface that pattern.

Importantly, the use of Al in critical analysis raises a meta-issue of whether
algorithms can detect manipulation. As our study shows, markers contribute to
manipulation in often subtle ways. Teaching an Al model what counts as
manipulative use of language requires not just linguistic input but a theory of
manipulation. Some progress is being made — for example, labeling instances of
clear populist rhetoric or known propaganda techniques. Wise & El Barj (2023: 3)
claim their fine-tuned BERT can identify context-dependent manipulative PM use
to a degree. However, such models largely recognize patterns they have seen; they
might not detect novel or highly context-specific manipulations. We therefore view
Al as a tool for human analysts rather than a replacement. It can handle the “what”
(finding markers, counting, basic function labeling) quite well; but the “so what”
— the ideological significance — still requires human critical reasoning.

Our own brief trial suggests that a productive workflow could be Al-assisted
coding followed by human critical interpretation. This resonates with the notion in
digital humanities of “distant reading” (getting the big patterns via computational
means) combined with “close reading” (interpreting specific instances in depth). In
critical discourse studies, where the stakes include understanding propaganda and
ideology, maintaining this human-in-the-loop approach is crucial to avoid missing
cultural nuance or ethical implications. The commentary on Al usage in this paper
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also contributes to the emerging discussion on critical algorithmic studies: just as
we critically examine political language, we must also critically evaluate the Al
tools used for that analysis—questioning their underlying motives, norms, and
assumptions, much like Blodgett et al. (2020) recommend in their call for
interrogating bias measurement methods in NLP.

5.4. Implications for political communication and public discourse

Understanding pragmatic markers in parliamentary discourse has practical
implications beyond linguistics. It sheds light on how politicians achieve persuasive
impact not only through grand rhetoric but through the minutiae of language. Media
training for politicians often focuses on messaging and staying on point; our
findings suggest that training could also usefully focus on pragmatic markers — for
example, advising a speaker to use of course to project confidence, or cautioning
that overuse of hedges like maybe can undermine perceived decisiveness.
Conversely, from a media literacy or public awareness perspective, teaching
citizens to spot these markers and reflect on their effect can be empowering.
If voters recognise that of course, indeed, truly, etc. can function as prompts to
accept a claim as true, they may respond with greater scrutiny to statements
presented as self-evident.

Furthermore, this study’s approach can inform analysis of parliamentary
transcripts by journalists, fact-checkers, or analysts. For instance, identifying that a
leader’s speech relies heavily on “we all know” and “of course” might prompt an
examination of what unspoken assumptions are being pushed. At the same time, it
is important to acknowledge that frequent reliance on such markers may also reflect
individual style or rhetorical habit rather than deliberate ideological bias. However,
our approach also helps differentiate political styles: one politician’s discourse full
of well, I think, perhaps paints a different ethos (maybe more cautious or scholarly)
than another’s filled with clearly, of course, in fact (more assertive, authoritative).
These stylistic differences influence how audiences receive messages. For example,
an assertive style may convince some, whereas others prefer a more subtle
approach. Moreover, each style can be portrayed by media in various lights (e.g.,
as confident as opposed to overconfident or cautious as opposed to weak), and each
framing carries political consequences.

Finally, from a democratic discourse standpoint, awareness of these subtle
linguistic strategies could lead to calls for more clarity and sincerity in politics. If
overused, pragmatic markers can also be double-edged — for example, too many
honestly or frankly can start to ring hollow, potentially eroding trust. At the same
time, it can be risky to rely on such cues as straightforward indicators of sincerity
or credibility, since their pragmatic force depends heavily on context, speaker style,
and audience perception. This once again underlines the need to emphasize the
complementary nature of different analytical tools and methodologies.
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6. Conclusion

This study investigated how pragmatic markers contribute to ideological
positioning and manipulative strategies in parliamentary discourse, employing a
corpus-based CDA approach on European Parliament debates. The analysis
confirms that pragmatic markers — words and phrases such as of course, well, but,
you know, among others — function as linguistic hinges on which the framing of
arguments and the management of interpersonal relations turn. Through these small
pivots of language, speakers suppress dissent, invite agreement, construct in-groups
and out-groups, and steer the interpretation of their statements in ways that align
with their ideological objectives.

Several key insights emerge from the research. First, pragmatic markers are
instrumental in making certain ideologies appear as common sense. By embedding
presuppositions and shared assumptions into debate (e.g., “of course we all agree
on X”), politicians can naturalize their viewpoints and subtly delegitimize opposing
perspectives without overt confrontation. While it is true that similar strategies also
occur in everyday dialogue and interaction, their use in parliamentary discourse is
particularly consequential because of the heightened stakes of political
communication and the potential to shape collective decision-making. Second,
pragmatic markers facilitate strategic maneuvering in argumentation: they help
speakers balance politeness with assertiveness (through hedges and boosters),
manage counter-arguments (through adversatives like but and concessive
structures), and maintain a persona of credibility or relatability (through
engagement markers like you know and conversational tone). These micro-level
tactics accumulate into macro-level persuasive and manipulative effects that are
central to critical discourse concerns. In essence, the competition for public support
in parliamentary debates is waged not by content alone but also through the cadence
and pragmatic cues of language.

Methodologically, the study demonstrates the value of combining corpus
linguistics with critical discourse analysis to study political language. The corpus
approach provided empirical evidence of patterns (such as frequency trends and
co-occurrences) that lend weight to our interpretations, moving the analysis beyond
anecdotal observations to more robust generalizations. At the same time,
the CDA perspective ensured that we kept sight of power relations and ideology
when interpreting those patterns. The exploratory integration of Al (via a large
language model) highlighted a frontier for future research — one where human
expertise and machine assistance could jointly handle the analysis of ever-growing
political text archives. While current Al tools have limitations in grasping nuance
and context, they hold promise for preprocessing and highlighting potential areas
of interest, thus freeing analysts to focus on deeper interpretative work.
Future advancements might see more sophisticated models capable of detecting
pragmatic and rhetorical strategies, but our findings suggest that human critical
judgment will remain indispensable to correctly interpret and contextualize what
the machines find.
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For the fields of linguistic pragmatics and discourse analysis, this study
reinforces that semantically bleached, extremely context-dependent elements such
as pragmatic markers deserve a central place in analyses of ideology and power. It
encourages further corpus-based pragmatic studies across different languages and
settings — for instance, comparing how pragmatic marker usage in parliaments
varies between cultures or political systems, or how it evolves over time with
changing political norms. The fact that our data was from a multilingual institution
(the EU Parliament) also invites cross-linguistic questions: the question arises if
equivalent markers in other languages carry the same ideological functions, or if
there are culturally specific pragmatic devices that play similar roles. Given the
scope of EUROPARL, future research could expand into those directions,
enhancing our understanding of pragmatics in a global political context.

In conclusion, by zooming into the “small” words of parliamentary debates,
we gain insight into the dynamics of persuasion, consensus, and dissent in
democratic processes. Pragmatic markers serve both cohesive and mitigating
functions in parliamentary dialogue: they bind arguments into a coherent,
seemingly commonsense narrative and smooth over disagreements and transitions.
Recognizing their role enriches our comprehension of political rhetoric, reminding
us that every well, of course, or you know in a political speech may be doing more
covert work than meets the ear. Awareness of these cues can help both analysts and
citizens engage more critically with political language. While it is often observed
that citizens are increasingly positioned as passive consumers of political discourse,
fostering such awareness can contribute to more active, reflective forms of
participation. From a research perspective, continued examination of these subtle
mechanisms contributes to a more nuanced understanding of how language, power,
and ideology intertwine in discourse. The present study has aimed to contribute to
this ongoing inquiry by offering an empirically grounded account of pragmatic
markers in the service of political persuasion and ideological positioning.
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Abstract

For a long time spoken language has been interpreted through the lens of written norms, often
producing analytical models that are partial or distorted. Traditional approaches overlooked how
prosody shapes discourse structure and meaning. The aim of the study is to develop a segmentation
model that adequately represents the organization of spontaneous conversational speech. The
analysis draws on an excerpt from a pragmatic corpus of colloquial speech, examined at the
monologic level within the Val.Es.Co. framework (Briz & Val.Es.Co. 2014). Methodologically, it
combines acoustic analysis with Hidalgo’s (2019) Interactive-Functional Analysis (IFA) model.
Using Praat software, pitch movement, melodic contours, and prosodic boundaries are examined to
identify speech acts and subacts (smaller constituent units). Results show that prosodic features —
pitch declination, hierarchical organization, and integration — effectively demarcate discourse units
that syntactic criteria often miss. The case study confirms that the principles of Pitch Declination
(PDP), Hierarchy/Recursivity (H/RP), and Integration (IP) align with the segmentation into acts and
subacts, supporting intonation as a key cue for delimiting meaningful conversational units. By
prioritizing prosody and aligning segmentation practices with the realities of oral communication,
this research advances our understanding of the functional principles underpinning real-time
construction and interpretation of meaning. The proposed model enhances the representation of
spontaneous speech by providing a pragmaprosodic analytical framework that positions prosody as
a central organizing principle and encourages a shift from static, syntax-based paradigms toward
context-sensitive analyses that reflect the true dynamics of spoken language.
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CermeHTaLUMA CNOHTAHHOI peyu C NOMOLLbIO
WHTEPaKTUBHO-PYHKLIMOHANbLHOIO NPOCOANYECKOro NOAX0AA

AnTtonuo UJAJIBIO HABAPPO =04, Hoasiua PYAHO ITMKEPAC

Ynueepcumem Banencuu, Banencus, Hcnanus
<l Antonio.hidalgo@uv.es

AHHOTALMA

Jonroe Bpemst yCTHasl pedb MHTEPIPETHPOBAIACH Yepe3 MPU3MY MHCbMEHHBIX HOPM, YTO YacTo
MMPUBOAUIJIO K CO3aHUI0 YaCTUYHBIX HUJIN MCKAKCHHBIX aHAJTUTUYCCKUX MO}ICJ’[Cﬁ. TpaI[I/IHI/IOHHBIC
MOJXO/bl YIYCKAJIM M3 BUAY TO, Kak Mpocoaus (HOPMUPYET CTPYKTYpy M 3HAUSHHE JTUCKypca.
Lenbio JaHHOTO KCCIIEIOBAHUS SBIISIETCS pa3pabOTKa MOJIENN CErMEHTAIINY CIIOHTAaHHOW Pa3roBop-
HOW peuH, aJICKBaTHO OTPAXKAIOIICH e opranu3anuto. J[jis anamusa B3sIT parMeHT U3 mparMaTiye-
CKOT'0 KOpITyca pa3roBOpHOM peyu, HCCIIEI0BAHHOTO Ha MOHOJIOTMYECKOM YPOBHE B paMKax MOJAEIH
Val.Es.Co. (Briz & Val.Es.Co. 2014). MeTon070rHYECKH OH COYETaeT aKyCTUYCCKUN aHAIW3
C MOJIENIbI0O MHTEPaKTHBHO-(GYHKIMOHANbHOTo anain3a (Hidalgo 2019). [lns BeIsIBIEHHS peueBBIX
aKTOB ¥ cy0aKToB (OoJyiee MENKHX €AMHHII) C TOMOIIBIO POrpaMMHOT0 obecnieueHust Praat nccie-
IYyIOTCS JBW)KEHHE TOHA, MEJIOJUYECKHE KOHTYPHI M IIPOCOAMYECKHE TpaHUIbL. Pe3ynbrars
MOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO MPOCOIMYCCKUE XAPAKTEPUCTHUKH — CHM)KEHHE BBICOTBHI TOHA, HepapXUUeCcKast
opraHu3anus ¥ uHTerpaus — 3GQPEKTUBHO Pa3rPaHUYUBAIOT SIUHHUIIBI AUCKYPCa, KOTOPBIE CHH-
TAKCHUYECKUE KPUTEPUH YacTO yIyckaroT. MccneaoBanne NoATBEPKIAET, YTO MPUHIIHUITBI CHIXKCHUS
BBICOTHI TOHA, HEPAPXUK/PEKYPCUBHOCTH U MHTETPALIUK COTJIACYIOTCS C CErMEHTAIMEH Ha aKThl U
MOJAKTHl M TOJICPKUBACT MICI0O O TOM, YTO WHTOHAIMS SBJSIETCS KIIIOYEBBIM OPHUEHTHPOM JJIsI
BBIJICNICHUS] 3HAYUMBIX Pa3rOBOPHBIX eAnHuI. OToaBas MPUOPHUTET MPOCOANH M COTIIACYST METO/IbI
CCIMCHTAIlMU C pCaiusIMU yCTHOI‘/II KOMMYHHUKAIIUU, TaHHOC UCCIICAOBAHNUEC paCINPACT HAIIC IOHU-
MaHHC (byHKI_[I/IOHaJ'[I)HI)IX IMIPUHIUIIOB, JIC)KAIIHUX B OCHOBE IMOCTPOCHHUA U MHTCPIIPETALIUU CMBICTIA
B peaJbHOM BpeMeHH. [Ipeiaraemast MoJIesb yITydIaeT perpe3eHTaluio CIOHTaHHO! peyn, peso-
CTaBJISIsI TPArManpOCOMUYECKYI0 aHATUTHIECKYIO CTPYKTYPY, KOTOPasi MO3UIIHOHUPYET MPOCOIHIO
KaK IIEHTPaJIbHBIA OpPraHu3yIOUIUH MPUHIMIT U CIIOCOOCTBYET MEPEX01Ly OT CTaTUYHBIX, OCHOBAH-
HBIX Ha CUHTAKCHUCE MAapajirM, K KOHTEKCTHO-3aBUCHMOMY aHAINU3y, OTPAXKAIOIIEMy HUCTHHHYIO
JMHAMUKY Pa3srOBOPHOM peyn.

Knrouesvle cnoea: npacmamuueckuii KOPHYyC, PpA32060PHASL peub, OUCKYPCUBHASL NPOCOOUS,
QYHKYUYU UHMOHAYUY, CE2MEHMAYUS PEYU, CUNMAKCUC

Jos uuTupoBaHus:

Hidalgo Navarro A., Ruano Piqueras N. The segmentation of spontaneous speech from an
interactive-functional prosodic approach. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4.
P. 817-836. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-45757

1. Introduction

In the study of spoken language — or, more precisely, of casual conversation
as its most representative manifestation — the traditional® notion of the “sentence”

"' We refer to the ‘traditional’ sense as understood in Western grammatical tradition until approxi-
mately the first half of the 20th century, although more recent views such as structuralist, function-
alist, generative, etc. may also be included in this perspective.

818


mailto:Antonio.hidalgo@uv.es
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-45757
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6534-4168
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9513-9600

Antonio Hidalgo Navarro, Noelia Ruano Piqueras. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 817-836

proves analytically inadequate. The frequent occurrence of interruptions,
suspensions, ellipses, and non-canonical word orders in spontaneous speech might
suggest a certain degree of incoherence or disorder. However, in actual language
use (unplanned interaction), strictly “grammatical sentences” appear much less
frequently than in planned and formal written language.

A more suitable framework for examining spoken discourse can be found in
prosodic approaches. Nevertheless, research on intonation has predominantly relied
on laboratory corpora, which are often composed of scripted utterances or speech
elicited by the researcher, thus facilitating the isolation and categorization of the
target prosodic contours (Cantero & Font 2009: 21). Consequently, the
interdependence between syntax and other linguistic levels has been conceptualized
in a rather limited way, focusing mainly on the analysis of “well-formed” or neutral
sentences. This perspective, however, fails to capture the genuine dynamics of
spoken language, offering instead a linguistically sanitized or “artificial”
representation of discourse.

Therefore, the aim of this study is to propose the segmentation of discourse
units in conversation from a pragmaprosodic perspective, with the goal of enabling,
in the future, more extensive analyses based on conversational corpora (constructed
pragmatically) that reflect the informal register of the language.

From this point, it is worth posing several fundamental research questions
around which the present study is articulated:

e How does prosody contribute to the segmentation and organization of
discourse in spontaneous conversation beyond the boundaries defined by traditional
syntax?

e What analytical differences emerge between discourse segmentation based
on syntactic criteria and that grounded in a pragmaprosodic perspective?

e How can the application of a pragmaprosodic approach improve the
description and analysis of colloquial conversation compared to models derived
from laboratory or scripted speech corpora?

e Which prosodic criteria or parameters are most relevant for delimiting
meaningful discourse units in spontaneous conversation?

2. Discourse organization in conversation

The present work proposes an approach to the analysis of oral discourse based
on intonational principles as a key tool for segmentation. In order to address this
object of study precisely, it is necessary, first, to clarify certain notions related both
to the informal register of the language (2.1) and to the structuring role of intonation
in shaping syntax in “colloquial” contexts (2.2).

Of particular relevance in this regard are Bally’s (1909) observations on the
principles underlying discourse segmentation:

— Intonation and rhythm as primary delimiters. Bally gave special
prominence to prosodic features—intonation, rhythm, and related cues—as central
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in structuring expression. These elements provide natural boundaries in spoken
discourse, often cutting across or diverging from syntactic divisions.

— The sentence as an expressive unit. Rather than viewing the sentence as a
purely logical or grammatical construct, Bally conceptualized it as a communicative
unit animated by expressive force. This perspective opens the way to considering
discourse units that extend beyond the formal sentence.

— Subjectivity and segmentation. By foregrounding the expressive and
affective dimension of language, Bally demonstrated that segmentation is shaped
not only by linguistic structure but also by the speaker’s need to articulate emotions
and perspectives.

In sum, while Bally did not formulate a systematic theory of discourse
segmentation, his emphasis on prosody as an organizing principle, alongside his
insights on the expressive nature of the sentence and the role of subjectivity,
anticipates later approaches that frame discourse segmentation as a phenomenon
shaped by cognitive and communicative constraints as much as by grammar.

2.1. Syntax and colloquial conversation

When reference is made to “spontaneous oral discourse”, it fundamentally
alludes to the colloquial use of language in its oral form (Payrat6 1988: 52,
1990:181, Lamiquiz 1989: 40-41), whose essence lies, above all, in the
inherent need to establish and maintain interaction between interlocutors. It is the
most direct and natural communicative modality, a faithful reflection of language
in use, as it arises from the speaker’s intention to be understood and to ensure the
effectiveness of the communicative exchange (Munoz Cortés 1958: 91, Criado de
Val 1959: 217, Criado de Val 1980:13, Sandru 1988: 501, Lamiquiz 1989: 4041,
Payrat6 1990: 181).

From this perspective, conversation — and, in particular, colloquial
conversation — is configured as a register defined by the co-presence of
interlocutors (situated discourse), its inescapable orientation towards the here and
now, and the existence of a shared, immediate referential framework. These
features give this type of interaction a strongly deictic character (Criado
de Val 1966, Criado de Val 1980: 14, 17, 27, Lorenzo 1977: 173-175, Vigara
Tauste 1980: 13, 1984: 29, Lamiquiz 1989: 40—41, Berschin 1989: 40, Biihler
2011). Added to this is the fact that, in conversational communication, speakers
usually share experiences or maintain bonds of trust — whether affective, friendly,
or simply familiar — which encourages the relaxation of certain social norms and
gives utterances a more subjective and close tone (Moreno 1986: 354-355, Vigara
Tauste 1980: 15, Vigara Tauste 1984: 29, Criado de Val 1980: 17, Céardenas &
Pérez 1986: 5).

Consequently, it is an informal speech style in which spontaneity, economy of
expressive resources, and naturalness prevail over structural complexity or the
selection of a careful or “elevated” lexicon. Ultimately, it is a communicative
modality in which feedback is facilitated by a certain “communicative tension”
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between participants, especially when accessible, non-specialized topics
are discussed, a circumstance that enhances involvement and active
participation by interlocutors (Moreno 1986: 354-355, Céardenas & Pérez 1986: 5,
Payrat6 1990: 181).

In light of the above, the analysis of “colloquial” syntax requires that
spontaneous conversation be considered an inexhaustible source of variation and
exceptions to codified grammatical norms. Therefore, this type of discourse cannot
be adequately understood through rigid normative frameworks, but rather requires
flexible approaches that align with its real dynamics. This view has its roots in the
first half of the 20th century. For example, Frei (1929) examined what he called
‘marginal phenomena’ in discourse: deviations from the norm (errors, colloquial
forms, slang, and unstable or innovative uses, etc.). Rather than treating them as
accidental deviations, Frei proposed that they be studied systematically under the
label of francais avancé, as they reveal the functional mechanisms of language
evolution. In other words, he interpreted such phenomena in relation to the
fundamental communicative needs that, in his opinion, govern linguistic change:
the tendency towards assimilation versus differentiation, the search for brevity
versus the need for stability, and the impulse for expressiveness. By embodying
these conflicting pressures, marginal forms often anticipate developments that are
later integrated into the grammatical system. In short, these phenomena offer unique
insight into the dynamics of the linguistic system. For Frei, therefore, marginal
phenomena are not peripheral curiosities, but a privileged window into the
processes of change and a necessary object of study for descriptive and functional
grammar.

2.2. Colloquial syntax and intonation: prosodic segmentation of conversation

Despite Karcevski's important observation (1931), in which he argues very
convincingly that the sentence is a phonological unit in its own right, structured by
intonation and prosodic segmentation, intonation has generally occupied a
secondary place in grammatical studies (and Spanish grammar has been no
exception to this). Karcevski's assertions have not been considered in the sense of
demonstrating that prosody does not always align with syntax: while grammar
divides discourse into syntactic units, intonation introduces its own articulation,
marking modality, focus, and information structure. For Karcevski, this
demonstrates the relative autonomy of prosody, which interacts with grammar but
cannot be reduced to it, and therefore must be studied as a distinct system within
language.

However, following a more general trend (different from Karcevski's previous
one), the Nueva Gramadatica de la Lengua Espariola (2010) appears to relegate its
structuring function to an accessory level in relation to syntax, as the following
statement shows:

«Se ha explicado que cada funcion sintéctica se caracteriza por la presencia de
diversas marcas o exponentes gramaticales. Estas marcas son, fundamentalmente,

821



Antonio Hidalgo Navarro, Noelia Ruano Piqueras. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 817-836

la concordancia, la posicion sintactica, la presencia de preposiciones y a veces la
entonacion» (NGLE, 1.12r).

While this perspective may be partially valid in the realm of written language,
various researchers have emphasized that, in spoken language, intonation plays a
primary organizational role, far from being merely an accessory feature.

2.2.1. Background: a brief overview

In this regard, Narbona (1986: 247-249), when addressing suspended
constructions, underlines that «la suspensién de muchas frases no obedece, como
es l6gico, a una voluntad de ahorrar esfuerzo lingiiistico alguno, sino a una clara
finalidad expresiva, que puede plasmarse de modo diverso». In his analyses, he
shows examples in which suspension becomes an expressive device of an
inquisitive, emphatic, or evaluative type, highlighting that «la linea melddica es,
una vez mas, marca decisivay.

Likewise, in a later work focused on improper adverbial clauses, Narbona
(1990a) stresses the importance of extragrammatical elements for an adequate
interpretation. Thus, in utterances such as De no haberlo ocupado él, lo hubiera (o
habria) ocupado yo, he notes that «no hay relacion condicional porque aparezca de
+ infinitivo (compuesto)...», since what actually determines the conditional reading
is the interaction of the verb form, the arrangement of elements, pauses, and
intonation. Moreover, when comparing concessive and adversative constructions,
he observes that «las oraciones le ha hecho la vida imposible, pero continua
queriéndola / aunque le ha hecho la vida imposible, continua queriéndola no
significan “lo mismo”», emphasizing the decisive role of melodic contour and
pause in differentiating the semantic relationship between segments.

More broadly, Narbona (1990b: 1039) argues that «la organizacion de las
secuencias coloquiales se halla en gran medida mediatizada por la estructuracién
tematico-informativa...», and that prosody performs an organizing role that often
proves more decisive than conventional syntactic-semantic resources. He maintains
this line of argument in his later studies. In his reflections on word order in Spanish,
he contends that «la discusion acerca de si el espafiol es 0 no una lengua del tipo
S[ujeto]-V[erbo]-O[bjeto] (...) no puede plantearse, pues, en general, sino en
funcion de las condiciones enunciativas...», and concludes that «el poder
demarcativo-integrador de los recursos prosddicos es el que acaba de moldear la
estructuracion sintéctica...», stressing the importance of the descending tonal
declination as an organizing factor in colloquial speech. Silva-Corvalan (1984)
expresses similar ideas based on a more theoretical study related to topicalisation
and word order.

For her part, Fuentes Rodriguez (1998, 2013) has made significant
contributions regarding the role of prosody in discourse. In her analysis of
parenthetical structures, she interprets them as necessary interruptions to facilitate
information processing, delimited by semicadences, in contrast to asides or
parenthetical insertions, which are distinguished by semianticadences (2013: 80).
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2.2.2. Towards a proposal for prosodic segmentation
of spontaneous oral discourse

From this perspective, adequately segmenting oral discourse requires starting
from the actual phonetic flow, identifying those minimal units perceived as
cohesive blocks from a prosodic standpoint, each of which features a main accent
and its own melodic contour.

However, these prosodic units do not always strictly coincide with syntactic-
semantic structures, although they can be described as intonation groups or minimal
utterance units. In any event, the issue of terminology in discourse segmentation is
far from straightforward, since different research traditions have introduced distinct
labels to denote comparable units. Thus, for example, within the framework of
Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST), Carlson, Marcu & Okurowski (2003) employ
the term “elementary discourse units” (EDUs) to refer to the minimal segments that
constitute the building blocks of rhetorical relations in a text. These units are
formally and operationally defined, with the specific goal of ensuring consistent
annotation during corpus development.

Adopting a different stance, Chafe (1994) examines the connection between
language, consciousness and time in spontaneous speech. He proposes the concept
of “intonation units”, which represent the segmentation of the speaker’s stream of
thought into manageable portions. Such units are identified not only through
prosodic features, but also by the cognitive constraints that operate in speech
production. While Chafe’s intonation units and the EDUs of RST rest on divergent
theoretical grounds—one being rooted in cognitive processing and the other in text
structure—both are intended to account for the fundamental building blocks of
discourse organisation.

The approach we propose in this study, therefore, assumes that recognising the
coexistence of multiple labels for similar constructs allows for a more transparent
dialogue between different approaches and helps to situate the analysis within the
broader landscape of discourse studies. Consequently, prosodic elements emerge as
indispensable factors in determining the operational units in spoken discourse.
Likewise, it is necessary to move towards segmentation models that take into account
both monological and dialogical discourse (Narbona 2008: 558). This segmentation
approach, however, poses notable difficulties: identifying melodic patterns from a
phonetic perspective, systematically describing their phonological features, and
organizing their functional repertoire are complex tasks. Although the perception of
tonal groups seems intuitive to the listener, precisely delimiting their acoustic
boundaries represents a considerable methodological challenge. Segmentation also
varies according to factors such as communicative style, speech rate, information
structure, or thematic nature. Moreover, there is still no consensus regarding which
prosodic elements constitute the minimal units that generate linguistically relevant
meaning contrasts, especially in conversational contexts, where semantics and
pragmatics constantly interact. Likewise, pauses are not always a reliable indicator
for locating tonal group boundaries, as spontaneous speech tends to display a
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dynamic rhythm and brief pauses. In many cases, it is melodic inflection that
unequivocally marks the transition from one group to another.

Therefore, there are solid arguments in favor of prosodic segmentation as an
analytical strategy for the study of colloquial speech. If the intonation unit is
conceived as a unit of meaning, it is logical that speakers articulate their discourse
in coherent melodic fragments, which not only facilitate immediate comprehension
but also enhance information retention and memorization, even when the order of
information is altered — a common feature of spontaneous communication.

In this framework, intonation constitutes a highly complex parameter that
requires precise analytical tools to avoid incomplete or chaotic descriptions. In this
regard, the Interactive-Functional Analysis (IFA) model formulated by Hidalgo
(2019) offers a valuable methodological perspective. This model posits that
intonation operates along two functional axes — syntagmatic and paradigmatic —
and manifests at two levels: monologic (single-speaker discourse) and dialogic
(interaction between two or more interlocutors).

At the monologic level, Syntagmatic Monologic Functions (SSMMFF) and
Paradigmatic Monologic Functions (PPMMFF) are identified. Prosody delimits
intonation groups through local melodic patterns that fulfill demarcation and
integration functions. Each communicative act is also structured around a global
melodic contour associated with communicative values organized into:

— the Primary Modal Function (PMF), which corresponds to neutral patterns
without major pragmatic implications (e.g., neutral assertion, direct question, etc.);

— the Secondary Modal Function (SMF), which includes more marked or
expressive intonations, commonly recognized by members of a speech community.

At the dialogic level, intonation acts as an instrument of interactive
coordination. Here, Syntagmatic Dialogic Functions (SSDDFF) are distinguished,
such as topicalizations, as well as Paradigmatic Dialogic Functions (PPDDFF),
which require an active response from the interlocutor, as is the case with
exclamatory contours, ironic nuances, or cover mechanisms.

2.2.3. Units of oral discourse and prosody

As outlined above, prosodic segmentation must be applied to real discourse
units, since conventional grammatical structures are insufficient to describe the
complexity of colloquial conversation (see 2.2.1). To this end, this work adopts the
structural model developed by the Val.Es.Co. group (Briz & Val.Es.Co. 2014),
which distinguishes between dialogic and monologic levels, allowing for a more
precise functional distribution of intonational resources.

At the dialogic level, the model establishes three units: the dialogue,
understood as the largest unit; the exchange, which comprises a sequence of turns;
and the turn or intervention, which is the minimal unit at this level. At the
monologic level, the intervention is the main unit, capable of performing various
functions, such as opening an exchange, responding to a previous contribution, or
performing both actions simultaneously. Within this level, the act and the subact
are identified as subordinate units, clearly delimited by prosodic and semantic cues.
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As will be developed in section 3, the analysis proposed here focuses on the
monologic level, both due to space constraints and because there is empirical
evidence linking specific prosodic patterns to the act and subact (Briz & Val.Es.Co.
2003, Briz & Val.Es.Co. 2014, Hidalgo 2003, Hidalgo 2006, Hidalgo 2016, Hidalgo
& Padilla 2006, Cabedo 2013, Pons 2016).

The act constitutes the minimal unit of communicative action, isolable through
prosodic, semantic, and lexical indicators that delimit its scope and characterized
by an identifiable melodic pattern. Each act can be internally broken down into
subacts. The subact, in turn, is defined as an informational segment delimited by
prosodic and semantic markers, which manifests as a succession of cohesive blocks
within the continuous phonetic flow.

Section 3 will illustrate, through a case study, how prosodic segmentation
contributes to representing monologic structure in conversation, and will outline a
specific methodology to systematically apply this analytical approach.

3. A practical case of spoken discourse segmentation
at the monologic level: The prosodic perspective

Below, we apply the modular approach of the IFA model to the segmentation
of a conversational excerpt. This segmentation process adopts a prosodic
perspective and also integrates the structural framework of the Val.Es.Co. model.
However, due to space limitations and following the discussion in section 2.2.3, we
do not develop the hypothesis of discourse boundary-marking in its entirety here.
Instead, our practical proposal is restricted to the monologic level: we focus
exclusively on segmentation phenomena within the domains of the intervention, the
act, and the subact. A more complex analysis of intonational segmentation at the
dialogic level remains outside the scope of this study.

3.1. Reference corpus

The corpus selected for the analysis is the following fragment of spoken
discourse, specifically an intervention extracted from an authentic conversation:

A: preparas un trabajo entre variost/y entonces? pues tienes que exponerlo/
luego al-/ y bueno/ luego el grupo? si quiere pues te hacee/ preguntast/ y
eso|// y nada y aquil/ creo que es todo mds pues— un poco mds a la tuya/
también se hacen trabajos? pero noo se hacen tantas exposiciones— no estan
tan encima de ti| por decirlo de alguna manera

(Translation: So you do a project with a few peoplet and thent you have to
present it/ then the group-/ and yes/ then the group? if they want, they can like/
ask you questions?/ and that’s it} // and yeah, here I think everything depends a
bit more on you/ you still do projects but there aren’t so many presentations—
they’re not breathing down your neck/ or anything like that|//)

This intervention consists of five acts?, which can be identified by applying the
Val.Es.Co. criteria discussed in section 2.2.3:

2 The transcription system used in the following excerpt can be consulted in the final Annex of this work.
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1. preparas un trabajo entre varios?1/y entonces? pues tienes que exponerlo|

2. luego al-/ y bueno/ luego el grupo?l si quiere pues te hace preguntas?l/ y
esol//

3. y nada y aquit/ creo que es todo mas pues— un poco mas a la tuya)

4. también se hacen trabajos?t pero noo se hacen tantas exposiciones—»

5. no estan tan encima de ti| por decirlo de alguna manera|//

Translation:

1. So you do a project with some peoplet and then? you have to present it

2. then the group-/ and yeah/ then the group? if they want, they can like ask
you questions?/ and that’s it} //

3. And yeah, here I think everything depends a bit more on you|

4. You still do projects? but there aren’t so many presentations—

5. They’re not breathing down your neck| or anything like that|//

3.2. Internal prosodic-structural analysis of each act

Once the acts forming the turn have been structurally delimited, we conducted
an acoustic analysis of the internal configuration of each act using Praat (ENA,
November 29, 2025)3. Each act has been divided into its constituent Intonation
Groups (IGs), and the initial and final FO of each act have been indicated. Below,
the internal prosodic structure of each act is presented, along with a stylised
representation of the melodic contour for each of the five acts analysed prosodically
(Figures 1, 2, 3,4 and 5).

ACT 1
[Initial FO: 244 Hz] preparas un trabajo entre varios?1/ (1st IG/Ist subact) y
entonces? (2nd 1G/2nd subact) pues tienes que exponerlo| (3rd 1G/3rd
subact) [Final FO: 204 Hz]. Figure 1 presents the stylised representation of
the melodic contour for Act 1:

Frequency (Hz)
[
—>

o
q.001839 358
Time (s)

244 Hz - 1st1G / 2nd IG / 3rd IG - 204 Hz

Figure 1. Stylised representation of the intonation contour of ACT 1

3 https://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/praat/download win.html
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ACT 2
[Initial FO: 203 Hz] luego al-/ (1st IG / Self-repair) y bueno| (2nd IG / 1st subact) luego
el grupo? (3rd IG / 2nd subact) si quiere pues te hace preguntas? (4th IG / 3rd subact) y

eso) (5th IG / 4th subact) // [Final FO: 118 Hz]. Figure 2 illustrates the stylised melodic
contour of Act 2:

500

Frequency (Hz)

Time (s)

203 Hz - 1st1G/ 2nd IG / 3rd IG / 4th IG / 5th IG > 118 Hz
Figure 2. Stylised representation of the intonation contour of ACT 2

ACT 3
[Initial FO: 245 Hz] y nada y aquit/ (Ist IG / 1st subact) creo que es todo mas
pues— (2nd IG / 2nd subact) un poco mas a la tuya| (3rd IG / 3rd subact)
[Final FO: 193 Hz]. Figure 3 shows the stylised melodic contour for Act 3:

500-

Frequency (Hz)

0 2452
Time (s)

245Hz - 1st1G/ 2nd IG / 3rd IG = 193 Hz

Figure 3. Stylised representation of the intonation contour of ACT 3

ACT 4
[Initial FO: 223 Hz] también se hacen trabajos? (1st IG / 1st subact) pero noo
se hacen tantas exposiciones— (2nd IG / 2nd subact) [Final F0O: 222 Hz].
Figure 4 corresponds to the stylised melodic contour of Act 4:
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Frequency (Hz)
| -

Time (s)

223 Hz > 1stIG/ 2nd IG = 222 Hz
Figure 4. Stylised representation of the intonation contour of ACT 4

ACTS5
[Initial FO: 212 Hz] no estan tan encima de ti| (1st IG / 1st subact) por decirlo
de alguna maneral// (2nd IG / 2nd subact) [Final F0O: 183 Hz]. Figure 5
represents the stylised melodic contour of Act 5:

Frequency (Hz)
N

0 14
Time (s)

212 Hz - 1st1G / 2nd IG - 183 Hz

Figure 5. Stylised representation of the intonation contour of ACT 5

4, Discussion

This section of the results discussion addresses a central question: whether
there is, in fact, a systematic correspondence between prosodic structuring and the
segmentation into subacts. To explore this issue, the acoustic analysis is employed
to reveal the precise nature of the prosodic relations established among the subacts
or intonation groups that together constitute each act. Far from being a merely
descriptive exercise, this analysis is designed to demonstrate how prosodic
organization actively shapes discourse segmentation. The inquiry is firmly
anchored in three prosodic-structural principles articulated by Hidalgo (2019: 128—
136), which serve as the conceptual framework for evaluating the explanatory
power of prosody in the structuring of discourse:
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a) Pitch Declination Principle (PDP)

This principle refers to the gradual lowering of the fundamental frequency (FO)
throughout an assertive act. It also considers that the two main tonal reference points
(initial and final) within contiguous intonational groups tend to show progressively
lower pitch levels in the subsequent group(s) compared to the preceding ones.

b) Hierarchy/Recursivity Principle (HP/RP)

This principle highlights the prosodic system’s capacity to generate recursive
tonal patterns, which allow for the hierarchical organisation of intonational units.
Intermediate tonal segments may display prosodic reinitialisation, which does not
substantially disrupt the overall prosodic flow, unless such interruption is
pragmatically or contextually motivated by the act itself.

¢) Integration Principle (IP)

This principle refers to the integration of successive intonational units, which
may form a single act or a sequence of two (or more) consecutive acts that remain
prosodically coherent.

The extent to which these principles are met (sections 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3) will
offer insights into the feasibility of the proposed segmentation model.

4.1. Pitch Declination Principle (PDP)

Regarding the PDP, we observe that the majority of the segmented speech acts
conform to this principle, as they exhibit a progressive decrease in FO from
beginning to end:

e Act I: Initial FO 244 / Final FO 204

e Act 2: Initial FO 203 / Final FO 118

e Act 3: Initial FO 245 / Final FO 193

e Act 5: Initial FO 212 / Final FO 183

Act 4, however, displays a relatively stable melodic contour, with the initial
and final FO values being practically identical (223 and 222, respectively). This can
be interpreted as an assertive act with low assertiveness — in other words, the
speaker (a woman) appears reluctant to sound overly categorical. This allows us to
interpret this contour as pragmatically functioning to soften the assertion.

Another manifestation of the PDP involves what Hidalgo (2019: 129) terms
supradeclination, which occurs when the concatenation of successive declination
lines across individual acts produces a progressive lowering of pitch over a broader
stretch of discourse, such as an entire intervention. In the example analysed here,
this suprasegmental structure is confirmed, since the final FO of the last act is the
lowest among all final FO values within the intervention. Thus, the supramelodic
contour across the entire intervention shows a gradual downward trend, temporarily
interrupted in Acts 3 and 4 due to their high initial FO values (245 and 223,
respectively), but ultimately resuming the main downward tonal trajectory as
described in the HP/RP.
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In summary, we can affirm that the PDP is largely fulfilled throughout the
intervention we have taken as a reference in our analysis.

4.2. Hierarchy/Recursivity Principle (HP/RP)

Examining the melodic structure of Acts 1, 2, and 3, we find certain
fluctuations (sudden rises) in FO within the different subacts that constitute each
act. However, these fluctuations do not entail a break in the PDP; instead, the main
downward tonal line of each act is restored by virtue of the HP/RP, so that in all
these cases the final FO is lower than the initial FO. The exceptional case of Act 4
has already been discussed in section 4.1.

As for Act 5, the melodic structure of its two subacts is relatively regular, since
the aforementioned melodic fluctuations are absent, and the melodic line develops
as a steady descent from start to finish. Therefore, we can state that the HP/RP is
also met throughout the entire intervention.

4.3. Integration Principle (IP)

That the different acts constituting the analysed intervention form distinct
discourse units can be demonstrated not only structurally (according to the
Val.Es.Co. principles) but also prosodically. The presence of downward melodic
inflections (]) at the end of each act (except, as noted, Act 4) indicates that the
prosodic-structural unit has concluded. The final FO associated with these
inflections is also — as we have seen — lower than the initial FO of the respective
acts. This behaviour confirms the effective fulfilment of the IP.

Ultimately, it can be stated in this section of reflection on the conducted
analysis that examining these principles also permits methodological consideration.
Prosodic investigation demands precise and replicable measurement of acoustic
parameters, particularly FO, melodic inflection, and tonal alignment. Tools such as
Praat, when combined with the IFA model, offer an empirically grounded and
reliable segmentation approach, avoiding impressionistic pitfalls. Furthermore, the
observed alignment between prosodic contours and structural segmentation raises
theoretical questions about the nature of prosodic meaning: prosody not only signals
boundaries but can also qualify speech acts independently of lexical-syntactic
content, emphasizing the interaction between prosodic form and pragmatic
function.

5. Conclusions

One of the most enduring challenges in contemporary research on spoken
language is determining how to segment speech into analytically meaningful units.
Unlike written language, where syntax and punctuation provide relatively clear
boundaries, spontaneous discourse resists straightforward segmentation.
Traditional grammatical categories, particularly the “sentence,” fail to capture the
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fluid, fragmented, and context-dependent nature of oral interaction, rendering
syntax-based methods inadequate for rigorous analysis. This limitation underscores
the need for approaches that integrate prosodic, pragmatic, and structural
dimensions of speech.

In response, this study proposes a model that combines Hidalgo’s (2019)
Interactive-Functional Analysis (IFA) with the Val.Es.Co. Group framework,
uniting melodic organization and internal discourse structure into a coherent
segmentation strategy. By integrating prosodic and structural parameters, the model
allows for the identification of discourse boundaries in a manner sensitive to both
the rhythm and functional dynamics of conversation. Empirical analysis of a
representative corpus demonstrates systematic alignment between structural
units—intervention, act, and subact—and Hidalgo’s prosodic principles: the Pitch
Declination Principle (PDP), the Hierarchy/Recursivity Principle (HP/RP), and the
Integration Principle (IP). This correspondence provides strong empirical support
for the model and validates prosodic cues as reliable indicators of meaningful
discourse units.

The findings highlight that prosodic segmentation is not only feasible but also
methodologically advantageous for the analysis of spontaneous interaction. In
colloquial discourse, where syntactic fragmentation and pragmatic fluidity
dominate, intonation emerges as the most consistent and contextually grounded cue
for delimiting discourse units. This observation implies a paradigm shift: moving
from models grounded in syntactic ideals derived from written language toward
frameworks based on observable patterns of language in use. By foregrounding
prosody, this study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of coherence,
structure, and meaning in oral interaction, emphasizing the functional role of
melodic organization in shaping discourse.

A further strength of the proposed approach lies in its potential applicability
across diverse communicative contexts. While the present study focuses on a
specific conversational excerpt, the methodology—particularly the combined use
of the IFA model and the Val.Es.Co. framework—can be systematically extended
to other registers, including formal dialogue, institutional interactions, or media
speech. This opens avenues for comparative research on intonational patterns across
sociolinguistic contexts, offering insights into prosody as a flexible yet universal
organizing principle of discourse. Such studies could clarify how prosodic patterns
adapt to different pragmatic demands while maintaining structural coherence.

Methodologically, the study also demonstrates the rigor required for prosodic
analysis. Accurate measurement of acoustic parameters—fundamental frequency
(FO), melodic inflection, and tonal alignment—is essential for reliable
segmentation. The combined use of Praat software and IFA-derived criteria ensures
reproducibility and empirical grounding, overcoming the limitations of
impressionistic analysis, which, though intuitively appealing, often lacks
consistency and objectivity.
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The results also provoke theoretical reflection on the nature of prosodic
meaning. The alignment between prosodic contours and structural segmentation
raises the question of whether prosody merely marks boundaries or whether it also
conveys independent semantic and pragmatic content. The distinction between
primary and secondary modal functions (PMF and SMF) within the IFA model
supports the latter view: prosody not only organizes discourse but also qualifies
speech acts in ways irreducible to lexical-syntactic content alone. Exploring this
interface between prosodic form and pragmatic function constitutes a critical
challenge for future research.

Finally, this study contributes to a broader reassessment of orality within
linguistic theory. For too long, spoken language has been interpreted through the
lens of written norms, often producing analytical models that are partial or distorted.
By prioritizing prosody and aligning segmentation practices with the realities of
oral communication, this research advances our understanding of the functional
principles underpinning real-time construction and interpretation of meaning. Far
from peripheral, prosodic segmentation emerges as a central concern for the study
of spontaneous human communication, providing both methodological and
theoretical foundations for future investigation.
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ANNEX (Transcription system proposed by Briz and the Val.Es.Co. 2002)

Turn-taking.
A Turn of a speaker identified as A.
? Unrecognized interlocutor.
§ Immediate succession, without noticeable pause, between two utterances by

different speakers.

= Continuation of a participant’s turn during an overlap.
[ Point where an overlap or simultaneous speech begins.
] End of simultaneous speech.

- Restarts and self-interruptions without pause.

/ Short pause, less than half a second.

// Pause between half a second and one second.

/// Pause of one second or longer.

(5”) Silence (gap or interval) of 5 seconds; the number of seconds is indicated for
pauses longer than one second when particularly significant.

™ Rising intonation.

N Falling intonation.

- Sustained or suspended intonation.

A Circumflex intonation (expressive, in declarative statements with rising-falling
tone).

N Marked or emphatic pronunciation.

COCHE Indecipherable fragment.

() Doubtful transcription.
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((...)) Interruptions in the recording or the transcription.

((thing)) Reconstruction of a lexical unit incompletely pronounced, when necessary for
comprehension.

pa’l Syntactic phonetics phenomena between words, especially marked.

°()° Parenthetical. Fragment spoken in a lower, almost whispered voice.

h Aspiration of implosive “s”.

Il Phonetic assimilation.

(COUGHS) When appearing in the margin of utterances. If laughter accompanies speech,
the utterance is transcribed and a footnote indicates “while laughing”.

aaa Vowel lengthening.

nn Consonant lengthening.
Rhetorical questions or exclamations (e.g., exclamatory questions: questions

éil? that do not seek an answer).

év Questions. Also for tags like ¢no?, ieh?

Italic letters: Exclamations.

Footnotes: Reproduction and imitation of utterances. Direct style, typical of so called
conversational narratives.
Pragmatic notes providing information about the circumstances of the
utterance. Additional features of the verbal channel. They add information
necessary for the correct interpretation of certain words (for example, the
foreign equivalent of a word transcribed in the text according to actual
pronunciation), utterances or sequences in the text, some onomatopoeias,
etc.
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Abstract

The paper offers an overview of the frequency and functions of three basic interjections in Greek,
the phonologically minimal a /a/ ‘ah, huh’, € /e/ ‘eh’ and ® or o /o/ ‘oh’, with the aim of identifying
the full range of their uses that have not been dealt with in the literature, which mainly treats them
as elements denoting emotions. The data comes from a variety of Modern Greek corpora, including
the conversational and the literary sub-corpora of the Corpus of Greek Texts (CGT, 1990-2010), the
Corpus of Greek Film Dialogue and, for reasons of diachronic comparison, the Diachronic Corpus
of Greek of the 20th Century (CGT20, 1900-1989). The findings suggest that, although a and e are
both found among the 50 most frequent items, e is three times more frequent that a, while o is almost
non-existent in conversation, in contrast to literary data, especially from an earlier period. In
addition, a, e and o have developed a range of functions beyond mere exclamation, which include
indexing surprise or sudden realization, use in address or as attention signals, evaluation,
intensification, the drawing of implicatures, as well as their use as filled pauses or invariant tags. On
the basis of these extensive pragmatic uses, it is suggested that interjections like a, e and o function
as pragmatic particles having a prominent role in both conversation and its literary and filmic
representation. More generally, it seems that the category of “interjection” covers a wide range of
actual uses that are more akin to pragmatic particles (Beeching 2002), inserts (Biber et al. 1999) or
interactives (Heine 2023), that is elements with a rich contribution to interactive discourse, both in
non-scripted and scripted conversation. Corpora can be instrumental in evaluating this pragmatic
import and its diachronic development.
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MexpaomeTnsa Kak nparmatuyeckue Yactuybl
B HOBOIpe4yeckom A3blKe: UCNob30BaHKe Pa3NIuuHbIX
KOpnycoB AnsA onpepeneHns nparmaTnyeckux GyHKLuil

Juonucuc I'YTCOC2/D<

Hayuonanvuwiti ynusepcumem umenu Kanooucmpuu, Agpunwi, I peyus
><Idgoutsos@phil.uoa.gr

AHHOTALUA

B crarbe npezcTaBieH 0030p YaCTOTHOCTH YNOTPEOJICHUS M (DYHKIMH TPEX OCHOBHBIX MEXIOMe-
THIl TPEYECKOro si3bika — (OHOJOTHUECKH MHHUMAaNbHBIX a /a/ ‘ah, huh’, ¢ /e/ ‘eh’ u w, wnm
o0 /o/ ‘oh’, KOTOpbIe B OCHOBHOM PAacCMaTpUBAIOTCA B JIUTEPAType Kak dJIEMEHTHI, 0003Havuaomue
smoruu. Llenb JaHHOTO MCcie0BaHus — BBISIBUTD ITOJIHBIH CIIEKTP YIIOTPEOICHUH STHX MEXI0Me-
Tui. JlaHHBIE B3STHI U3 PA3IMUYHBIX KOPITYCOB HOBOTPEUECKOTO SI3bIKA, BKJIFOYAs Pa3TOBOPHBIN U JIH-
TepaTypHbI noakopmycsl Kopnyca epeueckux mexcmos (CGT, 1990-2010), a taxxe Kopnyc
2peyeckux KUHOOUAn0208 M, Uil TUaXpOHUYECKOTO CpaBHEHUS, Juaxponuyeckuii Kopnyc zpeue-
ckoeo sazvika XX eexa (CGT20, 1900-1989). Pesynbrarsl mokaszanu, 4To, XOTS o ¥ € BXOJST B YHCIIO
50 Hamboiee YaCTOTHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB, ¢ BCTPEYaeTcs B TPU pas3a dalle, 4eM d, B TO BPeMs Kak
0 TIPaKTHYIECKH HE BCTpPEYaeTCcs B PAasTOBOPHOW pEUYH, B OTJIMYME OT JHUTEPATypHBIX TEKCTOB,
ocobeHHo Ooee paHHEro mepuona. Kpome Toro, BBISIBICHO, UTO @, € M 0 PAa3BIIN psia GYHKIUH,
BBIXOSIIINX 33 PAMKHU IIPOCTOT0 BOCKJIUIIAHUS, CPEI KOTOPBIX YANBICHHE UM BHE3AITHOE OCO3HA-
HHe, 0OpalleHUe WU MPUBJICUCHHE BHUMAHUS, OLIEHKA, YCHJICHUE, a TAK)KE UX HCIIOIb30BaHHE B
Ka4ecTBE 3all0JHUTEINCH May3 I HHBaPUAHTHBIX TeroB. Ha 0cHOBE BBISBICHHBIX IPAarMaTHYECKUX
(bYHKIMH 1esaeTcst MPEANnoI0KEeHHE O TOM, YTO MEXIAOMETHSI, TAKUE KaK a, & U 0, QYHKIIMOHUPYIOT
KaK MparMaTHYeCcKHe YacCTHIIbI, UTPast BAKHYIO POJIb B Pa3rOBOPHOM peuH, B TOM YHCIIE B €€ JIUTe-
paTtypHOM M KHHeMaTorpaduieckoM mpencTaBieHld. B Oonee o0ieM miaHe, KaTeropus «Mexo-
METHE» 0XBAThIBAET MIMPOKHH CIIEKTP YIOTPEOICHNUIT, KOTOPbIE CKOpEee CXOXKHU € MParMaTHYECKUMH
yactunamu (Beeching 2002), BctaBkamu (Biber et al. 1999) unmn nHTEpaKTHBHBIMHU 3JIEMEHTAMH
(Heine 2023), To ecTp ¢ 3JeMeHTaMH, BHOCSIIMMHU 3HAYUTENBHBIH BKJIQJ B WHTEPAKTHBHBINA
auckype. MecnenoBanue OKa3bIBACT, YTO KOPILYCHl MOTYT UTPATh BaXKHYIO POJIb B OIIEHKE ITparMa-
THUYECKHUX 3HAYEHUH M NX ANAXPOHUYECKOTO PAa3BUTHSI.

KnroueBble cinoBa: unmepakmusnwili OUCKypc, Medxcoomemue, npazMamuyeckue 4acmuybsl,
KUHOOUAN02, USMEHEHUE A3bIKA, SPeYeCcKUll A3bIK

Juast nuTHpoBaHus:

Goutsos D. Interjections as pragmatic particles in Modern Greek: Using diverse corpora in
identifying pragmatic functions. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4.
P. 837-861. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-45795

1. Introduction

Interjections across the world’s languages have typically been treated as
elements of emotional expression, whereas their pragmatic roles and functions have
received comparatively limited attention. In Greek in particular, as the following
section will discuss, the three basic interjections—a /a/ ‘ah, huh’, ¢ /e/ ‘eh’, and w/o
/o/ ‘oh’~have not been extensively studied, despite their high frequency in everyday
conversation (see evidence in 4.1). This paper seeks to address this gap by
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examining the frequency, functions and distribution in text types of these items in
a range of corpora consisting of extensive, authentic Greek data. As will be shown,
corpus evidence is crucial for revealing the full scope of their usage patterns,
especially the relative frequency—and therefore the pragmatic significance—of their
various functions. The study’s broader aim is to investigate how interjections
evolve pragmatic functions in discourse that extend well beyond the mere
expression of emotion.

2. Interjections and pragmatics

Interjections have been largely neglected in the linguistics literature, at least
until the 1990s when the seminal Ameka (1992) is published,! among else, due to
their intrinsic relation to emotion, which has been overlooked by the predominantly
referentialist view of language in 20" century linguistics (Wilce 2009: 39). It is
indicative that Sapir, for instance, believes that “[i]deation reigns supreme in
language [...] volition and emotion come in as distinctly secondary factors” (1921:
38-39) or that “the emotional aspect of our psychic life is but meagerly expressed
in the build of language” (1921: 217). It was only in the last few decades that the
full extent of linguistic devices related to emotion has become apparent (see e.g.
Dewaele 2010, Foolen 2012, Wilce 2009: 391t.) to the extent that Taboada, in full
reversal of Sapir’s pronouncement, finds that “the linguistic expression of emotions
and opinions is one of the most fundamental human traits” (2016: 326).

At the same time, the simplistic connection of interjections with emotion seems
to have been taken as an endpoint in the related discussion, somehow associating
them with pre- or non-linguistic material which is not amenable to further
investigation, rather than as the foundation on which further uses and functions have
been developed in the world’s languages. For instance, Triandaphyllidis’ standard
grammar of Modern Greek defines interjections as monosyllabic, non-declinable
words that denote feelings® and specifies that a relates to admiration and query, e
to scorn, address, irony, regret and disgust and o (written either as o or w) to query,
pain, sorrow, and address (1949 [1976]: 203-204). Similarly, the three major
Modern Greek dictionaries define the meaning of @, e and o as related to “intense
emotion” (Charalambakis 2014), “several emotions” (Triandaphyllidis Dictionary
1998) or “several intense emotions” (Babiniotis 1998), ranging from joy to terror,
although they also recognize uses such as vocatives, phrases of address
or self-standing answers to questions.

! The editors have rightly pointed out that this mainly holds true for Anglo-Saxon literature.
Bobinska (2015), Buridant (2003) and Stange (2016: 5ff.) offer useful entry points to a rich, even if
erratic, line of research on interjections.

2 Certainly, this delay is related to the fact that the alternative lines of thinking introduced by
Bakhtin/Voloshinov, Benveniste or Wittgenstein have not been sufficiently integrated into
mainstream linguistic research.

3 Greek does not distinguish between emotion, sentiment, feeling and affect in the same way as
English; the word ovvaioOnua ‘sinésBima/ is the most frequent catch-all term.
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There are two exceptions to this undifferentiated treatment of the interjections
a, e and o, which both rely on the study of authentic data. The early Tzartzanos’
grammar (1946 [1963]: 143—145) treats only e as an “interjectional particle” and,
on the basis of mostly literary data, carefully distinguishes several uses, including
a vocative use, pragmatic implications of contrast, conclusion or disagreement, an
invariant tag use in commands and questions, that can also have ironic or
disapproving overtones, and a self-standing use of surprise or disapproval. The
second exception comes from three recent studies of @ from a Conversational
Analysis perspective, published in the same volume (Christodoulidou 2020,
Karachaliou 2020, Pavlidou 2020), which all point to its use as a pragmatic marker
of change-of-state, following the analysis of o4 in English by Heritage (1984).
Although these studies open up a new perspective for the treatment of such elements
in Greek, due to the methodological framework followed, it is not easy to place the
particular pragmatic function identified in the items’ overall patterning and thus
evaluate its contribution to their meaning. It is also not clear whether the roughly
sixty examples discussed in all three studies were selected precisely for their
exemplification of the meaning focused upon or are representative (and to what
extent) of their broader use.

It is important to note that @, e and o are phonologically and morphologically
minimal and produce syllable-like utterances consisting of one vowel sound. In fact,
the corresponding vowel phonemes take up low (central) and medial (front and
back) position in the five-vowel phonological system of Greek* and as such are
formed by some of the most basic elements to be found in natural languages. They
are thus potential candidates for manifesting universal properties through their
prototypical uses in the sense of Dingemanse, Torreira & Enfield (2013) and, as a
result, of further significance beyond the grammar of Greek. Their phonological
and morphological simplicity is one among the features of the category of inserts
in Biber et al.’s (1999) terms, pragmatic particles in Beeching’s (2002) terms or
interactives in Heine’s (2023) terms.’ Other features include (see Beeching
2002: 53, Biber et al. 1999: 1083 ff, Heine 2023: 12, 31, Heine et al. 2024):

a) morphological invariability; they are non-declinable in the case of Greek,

b) syntactic non-attachability: they are not part of a larger grammatical
structure, although they may be prosodically attached to a clausal unit or may be
self-standing,

¢) placement in initial or final positions, and only rarely in the middle of the
clause (pace Beeching 2002, cf. Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 1998 for Greek),

4 The other two vowel sounds, the high /i/ and /u/ can also be used as interjections of extreme pain
or disgust and disapproval, respectively, but are much less frequent and seem to be marginal in terms
of their uses and functions.

5 Beeching (2016: 3) includes a long list of terms used for these elements, ranging from discourse
markers to hedges and boosters. Along with the — perhaps, unavoidable — proliferation of labels,
there have only been few attempts to clear the terminological confusion (see e.g. Degand, Cornillie
& Pietrandrea 2013).
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d) lack of denotative meaning: their meaning is dependent on their pragmatic
function,

e) lack of homonyms in other word classes,

f) inability to negate or question them,

g) multifunctionality,

h) typical occurrence in spoken rather than written discourse,

1) association with informality, which may occur with stylistic stigmatization.

The items under study in this paper seem to conform to these criteria and thus
are candidates for belonging to these larger categories. This issue will be revisited
at the final section of the paper, but for now it suffices to point out that interjections
like a, e and o potentially have characteristics that are shared by other elements in
a wider category of items with multiple pragmatic functions and a broader discourse
role.

As a final note, it would be interesting to compare Modern Greek interjections
with their Ancient Greek counterparts, to which they are etymologically related and
which have been extensively studied (e.g. Nordgren 2015). The multifunctionality
of items like @, e and o makes it possible to suggest possible paths of language
change, while a corpus investigation may be also exploited for sociolinguistic
explanations e.g. of the kind suggested by Denis & Tagliamonte (2016).

3. Data and methodology

The data drawn upon for this study come from a variety of corpora. Our starting
point is the approximately 300,000-word conversational sub-corpus of the Corpus
of Greek Texts (CGT). CGT is a 30-million-word general reference corpus,
including a broad range of spoken and written genres from 1990-2010 (Goutsos
2010). Its conversational sub-corpus includes 87 texts of informal, everyday
conversation between two or more intimates (e.g. friends or family), in what is
considered to be the prototypical genre of spoken discourse.

Conversational data is compared to two other genres of contemporary data
which involve speech representation, that is literary data and film dialogue. Literary
data come from the 2.6-million-word literary sub-corpus of CGT, comprising a
variety of sub-genres including novels, short stories, poetry, theatrical plays, song
lyrics etc. Film data come from the Corpus of Greek Film Dialogue (CGFD), which
was created with the purpose of studying Greek cinematic discourse (Goutsos 2025)
and includes transcribed dialogues from 105 films in Greek from nine decades with
an approximate size of 900,000 words. For purposes of comparison 30 films were
selected from the 1990s and 2000s, the same period as that covered by CGT. It is
significant that there were only a few instances of @, e and o in genres other than
conversation, literature or film dialogue in CGT and these were excluded from
further investigation.®

% As is the case in CGT20, too, these mainly occur in magazines e.g. in interviews and -to a less
extent- in private letters. Stange (2016: 6), who finds similar results in the BNC, draws the
conclusion that “in writing, too, interjections are actually a feature of spoken language”.
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Our investigation also draws evidence from data of an earlier period of Greek
drawn from the Diachronic Corpus of Greek of the 20th century (CGT20). CGT20
is a 4-million-word general reference corpus including a variety of genres from the
first nine decades of the 20" century, that is 1900-1989 (Goutsos et al. 2017). CGT
and CGT20 belong to a family of Greek corpora, covering the whole of the 20" and
the first decade of the 21 century. It was again found that only a handful of
instances (less than 4%) of a, e and o occur in genres other than literature or film
speech and were thus excluded from further investigation. (Comparable
conversational data are not included in the CGT20). Table 1 summarizes the data
used in this study.

Table 1. Corpora used in the study

Genres Conversation Literary Film Diachronic data
Corpora Conversational Literary sub- 1990-2010 Literary and film sub-
sub-corpus of CGT corpus of CGT sub-corpus of corpora of CGT20
(1990-2010) (1990-2010) CGFD (1900-1989)
Size (in tokens) 293,391 2,664,216 185,627 3,679,138

Concordances were extracted for a, e and o in these four corpora and were
cleaned in order to identify instances of interjectional uses. This means excluding
other occurrences of the letters a, ¢, 0 and w e.g. as part of other words, in listing
(a, b, c...) etc. Other cases that were excluded are occurrences of the vowels as part
of other interjections e.g. ay, €u, wy, a wa wo etc., instances in songs that are used
for metrical purposes (e.g. a, uia voyta mpiv va ofnoovy t’ aotpo. ‘a:: a night before
the stars go out’ LIT-1950-0175) and the homophonous injunctive a /a/ or & /ai/ in
examples like a va yafeic ano ‘0 mépa. ‘Get lost!/Get out of here!” (FILM-1980-
0002), which is etymologically non-related to the interjection a (see Babiniotis
1998, Triandaphyllidis Dictionary 1998).

The next step has been to assign a function to the items under investigation, on
the basis of its context in a concordance line of 5 words to the left and 5 to the right
of the node word (cf. Columbus 2010) and then try and classify individual examples
to larger categories.

4. Findings
This section presents the findings of the study for the frequency and functions
of a, e and o in the analysed corpora.

4.1. Frequency

Table 2 displays the frequencies of the three items under investigation in
conversation, literary texts, film dialogues and the diachronic data of CGT20,
presenting their raw (N) and normalized frequency per 10,000 words.
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Table 2. Raw and normalized frequency of g, e and o in the data

Conversation Literary Film CGT20
N Norm. Freq. N Norm. Freq. N Norm. Freq. N Norm. Freq.
a 1200 40,9 557 2,14 200 10,7 898 2,24
e 2896 98 926 3,56 1087 58,5 1915 4,78
o 36 1,2 284 1,09 25 1,3 392 0,98
Total | 4132 1767 1312 3205

The figures in Table 2 suggest that a, e and o are especially frequent in
conversation, although o is clearly much less frequent than the other two items, as
there are roughly 100 e and 40 a in every 10,000 words of spontaneous conversation
in Greek but only one o. Instances are much fewer in literary data: a roughly occurs
slightly more than two times in every 10,000 words of literary data both in
contemporary and diachronic data (20 times less than in conversation data), o
occurs once or less (similar to conversation), whereas e occurs four-five times in
literary and diachronic data (also 20 times less than in conversation). Certainly,
speech representation takes up a small portion of literary genres, as it mainly
appears in dialogic parts of fiction and drama and much less in other literary genres.
Film dialogue, which aspires to represent actual conversation more faithfully, has
normalized frequencies for a, e and o that are closer to conversation, namely four
times less for a, less than half for e and the same for o.” Even so there is a
pronounced difference from non-scripted conversation.

It is interesting to compare the relative frequency of all three items in the
respective corpora, as presented in Figure 1, which breaks down figures for CGT20
into literary and film data.

100% E — .

90% .
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

CONV LIT FILM CGT20LIT CGT20FILM
Ha We Ho

Figure 1. Relative frequency of a, e and o in the data

7Tt must be noted here that film data come from modern films, which tend to give a more realistic
picture of conversation (cf. Goutsos 2025: 192 ff.).
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As can be gleaned from Figure 1, o occurs proportionally more in literary data,
especially from the beginning of the 20" century, whereas it is almost extinct in
contemporary conversation.® By contrast, ¢ has relatively similar frequency across
data (roughly one third of all items) and e takes the lion’s share (roughly two thirds
of all items) with a slight exaggeration in contemporary film data and a slight
underrepresentation in diachronic literary data (one fourth of all items).

Overall, it seems that e and a are especially frequent in conversation and thus
potentially significant for spoken interaction. It is indicative that e is among the
15 most frequent items in the data, following grammatical words like xaz ‘and’,
70 ‘the’, va ‘to’, vou ‘yes’, dev ‘not’, eivar ‘is’ etc., and a is among the 50 most
frequent items in conversation, whereas o is much less frequent. This finding is
consistent with the overall picture found in English (see e.g. Beeching 2016: 34,
Biber et al. 1999: 1053ff, 1096-1097), although in reverse, as the English o/ is
much more frequent than ah, something which must be related to the range of
functions covered by the items in question. As Heritage (2018: 157) has observed,
in Early Modern English o/’s “frequency of use accelerated, partly at the expense
of a(h), which served similar functions in Middle English”.

At the same time, the representation of conversation in literature and film
differs to a large extent from actual conversation both in terms of the overall
frequency of these devices and in terms of the proportional distribution of the items
involved; literature tends to overrepresent o, especially in earlier data, while
contemporary film dialogue tends to overrepresent e. As such, literature and film
seem to involve a specific view of what actually happens in conversation.

4.2. Functions
4.2.1.a

The investigation of a in the four corpora of the study has indicated that there
are nine main uses associated with it, namely:

a) exclamation: a is used as a typical interjection e.g. of joy as in (1) or terror
as in (2):

(1) [...] o Zrépavog tic yelodoe dedtepn popa. — A, a! Eepavilav Aayrapiora
o1 ovo puxpég [...] (LIT-1910-0005)
Stefanos was playing with them for a second time. — Ah, ah! the two
small ones would cry delightedly

(2) <Xoiwv> ATIMO 20l () OA XAX XDPAZEQ <Aio> A:: A:: [IQ I1Q T1Q
11Q:: (FILM-1960-0002)
<Solon> DISGRACEFUL FAMILY (.) I WILL KILL YOU <Lia> ah::
ah:: oh Gosh

8 Although we need a much more detailed diachronic analysis, covering the “intermediate link” of
Medieval Greek (see 4 below), we can speculate here that the prototypical association of o with
exclamation in high-flown literary texts (see 3.2.3) has rendered it a high register item to be avoided
in everyday (low) conversation. (English seems to have followed the opposite direction). One must
also not preclude the effects of language contact (see Bocek 2015).
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b) surprise and aside: this use involves the perceptual element of sudden
encounter or recollection of something on part of the speaker. The meaning of
surprise is only found in literary data and recent film dialogue, as in (3) and (4):

(3) [...] koAnuépioe tny mopéa tov. </p> <p> « A, owth K1 ov givou ekminén!y
roazapepe va wel exeivog (LIT-5001)
[...] said good morning to his friends. “Ah, that was a surprise!” he
managed to say

(4) <lvvairo 3> moue oy Ootacoo () topa <lvvoika 2> a edw &lote
(FILM-2000-0015)
<Woman 3> let’s go to the see (.) now <Woman 2> ah that’s where you
are

Conversation, instead, only has the meaning of aside, especially in set phrases
that introduce a new topic, further information (5) or a story (6):

(5) <d4> [y xvpio I givou oodrmep () <X> kola () a de oov 'wa Eexivhoe kou
nobnuaro koumovrep (CONV-0004)
<D> [Mrs G is super (.) <S> fine (.) ah I didn’t tell you she started
computer classes

(6) <4> ¢ oreAva unvouo Oviws pov amovtael () o eviwustald dev oag
eima () pov Aéet waog to Prémeisc (CONV-0029)
<A> I send her a message and she does reply to me (.) ah meanwhile I
didn’t tell you (.) she says how do you see this

The same device is found in literary and film data:

(7) emrayn eivar oev w PAErerg, emroyn eivor <Anuntpns> A.: kot o€ uov Aeg
<Péva> opiore <Anuntpnc> moiog v épepe; (FILM-1980-0002)
It’s a cheque can’t you see it? It’s a cheque <Dimitris> ah:: tell me
something <Rena> sure <Dimitris> Who brought it?

(8) (IIAEI XTHN IIOPTA) <TZENH> A... &yaoo vo, 600 Tw... THAEpmVNoE
n @iy oov (LIT-5023)
(GOING TO THE DOOR) <Jenny> ah... I forgot to tell you... your
friend called

Obviously, this is a handy device for changing the topic or introducing a new
element in discourse.

¢) address: in this use a may accompany vocatives with proper names, as in
(9), or — more rarely — religious invocations such as o wavaio pov ‘a my Virgin
Mary’ (CONV-5008), a Xpioté pov ‘a my Christ” (FILM-1940-0002):

(9) <T> Aovitli; <A> a TCiofavt edw gioau (.) vo. mepaow, (CONV-0032)
<G> Luigi? <L> ah Giovanni here you are (.) may I come in?

This use also includes cases in which the speaker draws the interlocutor’s
attention e.g. by objecting to something they say or do, as in (10):
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(10) <Avrawvng> aoe exei oo, vo, oov motnow eve piiart <Povia> A:: AOHXE
ME KAAE () AE OEAQ (FILM-1950-0004)
<Antonis> let me give you a kiss right there <Roula> AH:: LET ME BE,
YOU () IDON'T WANT TO

d) evaluation: this involves reference to a third person or object (in the
nominative or accusative) to express admiration or reproach:

(11) [...] wou vo. kaver ko tic Kivioeis va deiyver <II> o pe pofepog <E> vo.
Aéer [...] (CONV-0001)
[...] and he would do the motions he’d show <P> ah re’ incredible <E>
he’d say

(12) <B> kot 11 oog gime; <A> ot o wipaze oeic <B> a 1o kdbopua () wote
elaxolovbel va emyuever [...] (FILM-1960-0002)
<B> and what did he tell you? <D> that you took them <B> ah the
scoundrel (.) so he keeps on insisting

e) intensification: a is commonly used as an intensifier as in (13), mainly along
with evaluatives (a umpafo/wpaia), with response signals of agreement/assent (o
PéPara/naiioro/voi/yeia oov) or denial/disagreement (a de umopw/oyi/ura) or with
social formulae (a svyopiorw/ovyyvaun) (see Heine 2023) as in (14):

(13) [...] Aeuovavboi, tpioviapvrlo, n Odloocoa. A, mwg pookofolodoe n
Odraoca! (LIT-0003)
[...] lemon flowers, roses, the sea. Ah, how fragrant was the sea!

(14) O1 sogoi apviBnrav. A, ura! dev give dvvarov. Mo o Evpoppomoviog
emiueve. (LIT-1900-0001)
The wise men refused. Ah, nah! It’s not possible. But Evmorfopoulos
insisted.

f) implicature: this use of « is related to the change-of-state marking that has
already been studied in Greek (see Section 2) and involves an implicature that the
person speaking has now realized the truth of their interlocutor’s general
proposition as in (15) or that a specific point has been clarified as in (16). It also
involves specific implicatures such as drawing a conclusion from an element of the
surrounding context as in (17).

(15) <4> eivar y1a to weg o opovyyopioer ((mpog tov 1)) <IT> a <X> vou
eme10n oev EEpw wag vo. apovyyopilew (CONV-0050)
<D> it is about how he will mop the floor ((to P)) <P> ah <X> yes
because I don’t know how to mop

(16) <M> 70 Kovvovmidr oydovra Aemro, <X> 10 woul woidi oo <M> a:: 1o
woul; o ey kovvooriol axkovao, (CONV-0045)
<M> eighty cents for cauliflower <X> for bread <M> ah:: for bread? ah
I heard cauliflower

% re is a non-denotational item that functions as a marker of intimacy.
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(17) o mamas 100vTag to Katoikdkio Kol Teg Yioes, eine: — Al.. fAémw amoe,
MapiovBodla, éyete kou piliviadeg! (LIT-1900-0004)
The priest, seeing the goats and their babies, said: — Ah!... [ can see, dear
Marianthi, that you have some girl friends with you tonight!

As suggested from the examples above, a may be used in self-standing
utterances with this meaning, especially in cases of general implicature.

g) use in set phrases and deictic mentions: a can also be used in set phrases like
a kaAd as in (18) or by speakers to deictically refer to a previous use in discourse
as in (19).

(18) etvou:: oro- 10 Elaixov eivor oto Tovdl <X> a:: kald mwoAd uoawxpid,

(CONV-0011)
It’s in the- in Elaikon it’s in Goudi <X> ah:: OK very far

(19) dev eivar odte unyovikog ovte apyitektwv <Novopyos> o <Owudc>
TOALG, o (oo Aeg vabopye <Nadapyos> 1o aropuotad koi rpoywpd (FILM-
1960-0001)

He’s not an engineer nor an architect <Admiral> ah <Thomas> you say
many ah, admiral <Admiral> I quit them and go on

In (19) the first a is related to the drawing of an implicature that the admiral
does not further specify; Thomas comments on this by his use of a. Both these
examples suggest an increased degree of conventionalization, in the sense that
speakers rely on well-established meanings of the item used.

h) filled pause: a, usually prolonged, may be used in Greek as a filler in pauses
or a hesitation marker (see Heine 2023: 134). Most examples come from
conversation (20-21), although some instances are found in other genres, too,
as in (22).

(20) 70.: uétpo mpemer vo. 'var mwovew ox' 0lo. a:: OV apOoVYKPalOUOoTE THY
woyikn pog otaBson ovre timoto. (CONV-0062)
the right measure must be above all ah:: we don’t listen to our mood or
stuff

(21) pe o Mopio. (.) oe o' 1o 'ma; <IIA> a & pov 10 'yeig wer faoikd alld dev
[...] (CONV-0029)
with one Maria (.) didn’t I tell you? <PA> ah eh you have told me
basically but I didn’t [...]

(22) <XYPOX> kolnuépo. oog oeamorvic <AIAA> o:: &:: kolnuépa wxovp-
2ropo <ZITYPOX> cog yaooue deomorvig (FILM-1940-0003)
<Spyros> good morning miss <Lila> ah:: eh:: good morning Mr Spyros
<Spyros> long time no see miss
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As suggested by (21) and (22), a can precede e as a filler, whereas instances of
the reverse have not been found in the data.'”

1) invariant tag in questions: a special use of a, found only in Greek data from
Cyprus, both authentic (23) and scripted (24) conversation, involves a word added,
usually at the end of an utterance, to elicit the listener’s response or agreement
(Columbus 2010), presumably with a special intonational contour:

(23) <E> tehika. ev kpvado. tny voxra o, <II> v voKTo €V Kpoaodo, allo 1o0Teg
teg uépeg [...] (CONV-5006)
<E> so it’s quite cold at night ah? <P> at night it’s cold but these days
[...]

(24) <KAEITOX> Ilowog oov éuable va Aéeig ola todto o wéuato, A,
<TEYKPOX> Eépeic mwg dev eivar wépora... (LIT-5040)
<Kleitos> Who taught you to say all these lies? Ah? <Teukros> You
know they’re not lies...

This function is taken up mostly by e in data from mainland Greece (see 4.2.2).
Table 3 presents the frequency of all uses of @ in the four corpora.

Table 3. Functions of a in the data

Conversation | Literary | Film | CGT20

Exclamation - 6 - 37

Surprise-Aside 62 65 23 42
Address 22 50 12 84
Evaluation 7 37 29 35
Intensification 306 144 37 232
Implicature 649 210 98 392
Phrase-Mention 23 1 1 5

Filled pause 119 4 3 71
Invariant tag 13 40 - -

The evidence in Table 3 suggests that a is mainly used as a marker of
implicature, an intensifier or a filled pause in conversation and this is generally
mirrored in other genres, as is also shown in more detail in Figure 2.

As can be seen in Figure 2, literature and film present a wider range of
functions, with relatively more emphasis to evaluation and address. By contrast,
filled pause is more significant in conversation but underrepresented in literary and
filmic data. In all, it seems that scripted conversation takes advantage of the
functions manifest in non-scripted conversation with the exception of filled pauses,
which are less frequent in it.

19 In the absence of detailed annotation for prosodic features we cannot comment on the difference
between prolonged and non-prolonged vowels. This is also true about writing conventions for these
items, which, as known, are notoriously inconsistent.
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Figure 2. Distribution of functions of a in the four corpora

3.22. e

Although e is at least twice as frequent as « in the data studied, there are less
functions found for it in the four corpora, namely:

a) exclamation: this use is not particularly frequent and only occurs in literary
data, as in (25) and (26):

(25) Opynorpo (yaoamooépPixo) <KAPAT'KIOZHX> E, wra, aono, owo, €
prayeto. (LIT-0002)
(Orchestra plays a tune) <Karagiozis> ¢h, opa, opa, opa, down with
poverty

(26) [...] tote pia vy Ppoyvi kai vootaléa, odl' andtouog. — E! fopd' ax'
0. wepifotial Avoryra! . . . Avoryrd! (LIT-1910-0003)
[...] then a voice hoarse and sleepy, but brisk. — Eh! straight from the
gardens! In the open!... In the open!

b) address: in this use, e is found together with a proper or a common name in
the vocative as in (27) or with an interlocutor that is clearly retrievable from context
as in (28), in order to draw their attention.

(27) ((korrdlovv yra Aiyo tniedpaon)) <I> & mordid Aé€l yio. 1o, KAAGUAGPLa TOD
CavaoepPipovve (CONV-0008)
((watch TV for some time)) <G> eh guys it says about squid that gets
served again

(28) [...] xhetvovrag v wopra wiow tov. «E, mepiueve!...» H Tapriv thv
avoile, all' avtog eiy' eCapaviotei (LIT-5084)
[...] shutting the door behind him. “Eh, wait!...” Tarquin opened it, but he
was gone.
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This makes e a typical attention signal like ey in English (see Heine 2023:
116) that can also be extended to cases like (29) in which it issues a warning:

(29) [...] ovufoviéc o’ avto to- 6 avto 10 douavtt <Diloc> ¢ & paléyov
<Il'tavvng> vou o€ eiooue ki eaéva (FILM-2000-0002)
[...] advice to this- this real gem <Friend> eh eh cut it off <Giannis> yes
we know about you

c¢) evaluation: as with a (see 4.2.1), e can occur with evaluative phrases of
admiration or disapproval referring to a person, as in (30), or an object (31), or
expressing a general assessment of a situation as in (32).

(30) <II> éla pe uwpaxt ((yéhia)) <IIA> & pe 10 povpio <II> voi koi::
(CONV-0029)
<P> c’mon re baby ((laughter)) <PA> eh re the crazy guy <P> yes and::

(31) <Ipnyopns> dev ey o@ualer; koito. ((kaver g@iyodpeg)) E PE
KOPMOZXTAZXIA (.) mwowa Oa v waper (FILM-2000-0002)
<Gregory> am I not better? Look ((striking poses)) EH RE WHAT A
BODY (.) which girl is going to take it?

(32) [...] yra g aompes umAodles i tovg Kavoue, vo. téoeis katw. E, pe, mhaxa.
(LIT-5016)
[...] what fun we had with them for the white blouses-to fall down with
laughter. E re fun

It is interesting that re (see note 4) co-occurs with e in most of these examples.

d) intensification: e is commonly used as an intensifier in cases of hedge as in
(33). More frequently, it accompanies evaluatives (¢ yalapd/wpaia), response
signals of agreement/assent/concession (& axpifiarg/péfoira/(e)viacer/vai/oiyovpa) or
denial/disagreement (¢ wuo/oyi/oryd) or with social formulae (¢ ue
ovyywpeite/oopi/ovyyvaun) (see Heine 2023) as in (34) and (35):

(33) [...] kou Tod70 €K Be0D civor. E, T1 Aeg, tuyepn dev uovva, waidi pov,
(LIT-5015)
[...] and that comes from God. Eh, what do you think, wasn’t I lucky,
my child?

(34) <I> vou kou v Kapoia oov Ba parthoeic <AI> & axpifac <I> t1 Aeg;
(CONV-0001)
<I> yes and you’ll ask your heart <E> eh exactly <I> what do you
think?

(35) <Toitonc> avoile Gcdw vo. tov pilnow <Booliki> & dev umopa twpo.
vo. avoiéw <Toitong> eivor avaykn (FILM-1990-0008)
<Tsitsis> open up I want to talk to him <Vassiliki> eh I can’t open right
now <Tsitsis> it’s urgent

In most of these examples, e introduces an element of hedging or concession
and that may be one aspect of its difference from a, which may also account for the
different collocates of the two items in this use.
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d) implicature: e invites several implicatures that refer either to the general
proposition of an interlocutor’s statement (36) or a specific aspect of this (37). The
meanings of these implicatures relate to cause, consequence (38), conclusion (39),
correction (40), narrative continuation (37) or dismissal of a proposition (“so what”,
e.g. 41). In many cases the comment following e is presented as dependent on
accepting the interlocutor’s proposition as true (“if one accepts this, then this
follows”, e.g. 38). Some of the collocates like dua ‘if’, apod ‘since’, omdre
‘therefore’, kou ueta ‘and then’, kou 1 éyive ‘what happened’, ooy ‘so, well” (only
found in earlier data and not in contemporary conversation, cf. Tzartzanos 1946
[1963]: 143) clarify the particular implication intended.

(36) va poyovve amo v HAXII tote apod to kotoiafove <P> & opod tovg
ogypawe (CONV-0004)
they should get out of [this organization] if they realized this <R> e¢h
since they were removed [as members]

(37) tedixd dcddexo n wpa yvpicoue amwo to Oeio pov <I> ¢ kot T1 yrve dIEKQ,
n wpa Pyaiver o koauog (CONV-0009)
finally we come back at twelve o’clock from my uncle’s <I> eh so what,
twelve o’clock is when people go out

(38) <B> de Ha kartow Oa pdyw <E> & Oa pudalovue xatt ypnyopo vo. paue
<B> o pvyw (CONV-0043)
<V> I’'m not staying I’'m going <E> eh we’ll make something quick to
eat <V>I'm going

(39) yiverar too0 amd umoyopixa oco ax' ta (o0 10, VAIKG € OTOTE AOYIKG. TOTE
pTridyvave Karws £tot (.) oniaon wo wito, (CONV-0002)
it’s made both from spices and the ingredients themselves eh hence
logically then they made it somewhat like this

(40) <A2éavopos> tpayovdiotpia;, <HAEkTtpa™> € Tpayovdiompio Tpa OV THY
&y axovoel moté va. payovodel (FILM-1990-0012)
<Alexandros> a singer? <Elektra> eh singer now [ haven’t heard her sing

(41) amo uetproppooivy okileis mavtwe T va 6ov Tw,; <AI™> & 11 vo kdvw;
ovroyvwoio (CONV-0015)
you’re super humble what can [ say? <AG> eh what I can do? pure self-
knowledge

In all cases above there is an overtone of obviousness: the implication that is
drawn in the utterance followed by e is considered to be obvious or self-evident by
the speaker.

e) use in set phrases and deictic mentions: like a, e can also be used in set
phrases like ¢ xala, reminiscent of the English ‘well’, as in (42) or by speakers to
deictically refer to a previous use in discourse as in (43), in which the speaker uses
e to comment on a previous use of an apology.
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(42) <M> yreg yrec tpeis mopd. T€topto <A> € KOAG Ao TOPO. TIC AETTOUEPELES
(FILM-2000-0012)
<M> yesterday yesterday at a quarter to three <L> eh fine (‘oh well’)
leave out the details now

(43) <E> dev nrav aypiog kot J&€l 1 2Tavpovio. GOYYVOUN € TL GOYYVOUN JEEL
71 ovyyvaoun, (CONV-0047)
<E> he was not rough and Stavroula says sorry eh what sorry she says
what sorry

f) filled pause: as mentioned above, e (usually lengthened) is the main item
occurring as a filler in pauses or hesitation marker in Greek (Heine 2023: 134). This
is the most common use in conversation (44) and one of the more frequent uses in
the other corpora (45), something which suggests that this is a well-established,
conventional function of the item in question.

(44) <4> 10 mhaotiké <M> Jev e:: <K> amocvvtibevrou [edxoia <M>
[amoovvtiBevron (CONV-0010)
<D> plastic <M> is not eh:: <K> decomposed [easily <M> [decomposed

(45) [...] mw¢ ka1 dev sumiotedTnKe ¢’ AOTOV THV... E... E... THV... THV... GODVOULQ
va. v ww, (LIT-0003)
[...] how didn’t he confide to him this... eh... eh... this... this...
weakness so to say?

g) invariant tag in questions: e is the invariant tag per excellence in Greek, as
pointed out in 3.2.1. It is a non-declinable item added, usually at the end of the
utterance, to elicit the listener’s response, agreement or confirmation (Columbus
2010). This use is the most frequent one in film and CGT20, the second most
frequent in the literary corpus and the third more frequent in conversation,
something which suggests that it is very well-established both in non-scripted (46)
and scripted (47) conversation.

(46) <4> mod movadel; <X> g:: wnid otov wpo <4> agrov ouo g (CONV-
0006)
<D> where does she hurt? <S> eh:: up in the shoulder <D> in the
shoulder e?

(47) «Aiyo moAd pavreveis T oov empvldooetary. « Etot Aeg, € Etot...»
«Ero1, mouoi povy (LIT-0003)
“More or less, you guess what is in store for you.” “So you think eh?
So...” “So, my child”

There is obviously much scope for analysis of examples like these above in
order to clarify further uses of the invariant tag, as is done e.g. in Denis &
Tagliamonte (2016), Stubbe & Holmes (1995), Westphal (2024), among many else,
for eh in English.

Table 4 presents the frequency of all uses of e in the data and Figure 3 their
relative distribution in each corpus.
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Table 4. Functions of e in the data

Conversation Literary | Film | CGT20
Exclamation - 2 - 5
Address 54 120 52 127
Evaluation 6 16 7 17
Intensification 364 88 89 218
Implicature 556 368 249 612
Phrase-Mention 39 31 6 9
Filled Pause 1388 124 252 271
Invariant Tag 390 177 452 656
e
100%
80%
60%
40%
20% — ]
0%
CONV LIT FILM CGT20

H exclamation M surprise-aside address
evaluation M intensification M implicature
B phrase-mention | filled pause M invariant tag

Figure 3. Distribution of functions of e in the four corpora

As was also found in 4.2.1 for a, conversation seems to give emphasis to the
use of e in filled pauses and as an invariant tag in questions. Pragmatic uses like
implicature and intensification (which always carries a pragmatic overtone) are
equally prominent. By contrast, literary data seems to exploit the implicature uses
of e, followed by that of filled pause and invariant tag and its use for address, while
film gives emphasis on similar uses but overrepresents the use of invariant tag at
the expense of the filled pause. Overall, however, uses of e seem to be
conventionally well-established and this is borne out in the fact that their
distribution does not differ that much in non-scripted and scripted conversation.

3.23.0

Most of the uses of o occur in the literary and film corpora rather than
conversation. In particular:

a) exclamation: o is used as an interjection mainly in literary texts, either in
cases of admonition like in (48) or in exclamations with a non-definable purpose as
in (49):
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(48) <dioa> Q:: ETQPA () Q Q Q Q:: <X wv> o1yd otyd. (.) oryd Tovldxi
wov orya. (FILM-1960-0002)
<Lia> 0:: e now (.) oh oh oh oh:: <Solon> take it easy (.) easy my bird
easy

(49) [...] kot tiunoes ™ prwyixy wov tafior. «! Anwo t Neamoin épyouar.
(LIT-0003)
[...] and you honoured my poor table”. “Oh! I come from Neapoli

b) surprise: this seems to be a prototypical use of o in Greek, found in
conversation (50) and exploited for dramatic effect in literary and film
representations of speech (51):

(50) <E> Bo. ovpupwviow oe Ba 'Gclo. alra ue mpoxaleic <II> w:: mwaidid,
(CONV-0001)
<E> I will agree I wouldn’t want so but you provoke me <P> oh:: guys

(51) ((AAAAT'H XKHNHZ)) <KAEITOX> Q!!! No kor n oyomnty oo
yovouxovla... (LIT-5039)
((Change of scene)) <Kleitos> Oh!!! That’s my lovely little wife...

c¢) address: this is the most common use of o in literary and film texts. It is
clearly one of the earliest, prototypical uses of o, reaching back to the
non-obligatory component of the vocative, preceding names and other forms of
address in Classical Greek (Heritage 2018: 157, Nordgren 2015: 95).

(52) [...] vo un oxepbng, vo. un oviroyioBng tirote. Obte T pavo, cov axoum.
Q maudi pov! Kawora pov! Tt ooupopa! (LIT-1900-0002)

[...] do not think, do not consider anything. Neither even your mother. O my
child! My Kostas! What a disaster!

Apart from the vocative found in the examples above, a special case of address
is found with the accusative as in the following:

(53) <Navapyos> koinuépa oag kopie Baoideiov <Owuds> w:: tov ayarnto
Kop10 vavapyo () arog oratayds cog (FILM-1960-0001)
<Admiral> good morning Mr. Vasileiou <Thomas> oh:: dear
Mr. Admiral (.) at your command.

Another use is found with taboo items, either swearwords (54) or religious
words (55), both in the vocative, and this is one of the most frequent uses in earlier
texts:

(54) «Toyers va katong male ota yoptia,» «Q2 dafole, loyopiaoud Qo Gov
owow!y» (LIT-1910-0018)
“Do you intend to sit down to play cards again?” “Oh devil (‘Damn you’),
I won’t answer to you!”

(55) IIETPAKHX: Maxdpt vo, #ekov vo ue ovirafoov! Ko IIETPAKH: 2 Ogé
pov... IETPAKHY: Exteléocic (LIT-1970-0001)
Petrakis: I wish they meant to arrest me. Mrs Petraki: Oh my God...
Petrakis: Executions
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In modern film dialogue and in the only instances in conversation o occurs
with swear or taboo words:

(56) <2> dpyioe watt <X> w pe youwro arnoye (FILM-2000-0014)
<S> He started again <X> oh re damn tonight

d) evaluation: as opposed to address, this use, again not found in conversation,
involves reference to a person or object in the accusative (57) or the nominative
(58), which is the object of admiration.

(57) o xvpio wayvovioag yio. oévo <Aakxdxns> yio, uéva, <Dovng> vou
<Aoxdxnc> w v kanuévy (FILM-1970-0003)
A lady looking for you <Lakakis> for me? <Phanis> yes <Lakakis> oh
the poor one

(58) 1000 o mepifoioc twv vexpawv! Q! o Iopadeioog, ox' avToV T0V KOGUOV
non, nvorye tog wolog tov (LIT-1910-0003)
Behold the garden of the dead! Oh! Paradise already from this world
opened its gates

e) intensification: this is another use found in conversation, also occurring
mainly in literary texts, involving co-occurrence with evaluatives like (v wpaia),
response signals of agreement (w vai/(g)vialer/féfono/oopoing, mainly in
literature) or disagreement (w umo/ia/oy1, also mainly in literature) or with social
formulae (o evyopiore, in literature). Conversation examples like (59) markedly
differ from literary and film examples like (60) and (61) in the degree of formality
or obsolescence of expressions:

(59) <4> [omo <E> [ddoe <IT> [ foij (.) a:: (CONV-0001)
<A> [opa <E> [cheers <P> [oh racket (.) ah::

(60) to orit () n Kovliva (.) To kpooi (.) eivar oty diabeon oov <Taoia> w
00G ELYOPLOTA TOPO, TOAD (.) ua Cépete; eiuot moAd kovpaouévy (FILM-
1930-0001)
the house (.) the kitchen (.) the wine (.) are at your disposal <Tasia> oh
thank you very much (.) but you know I’'m very tired

(61) [...] o uag daoovv v Kinpovouid, uog.... — Q! dvotvyio uag! éfyole
ovvary pawvy n kopa Hovopia. (LIT-1900-0001)
[...] they will give us our heritage... — Oh! disaster! (“Woe to us’) cried
loudly Mrs. Panoria

Examples like (61) in which o is found in the set phrases @ cgvupopada/dovervyio
are characteristic of earlier literary texts.

f) implicature: this use is only found in earlier literary and film texts and
involves the drawing of a conclusion as in (62) and (63):

(62) w1 dotepa Earcvwe ko pov pilnoe ta yépio <ZIZH> w:: (.) topa loiwov
rpemel va, wovipevteite <AIAA> rkou féforo (FILM-1940-0003)
He then leaned down and kissed my hands <Zizi> oh:: (.) now then you
have to het married <Lila> of course
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(63) ZOARN: Aev 1o léreic mod eivar; AOYKAX: To ypagpeio; ZOAQN: Q!
Eioou ko toplog. (LIT-1970-0009)
Solon: You can’t see where it is? Lukas: The desk? Solon: Oh! You’re

deaf too.

A similar use in contemporary conversation would rather involve a or e.

g) use in set phrases and deictic mentions: like a and e, o can be used in the set
phrase @ tov Bavuarog ‘o what a miracle’ in literary texts and as in (64) in order to
comment on a previous use:

(64) ZOAQN: (Byaler évo punho.) Q! AOYKAX: Q ; Ti w; XOAQN: [laye, 10
railovue... (LIT-1970-0009)
Solon: (takes out an apple) O! Lukas: Oh? What oh? Solon: Shut up,

we’re playing...

Table 5, which presents the frequency of all uses of o in the data and Figure 4,
which shows their relative distribution in each corpus, confirm the impression from
individual examples that contemporary conversation only has few uses of o,
whereas film and — mainly — literary data, especially from an earlier period have
both more uses and more emphasis on uses like address, evaluation or implicature,
which are absent from conversation. To this extent, the findings about o deviate
from those about a and e.

Table 5. Functions of o in the data

Conversation | Literary | Film | CGT20
Exclamation - 6 1 6
Surprise 17 48 10 50
Address 4 112 9 196
Evaluation - 31 - 13
Intensification 14 84 5 113
Implicature - - 11
Phrase-Mention - 2 - 3
(0]
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80%

60%

40%
20%
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CONV LIT FILM CGT20
M exclamation M surprise address evaluation
M intensification ®implicature M phrase-mention

Figure 4. Distribution of functions of o in the four corpora
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4, Discussion and conclusions

Our investigation of a, e and o in four corpora of Greek, including texts from
authentic, non-scripted conversation, contemporary and earlier literature and film
dialogues, has unearthed a wealth of material for these items both in terms of their
frequency and their functions. First, it has been found that a and e are extremely
common in conversation, whereas o is quite marginal, and this frequency is not
equally reflected in scripted conversation, as in literature o and in film e tend to be
overrepresented. Overall, the frequency of these items in scripted conversation is
much less than that in non-scripted, suggesting that speech representation in
literature and film involves careful word selections exploited for specific effects.

Items like a, e and o that are commonly characterized as interjections have an
extensive range of functions that can be thought of as belonging to a continuum
from less to more conventionalized use. Thus, uses of @, e and o for exclamation,
in vocatives of address or attention signals are much closer to the prototypical
function of interjections as elements of emotive (rather than emotional)
communication. As Caffi & Jenney suggest, emotive communication is
“inherently strategic, persuasive, interactional and other-directed by its very nature”
(1994: 329), something which underlies their purposefulness and explains their use
for evaluation. Norrick aptly points out that “primary interjections function in the
participation and information frameworks of discourse, rather than simply signaling
emotional involvement” (2008: 461).

Further along the line, these items involve cognitive communication,
indicating a sudden change in the cognitive state of the speaker (Heine 2023: 185)
such as the “sudden discovery of something” (Nordgren 2015: 95), found in uses of
surprise or aside. Further implicatures involving change-of-state in the
interlocutor’s knowledge (in the case of a) or drawing a conclusion that is presented
as obvious (in the case of e¢) are developed on this basis and are exploited for various
effects.

Finally, uses of a, e and o for intensification are further conventionalized, as
they only add an element of hedging or boosting, supporting agreement or
disagreement etc., without cognitive implications. Interpersonal uses such as that
of hesitation markers (filled pauses) or invariant tags in questions that invite the
interlocutor’s involvement, assent etc. also serve textual purposes of demarcating
specific parts of the interaction. The use of the analysed items in fixed phrases or
as deictic mentions of previous uses is placed further along the continuum of
conventionalization.

Comparing Modern to Classical Greek, as well as contemporary with early
20" century Greek, with respect to this continuum of conventionalization may be
revealing of general tendencies. For instance, Modern a, e and o seem to present a
much wider range of functions than their Ancient Greek counterparts @&, & £, ai and
®. Nordgren (2015) points to the blend of cognitive and emotive content in Ancient
Greek interjections, but Modern Greek seems to employ an even broader
development of cognitive, interpersonal and textual functions. Without doubt,

857



Goutsos Dionysis. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 837-861

further investigation relating these two remote periods to each other through
Medieval Greek is necessary for arriving at meaningful conclusions. Furthermore,
the comparison of the beginning of 20" century to late 20" and early 21% century
data suggests a progressive loss of functions for o, the predominance of e and a
general tendency for more conventionalized functions.

In order to account for the derivation of pragmatic implicatures from primary
emotive uses it is imperative to distinguish purely interjectional from other
functions. In general, the label “interjection”, either considered to refer to an
individual part of speech or not, seems to cover a wide range of actual uses that
make the items characterized thus more akin to pragmatic particles (Beeching
2002), inserts (Biber et al. 1999) or interactives (Heine 2023, cf. Heine et al. 2024),
that is elements with a rich contribution to interactive discourse, both in non-
scripted and scripted conversation in our case. Clearly, much further work is needed
to precisely identify the function of each item in context and tease out their
multifunctionality, something which is hard to do with extensive corpus data.
Notwithstanding this, the contribution of corpora in the exploration of the pragmatic
functions of interjections is indispensable (cf. Norrick 2008: 461), not only because
of their advantages in pattern finding, systematicity, generalisation, reproducibility
and transparency, pointed out by Landert et al. (2023: 7-8), but also because of their
immense help in identifying what is central and what is peripheral in language and
thus evaluating the significance of our findings.
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Abstract

In measuring “pragmatic authenticity” of cinematic discourse, researchers traditionally compare
films of different genres with real-life talks. However, a recently growing tendency towards the
colloquialization of the written language of literature (when it is becoming more speech-like) makes
it relevant to compare cinematic discourse with other types of artistic discourse from a pragmatic
point of view. Among various pragmatically relevant linguistic units, formulas are of special interest
due to their colloquial character, recurrence and frequency in everyday conversations. The aim of
the study is to identify formulaicity of contact-terminating means (CTM) in cinematic discourse and
establish its pragmatic specificity in comparison with that in other types of artistic discourse. To do
so, two sample corpora were used: a cinematic corpus compiled ad hoc which includes four British
drama films (2000-2020) and the Written BNC2014, in which two subcorpora were applied:
“Fiction” and “Written-to-be-Spoken”. The work with the first corpus (Case study-1) resulted in
identifying CTM in films and establishing their relation to twelve pragmatic types (‘farewell’,
‘request’, ‘apology’, etc.). The CTM with the highest frequency of occurrence and distribution in
the feature films are formulas of farewells. Based on the second corpus (Case study-2), the
functioning of three formulas of farewells were explored in different types of artistic discourse in
comparison with their use in the films. The corpus findings showed that, unlike films, in artistic
discourse these formulas can have other (meta)communicative functions and are characterized by a
low degree of variability. Overall, the present research makes a contribution to the development of
pragmalinguistics of cinema and artistic communication by providing new data about the use of
formulaic means in artistic (in particular, filmic) dialogues.
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(DopmynbHOCTL M NparmaTHKa CpeACTB NpeKpaLyeHuna
KOHTaKTa B KWHO[NCKYpCe VS. XYA0XKeCTBeHHOM [UCKypce:
KOpnycHbIN NoAXoA

HU.B. 3bIKOBA"“'D<

Unemumym sizvikosnanusi Poccutickoti akademuu nayx, Mocksa, Poccus
DAirina_zykova@iling-ran.ru

AHHOTALMA

O1eHMBasI «IIParMaTHYECKYIO Ay TEHTHYHOCTh» KHHOANUCKYPCa, HCCIIEI0BATENN TPAJUIIMOHHO CPaB-
HUBAIOT (PUIIBMBI Pa3HBIX KAHPOB C pealibHbIMU Juajoramu. OHAKO YCHIMBAIOIIAsCS B OCIIEAHEE
BpeMs1 TEHACHIIMS K KOJUIOKBUAJIM3ALUH TMCbMEHHOTO JIUTEPATypHOTO sI3bIKa (KOTa OH CTAHOBUTCS
Bce OoJiee TIOXOKUM Ha YCTHYIO peub) JIeNlaeT akTyalbHbIM CpaBHEHHE KHHOJMCKYpCa C APYTHMH
TUTIAMHU XY/I0’KECTBEHHOTO JTUCKypca C NMparMaTHYecKOW Touku 3peHusi. Cpeau mparMaTudecKH
3HAYMUMBIX SI3BIKOBBIX €JMHHUI] 0COOBIN MHTEPEC MPEACTABISAIOT (OPMYIIBI, OTIMYAIOLINECS Pas3ro-
BOPHBIM XapaKTEPOM, PEKYPPEHTHOCTBIO M YACTOTHOCTHIO UCIIONI30BaHMS B IIOBCEAHEBHOM O0IIIe-
nun. Llens wccienoBannst — BBLIBUTH (POpMyNBHOCTH cpencTB npekpamieHus konrtakra (CIIK)
B KHHOJMCKYPCE U yCTAaHOBHUTH €€ MPAarMaTH4ecKylo Crieln(HUKyY 110 CPAaBHEHHIO C APYTHMH THIIAMH
XYAOKECTBEHHOT'O ANCKypca. B kadecTBe NCTOUHMKOB MaTepHaja BEICTYIAIOT 1BA KOPITyca: KIHE-
MaTorpaduIecKuii KOpITyC, COCTaBICHHBIN ad hoc W BKIIOYAIOIINN YeThIpe OPUTAHCKUX XyIOXKe-
cTBeHHbIX (pribMma, Bbimenmux B nepuog ¢ 2000 mo 2020 rox U KOpIyC MUCHMEHHBIX TEKCTOB
BNC2014, B paMkax KOTOPOT0 HCIOIB30BAJIICH /IBA TOAKOPITyCca: «XyA0KECTBECHHAS IUTEPATypay
n «Hammcano ams nmpomsHeceHus». B xome paboThl ¢ mepBBIM KOPIycoM (Keic 1) BEISBIICHBI BCE
HCIOJIb3YyEMBIC CIIK u YCTaHOBJICHA UMX OTHECCHHOCTb K JABCHAAUATHU IMparMaTU4€CKUM TUIIaM
(«mpornanuey, «Ipochday, «KM3BUHEHUEY | J1p.). Hanbosbiieli 4acTOTHOCThIO YIIOTPEOICHHUS U TUC-
TpUOyIHEH B IEpBOM KopItyce o0anaroT ¢hopmyIibl mpornanus. Ha 6ase BToporo kopiyca (keiic 2)
n3ydeHa crieniupuka QyHKIMOHUPOBAHHS TpeX (GOpMyIT NPOLIaHUs B Pa3HBIX THIIAX XyJ0KECTBEH-
HOTO JIMCKypca B CPaBHEHHMHU C HMX HCIIONIb30BaHUEM B (mibMax. OOHapyXeHO, YTO B OTJIMYHE
0T (PUIIEMOB B Xy/I0’)KECTBEHHOM JIHCKypCE JaHHBIE ()OPMYJIIBI MOTYT UMETh APYyTHe (MeTa)KOMMYy-
HUKaTUBHBIE (DYHKIUH U XapaKTePHU3yIOTCsl HU3KOH CTETICHbI0 BapbHpOBaHus. B nemom nposeneH-
HOE HCCIIe/IOBAaHNE BHOCHT BKJIAJ B Pa3BUTHE INMPArMaJIMHTBUCTUKH KMHO M XYHO)KECTBEHHOM
KOMMYHUKAIUH, TIPEIOCTABIISISI HOBBIC IaHHBIE 00 MCIIOJIB30BaHUH (DOPMYIBHBIX CPEACTB B XyIO-
KECTBEHHBIX (B YaCTHOCTH, KHHEMATOTpaUIECKUX ) AAATOTaX.

KnarwoueBsble ciioBa: gopmynvrnocme, npekpawenue KOHMaxKma, KUHOOUCKYPC, XYO0IHCECMBEHHbIL
OUCKYPC, NPASMATNUYECKAs AYMEeHMUYHOCHb, KOPNYCHBII AHATU3, AHSTUUCKULL A3bIK

Jas nuTupoBaHus:

Zykova I.V. Formulaicity and pragmatics of contact-terminating means in cinematic vs. artistic
discourse: A corpus study. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4. P. 862—885.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-46296

1. Introduction

Over the past three decades, there has been increasing interest in the cognitive-
semantic and functional-pragmatic specifics of communication in cinematic
discourse, which has given great impetus to the formation of new interdisciplinary
areas of linguistics (e.g. Gibbs 2020, Janney 2012, Pavesi & Formentelli 2023,
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Zykova 2023). One of these areas is represented by the researches aimed at
identifying and describing pragmatically relevant language means in contemporary
film(ic) speech (or film dialogue, film conversation, television dialogue, television
conversation). For instance, Quaglio (2009) explores such means as first- and
second person pronouns, hedges, discourse markers (you know, I mean), stance
markers (probably, perhaps), copular verbs (seem, feel), modal verbs (could,
might), empathic do, lexical bundles (/ can’t believe [+ complements]), intensifiers
(so, totally), expletives and slang terms, non-minimal responses (sure, fine) and
some others (Quaglio 2009). All these units were investigated in the popular
American sit-com “Friends” with the aim to compare their distribution and use in
the film dialogue and in natural conversation. Quaglio comes to the conclusion that
“Friends shares the core linguistic features that characterize <...> face-to-face
conversation” although this does not mean that “scripted language of Friends is the
same as natural conversation” (Quaglio 2009: 148).

Among pragmatically relevant language units distinguishing conversation in
cinematic discourse, formulaic language means (FLM) are of particular interest
(Nice to meet you!, You 're never going to believe this, in a nutshell etc.). Nowadays,
it is possible to identify at least two main strands of exploring FLM in films.

One of them (most widely-spread) centers on the similarities and differences
that FLM have in films and in real-life conversations. For instance, investigating
the formulaicity of contemporary film speech, Freddi (2011) carried out a
frequency-based analysis and identified the most frequent four-word formulaic
clusters used in two American and two British films: What are you doing, What do
you mean, I want you to, and some others. To find out how typical they are of
spontaneous conversation, the scholar compared these clusters to general spoken
corpora, namely the spoken components of the BNC and the COCA. The research
findings have shown that most of the clusters identified in scripted film dialogue
are common to natural spoken speech (Freddi 2011). This holds true for other
pragmatically relevant units. According to Napoli and Tantucci (2022), despite
featuring its own norms, film conversation has been claimed in Pragmatics’
research to be a good reflection of naturally occurring speech. Their study of
requestive acts (I wonder whether you can ..., Can you give me...) in English and
Italian films testifies to the fact that they reproduce traits of non-fictional interaction
as close as possible. The scholars emphasize that “film speech may be said to
involve a hyper-representation of naturalistic interaction, in which pragmatic
behaviour is somewhat ‘amplified’ rather than inhibited” (Napoli & Tantucci 2022).

The other main strand concerns the study of the process of penetration of FLM
from artistic discourses (cinematic discourse, in particular) into everyday language
practice. This approach is based on the assumption that normal conversation
exploits language means and strategies elaborated in literature and other kinds of
art. In her work, Tannen shows that “ordinary conversation is made up of linguistic
strategies that have been thought quintessentially literary” and that the “strategies,
which are shaped and elaborated in literary discourse, are pervasive, spontaneous,
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and functional in ordinary conversation” (Tannen 2007: 1). Analyzing formulaic
expressions in a screenplay, “Some Like It Hot”, Van Lancker-Sidtis and Rallon
(2004) deduce that ‘“comparisons between constructed and spontaneous
conversational talk reveal interesting similarities and differences in presence of
formulaic expressions” (Van Lancker-Sidtis & Rallon 2004: 220). The scholars
point out that “strategies of repetition are noted in both normal conversation and
literature”; “a major source of this practice of repetition is FEs” (Ibid). Their
findings are indicative of the fact that “living conversation naturally contains
devices seen in the language arts as much as art imitates life” (Ibid).

Thus, exploring various (phonological, semantic, grammatical, functional,
pragmatic, creative, etc.) aspects of FLM in films as well as in other types of artistic
discourses (novels, poetry, drama, short stories, theatrical performances, etc.) in
comparison with natural (casual, everyday, real-life) conversation is a rather steady
tendency of their recent investigations. In the majority of cases, researches are
based on extensive corpus evidence. Corpus-linguistic studies, as Buerki (2020)
notes, focus primarily on conventionality as manifested in language use,
considering formulas as “expressions that represent habitual ways of putting things
in a community” (Buerki 2020: 106).

The research undertaken in this paper follows in its key aspects the recent
tendencies of exploring FLM in modern linguistics and in its interdisciplinary
directions. It addresses formulaicity of cinematic communication in general and
more specifically of conversations unfolding in contemporary feature films. The
formulaicity will be measured through the analysis of a particular category of
language units — multi-word units that are used by interlocutors to terminate
communication in films. Hence, the goal of the present paper is to establish the
contact-terminating means peculiar to interpersonal interaction in cinematic
discourse, estimate them from the point of view of conventionality and pragmatic
value. To pursue this goal, the corpus approach is applied.

2. Contact-terminating means

Contact-terminating means (CTM), as understood in this paper, are a sub-
category of metacommunicative units (Grigorieva 2006). The increasing interest in
their exploration is caused by cultural and pragmatic relevance of CTM in everyday
(formal and informal) communication, as was noted in many works.

Pillet-Shore attests to the immense importance of conversational routines,
including greeting another person, introducing oneself to someone new, and saying
goodbye (Pillet-Shore 2024). As Baranov and Kreidlin (1992) claim, it is
impossible to fully describe the axiological and, more broadly, the modal structure
of a dialogue without studying the lexical markers of its opening and ending. The
latter include different formulaic expressions, such as Blagodaryu za vnimanie!,
Nu ladno tebe!, Mozhet, khvatit. According to Tuncer, “closing an interaction is a
crucial moment and takes delicate work, because the last words are known to remain
effective during the anticipated time of separation and to settle a relationship. One
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problematic achievement is to open the closing sequence” (Tuncer 2015: 105). As
Paltridge (2022) points out, closings are “complex interactional units which are
sensitive to the speaker’s orientation to continuing, closing (or not wanting to close)
the conversation” (Paltridge 2022: 136). McKeown and Zhang emphasize that
“closings present an opportunity to produce a frictionless termination to a
communicative exchange” (McKeown & Zhang 2015: 93).

In most studies, CTM are described as a subcategory that embraces structurally
and semantically diverse multifunctional formulaic units and overlaps with other
subcategories of metacommunicative units as well as other language units
(phraseological units, phrasal discourse markers, speech acts, etc.). Gorodnikova
and Dobrovolskij (1998) refer the formulaic expressions that (may) provide ending
or breaking a conversation to two subcategories of speech acts: phatic (goodbyes
and greetings-at parting) and metacommunicative (evasions). Stribizhev (2005)
dwells on the following types of formulas that are used to signal an interlocutor’s
intention to end up a conversation: formulas of leave-taking (Good bye!, So long!);
formulas of thanking (Many thanks, What are friends for?); formulas of farewell
wishes (Have a nice day!, Take care!); formulas of non-replies or evasions (/ 've got
nothing to add); closing formulas (1 ’ve finished), and interruptions of non-formulaic
character) ! . Pillet-Shore establishes idiomatic or formulaic expressions that
correspond to particular modular components to initiate and constitute the closing
phase of interaction: “possible pre-closing” (Things always work out for the best),
“announced closing” (Let me get off), “appreciating/reinvoking the reason for the
encounter” (Thanks for coming/having us over), “bridging time/arrangement-
making” (See you later/soon), “well-wishing” (Have a safe trip), “expressing
affection and/or reluctance to separate” (I love you, I'll miss you), “doing goodbye”
(Good night, See ya). The scholar pays special attention to the fact that do-goodbye
formulas can be repeated several times by interlocutors during their parting.
Besides, closing components are non-linear, and there are multimodal features that
can pervade the (pre-)closing phase, e.g.: gathering belongings, deploying stance-
marking embodiments that display current personal states (doing “being tired” by
yawning and/or producing audible out-breaths/sighs) (Pillet-Shore 2024). Many
other aspects of CTM have been also discussed in contemporary linguistic and
interdisciplinary researches (e.g., Bladas 2012, Bolden 2017, House & Kadar
2024).

Although much work has been done in the field in question, the use of CTM
in artistic communication and more specifically in cinematic discourse still remains
under-investigated. This study aims to identify formulaicity of CTM in cinematic
discourse and establish its pragmatic specificity in comparison with that in other
types of artistic discourse.

In this paper, CTM is defined as a subcategory that brings together multi-word
units of different emotive-expressive charge that are exploited to put an end to or

! Stribizhev, Viktor V. 2005. Speech cliches in Modern English: Meta-communicative function: Ab-
stract of dissertation ... Candidate of Philology. Belgorod. 20 p. (In Russ.)
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interrupt communication. They can be characterized by a varied degree of
formulaicity determined by a number of parameters: lexical fixedness, idiomaticity,
syntactical variation, relatedness to a particular communicative situation.

3. Data and methodology

This research is of interdisciplinary character. It applies knowledge from a
number of disciplines: phraseology, pragmalinguistics, film studies, corpus
linguistics, and, in particular, findings from discourse and conversation analysis.
The data for this study come from two corpora.

The first corpus is compiled ad hoc. It includes four British feature films
released since the beginning of the 21% century and portraying peculiarities of
natural interaction in contemporary settings. The size of this dataset is
approximately 41 375 words (see Table 1).

Table 1. The data of the films compiling the first corpus

Year of release,

No Film title Film director, Running time

Country

1 “Another Year” 2010, 129 min 15 892

Mike Leigh,
UK

2 “Driving Lessons” 2006, 98 min 8083

Jeremy Brock,

UK

3 “Enduring Love” 2004, 100 min 6 994

Roger Michell,
UK, US

4 “Hope Gap” 2019, 100 min 10 406

William Nicholson,

UK
Total 4 2004-2019, 427 min 41 375
UK (7 h 12 min)

Size
(the number of words)

All the selected films were manually transcribed from the film soundtrack,
marking up the initial and final phases of interpersonal interaction. For ease of
reading and computer search, the corpus contains only orthographic transcriptions.
All identified CTM were annotated by means of the symbol <ctm>. The dialogue
transcriptions were also enriched with the information related to several parameters
concerning textual (or contextual) and individual variables: chapter (number and/or
title) and scene type/settings, character speaking (including the cases of voice over),
linguistic event (e.g., in-person talks, phone calls), an interlocutor’s emotional state
(e.g., irritated, bewildered, whispering) and salient non-linguistic behaviour (e.g.,
waving, nodding). Besides, the corpus houses metadata, such as: genre, year of
production, country of production, director, screenwriter, literary source, running
time, storyline, awards and nominations, age certificates (e.g. “U”, “PG”, “12A”,
etc), popularity rating according to the Internet Movie Database (IMDDb). All the
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films composing the corpus in question are produced in the UK, are of the same
genre (drama films), have awards, are popular, and have the rating above 6.0.

The second database applied in the present work is the Written British National
Corpus 2014 (the Written BNC2014). It is conceived as a further test case for the
findings based on the first corpus. The Written BNC2014 is a major project led by
Lancaster University to create a 100-million-word corpus of present day British
English. The choice of this corpus is stipulated by two main reasons. First, the data
it contains was collected in the time window of 2010-2019, with 2014 being
roughly the midpoint. Second, it has two subcorpora that makes it possible to fulfil
the research tasks set in the given paper. They are “Fiction” and “Written-to-be-
Spoken”. The size of the former is about 20 million words, while the latter contains
more than 3 million words. The “Fiction” subcorpus embraces such subgenres as 1)
poetry; i1) general prose; ii1) prose for children and teenagers; iv) science fiction
and fantasy; v) crime; vi) romance. The proportion of fiction texts represents their
“influential cultural role” (Burnard 2000: 7). The “Written-to-be-Spoken” involves
1) television (TV) scripts; i1) modern drama scripts (Brezina et al. 2021). The two
mentioned characteristics of the Written BNC2014 are crucial for ensuring the
validity of the comparison of the data retrieved from both corpora; they may provide
reliable evidence to determine the specificity of CMT in cinematic discourse vs.
artistic discourse.

The two corpora will be further referred to as the CF (i.e. the corpus of films)
and the BNC2014-F/WBS. The approach taken in this study involves two
interrelated case-studies (based on the work with two corpora described above) and
six basic steps.

Case study-1. In a first step, a film genre, topic, and size matched corpus of
English films is compiled (the CF). In the second step, dialogical profiles of the
films are established and compared in terms of their similarity and differences. This
comparison allows assessing the balance, validity, and representativeness of the
analyzed empirical material. In the third step, the identification and comprehensive
manual extractions of CTM from the CF are carried out; all identified CTM are
classified according to their pragmatic types; the established pragmatic types of
CTM are counted and percentages for each type are determined. In the fourth step,
the formulaicity of CTM of each pragmatic type is measured through a number of
parameters: syntactic and lexical fixedness, idiomaticity, and distribution across the
feature films in the CF.

Case study-2. In the fifth step, the formulaic CTM that prove to be most
characteristic of cinematic discourse, are tested in two subcorpora of the Written
BNC2014: “Fiction” and “Written-to-be-Spoken” (the BNC2014-F/WBS),
assessing their frequency, variability, and distribution. In the sixth and final step,
the research findings from two corpora (the CF and the BNC2014-F/WS) are
compared and estimated in terms of whether formulaic CTM identified in the
feature films are typical of other types of artistic discourse and have similar
functions in them.
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4. Research results
4.1. Case study-1. CTM in cinematic discourse

Case study-1 is corpus-driven. The dialogical profiles of the drama films in the
CF have been created according to several parameters. One of them is the number
of dialogues that constitute the verbal structure of the films in question. Another
important parameter that may influence the contact-termination phase is whether a
dialogue takes place in person or over the telephone. In the latter case, the
participants are not co-present on the screen and the remarks of only one of the
participants are accessible for the analysis. The number of interlocutors involved in
the interaction is also of high relevance (if there are two or more than two
participants). This parameter influences the frequency of CTM as they are usually
used by each participant of a dialogue. And last but not least is the parameter of the
interlocutor who terminates the contact: if it is the participant who initiates the
dialogue or it is his/her partner(s). All the data obtained in the course of the analysis
are summarized in table 2 (see table 2).

Table 2. Dialogical profiles of the drama films in contrast

“Another “Driving “Enduring

Parameters Year” Lessons” Love” “Hope Gap” Total
Number of 55 61 40 49 205
dialogues
Face-to-face dialogues* vs. 55vs.0 59 vs. 2 38 (1*)vs.2 | 43(6%)vs. 6 195 vs. 10

landline and mobile
telephone calls
Number of interlocutors: 47 vs. 53% 79 vs. 21% 65 vs. 35% 82 vs. 18% 68 vs. 32%
two vs. more-than two
Interlocutor terminating a 40 vs. 60% 41 vs. 59% 47 vs. 53% 43 vs. 57% 42 vs. 58%
contact®*:
initiator vs. partner

Note: *Person dialogues include cases of inner dialogues and talks with pets; **All verbal and non-verbal
reactions are regarded as indicators of contact-termination (words, silence, various hand, head, eye, and
other body gestures).

Resource: The author’s research output.

The formation and comparison of the dialogical profiles allow assessing the
validity and objectivity of the data about the contact-termination phase that are
extracted from the CF. As is seen in table 2, the total number of dialogues used in
the films is 205, which can be considered a rather representative sample for the
analysis of CTM. The dialogical profiles of the analyzed films have both differences
and similarities. One of the differences is their “dialogical density” determined by
the number of dialogues used in them. Interestingly, although the film “Driving
Lessons” has the shortest duration compared to the other three films and in terms
of its size (i.e. the number of words) it ranks only third, this film has the highest
dialogical density (61 dialogues). It implies a broader range of situational contexts
of using CTM. In contrast to the other three films, in “Another Year” the
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communication is only in-person, telephone calls are not characteristic of its
dialogical profile. Besides, the number of dialogues that involve several participants
is greater than the number of two-participant dialogues in this film. In the other
films, two-participant dialogues predominate. The feature that all the dialogical
profiles have in common is that in the majority of cases the character who opens
the conversation (i.e. initiator) does not close it.

The study of the dialogical profiles leads to the following conclusion. Their
differences provide us with the possibility of taking into account most of the
structural, topical, and deictic (participants, locations/settings, and time) diversity
of dialogues (in particular, their CTM) that are peculiar to natural communication.
Their similarities are indicative of the specifics of the interpersonal interactions
depicted in the films as a certain type of artistic communication.

In 205 dialogues, there were established 318 occurrences of CTM (repeated
units were included), out of which 292 cases are verbal CTM and 26 cases are non-
verbal CTM, cf. e.g.:

(1) Laura: Then I'll expect you whenever you can get back. Good night, Ben.
(“Driving Lessons”)

(2) Claire: Do you realize how mad you sound? ...To people like me.
... To normal people. You sound mad.
Joe: [silent, his gaze and face expressions signal the end of the
conversation]. (“Enduring Love”)

Due to the aim and tasks of the present paper, non-verbal CTM and single
words exploited to end conversational interactions in the films under consideration
were excluded from further analysis. The quantity of single-word CTM is 25 (e.g.,
Oh!, Yeah, Mum, Another). Their removing from the material yields 267
occurrences of multi-word CTM, which were analyzed according to the following
parameters: 1) a level of functioning (intradiegetic and extradiegetic); 2) pragmatic
value, and 3) formulaicity.

The research carried out has shown that CTM can function at both intradiegetic
and extradiegetic levels. The level of functioning is determined by a set of factors:
whether they are addressed to a film character or a film viewer; whether their use
intends to terminate a topic of a film dialogue or a film scene (a film episode);
whether they are uttered on screen or in a voice over. The CTM, which are
addressed to the film character, used to end one of the topics of a film dialogue or
a whole dialogue, and pronounced on screen, are intradiegetic. It means that they
intend to imitate the naturalness or spontaneity of everyday interpersonal
interactions (example 3). The CTM, which are addressed to the film viewer,
exploited mainly to shift to another film episode, and/or pronounced by a voice
over, are extradiegetic. It implies that they serve primarily to develop a film
narration and contribute to the conflict representation (example 4).

(3) Mary (says on-screen to Ken): Look at the food in this fridge. I haven't
got anything in mine. I’ll see you later, all right? (“Another Year”)
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(4) Jamie (voice-over): When I was a child, we would go to this cove under
the cliffs called Hope Gap. <...> My mother would sit on the rocks and
wait for me while I explored. I never asked myself what she was thinking
or if she was happy. You don’t, do you? (“Hope Gap”)

The overwhelming majority of the CTM under study are intradiegetic units
that make the filmic dialogues akin to natural communication. However, they also
provide the plot advancement and, consequently, function at an extradiegetic level
as well. Just a few CTM of an exclusively extradiegetic nature were found in the
CF (e.g. Edward’s voice over narrating the events of the War of 1812 in the film
“Hope Gap”). As a whole, the use of CTM at both levels of functioning (intra- and
extradiegetic) can be regarded as an important feature of this subcategory of
metacommunicative units in films that distinguishes the latter from natural
communication and other types of artistic discourse.

The CTM identified in the CF were classified into the following twelve
pragmatic types: 1) ‘farewells or partings’; 2) ‘personal opinion or stance-taking’;
3) ‘common knowledge or a widely-spread opinion’; 4) ‘informing about
something’ (some event, the weather, immediate-future actions, planned actions,
one’s attitude and feelings, among other); 5) ‘information request or information
verification’; 6) ‘agreement or approval’; 7) ‘promise or warning’; 8) ‘offer or
invitation’ (to do something); 9) ‘request or command’; 10) ‘apology’;
11) ‘expletive or insult’; 12) ‘thanking’. The percentage ratio of these pragmatic
types of CTM are presented in Figure 1.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
1) farewells/partings I 45%
2) personal opinion/stance-taking I 7%
3) common knowledge/widely-spread opinion I 4%
4) informing about NN 13%
5) info-request/verification I 5%
6) agreement/approval M 4%
7) promises/warnings M 2%
8) offer/invitation WM 3%
9) request/command I 7%
10) apology W 3%
11) expletive/insult B 1%
12) thanking M 6%

Figure 1. The percentage ratio of 12 pragmatic types of CTM extracted from the CF
Resource: The author’s research output.

As was established, 45% of all the CTM are formulas that are traditionally and
regularly used in real-life situations when interlocutors are taking leave. These
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formulas are conventional means of saying goodbye, expressing good wishes at
parting, appreciating the encounter.

Among the CTM-farewells, the formulas with the most frequency of
occurrence are Good(-)bye (35%) and Hope to see you soon (26%). The former one
occurs in all the four films under consideration, which means that it has an even
distribution across the corpus material. This formula is used predominantly in a
contracted form: Bye, Bye-bye. The latter formula is not found in the film “Hope
Gap”. In the three other films, Hope fo see you soon has a (creatively) modified or
a contracted form and intends to arrange next possible future contact. Its variable
elements range from the general (later, soon, etc.) to more specific deictic
(temporal, spatial) units (on Thursday, there, next week, etc), cf., e.g.:

(5) Tom: Right, we’ll see you when we see you.
Katie: Soon, hopefully. (“Another Year”)
(6) Jed: Right. Well, bye. Bye, then.
Joe: Okay. See you, bye. (“Enduring Love”)

To bring the conversational interaction to an end, the characters also exploit
such formulaic phrases as: I'd best be off, We’d best get going, I've got to go, |
might head off in a minute, It’s time to go, Let’s go. This formulaic group ranks
third in frequency of occurrence (8%), e.g.:

(7) Laura: Ben!
Ben (on the phone): I have to go now. (“Driving Lessons”)

The occurrence of the other CTM of this pragmatic type ranges from 6 times
to 1 time. These are the following formulas: Good night, Take care, Ta-ta [for now],
Lovely/nice to see/meet you, Thank you for coming or Thanks for coming, I’ll give
you a ring, Look after yourself, Give/send my love to, Good luck, Safe journey, Keep
in touch, e.g.:

(8) Jamie: I should be getting... going. She’ll be waiting for me so...
Edward: Well, then keep in touch. (“Hope Gap”)

Also, in the CF four formulaic CTM are found to convey a rather conventional
way of ending an encounter in a special communication situation, i.e. at a church
service, the funeral, the office: Have mercy on us;, These things are of no
consequence, be you Christian or atheist, unless in your heart you are true; We’ll
remember them; If you’d like to follow me.

The CTM-farewells are formulas characterized by lexical fixedness (to some
degree, as they have variable slots in their structure) and/or idiomaticity (to some
degree) [about these and other criteria for identifying formulaic sequences see in
(Bladas 2012, Buerki 2020, Namba 2010, Wood 2015)].

The CTM of other pragmatic groups can be divided into non-formulaic and (to
some extent) formulaic. The formulaicity may manifest itself in a number of ways:
syntactically, lexically, and both syntactically and lexically.
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As Figure 1 demonstrates, the CTM-statements informing about something
(13%), the CTM-opinions (7%), and the CTM-requests/commands (7%), rank
second and third in frequency of occurrence, correspondently, e.g.:

(9) Jamie: [ can’t bring him back.
Grace: You don’t know that. Have you tried? You go on seeing him.
That means you let him think he has your approval.
Jamie: Mom, he’s in love! (“Hope Gap”)
(10) Joe: Well, you know, we’ll cross that bridge when we come to it.
Claire: [ think we have come to it.
Joe: Not now. (“Enduring Love”)
(11) Evie: You do not touch my things!
Ben: Yes. I'm sorry. I'm very sorry.
Evie: You tidy around them. (“Driving Lessons”)

The statements that a character uses to close a conversation by informing
his/her partner about something are qualified as more non-formulaic, cf., e.g.: It’s
going to rain again, He’s all right; As well as can be expected; I'm in the park
across the street; I love you, I need him here; Straight on, second on the right;
You’re hurting me; I'm on my way. Their syntactical structure and lexical
composition are diverse and not recurrent. Only some CTM of this pragmatic type
have formulaic elements, e.g.: God only knows where I’d be without you!;
So you see, I’'m not really coping after all.

The formulaicity of the CTM-opinions can be observed in the recurrence of
the utterances beginning with [ think, e.g.: I think you’ll find that we men are;
I think you probably have, old son. Even if this formulaic opinion-classifier is
omitted, it is implied, e.g.: They have no feelings at all = [I think] They [men] have
no feelings at all. Among CTM-requests (direct or indirect) there are a few phrases
which are recognized as regularly used means of conversation termination: Would
you stop saying that?; Don’t say anything; Mind your own business; Come on;
Don’t even talk about it.

A certain degree of formulaicity is observed in other pragmatic groups of
CTM. Dialogues in the films under consideration are closed by means of formulas
of thanking. The formula Thank you is used 12 times, the formula Thank you/thanks
for smth/doing smth — 3 times, and the formula Thanks a lot — one time (the total
frequency rate is 6%), e.g:

(12) Evie: Sadly, your prices are beyond us, but for your aid we thank you.
(“Driving Lessons™)

These formulas have lexical fixedness and are considered rather conventional
means of contact-termination, especially in informal situations.

A few interrogative utterances are found in the CF as CTM, e.g.: Was he?;
Am I?; Mum, did she come looking for me? What do you mean?; Who's gonna
forgive me?. They are not idiomatic and differ in their lexical composition. From
the syntactical point of view, they are different types of questions used in the forms
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that are quite typical of dialogical speech. All these features are indicative of their
more non-formulaicity.

Of particular interest are the CTM that express common knowledge or a
widely-spread (commonly-accepted) opinion. Some of them are utterances that are
distinguished by an aphoristic character and/or idiomaticity. These traits make them
akin to proverbs. Hence, the CTM of this pragmatic type can be considered
proverbial prototypes and can be qualified as potential formulas, cf., e.g.:

(13) Edward: He’s got his own life to live. (“Hope Gap”)

(14) Evie: Life is confusing. Just when we think it’s all over, it throws a
view like this at us and we don’t know where we are. (“Driving
Lessons™)

The CTM-agreements/approvals are lexically and syntactically diverse
utterances lacking idiomaticity: I/ know!; Oh, well; Here goes, That’s the spirit; Not
gay, apparently; Grace is right. However, some of them contain formulaic
elements: Bloody hell right; Whatever you want, darling; All right, Yes, I see.

The CTM-offers/invitations and the CTM-apologies have the same frequency
of occurrence in the CF. Both types of CTM involve phrases of a formulaic
character due to their recognizable syntactical and/or lexical peculiarities. To end a
dialogue, the following formulas of offering or inviting to do something are
exploited in the films: Well, you must come again; Think about it; Come and sit
yourself down, Mary, and have a cup of tea; Come on and Let ’s-phrases. The latter
two formulas signal the transition to another action or activity of the character in
the films. The CTM-apologies are rather conventional phrases formed with the help
of two words: excuse (used when the dialogue is interrupted) and sorry (used when
the character expresses sorrow, sympathy or regret for a misdeed or a mistake), e.g.:

(15) Evie: I...I thought I'd begin today’s recital by reading William
Shakespeare’s sonnet number twenty nine, “When in Disgrace with
Fortune.” Sorry. Excuse me. Sorry. (“Driving Lessons”)

The cases of terminating a conversation by means of promises or warnings are
very rare in the CF. The formulaic character of such CTM is determined by their
syntactic patterns rather than lexical constituents, cf., e.g.: [ promise; We’ll have a
proper game next time; I'll kill her. As was established, there are only five hits of
expletives used in the films under consideration to interrupt or end an interpersonal
communication.

Importantly, the CTM with the low frequency of occurrence (i.e. from 6 to 1%)
are characterized by a varied distribution in the CF. Five of the eight pragmatic
types do not have distribution in all the films constituting this corpus. These
are the following types: 3) common knowledge/widely-spread opinion;
7) promises/warnings; 10) apologies; 11) expletives/insults; 12) thanking. The data
of the CTM distribution in the CF is given in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The distribution of CTM of different pragmatic types in the CF
Resource: The author’s research output.

To sum up, Case study-1 resulted in establishing that the most frequent means
of terminating a conversation in the cinematic discourse are farewells. This
pragmatic group is characterized by an absolute degree of formulaicity, bringing
together corresponding types of formulas. These formulas are characterized by
lexical fixedness, idiomaticity, and a steady association with the final phase of
interpersonal interaction, reflecting the conventions of formal (task-oriented) and
informal (or casual) conversational speech in everyday life.

Their relatively high frequency of occurrence and even distribution across the
films in the CF testify the development of regular associations between the
contact-terminating phase and the following three pragmatic groups of language
means: (i) statements informing about something, and utterances that express
(i1) personal opinions and (iii) requests (orders). CTM-statements are more non-
formulaic than CTM-opinions and CTM-requests that contain formulaic elements
and therefore exhibit more formulaicity. A degree of formulaicity is also
characteristic of other pragmatic types of CTM identified in the present research
(apologies, invitations, etc.).

4.2. Case study-2. CTM in artistic discourse

Case sudy-2 is corpus-based. It was carried out on the basis of two subcorpora
of the Written BNC2014 that contain written texts of different (sub)genres:
“Fiction” and “Written-to-be-Spoken” (the BNC2014-F/WBS). Three formulas
have been selected from the pragmatic group of CTM-farewells as this group has
the highest frequency and distribution rates in the CF. These formulas are (1) See
you soon/later/tomorrow, (2) Thank you/thanks for coming, and (3) Keep in
touch/contact. To find and compare their frequency in the written artistic discourse,
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the KWIC tool was applied. Table 3 contains the results of their analysis in the
BNC2014-F/WBS (see Table 3).

Table 3. Rates of the three formulas in the BNC2014-F/WBS

Node “Fiction” “Written-to-be-Spoken”
Hits* | Texts Hits | Texts

(1) See you ...
... soon 60 (2,94) 52 /1069 25 (7,90) 24/726
... later 132 (6,46) 107 / 1 069 116 (36,66) 84/726
... tomorrow 76 (3,72) 64 /1069 23(7,27) 22/726
Total 268 223 164 130
(2) ... for coming
Thank you ... 46 (2,25) 45 /1069 27 (8,53) 247726
Thanks ... 40 (1,96) 37/1069 28 (8,85) 24/726
Total 86 82 55 48
(3) Keep in ...
...touch 53 (2,59) 46 /1069 6 (1,90) 5/726
..contact 6 (0,29) 5/1069 0(0) 0/726
Total 59 51 6 5

Note: *in this section, rates represent absolute and relative frequency of hits (hits per 1M tokens in the
corpus).
Resource: Retrieved by the author from the Written BNC2014 July 20, 2025.

According to the corpus-based findings, the first formula with the variable
element /ater has the highest rate of hits in both subcorpora (see Table 3). In the
“Fiction” subcorpus, the absolute frequency of See you later is 132 with the relative
frequency being 6,46. It appears in 107 texts out of 1069 texts in this subcorpus,
with the highest rate of relative frequency in such a category of texts as “women’s”
(15,05). In the “Written-to-be-Spoken” subcorpus, the absolute frequency of this
formula is 116 with the relative frequency being 36,66. See you later occurs
in 84 texts out of 726 texts in this subcorpus, having the highest rate of relative
frequency in the category of “TV scripts” (64,62). See you tomorrow occurs with
the highest rate of relative frequency in the subgenre categories “women’s” (8,78)
and “TV scripts” (7,53) in the two subcorpora, correspondingly. Unlike these two
variants of the formula under consideration, the highest rate of relative frequency
of See you soon is observed in the subgenre categories “humour” (18,80) and
“drama scripts” (8,28).

As the formula See you soon/later/tomorrow is supposed to be a contracted
form, “probably short for Hope to see you soon” (OEtD 2025), the left-context
concordances were also taken into account. According to the number of hits in both
subcorpora, the top two of two-word patterns that proceed this formula are the first-
person singular and plural pronouns (in L2 position) used in the majority of cases
with the contracted form of the auxiliary verb will/shall (in L1 position) — I’// (in
a few cases I will), we’ll, e.g.:

(16) Finally, at the point of departure, she said, ‘I’ll see you soon.’
(“Fiction™).
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(17) Right, I better get off- I’ll see you later. (“Written-to-be-Spoken”)

In the form I hope to see you [again] soon, the formula is found to occur two
times only in the “Fiction” subcorpus, e.g.:

(18)  ‘Thank you, Miss Clark,’ he said, sitting back down before I’d even left
the office. ‘I hope to see you again soon.’

These left-context concordances provide the formula with extra pragmatic
value of making a promise and expressing uncertainty.

The analysis of 432 contexts from two subcorpora under study has revealed
that the formula See you soon/later/tomorrow is exploited by the characters in all
the cases with the intention to end (or interrupt) the interpersonal interaction, i.e. as
CTM, e.g.:

(19) ‘See you tomorrow. Give my regards to your mum,’ he said, clearly
enough to be heard. (“Fiction”)

(20) See you later. Are you going out? Yes, my friend Bella’s. (‘“Written-to-
be-Spoken™)

In the “Fiction” subcorpus, the formula Thank you for coming is characterized
by a higher rate of hits than its variant Thanks for coming, cf.: 46 (2,25) vs. 40
(1,96), correspondingly. The relative frequency of the former is highest in such a
category of subgenre of fiction as “humor” (9,40), while the latter occurs most
frequently in the subcategory “women’s” (9,75). Interestingly, according to the data
retrieved from the subcorpus “Written-to-be-Spoken”, there is a very slight
difference in frequency of occurrence between Thank you for coming and Thanks
for coming, cf.: 27 (8,53) vs. 28 (8,85). Moreover, the rate of their distribution
across the texts in this subcorpus is the same (see Table 3). Both formulas appear
in the subgenre of “TV scrips” more frequently than in the subgenre “drama
scripts”. The rates of relative frequency in these subgenres correlate as follows:
Thank you for coming is 11,92 vs. 5,10; Thanks for coming is 13,18 vs. 4,46.

Importantly, only 26 out of 141 hits (18,4%) in these formulas are used as
CTM, for example:

(21) ‘See you, Granddad,” said Jamie, leaning in. ‘What Ilovely
grandchildren! Thank you for coming. You must have more important
things to do.’ (“Fiction”)

(22) Good luck with that. And thanks for coming over. It always helps to
talk things through.” She walked him to the door. (“Fiction”)

(23) Good night, Sarah. Night. Thank you for coming. (‘“Written-to-be-
Spoken™)

(24) Thank you so much for coming. Thanks for coming. Dave will take
you over. (“Written-to-be-Spoken”)

The analysis has shown that in the majority of cases — 88 hits (62,4%) — the
formulas under consideration are used by the characters at the opening phase of
their interaction to (greatly/much) appreciate encountering interlocutors and to
establish an appropriate connection with them. Thus, these formulas perform a
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different metacommunicative function. They contribute to the conversation
opening and serve as contact-establishing means, for example:

(25) Seated at right angles to each other, they began the business in hand.
‘Thank you for coming to us,’ Thea said. ‘We do appreciate it.’
(“Fiction™)

(26) They 're here. Thank you for coming. Please have a seat. (““Written-to-
be-Spoken”)

In 27 cases (19,2%), the formulas in question are not pragmatically linked with
either the end or the beginning of the conversation in the artistic discourse. They
have more semantic value and are used to depict the speaker’s attitude to the
partner’s conduct or the relationships between the characters, contribute to the
conflict-developing or dramatizing the situation, e.g.:

(27) I was embarrassed, and cross that you'd left me stranded. But I'm OK
now. Thanks for coming back for me.’ (“Fiction”)

(28) It’s done now, anyway. Thanks Jenny. Thanks for coming over. Thanks.
(““Written-to-be-Spoken”)

As far as the third formula is concerned, the data retrieved from the
BNC2014-F/WBS testify to the fact that it occurs much more frequent with the
element fouch in the artistic discourse than with the element contact, cf.: 59 hits in
51 texts vs. 6 hits in 5 texts (absolute frequency) (see Table 3). The highest rate of
distribution of Keep in touch is in such subgenres of fiction and written-to-be-
spoken texts as “women’s” (6,69) and “drama scripts (3,18), correspondingly. Keep
in contact appears with the highest rate of frequency distribution (0,89) in the
subgenre of “fantasy”.

The qualitative analysis of all the hits from the BNC2014-F/WBS has resulted
in establishing 26 cases (40%) out of 65, in which the formulas under consideration
are exploited by the speakers with the intention to terminate a conversation, i.e. as
informal parting phrases, e.g.:

(29) Okay, Ma, it’s late here, I'm getting my head down now.’ ‘Keep in
touch, won’t you, CeCe?’ (“Fiction”)

(30) — Oh! Look after yourself, Katy. — I will. Keep in touch, OK?
(“Written-to-be-Spoken”)

Notably, as CTM the formula Keep in touch occurs not only in dialogues, but
also in the narration to depict the traditional way of ending a conversation, e.g.:

(31) They exchange numbers and make promises to keep in touch, and he
offers to pick her up on his way back to London. (“Fiction”)

The study of left contexts (a window span of two words on the left, L2 position)
reveals the following. The co-occurrence with the first-person singular and plural
pronouns and the auxiliary verb will (I’ll, We’ll, I will), as well as with the verbs
try, do (empathic), the word please, the form Let’s imparts the formulas in question
extra pragmatic value of making a promise and expressing a request, an offer or a
wish, e.g.:

878



Zykova Irina V. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 862—885

(32) ‘Thanks for ringing, Dan. I’ll keep in touch, mate.” Then he dropped
the phone and turned to her, his face a picture of disbelief. (“Fiction”)
(33) ‘Let’s keep in touch, old fellow,’ said Hugo as he climbed into his car.
(“Fiction”)
In 39 cases (60%), keep in touch/contact is used in the artistic discourse in its
idiomatic meaning ‘communicate with someone regularly’, e.g.:

(34) [ do all right in sixth-form college, though Samantha Hogan doesn’t
keep in touch like she said she would and I find that all I really do is
sit in my pyjamas in Auntie Cheryl’s spare room and play on my iPhone.
(“Written-to-be-Spoken”)

Thus, in various genres of texts in two subcorpora of the Written BNC2014 —
“Fiction” and “Written-to-be-Spoken”, the formulas — (1) See you
soon/later/tomorrow, (2) Thank you/thanks for coming, and (3) Keep in
touch/contact — are exploited as CTM. Unlike the first formula, whose pragmatic
value is most salient and sustainable, the second and third formulas can fulfill other
(meta)communicative functions (e.g., opening a conversation) and additional
pragmatic tasks (such as promises, offers, etc), and can be used as semantic units
rather than pragmatic ones.

The comparison of all the quantitative and qualitative data from the two
corpora — the CF and the BNC2014-F/WS — identifies both similarities and
differences in the use of the three CTM-formulas. A most important similarity
consists in the same quantitative (or statistical) trend of their use in cinematic
discourse and in different types of artistic discourse. In both corpora, the formula
See you soon/later/tomorrow ranks first in frequency of occurrence and distribution,
the formula Thank you/thanks for coming ranks second, and the formula Keep in
touch/contact — third. Besides, like in fiction and written-to-be-spoken texts, in the
feature films under analysis the use of See you soon/later/tomorrow can imply a
kind of promise (especially when it co-occurs with I/, we’ll), and the formula
Thank you for coming is characterized by a higher frequency of occurrence than
Thanks for coming.

As far as differences are concerned, the first formula with the variable element
later (i.e. See you later) has the highest rate of hits in frequency and distribution in
the BNC2014-F/WS, while in the CF the number of its hits is smallest in contrast
to the use with the variable elements soon and tomorrow. In the studied films, this
formula exhibits a significant variability of the third element. The components soon,
later, tomorrow can be replaced by other deictic words denoting time or space (on
Thursday, next week, next Sunday, eleven o’clock, there). In the CF, the formula
Thank you/thanks for coming functions only as CTM, the cases with its performing
other (meta)communicative functions or pragmatic tasks that were detected in the
BNC2014-F/WS were not found. Keep in touch has one hit in the CF which means
that as CTM it is not typical of cinematic discourse. However, the data from the
BNC2014-F/WS (concerning its frequency, distribution, structural variability)
makes it possible to qualify Keep in touch/contact as quite common (conventional,
usual) CTM for the artistic discourse.
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5. Discussion

The results of this study fall into three general areas of significance. First, the
comparison of the data from two corpora has shown that artistic discourse
(including cinema) mirrors the communicative and pragmatic peculiarities of
spontaneous talk in its formulaicity aspect with regard to CTM. The highest rates
of occurrence and distribution of such pragmatic type of CTM as CTM-farewells
in the CF and the data of the occurrence and distribution of three formulas of
farewells retrieved from the BNC2014-F/WS verify the assumption that the phase
of terminating a conversation in films and other types of artistic discourse is
characterized by formulaicity that makes filmic (in particular) and artistic
(in general) speech is quite similar with natural speech. The dialogical profiles of
the films under consideration also testify to the “pragmatic authenticity” of closing
an interpersonal interaction in cinematic discourse. They reveal that CTM are used
in the filmic dialogues that are devoted to the discussion of a substantial range of
topics with the number of participants varying from two to more-than-two. These
findings agree with the results from earlier works comparing the functioning of
formulas in films and in everyday speech and exploring pragmatic aspects of artistic
discourse (Grant & Starks 2001, Lancker-Sidtis & Rallon 2004, CokonoBa &
@emenko 2024). Thus, formulaicity can be a reliable indicator of some general
principles of artistic representation of real-life (everyday) interpersonal interaction
in different types of artistic discourse.

Second, the results also reveal that cinematic discourse does not actually
follow the generally accepted patterns of natural communication as it modifies
them, adjusting their choice and use to the achievement of certain aesthetic goals of
this art form. In accord with our findings in the CF, Taylor reports that the language
of film “must be regarded as an entity in itself”, film dialogue differs from purely
written and purely spoken discourse in terms of many parameters referring to the
characteristics of language use (Taylor 2006). The comparative analysis carried out
by the scholar showed significant differences in the use of discourse markers typical
of the spoken language (e.g., right, OK, now) between film texts and spontaneous
oral language taken from the Cobuild ‘Bank of English’ spoken corpus (Taylor
2004). Also, analyzing closings of telephone calls in 20 popular English-language
films, Ryan and Granville suggested that films provide inauthentic models of
conversation (Ryan & Granville 2020).

In the present research, a remarkable modification of the so-called standardized
ways of terminating a conversation is a (relatively) high frequency of occurrence of
such pragmatic types of CTM as CTM-statements informing about something,
CTM-opinions and CTM-requests/commands. To put it differently, to inform
someone about something in order to close a dialogue is not something ordinary or
predictable, it deviates from a discursive norm of everyday talk. Although the so-
called “non-conventional” means of ending a talk can also be found in natural
communication, they are spontaneous rather than regular or systemic and are of
different pragmatic nature compared to those in cinematic discourse. These “non-
conventionalities” in real-life communication are described in House and Kéadar
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(2014). Dividing 25 speech acts into two major types — ‘Substantive’ (that include
attitudinal and informative speech acts) and ‘Ritual’ (that involve opening and
closing speech acts), the scholars argue that “this typology represents the default
function of speech acts, and any speech act can ‘migrate’ into other slots”, e.g. “in
certain contexts, a Substantive Attitudinal speech act can take on a Ritual function”
(House & Kadar 2024: 1699). Focusing on English-speaking conventions of
extracting oneself from the interaction, House and Kadar attempted to systematize
all the speech acts through which closing an interaction can be when it comes to a
situation where extracting is needed. The analysis revealed that in English the
closing phase is fulfilled not only by the Extractor, but also by such speech acts as
Excuse/Justify, Apologise, Opine, and Thank. The authors emphasize the fact that
in English the speech acts in the closing phase tend to be realized by routine
formulae. They argue that the easy availability of routine formulae results in a more
strongly ritualized pragmatic convention of extracting oneself in English, much less
interactional work needs to be done to realize extracting (House & Kadar 2024:
1709). Also importantly, as House’s research showed, the reliance on routine
formulas in the realization of many speech acts is much more typical of English
speakers than of speakers of various other languages, e.g. German and Chinese
(House 2006). According to Larina, while taking a leave, English speakers use more
speech formulas than Russian speakers; the communicative actions of the former
are more ritualized and conventionalized (Larina 2009, 2025).

In contrast to these observations from authentic speech practice, in the British
films under study an interpersonal interaction is terminated by utterances of another
pragmatic value (as pointed out above): statements informing about something,
opinions, and requests/commands. It is worth special mentioning that their
regularity of occurrence as CTM and frequency in the CF signals the development
of fixed associations of their use with a certain “standardized communication
situation” (according to Coulmas) — the closing phase of a filmic dialogue. In the
majority of cases, they are utterances of non-formulaic nature from the point of
view of their lexical fixedness and idiomaticity (Bladas 2012). Only some CTM of
these pragmatic types involve formulaic elements. Thus, by modifying customary
patterns of natural speech, cinematic discourse is elaborating its own pragmatic
“conventions” of conversation closure, creatively synthesizing the use of formulaic
and non-formulaic CTM, as well as trigger the emergence of new formulas. The
identified pragmatic innovations can be explained by CTM functioning at
simultaneously two levels in films — intradiegetic and extradiegetic. They
terminate not only a dialogue between characters but also the whole scene, point to
a move to the next episode. According to our findings, the majority of CTM-
statements and CTM expressing opinions and requests/commands intensify the
dramatic way of perceiving the events in the films.

Third, the formulaic component of the feature films exhibits not only
pragmatic commonalities with other types of artistic discourse in the Written
BNC2014 (i.e. fiction and scripts), but also divergences. These divergences in
exploiting formulas to terminate interpersonal communication are both linguistic
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and metalinguistic. The linguistic ones concern the discovered quantitative and
qualitative data of using formulas in the drama films on the one hand, and in various
kinds of written texts of fiction and scrips, — on the other hand. The metalinguistic
divergences consist in the stated dependency of distribution of formulas under
analysis on a subgenre (of a fiction work, a script, or a film). In the films, the
formulas undergo more syntactic and lexical variation, and are therefore more
susceptible to the formation of slots in their structure — the process that Dagbrowska
defines as “the transition from formula to schema”. As the scholar claims, this
process “does not require translation into a different representational format, but
merely loss of detail” (Dgbrowska 2014: 619). The variation of formulas in
cinematic discourse can be accounted for by, as we would call it, the “spoken-to-
be-written” format of films in comparison to the written format of fiction texts and
scripts. As our material is limited to four drama films, to verify whether the
established peculiarities are of regular character and can be defined as typical of
feature films rather than of artistic discourse in general, it is necessary to conduct a
research on larger empirical dataset. Within the field of pragmalinguistics, the
comparative study of using formulas as well as other pragmatically relevant units
in different kinds of artistic communication and art forms still remains a rather
neglected area of inquiry. However, the findings of the present corpus analysis as
well as of some earlier explorations of various pragmatic phenomena (including
formulas) in artistic discourse make evident the fact that the issue of the so-called
“pragmatic authenticity or pragmatic artificiality” of cinematic discourse and other
types of artistic discourse is still unsolved and has many routes for further prolific
scientific searches.

6. Conclusion

The present paper aimed to identify formulaicity of contact-terminating means
in cinematic discourse and establish its pragmatic specificity in comparison with
that in other types of artistic discourse. It outlined the results of two interrelated
case studies of language means used to terminate a conversation in cinematic
discourse compared to artistic discourse. To identify the formulaicity and pragmatic
value of contact-terminating means (CTM), a complex methodology was
elaborated, based on the application of two kinds of corpus approach: corpus-driven
(Case study-1) and corpus-based (Case study-2). For Case study-1, a corpus of four
British drama films was compiled ad hoc (the CF); whereas for Case study-2, the
two subcorpora (“Fiction” and “Written-to-be-Spoken”) of the Written BNC2014
was applied (the BNC2014-F/WS).

The quantitative and qualitative data let us draw the general conclusion that
the CTM used in cinematic and artistic discourse exhibit certain pragmatic
specificity that consists both in modifying or deviating from conventional
pragmatic patterns of conversation closure (due to particular artistic tasks) and in
creatively exploiting formulas as well as producing new ones. All the modifications
and innovations described in the present research facilitate not only to assess “the
pragmatic authenticity” of cinematic discourse, but to trace recent trends of changes
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in real-life interpersonal interaction. The findings contribute to the development of
pragmalinguistics of cinema and artistic communication by giving new knowledge
of using formulaic means in artistic dialogues.

As a further step in identifying the formulaicity of the language of films, other
types of pragmatically relevant language units (idioms, collocations, constructions,
etc.) will be analyzed in a larger number of films and will be compared to particular
types of artistic discourse.

Abbreviations

BNC2014-F/WBS — the “Fiction” and “Written-to-be-Spoken™ subcorpora of the
Written BNC2014 corpus

CF — the corpus of films

CTM — contact-terminating means

FML — formulaic language means
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Abstract

This study examines the Spanish discourse marker (DM) bueno through a constructional-pragmatic
approach that challenges traditional lexicocentric analyzes. Its aim is to prove that analyzing the
pragmatic-discursive values of this DM as emerging from its participation in certain discourse
patterns (DPs) enhances previous descriptions. Building on recent theoretical developments from
Hispanic linguistics as well as from research on other languages that warn against lexicocentric
semasiological approaches, the study adopts an onomasiological and constructional perspective that
advocates for integrated characterizations that capture DMs’ functioning within larger DPs. Through
analysis of the Val.Es.Co. corpus of colloquial Spanish conversation (Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co.
2002), we identify and formalize metadiscursive DPs involving bueno. These include prototypical
metadiscursive functions such as topic resumption, topic shift, reformulation, and online planning
support, as well as turn-taking and other functions characteristic of turn-initial position in both
initiating and, especially, reactive turns, all of which are understood as metadiscursive. Our findings
demonstrate that the diverse functional values traditionally attributed exclusively to bueno actually
derive from the complete pragmatic-discursive patterns in which this DM participates. Formalized
DPs offer practical applications for monolingual and crosslinguistic description, historical
reconstruction of grammaticalization pathways, and applied domains such as L2 teaching and
machine translation. Theoretically, our results show that the DPs approach resolves persistent
contradictions in the literature, where researchers infer DMs’ values from co-text while
simultaneously abstracting from that same co-text in their descriptions. In doing so, the study
contributes to ongoing debates about constructions beyond sentential level by bridging Construction
Grammar frameworks with discourse analysis.

Keywords: discourse markers, constructional schemas, discourse patterns, metadiscursive
functions, Spanish pragmatics, bueno
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WUcnaHckoe bueno B MeTaANuCKYPCUBHOM KOHTEK(Te:
KOHCTpYKTI/IBHO-I'IparMaTVIlIECKMﬁ dHa/n3

Apacesn JIOIEC CEPEHA'=' D4, CanThsiro TAPCUA XUMEHEC

Ynusepcumem Cesunvu, Ucnanus
> cheilop@us.es

AHHOTAIUSA

B nanHOM mccnenoBaHUM HCHAHCKUN JUCKYpCHBHBINA Mapkep (JIM) bueno nzydaercs ¢ MOMOIIBIO
KOHCTPYKIIMOHHO-TIParMaTHYECKOT0 MOAX0Aa, OpOCAIOIIEro BBI30B TPAAUIIMOHHOMY JIEKCHKOLICH-
TpudeckoMy aHanu3zy. Llenb nccnenoBaHust — A0Ka3aTh, YTO aHAIU3 MIPArMaTHKO-IUCKYPCHBHBIX
3Ha4eHu# 3toro J[M, BO3HUKAIOMINX B PE3yNbTaTe €ro y4acTHs B ONpPEIeNCHHBIX AUCKYPCHUBHBIX
natrepHax ([II), momomuser mpeapinymue onucanusd. Onupasch Ha HEJaBHHE TEOPETHUCCKHUE
pa3paboTKy B 00JIaCTH MCHAHOSA3BIYHON JTMHIBUCTUKH, a TAK)KE HA UCCIIETOBAHUS JIPYTUX SI3BIKOB,
KPUTHUKYIOIIUX JIEKCUKOIIEHTPUYECKHE CEMACHOJIOTHUECKUE MTOAXO0/IbI, B UCCIEIOBAHUU UCTIOJNB3Y-
€TCsl OHOMAaCHOJIOTHYECKUH ¥ KOHCTPYKIIMOHHBIH MOXO0/, BRICTYAIOIINI 32 KOMIUIEKCHBIE XapaK-
TEPUCTUKH, OTpaxaromue (yHKIHOHHpoBaHHEe JIM B pamkax Oojee KPYIHBIX JHCKYpPCHBHBIX
¢parmMenToB. AHanM3upys Kopmyc pasroBopHoil mcmaHckod peun Val.Es.Co. (Briz & Grupo
Val.Es.Co. 2002), mbI BeIsiBIsIeM U (GopMai3yeM MeTaaucKypcuBHbie JIM, coxepxamme bueno.
K HEM OTHOCSATCS MPOTOTHIIMYECKHE METaIUCKypCHUBHbIC (YHKIMH, TAaKMEe KaK BO30OHOBIICHHE
TEMBI, CMEHa TEMBbI, IepeOopMyTUPOBAaHIE U MOJJEPXKKA B OHJIAH KOMMYHHKAIHH, a TaKKe
OUYEepPEeTHOCTh PEIUTUK U JIpyrue QYHKIMH, XapaKTEePHbIE [yl HAYaIbHON MO3UIUK KaK B MHUIIUHADY-
IOIINX, TAK U OCOOEHHO B OTBETHBIX PEILTHKAX, KaX/Jast U3 KOTOPBIX MOHUMAETCs KaK METaJUCKyp-
cuBHasl. [lomydeHHbIE pe3ynbTaThl TOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO pa3HOOOpa3Hble (DyHKIIMOHATIBHBIC 3HAUCHUS,
TPAaJULHOHHO IIPUIKCHIBAEMbIE HCKIIOUUTEIBHO bueno, BBITEKAIOT U3 IOJHBIX NParMaTHKO-
JUCKYPCHUBHBIX MOJIeNIeH, B KOTOPBIX Y4acTBYET 3TOT AUCKYpPCUBHBIN Mapkep. Dopmann3oBaHHbIE
JMCKYPCHBHBIE TATTEPHBI MOTYT OBITH MPUMEHEHBI JJIsl MOHOJIMHI'BUCTHYECKOTO M KPOCC-JIMHTBHU-
CTHYECKOTO ONHCAHUs, HCTOPUUIECKON PEKOHCTPYKIIUH ITyTel rpaMMaTHKATU3AIMH U IPUKIaTHBIX
oOnacrell, Takux Kak oOy4eHHUE BTOPOMY SI3bIKY M MalIMHHBIA nepeBoj. TeopeTHYecKd Hallu
pe3yJIbTaThl HOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO MOX0, OCHOBaHHbIN Ha J{I1, pasperiaer coxpaHsiomuecs MpoTHBO-
pedus B JIUTEpaType, e HCCIEe0BATENH BBIBOIAT 3HadeHUus [IM U3 CO-TEKCTa, OAHOBPEMEHHO
abcTparupysick OT HEro € B CBOMX OIMCAaHHMAX. TeM CaMbIM HCCIICOBAHHE BHOCHT BKJIAJL
B IPOJOJIKAIOIIAECS AUCKYCCHU O KOHCTPYKIHSIX, BBIXO/SIIUX 32 PAMKHU CEHTEHIIMAIBHOTO YPOBHH,
COEIUHSIS MOAXOABI TPAMMATHKH KOHCTPYKLUH C JUCKYPCHUBHBIM aHATTHU30M.

KnroueBble ci0Ba: duckypcusnvie Mapkepbl, KOHCHPYKMUGHbLE CXeMbl, OUCKYPCUBHbIE MOOEU,
MemaouckypcusHvie QYHKYuU, UCNaHCKas npazmamuxa, bueno
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1. Introduction

Drawing on the specific case of the Spanish discourse marker (DM) bueno,
this paper intends to show that properly describing DMs necessarily involves
identifying and formalizing the discourse patterns (DPs) in which DMs occur. The
DM selected to illustrate this programmatic proposal has received extensive
scholarly attention from specialists in colloquial Spanish (Beinhauer 1958, Steel
1985: 142143, Vigara 1980: 77-78, 1992, Briz 1998, Pons 2008) and DMs experts
(Fuentes 1990, 1993, Martin Zorraquino 1994, Martin Zorraquino & Portolés
1999), including studies of its prosody (Briz & Hidalgo 1998, Martin Butraguefio
2006, Martinez Hernandez 2016), grammaticalization process (Fuentes 1993,
Ocampo 2006, Posio & Rosemeyer 2025), and positional variability (Pons 2003,
2008, Posio & Rosemeyer 2025). Research encompasses monographic works
(Bauhr 1994, Martin Zorraquino 1994, Serrano 1999, Rosemeyer & Posio 2023),
some crosslinguistic (Garcia Vizcaino & Martinez-Cabeza 2005), comparative
analyzes with semantically similar (Fuentes 1993, Pons 2003, Serrano 2012) or
dissimilar (Portolés 1998, Borreguero 2017, Raymond 2018) DMs, and
lexicographic entries in general (Moliner 2007°) and specialized dictionaries
(Santos Rio 2003, Briz, Pons & Portolés coords. 2008, Fuentes 2009).

Recently, Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024) have used bueno to assess DMs
characterization through pragmatic-discursive schemas', considering the immediate
co-text from an illocutionary perspective. Building on Taranilla’s (2015) notion of
DP, Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024) formulated esquemas construccionales
(‘constructional schemas’) (CSs) to address limitations of analyzing DMs in
isolation. Through analysis of bueno patterns in Pio Baroja’s early twentieth-
century trilogy La lucha por la vida (The Struggle for Life), they demonstrate that
DPs as wholes elicit the different functional values typically attributed exclusively
to the DMs. As a result of this approach, they provided CSs for two main uses of
bueno: turn-initial acceptance in reactive moves (from agreement to reluctant
compliance), and in three-part schemas to resume first-turn content after an
intervening response. However, their exploration does not recover cases of bueno
in turn-initial, reformulation, or online planning contexts, which are extremely rare
in literary dialogue, and whose DPs remain unproposed. The current study aims to
address this gap by examining bueno’s underexplored metadiscursive patterns in a

' Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024) use ‘constructional schemas’ for what Taranilla (2015) and Gras
(2016) call “discourse patterns.” We will also adopt the term ‘discourse pattern’, whose initials (DP)
are easily interpretable. This choice helps to prevent potential confusion with the expression
‘constructional schema’, already used in literature on Role and Reference Grammar and certain
versions of Construction Grammar.
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corpus of colloquial conversation (Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002), which better
captures metadiscursive functions characteristic of maximum communicative
immediacy (Koch & Oesterreicher 1990)—most of which were absent from Lopez
Serena & Uceda’s (2024) literary corpus.

Our focus on DPs is consistent with claims like those of Heine & Kuteva
(2002: 2), who note that “since the development of grammatical forms is not
independent of the constructions to which they belong, the study of
grammaticalization is also concerned with constructions and with even larger
discourse segments” (our italics). It also aligns with an established tradition within
Hispanic linguistics that warns against exclusively semasiological approaches
(Narbona 1989 & 1990, Lopez Serena 2011, Borreguero & Lopez Serena 2011) and
lexicocentric bias in DMs research (Lopez Serena 2011, Borreguero 2015: 165,
Fernandez Madrazo & Lopez Serena 2022). This bias, which may stem from the
widespread view that DMs “are semantically and syntactically independent from
their environments” (Heine, Yang & Rhee 2024: 754), can be overcome by
recognizing that DMs do not carry functional values in isolation but only deploy
them as components of higher-order pragmatic-discursive units.

The article is organized as follows. After this introduction, Section 2 presents
the theoretical and methodological foundations for interpreting DMs as members
of DPs. Section 3 briefly outlines our data and analytical methodology. Section 4
reviews bueno’s functional values as found in the literature, some of which are then
discussed in Section 5 on the basis of the constructional schemas proposed by Lopez
Serena & Uceda (2024). In Section 6, we describe bueno’s prototypical
metadiscursive values and relate them to DPs identified in our corpus of colloquial
conversation. Section 7 discusses the main findings, and Section 8 concludes by
summarizing the study’s main contributions and directions for future research.

2. Toward an integrated characterization
of discourse markers in discourse patterns

Within Hispanic linguistics?, treating DMs as components of broader structures
stems from largely unnoticed considerations. Decades ago, Martin Zorraquino
(1994: 405) already argued that DMs require contextual analysis of “either what
precedes or what follows in the discourse”; Portolés (1998: 134—135) argued that
complete descriptions of bueno and pues must account for relationships with
conversational patterns; and Montolio (2011) emphasized analyzing weakening
DMs like por el momento (‘for the moment’) and en teoria (‘in theory’) within two-
part patterns where they appear in initial segments of weaker argumentative force,
followed by stronger argumentative content. Drawing from such considerations,
Taranilla (2015: 260) assumes that “discourse context provides valuable data for

2 Among other aims, this work intends to highlight this tradition’s contribution to pragmatics and
DMs studies, hence the predominantly Hispanic bibliography. All Spanish sources are cited in our
English translations, prepared for this article, without further indication.
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adequately characterizing DMs meaning” and defines a discourse pattern as a
“recurring practice in the configuration of discourse which, without becoming
established in a fixed form, constitutes a habitual routine for arranging informative
materials and their relationships in textual production” (236). In a related vein, Gras
(2016: 206) adopted a constructionist approach arguing that “the meaning of
linguistic forms results from interaction between lexico-grammatical resources and
schematic patterns™>.

In English-language literature, functionalist and cognitivist approaches have
converged in describing linguistic units in non-atomistic terms, which, according
to Fried (2007: 723), is the logical consequence of conceiving grammar as emerging
from linguistic usage rather than independent of it. Three approaches illustrate this
perspective.

First, interactional linguistics advocates analyzing linguistic units within oral
dialogic sequences as the most frequent form of everyday communication. This has
led to examine DMs — and other linguistics units — as elements integrated into
larger discursive configurations. Couper-Kuhlen & Thompson (2000) exemplify
this in their study of concessive patterns, demonstrating how though acquires full
meaning within broader structures through a tripartite: initial argument by one
speaker (X), another participant’s acknowledgment of its validity (X’), then
contrasting argument (Y).

Second, some Construction Grammar frameworks conceptualize DMs as
constructions embedded within broader structural patterns that explain their
meaning and function. Masini & Pietrandrea (2010) exemplify this approach
analyzing Italian magari within topological patterns including lists, repetition of
sequential syntactic structures, and chiastic arrangements. Their study also draws
upon Fried & Ostman’s (2004, 2005) theoretical considerations for Construction
Grammar’s future direction — advocating analysis of grammatical elements within
their environments rather than in isolation. Fried (2007: 723) exemplifies this
approach studying se through “detailed analysis of the full grammatical
environments” rather than defining it in isolation, “as an abstract syntactic entity”,
arguing forms must be treated as “having the status of a grammatical construction”
(725-726).

Moreover, hybrid approaches combining interactional linguistics and
Construction Grammar analyze DMs beyond isolated treatment. Couper-Kuhlen &
Thompson (2008) distinguish between constructions — “grammatical abstractions
that have emerged as more or less fixed templates, comprising some lexically open
slots and some lexically fixed forms” (445) — and patterns — “recurrent
interactional practice which has not become sedimented as a grammatical format,

3 Although Gras’s article focuses on a linguistic unit (Sp. gue in quotative uses) rarely classified as
a DM, his approach has particularly inspired our own work. Like Gras (2016: 202), we “analyze
which aspects of linguistic form or, crucially, discourse context give rise to [particular]
interpretation[s]” and ‘“highlight the function of discourse patterns” as “recurring contextual
features™ that activate “particular readings” (207).
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but is instead a pragmatic routine for assessing a situation or event in a social
interaction” (445). Thanks to this distinction they demonstrate how DMs such as
well or you know acquire significant roles within conversational interaction
frameworks.

Third, studies on discourse relations from other functionalist approaches have
proposed broader conceptions of connectors form. Renkema’s (2009) theory of
connectivity exemplifies this. He observes (Renkema 2009: 166—167) that but
performs at least four distinct functions: contrast relation (i), concessive relation
(i1), instead relation (iii), and mood indicator (iv):

1. Itis dry over here, but over there it is wet.

ii.  Pete is overweight, but he is strong as a bear.

iii.  Hey Mary, don’t stroll around dut help John.

iv.  But I told you not to buy anything! (upon receiving a birthday present
from a friend)

However, closer examination reveals that these are distinct variants: in (i), the
contrastive relation hinges on the binary opposition dry/wet; in (ii), the concessive
relation relies on casual understanding — being overweight does not preclude
strength; in (ii1), the substitutive relation is triggered by the negation in stroll; and
in (iv), a relation appearing only sentence-initially in exclamatory constructions is
observed.

3. Data and analytical methodology

Examples of the Spanish DM bueno used throughout this study — both for
illustration in Sections 4 and 5 and for analysis in Section 6 — are drawn from the
Val.Es.Co. corpus of colloquial Spanish conversation (Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co.
2002). This corpus, available in transcription format, comprises oral colloquial
conversations secretly recorded in spontaneous, informal situations in Valencia and
its metropolitan area.

Methodologically, the formalization of the discourse patterns (DPs) of bueno’s
metadiscursive uses identified in this corpus which will be conducted in Section 6
is partly inspired by positional analyses using categories such as dialogue,
intervention, act, and subact*. Among other purposes, these categories help to
describe position-function correlations in DMs more precisely (Pons 2008, Briz &
Pons 2010). However, our approach is primarily indebted to Lopez Serena & Uceda
(2024) (Section 5), who propose describing bueno’s contexts of occurrence in
Spanish by examining DPs that encompass the interventions/acts immediately

4 The Val.Es.Co. research group defines these conversational units as follows: (1) dialogue: the
maximal dialogic unit formed by the combination of successive exchanges; (2) intervention: one or
more speaker actions within a given time frame (initiative or reactive); (3) act: the basic
communicative unit bearing illocutionary force; (4) subact: minimal informational unit within an
act, either substantive (propositional content) or adjacent (discourse-organizing, modalizing, or
interpersonal functions) (Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2003, Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2014).
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surrounding bueno and by identifying adjacent interventions’ illocutionary force
and exchanges’ preferred/dispreferred moves.

Before examining bueno’s metadiscursive values (Section 6), we review
functional values from the literature (Section 4), emphasizing those with existing
constructional schemas (Section 5). Our exclusively qualitative analysis drew on
native speaker intuition and rational explanation (Itkonen 2003) of speech acts and
discourse structuring to identify the DPs underlying bueno’s previously described
values, formalized in Sections 5 and 6. This identification had two main goals: first,
to determine whether the DPs for bueno proposed by Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024)
from literary data matched those found in our colloquial conversation corpus; and
second, to identify DPs associated with metadiscursive functions not attested in
their literary corpus.

4. The functional values of the DM bueno

Bueno stands among Spanish’s most versatile DMs, exhibiting remarkable
functional range alongside considerable positional and prosodic flexibility (Martin
Zorraquino 1994: 405, Martin Zorraquino & Portolés 1999: 4163, Martin
Butragueiio 2006: 17, Posio & Rosemeyer 2025: 1145). In their review of the
different discourse values attributed to bueno in Spanish literature Lopez Serena &
Uceda (2024) identify the following 13 values, for each of which we will provide
an example drawn from the corpus underlying this study®:

(i) Expression of full agreement with the precedence utterance®:

G: [...]y él decia si bueno/ pues soy marica ;y qué? <‘and he would say yeah
BUENO/ well I'm gay, so what?’>"
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 101, transcript lines 812-813)®

(i1) Turn acknowledgment, possibly indicating understanding:

E: = ;qué rubio? <E: = what blond guy?
L: juno rubio con los ojos azules (( ))? <L: a blond one with blue eyes (( ))?>
E: jah! juno con barba? (RISAS) ese es el morenito <E: ah! one with a beard?
(LAUGHTER) that’s the dark-haired one>
L: jah! bueno
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 88, transcript lines 252-257)

(ii1) Expression of reluctant agreement with the preceding utterance:

— ¢ Te parece bien asi? <— Does that seem okay to you?>
—Bueno, vamos a ver qué pasa) <~BUENO, let’s see what happens>
(Santos Rio 2003, s. v. bueno)

> When this is not possible, we employ the same examples as Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024).

® This bueno can be substituted with de acuerdo (‘agreed’), estd bien (‘all right”), or vale (‘okay’).
7 To avoid confusion with parentheses (indicating unclear audio in Val.Es.Co. notation) and square
brackets (indicating speaker overlaps), example translations will be provided in angle brackets.

8 In all English translations of examples, bueno remains in Spanish and appears in small capitals.
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(iv) Mitigation of disagreement or counter-argumentation:

M: es que es demasiao <M: it’s just too much>
[...]
A: pero es quee- ees otros tiempos <A: but it’s thaat- it’s different times>
M: ya/ bueno bien / otros tiempos / pero es que es demasiao/ demasiao
demasiao <M: yeah/BUENO okay / different times / but it’s just too
much/ too too much>
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 123, transcript lines 1, 5-7)

(v) Expression of resigned acceptance

E: [...] ((si me mira)) el tio Tpues te animas oye V antes a lo mejor lo- no se
trata de ir por ahi a ver- a la caza del rollo { entonces ya T si es que es
una vez dices bueno <E: [...] ((if he looks at me)) the guy T well you
get encouraged you know ¥ before maybe it- it’s not about going around
to see- hunting for action { so then T if it’s just once you say BUENO>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 94, transcript lines 510-513)

(vi) Turn initiation:

A: [pero] no/ no/ el problema soy yo y ya estal [es que no tiene explicacion]
<A: [but] no/ no/ I’m the problem and that’s it{ [it just doesn’t have an
explanation]>

B: [buenod esclichame un momentod] esclichame un momento/ esciichame
<B: [BUENO Ylisten to me for a second{] listen to me for a second/ listen>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 75, transcript lines 95-99)

(vii) Topic resumption:

G: puees el chavall/ o sea—/ estaba estudiando Egebé pero era pues/ muy
malo para estudiar [;no?=] <G: so this guyT/ like —>/he was attending primary
school but he was just/ really bad at studying [right?=]>
E: [(si)] <E: [(yeah)]>
G: = ceporro/ ademds que es un ANIMAL/ es muy BASTO yy§ <G: stupid/
plus he’s a complete IDIOT/ he’s so ROUGH and and§>
E: §y seguro que a la primera§ < : §and I bet on the first try§>
G: §no [no no no es que] <G: §no [no no no the thing is]>
E: [;te acuerdas- el chico] que te dije de Alacuas? <E: [do you remember- the
guy] I told you about from Alacuds?>
G: si (RISAS) <G: yeah (LAUGHTER)>
[...] (the topic shifts momentarily)
G: Pues bueno pues [a lo que iba=] <G: So BUENO so [what | was getting
at=]>
L: [pues jvaya tela!] <E: That’s crazy!>
G: = el chaval este/ 0 sea—/ pues/ una diaT un dia T ;no? Decidié apuntarse
a la autoescuela [...] <G: = this guy/ like—/ well/ one dayTone dayTyou
know? He decided to join a driving school [...]>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 112, transcript lines 1249-1276)
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(viii) Topic shift

M: pues si seflor oye/ de verdad// a mi también me gusta pasarmelo bien/ oye///
pero yo lo/ reconozco/ que- que jhija mia!/ el otro dia empezaba/ el juevesT
y digo/ entonces/ es ya/ jueves T/ viernes sabado y domingo ;cuatro dias de
salir por la noche?/ esto es demasiaoo/// después a- el lunes estds/oye 7 estas-
estas torrd(da) el lunes esta torra/y a(d)emads estaba hasta ahora durmiendo/
(ahora voy a despertarla a ver qué dice)/// que me ayude aa limpiar un
poquito/// bueno ee ayer?/ (me llamé Roberto ;se ha enterado de lo del
ascensor?)
<M: well yeah right listen/ honestly// I like to have fun too/ hey/// but I admit
itT/ that- that Jesus!/ the other day she started/ on ThursdayT and I'm like/ so/
it’s already Thursday 7/ Friday Saturday and Sunday four days of going out
at night?/ this is too much///then on- Monday you're/you know T/ you re-
you re wasted Monday she’s wasted/ and besides she was sleeping till now/
(now I’ll wake her up to see what she says)/// to help me clean up a
bit/// BUENOT uh Roberto called me yesterday/ did you hear about the elevator
situation?)>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 125, transcript lines 79-87)

(ix) Closure’

E: bueno chicas/ me subo <E: BUENO girls/ ’'m going upstairs>
A: bueno pos yo también me vooyT <A: BUENO then I'm off tooT>
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 274, transcript lines 635-636)

(x) Reformulation

A: BRR/// yo estuve viendo For BravoTl/// gran pelicula <A: BRR/// | was
watching Fort Bravo /// great movie>
D: (For [Bravo? si] <D: Fort [Bravo? yeah]>
A: [y una tia muy buena§ <A: [and a really hot chick§>
B: § (eh?/ Eléanor Parquer esta buenisimaJ tio// bueno estaba <B: § huh?/
Eleanor Parker is so hot! dude//BUENOY she was>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 66, transcript lines 649—653)

(x1) Support in discourse formulation processes:

G: hombred yo al llegar aqui y noo/// buenod no encontrar a nadie/ o s(e)a///
tiad he llegao y he llamado all- ahi al- al veinticinco no- no abria nadie ¢no?
al veinticinco

<G: heydwhen I arrived here and not///BUENOY not finding anybody/ well ///
honey I got here and I called at- over there at- at apartment twenty-five no-

nobody answered you know? at twenty-five>
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 83, transcript lines 40—42)

° While the literature on Spanish bueno differentiates between topic-shifting and closing functions,
in our opinion these constitute the same function operating in distinct DPs: topic shift in non-final
versus final dialogue positions.
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(xii) Expression of surprise:

—iBueno! No nos faltaba mas que esto!
<BUENO! That’s the last thing we needed!>
(Moliner 2007°, s. v. bueno).

(xiii) Expression of confusion or perplexity:

M: [((vea usted)) yo] (( ))/los dias por ejemploT/ que pasa la misicaT / me los
veo acostaos// digo ;bueno!§
<M: [((you know)) I] (( ))/like on daysT / when the music goes byT/I see them
just lying thereT// I say BUENO!§

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 121, transcript lines 23-25)

Most of these values derive from earlier studies, whereas recent functional
descriptions increasingly reduce bueno’s functional repertoire. For instance, while
Beinhauer’s pioneering study (1958) distinguished seven functions corresponding
to values (i), (ii), (iv), (vii), (ix), (x), and (xi), contemporary works postulate fewer
more abstract functional values. The highly recommended study by Ocampo (2006)
exemplifies this trend, considering only two core values: ‘acceptance’ and
‘boundary facilitating a subsequent discursive action'?’. Between these extremes,
Fuentes (1990) maintained Beinhauer’s seven functions'!, replacing only the last
type with jbueno! bearing rising intonation and having emotive value (values [xii]
and [xiii]), possibly inspired by Moliner’s (2007, s. v. bueno) description of bueno
expressing resignation, unpleasant surprise, or confusion/perplexity. Moliner’s
dictionary also identifies two values not referred to by Beinhauer (1958):
acknowledging having received an order/instruction without necessarily expressing
agreement (value [ii])'?, and initiating discourse (value [vi]).

Continuing this reductive trend, Martin Zorraquino & Portolés (1999) subsume
bueno’s diverse functions into three macro-categories designed to capture all
conversational DMs: deontic-volitional modality expression, interlocutor focus,
and conversational structuring'®. Similarly, Briz, Pons & Portolés (coords., 2008,

10 Ocampo (2006) identifies bueno’s ‘boundary facilitating subsequent discursive action’ value in
concessive, topic-shift, discourse planning, and turn-taking contexts. This boundary function derives
through discursivization from the original ‘acceptance’ value of adjectival bueno ‘good’, emerging
through conventionalizing the inference that acceptance limits further elaboration. His proposal,
which aligns with Foolen’s (1989) intermediate level (ii) in his three-level framework — (i) very
abstract level for both DM and non-DM functions; (ii) intermediate level for exclusively DM values;
and (iii) concrete level for discourse-specific meanings — represents the closest attempt to establish
constant semantic value across all non-adjectival uses of bueno.

! Later Fuentes (2009, s. v. bueno) reduced to five functions with some types encompassing multiple
values, such as values (iv) and (viii) corresponding to Fuentes’ bueno 1 and values (xi) and (vii) to
her bueno 4.

12 A value echoed by Martin Zorraquino & Portolés (1999: 4163).

13 They associate acceptance bueno (value [i]) with deontic-volitional modality expression, message
reception/information processing bueno (value [ii]) with conversational structuring (metadiscursive
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s. v. bueno) reduce bueno’s behavior to three functions: (i) presenting discourse
segments as continuations of previous content (value [vii]); (i) indicating total or
partial agreement with prior statements or implications (values [i], [iii]); and (iii)
signaling disagreement through emphatic pronunciation (values [xii], [xiii]).

Likewise, Pons (2003) proposes a tripartite classification: formulating
function, including reformulation (values [x], [xi]); agreement expression,
including disagreement mitigation (values [i], [iii], [iv]); and disagreement
expression (values [xii], [xiii]).

Recently, Borreguero (2017) proposed an additional quotative function for
bueno — signaling transitions to reported speech — which Rosemeyer & Posio
(2023) adopt'*. They incorporate this alongside three core values from prior
research: (i) agreement expression, potentially with hedges or propositional
modifications; (ii) disagreement expression with face-saving mitigation; and (iii)
metadiscursive uses including topic management (Martin Zorraquino & Portolés
1999), reformulation (Pons 2003), and discourse continuation (Briz, Pons &
Portolés 2008).

This review yields several conclusions. Linguistic studies attribute multiple
diverse values to bueno, catalogued heterogeneously, showing progressive
reduction tendencies. Bibliographical discrepancies reveal that: (1) authors do not
report identical values, and convergence does not guarantee matching
interpretations — the same example receives different analyzes; (2) studies operate
with functional labels at varying abstraction levels: employing macrofunctions
(Martin Zorraquino & Portolés 1999) or microfunctions without consistent
macro/microfunctional relationships across authors. In this respect, Pons (2003)
and Fuentes (2009) link agreement/disagreement and emotional uses to modality,
while Rosemeyer & Posio (2023) and Borreguero (2015) associate attenuation and
emotional uses with interaction. Similarly, concessive bueno is classified as
alterity-focusing (Martin Zorraquino & Portolés 1999) versus discourse connection
(Pons 2003), and topic management as formulative (Pons 2003), metadiscursive
(Lopez Serena & Borreguero 2010), or interactive (Posio & Rosemeyer 2025).
Furthermore, in most cases these correlations are merely asserted rather than
justified. Finally, according to our main concern in this paper, bueno is frequently
attributed functions it cannot convey exclusively. Rosemeyer & Posio (2023)
exemplify this: while a conversational contribution may express ‘mitigated
disagreement protecting the speaker’s positive face’, this entire illocutionary force
will hardly rest exclusively on bueno — as they seem to maintain — but rather on
the complete pragmatic-discursive schema or DP.

function), and disagreement-mitigating bueno that reinforces speaker image (value [iv]) with alterity
focusing.

14 Change to Posio & Rosemeyer (2025: 1158) propose another value, admission of another
perspective, that will not be considered here as their examples represent established functions;
reformulation (example 17) and reluctant acceptance via pero bueno (example 18), which Fuentes
(1990: 155-156) defines as equivalent to ‘all right, agreed, what can we do about it’ (see also Fuentes
1993: 209: “to accept something unwillingly”).
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5. Acceptance discourse patterns involving bueno

Building on §4’s discursive values of bueno, Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024:
479) posit that “distinct to discourse patterns can be identified and described for
each value”. This yields DPs for five bueno types and their variants: interactional
acceptance after directive acts; acknowledgment; acceptance of assertions; topic
continuation in tripartite dialogic structures, and topic-shift bueno.

5.1. Acceptance discourse patterns in which bueno follows directive,
commissive, or assertive acts

Conformity/agreement in reactive interventions — typically accepting orders,
offers, suggestions, requests, commitments, or assertions expecting agreement as
preferred responses — represents an appropriate value for a DM derived from an
adjective meaning ‘good’. Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024: 480) proposed a DP for
this value, originally analysing directive/commissive and assertive acts separately,
which we reformulate in Figure 1a', where, following Val.Es.Co. Group (2014)
notation, “iI” refers to initiative intervention and “:I”’ to reactive intervention.

il: directive, commissive or assertive act
| #(pues) bueno (vocative)# (#...#)

Figure 1a. Agreement DP in which bueno follows directive/commissive/assertive acts,
functioning as independent act or intervention

According to Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024), in contexts of acceptance bueno
can constitute an intervention alone or with a vocative, or form the initial act of an
intervention followed by additional acts. Figure 1a — exemplified here by (1) and
(2) from the Val.Es.Co. corpus — represents these possibilities using hashes (#) to
segment acts and braces ({}) to mark act/subact boundaries. Parentheses indicate
optional elements. Thus, #(pues) bueno (vocative)# (#...#) reads: bueno constitutes
an act alone, optionally preceded by pues, and optionally followed by a vocative;
this act may form a complete intervention or be followed by optional additional acts
within the same intervention.

(1) C: [...] es de aqui de RADIOVALENCIA// la llamamos T/ le vamos a hacer
una pregunta/ si en cinco segundos/ usted nos responde T/ gana cinco mil
pesetas/ clarod yo/digo pues bueno |[...]
<[...] this is from RADIOVALENCIA here// we’re calling you T/ we’re going
to ask you a question/ if within five seconds/ you answer us T/ you win five
thousand pesetas/ of course \.1/ say PUES BUENO!/ |...]

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 235, transcript lines 101-106)

15 Since the value of bueno appears largely unchanged whether the preceding initiating move is
directive/commissive or assertive, our reformulation encompasses all possible illocutionary forces
in the first pair part.
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(2) G: [...]y ¢l decia si bueno/ pues soy marica ;y qué? <‘and he would say
yeah BUENO/ well I'm gay, so what?>
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 101, transcript lines 812—813)

Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024) argue that the DP of Figure 1a must have
evolved from an earlier stage shown in Figure 1b'®. Here, following a directive
initiating move, bueno begins a reactive move where it precedes explicit acceptance
(see ex. 3):

il: directive/commissive act
| #bueno# + #explicit acceptance reinforcing/stemming from the acceptance idea#

Figure 1b. Agreement DP in which bueno follows a directive/commissive act and is followed by explicit
acceptance (after Lopez Serena & Uceda 2024: 481)

(3) — Que si hay algun periodista de esos que vienen a recoger noticias aqui,
le diga usted que yo soy cajista en el periddico £/ Mundo y que me han
metido preso.

—#Bueno#, #se dira#
<-If there’s any of those journalists that come around here looking for
news, you tell them I’'m a typesetter at £/ Mundo newspaper and
they’ve locked me up.
—#BUENO#, #will do#>

(Mala hierba [Bad Weed], ch. 8, Part 1I)

After a commissive act, our corpus offers another example (4) that also appears
in reported discourse:

(4) L: [...] yo creia que era una persona muy seria ;jno? Y luego en el tren me
di cuenta que no era tan seria ;no? se metia con// el revisor tall que estd MUY
BUENO/ con este- con no sé cuantosy y yo decia pues bueno- me decia la
gente—/ ya te enterards de cémo es ;no? y yo decia bueno ya me enteraré

[...]

<L: [...] I thought she was a really serious person you know? And then on the
train I realized she wasn’t that serious you know? she was messing around
with// the ticket collectord like he is REALLY HOT/ with this- with I don’t
know how many< and I was like PUES BUENO- people were telling me/ you Il
find out what she’s like you know? and I was like BUENO I'll find out>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 95, transcript lines 573—578)

Sometimes, following a directive initiating move, the reactive turn headed by
bueno expresses uncertainty about whether the required action will be carried out.
This yields the DP in Figure 1c, illustrated in (5), where substituting bueno with de
acuerdo (‘agreed’), esta bien (‘alright’) or vale (‘okay’) is impossible, which

16 Our reformulation of their Figure 1b shows that the initiating move preceding the bueno-headed
turn need not be exclusively directive but may also be commissive, as in (4).
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suggests that the function of this DP, together with those handled in §4.2 below,
should be considered metadiscursive rather than related to acceptance (see
Section 6).

il: directive act
|: #{bueno} + expression of doubt about performing the required action #

Figure 1c. DP of mitigated distancing from expected agreement, involving bueno after a directive act
(after Lopez Serena & Uceda 2024: 482)

(5) —Na —anadio6 Vidal, después de un momento de silencio, dirigiéndose a
Manuel—, ti has de venir con nosotros; formaremos una cuadrilla.
—Eso es —tartamude6 el Bizco.
—+#{Bueno}; {ya veré¢}# —dijo Manuel de mala gana
<Well-added Vidal, after a moment of silence, addressing Manuel—, you
have to come with us; we’ll form a gang.
—That’s right —stammered el Bizco.
—#{BUENO}; {I'll see}# —said Manuel reluctantly>
(La busca [The Quest], ch. 1, Part 1)

However, substitution is possible when bueno + pero precede counter-oriented
arguments in argumentative contexts (post-assertive moves). The DP for these
cases, which we consider bridging contexts between the expression of acceptance
and metadiscursive uses such as the one represented by Figure lc, is illustrated in
(6) and formalized in Figure 1d

il: assertive act
«|: #bueno# + #pero + counter-oriented argument#

Figure 1d. DP for expressing counter-oriented arguments regarding the previous move, i
nvolving bueno + pero (after Lopez Serena & Uceda 2024: 486)

(6) L: pero en los grandes almacenes [sii=] < L: but in department stores
[they usually do=]>
S: [claro] <S:[of course]>
L: = que suelen haber [se refieren a bafiadores] <L: = have [referring to
swimsuits >
A: buenod hay/ pero de esos de natacién// [...] pero yo no me voy a gastar
cuatro mil ni cinco mil pesetas [...] <A: BUENOY there are/ but those
swimming ones// [...] / but I’'m not going to spend four or five thousand
pesetas [...]>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 151, transcript lines 328-333)

5.2. Acknowledgment discourse patterns involving bueno

Within the acceptance domain, as illustrated in Figure 1c and example (5) in
§5.1, when agreement values weaken, conformity expressions can become
acknowledgment expressions (Moliner 2007). Bueno as mere acknowledgment
often occurs when followed by expressions preventing an acceptance interpretation.
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Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024: 482) argue that in these contexts (Figure 2) bueno
cannot accept the illocutionary act’s content or the act itself, but simply
acknowledges that such an act has taken place. Like bueno in schema lc,
substitution with de acuerdo (‘agreed’), estd bien (‘alright’) or vale (‘okay’) is
impossible (see ex. 7).

il: directive act or conditional expression
: #{(ah) bueno} + {expression explicitly stating future action opposing acceptance}# (#...#)

Figure 2. Acknowledgment DP involving bueno after a directive act

(7) —Ya ves lo que has conseguido: ya no puedes estar aqui— dijo la Petra a
su hijo.
—+#{Bueno}.{Ese morral me las pagard}# -replico el muchacho
apretandose los chinchones de la frente—. [...]
<—You see what you’ve achieved: you can’t stay here anymore — said
Petra to her son.
—+#{BUENO}.{That bastard will pay for this}# —replied the boy, pressing
the bumps on his forehead—. [...]>

(La busca [The Quest], ch. 4, Part I).

With this type of value, the Val.Es.Co. corpus provides several examples
(see 8) where bueno — sometimes pues/pos bueno — is preceded by ah, and where
the acknowledgment value is enriched with indication that, beyond attending to
what the speaker said, it has also been understood.

(8) S: §que no m’ha gustado nunca llenar el cenicero ((ni nada))/
(en)to(n)ces— <S: I’ve never liked filling up the ashtray ((or anything))/
so then —»>
J: tee- te metes ahi los§ <J: you- you put in there the§>
D: §lo limpié bien/ y / lo he llenao de caramelos/ y ya-y estd siempre
lleno de caramelos/ de bolitas de anis <D: §I cleaned it well/ and /I filled
it with candies/ and now it’s always full of candies/ anise balls>
J: 0 sea que hay que pasar por tu coche ;no? paraa <J: so you have to go
by your car, right? to>
S: (¢si?) <S: (huh?)>
J: para picar unos- unos caramelos de anis§ <J: to grab some- some anise
candies§>
S: § jah bueno! eso si <S: §{AH BUENO! that’s right>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 160, transcript lines 723-731)

5.3. Continuative three-part discourse patterns involving bueno

In some cases bueno does not appear in the second part of an adjacent pair
(whose second turn is reactive), but initiates the third turn in a tripartite dialogical
structure that, as shown in Figure 3, typically follows the pattern <question +
answer + assertive/directive act headed by bueno> or structure <proposal +
acceptance of proposal + directive act> (Lopez Serena & Uceda 2024: 489). In these
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authors’ corpus, the most frequent examples of this DP contain a directive act in the
third turn (9):

il generally interrogative
| response
ril headed by bueno

Figure 3. Bueno in three-part dialogical DPs (after Lopez Serena & Uceda 2024: 487)

(9) —Por qué se cierra la puerta ahora? — pregunté a Manuel.
— Para que no entre nadie.
—#{Bueno}; {dadme una llave a mi}#.
<—Why is the door being closed now? — he asked Manuel.
—So that no one comes in.
—+#{BUENO}; {give me a key}#.
(Aura roja [Red Dawn], ch. 5, Part 1)

Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024) also document cases where the second turn
consists of silence and others where the entire DP occurs within a single polyphonic
turn. In these contexts, bueno loses its semantic value and functions
metadiscursively once again (Section 6), acting “as a hinge for the reactive-
initiative movement carried out in the third turn of the tripartite dialogical structure”
(Lopez Serena & Uceda 2024: 489).

6. Metadiscursive discourse patterns involving bueno

When we link the thirteen microfunctions of bueno listed in Section 4 with the
three macrofunctions proposed by Lopez Serena & Borreguero (2010) and
Borreguero (2015), we discover that microfunctions (i)—(vi) relate prima facie to
the interactional macrofunction, defined as indicating conversational moves of the
interlocutors (Lopez Serena & Borreguero 2010: 440): turn-taking, turn-holding,
reception control, addressee appeal, turn-yielding, signaling readiness to listen, and
reacting to utterances through agreement, disagreement, or requests for
clarification. Conversely, microfunctions (vii)—(xi) appear to be purely
metadiscursive !”. This is unsurprising, given that resuming discourse threads,
signaling topic shifts and topic or dialogue closure, reformulating, and facilitating
online planning — as well as signaling transitions to reported speech (Borreguero
2017) — are inherently formulative and discourse-structuring tasks. However, as
already anticipated for the DP represented in Figure 1c (Section 5.1) and for the
DPs discussed in Section 5.2, many of bueno’s interactional functions —
acknowledgment, turn-taking, mitigating dispreferred responses — also have an

17 The remaining microfunctions (xii)—~(xiv), not addressed here, belong to Lopez Serena &
Borreguero’s (2010) third macrofunction: the logical-cognitive macrofunction, encompassing
modality-related resources.
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underlying metadiscursive dimension, since they equally contribute to discourse
formulation and structuring'®.

As Lopez Serena & Uceda (2024) have already outlined specific DPs for some
of these borderline cases (see §5.1 and 5.2), this section will focus exclusively on
purely metadiscursive tasks such as topic resumption (§6.1), topic shift (§6.2),
reformulation (§6.3), and discourse formulation support (§6.4).

6.1. Topic resumption discourse patterns involving bueno

The DP for topic resumption involving bueno requires that a conversational
topic or illocutionary project has been previously activated and needs continuation.
In the example provided in Section 4, bueno goes back to a topic that the speaker
identified as G had initiated several turns earlier — the story of a boy enrolling in
driving school — which E and L had interrupted. This example shows that bueno
does not resume topics by itself but functions within a DP combining (i) a
previously interrupted topic and (ii) a resumptive signal (a lo que iba), formalised
in Figure 4. We therefore characterize this as a DP of topic resumption involving
bueno, rather than of bueno as topic resumption. In Figure 4, Ti/A1 represents the
initial topic/illocutionary act from a previous intervention (pl); T2/Az represents
interrupting topics/acts in digressive interventions (dl). As in the preceding figures,
hashtags indicate that the resumption intervention (xI) contains at least one act,
comprising both bueno and resumptive verbalizations, where bueno alone
constitutes neither an act nor intervention.

pI:Tl/Al
dlzTZ/AZ
l: #(...) bueno (...) Ti/A#

Figure 4. Topic/illocutionary resumption DPs involving bueno

Let us consider another example. In (10), bueno marks the boundary between
reproduced direct speech and narrative resumption in A’s anecdote about having
found a watch and taken it to a watchmaker to confirm its value. This represents a
resumptive DP — not because a topic or illocutionary act is resumed, but because a
sequence type (narrative) is resumed . Accordingly, we extend Figure 4 to
Figure 4', integrating the sequential term:

(10) A: [...] EN TOTAL{ quee yo digo ;pero vaaT el reloj va? y el hombre
dice siv el reloj va <A: [...] SO ANYWAYY I go but does T does the
watch work? and the man goes yes ¥ the watch works>

18 The difficulty in separating these dimensions is well illustrated by Serrano (2012: 227), who
identifies two major function types but tellingly labels them ‘predominantly textual’ and
‘predominantly interactive’ (emphasis ours), implicitly acknowledging their overlapping nature.

19 Alternatively, this bueno could signal intensified surprise, similar to Briz & Hidalgo’s (1998: 131)
high-pitched intensifying accent. This intensification enables interpretation as a focusing device for
informational structuring, marking the narrative climax: that the found watch was expensive.
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C: ((jay! [pues bueno]] <C: ((oh! [well then]]>
A: [lo que pasa] es que sin la saeta// y dice es que no tiene segundero
d’esos/ y digo st digo ya lo sé¥y él dice asi no se nota si va o no va/
buenod empezo el tio alli a darle vueltasT [...] <A: [the thing is] it’s
missing the hand// and he says it doesn’t have one of those second hands/
and I go yes I go I already knowd and he goes you can 't tell if it 's working
or not like this/ BUENOY the man started messing around with it
there™ [...]>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 226, transcript lines 91-96)

plle/Al
dlzTZ/AZ
l: #(...) bueno (...) To/A#

Figure 4". Thematic/illocutionary/sequential resumption DPs involving bueno

6.2. Topic shift discourse patterns involving bueno

A topic shift DP involving bueno necessarily requires three elements: topic 1
(Th), topic 2 (T2), and a topic-shift move containing bueno. Figure 5 formalizes this
pattern. The parenthetical reactive-initiative intervention (r-il) indicates that topic
shift may occur within a single intervention (making ril optional) or within an
exchange, typically at the reactive-initiative intervention marking the transition
between exchange elements. If desired, Figure 5 could be generalized for all topic-
shift DPs regardless of buenos’s presence by placing bueno in parentheses.

i|ZT1
(r+l:) bueno T,

Figure 5. Topic shift DP involving bueno

The examples of topic shift involving bueno provided by our corpus are both
monologic?’ and dialogic (11):

(11) B: jesto es un parque natural T nano?§ <B: is this a natural park T dude?§>
?: §ino [te jode!] <?: §no [shit!]>
C: [nos tenian que haber] puestoT algunas mesas por aqui§ <C: [they
should have] putT some tables around here§>
D: §aquiT pa nosotros/// (( )) <D: §here™ for us// (( ))>
A: yo soy un caballero <A: I’m a gentleman>
D: un caballo < D: a horse*'>
C: ahi < C: there>
A: buenol entonces AntonioT ;qué?/ [;como te va=] <A: BUENOY
AntonioT so what?// [how’s it going=]>
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 51, transcript lines 60—68)

20 See the example provided in Section 4.
2 In the English translation, the wordplay between caballero and caballo, which share the same root
in Spanish, is lost.
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While perhaps obvious, it bears emphasizing that topic shift recognition in
these examples depends on actual topic change: in the example already provided in
Section 4, the topic moves from discussing the daughter’s consecutive party nights
to Roberto’s phone call about elevator installation; in (11) the conversation
transitions from joking about gentlemen deserving tables in the natural park to A
asking how someone is doing. Since bueno is optional in these shifts, we cannot
assign ‘topic shift’ as an inherent value of the DM itself. Instead, the entire DP must
be considered, with bueno functioning merely as a boundary marker (Ocampo
2006) without specifying its exact nature — paralleling its non-obligatory role in
topic resumption DPs.

That bueno does not itself signal topic shift becomes even clearer in examples
like (12), where the speaker explicitly marks the topic change with hablando de
otro tema (‘changing topics’):

(12) G: pues MIRAA/ yy después dicen de los estudiantes{ tiaa <G: well
LOOK/ and then they talk about students{ girl>
E: sid sid los estudiantes [no te creas] <E: yeahl yeah! students [don’t
even get me started]>
G: [t sabes-] miray yo tengo un vecino que bueno o seaa// (hablando
dee otro temal que te he cortao otra vez)§ <G: [you know-] look I have
this neighbor who BUENO I mean// (changing topics¥ I cut you off
again)§>
E: § yaa/ tranquilo§ <E: § yeaah/ don’t worry§>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 111, transcript lines 1243—1248)

6.3. Reformulation discourse patterns involving bueno

For reformulation DPs to occur, functionally equivalent elements must be
identified that, though concatenated syntagmatically, function as paradigmatic
alternatives — with the second potentially correcting the first. This was illustrated
in Section 4’s example where speaker B states actress Eleanor Parker estd
buenisima (‘is very attractive’), then reformulates to estaba (‘was’).

In contrast, example (13) demonstrates a reformulation of utterance meaning.
Initially, the speaker emphasizes someone’s arrival in Valencia, but then shifts
focus to highlight that this arrival occurred after completing COU (the one-year
program that marked the completion of secondary education in Spain before
university studies):

(13) E: sid pero desde pequeiiito ¢l ha estado en Montesinos/ interno <E:
yeahd but he’s been in Montesinos since he was little/ as a boarder>
L: ah
E: luego cuando vino a Valencia®/ bueno{ cuando acabé el Cou/// [...]
<E: then when he came to Valencial/ BUENOY when he finished
secondary///>
(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 84, transcript lines 80—82)
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These possibilities can be formalized within a single DP — where bueno may
or may not appear and, when present, may be replaced by o sea — as shown in
Figure 6. Here, iE represents the initial emission and :E its reformulation. The figure
accounts for reformulations produced by a single speaker within one intervention
unit, as well as those produced by different speakers; hence, the symbol
representing possible reactive-initiative hetero-reformulation interventions appears
in parentheses.

il: iE
(ril:) (bueno) E

Figure 6. Reformulation DP involving bueno

6.4. Online planning discourse patterns involving bueno

The key distinction between reformulation DPs and online planning DPs
involving bueno — both replaceable by o sea — is that the latter lack a clearly
identifiable :E reformulating iE. Instead, we find iE repetitions, as shown in Section
4’s discourse formulation support example.

In these online planning contexts, bueno may be preceded by y, with (14) or
without (15) vowel lengthening (yyy), and followed by pues (14) (and) no sé (15),
forming clusters that function as discourse-formulation supports.

(14) G: si/ yo sabia que eraa®/ este pisoT// yy bueno pues// por lo que me
acuerdo yo de orientacion y tal/ sabia que mas o menos era// aqui {no?
<G: yes/ I knew it was™/ this apartmentT// and BUENO I mean// from
what I remember from orientation and so on/ I knew that more or less it
was// here, right?>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 83, transcript lines 45—46)

(15) E: yo es que personalmente no conozco a ninguno/ yo conozco a (( )) de
vista// un dia que fui// pero hace poco tuve una cena®l/ hizo una- una cena
de- de universidad// y bueno pues/ no sé (( ))/// y la gente una pinta toda/
conn ell traje chaqueta/ [...] <E: it’s just that personally I don’t know
anyone/ 1 know (( )) by sight// one day I went// but recently I had a
dinner?/ there was a- a university dinner// and BUENO I mean/ I don’t
know (())/// and people all looked/ with their suits and ties/ [...]>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 84, transcript lines 93-96)

On other occasions, the online planning process in which bueno functions as a
support resource becomes evident in hesitations such as those in (16),

(16) E: §ya/ no yo a(de)maés yo estabaa/ yo eraa bueno/ la re- la rebelde del
coleT <§yeah/ no I also/ I wasss/ I wasss BUENO/ the re- the rebel of
the school T>

(Briz & Grupo Val.Es.Co. 2002: 92, transcript lines 421-422)

Thus, the online formulation DP involving bueno as a support element can be
represented as proposed in Figure 7, where parentheses indicate that formulation
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may involve bueno alone, planning traces alone, or their combination (with bueno
or o sea) before, after, or around bueno:

| (planning traces) (bueno) (planning traces) |

Figure 7. Online planning DP involving bueno as a planning-support marker

7. Discussion

Our analysis of bueno through a constructional-pragmatic lens has yielded
several key findings. First, we have demonstrated that the diverse functional values
traditionally attributed exclusively to bueno actually emerge from the complete DPs
in which this DM participates. In taking this position, we have built on proposals
that sought to overcome the semasiological and lexicocentric bias in DMs research
— proposals that recognize DMs’ collaborative operation with syntactic and
prosodic mechanisms and adopt a functional onomasiological perspective. In this
respect, we advocate abandoning the contradictory practice of inferring DMs’
values from co-text while erasing that same co-text from descriptions. To address
this contradiction, we propose DPs that generate meaning values typically attributed
exclusively to individual DMs, highlighting the fact that DMs invariably function
within larger constructional patterns. Importantly, this pattern-level (rather than
item-level) approach applies not only to bueno but to all DMs.

The formalized DPs presented in Sections 5 and 6 reveal that bueno’s
interpretation depends not merely on its presence, prosody, or position, but on the
entire DP that integrates it. This reconceptualization directly motivates our formula
‘Value X’s DP involving bueno’ in Sections 5 and 6, as well as our insistence that,
in many of the DPs outlined, bueno can be omitted.

In prioritizing bueno’s metadiscursive uses in our analysis, we align ourselves
with Lopez Serena (2017) and Lopez Serena & Loureda (2013), who argue that
speakers must first ‘do discourses with words’ before ‘doing things with words” —
an overlooked aspect despite universal acceptance of the latter. This focus on
metadiscursive DPs has revealed that many of bueno’s supposedly distinct
metadiscursive functions — such as topic resumption, topic shift, reformulation,
and online planning support — can be understood as instantiations of broader DPs
rather than as discrete, lexically-determined values. This finding challenges the
traditional practice of multiplying functional labels without attending to the
underlying DPs that generate these interpretations.

At the same time, we have shown that the recent tendency to minimize bueno’s
functional repertoire (§4) hinders identification of the multiple meaning values
emerging from different DPs. While high-level functional abstractions have their
place, exclusive reliance on them ignores the utility of formalized DPs for
monolingual and crosslinguistic description, historical reconstruction of
grammaticalization pathways, and applied domains like L2 teaching or machine
translation. Nonetheless, we also oppose unnecessary functional multiplication. For
this reason, we question distinctions between topic-shift and closure bueno, and
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challenge proposals for admission-of-another-perspective bueno (Change to Posio
& Rosemeyer 2025) or reported speech bueno (Borreguero 2017, Change to
Rosemeyer & Posio 2023) as distinct from continuation, turn-initial,
surprise/resignation, acceptance, or disagreement-mitigation patterns. Our analysis
directly addresses this issue by eliminating functional multiplications attributable
not to bueno itself but to underlying DPs that analysts conflate with the DM.

Additionally, our approach has revealed significant overlap between
interactional and metadiscursive functions. As anticipated in our discussion of the
DP in Figure lc (Section 5.1) and the DPs addressed in Section 5.2, many of
bueno’s interactional functions — acknowledgment, turn-taking, and mitigating
dispreferred responses — also involve an underlying metadiscursive dimension, as
they contribute to discourse formulation and structuring. This functional overlap
explains persistent difficulties in the literature when attempting to categorize
bueno’s uses into discrete functional types.

However, while our study makes significant contributions to understanding
bueno’s pragmatic-discursive functioning, several limitations should be
acknowledged. First, our analysis is based exclusively on the Val.Es.Co. corpus of
colloquial Spanish conversation, which represents peninsular spoken Spanish in
informal contexts. This focus, while appropriate for examining bueno in its most
frequent discursive environment, limits the generalizability of our findings to other
registers and varieties of Spanish.

Second, due to space constraints and the study’s scope, we have focused
primarily on metadiscursive DPs, leaving a comprehensive delineation of DPs for
all thirteen microfunctions identified in Section 4 for future research. As noted in
Section 6, we have not formalized DPs for the borderline values between
interactional and metadiscursive domains, nor have we addressed the logical-
cognitive macrofunction in detail. A complete constructional account of bueno
would require systematic formalization of DPs across all functional domains.

Finally, our study has prioritized synchronic analysis over diachronic
development. While we acknowledge the potential of the DP approach for historical
reconstruction of grammaticalization pathways, we have not systematically traced
the historical evolution of the patterns we identify. Future research adopting a
diachronic perspective could illuminate how these DPs emerged and evolved
over time.

8. Conclusions and directions for future research

Research on bueno and other Spanish DMs will continue to expand??, and
future studies may, like this one, adopt theoretical rather than merely descriptive
approaches. Building on this theoretical foundation, perhaps some will be

22 Two useful overviews of research on DMs in Spanish — the first, written in Spanish, being more
extensive and comprehensive; the second, written in English, being more concise and recent — are
Loureda & Acin (eds.) (2010) and Llopis & Pons (2020).
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encouraged to follow the considerations advanced by Martin Zorraquino (1994),
Portolés (1998), Masini & Pietrandrea (2010), Montolio (2011), Taranilla (2015),
and Gras (2016) in Spanish/Romance pragmatic research (discussed in §4), which
demonstrate that procedural meaning — typically viewed as consisting of
pragmatic-discursive functions and often attributed exclusively to specific DMs —
should instead be conceived as meaning derived from the DPs of which DMs form
part.

The findings and limitations of this study (Section 7) point to several promising
avenues for future research. First, extending the DP approach to other Spanish DMs
beyond bueno would test the generalizability of our constructional-pragmatic
framework and could reveal systematic patterns across the DM system.
Comparative studies examining how different DMs participate in similar or
overlapping DPs would be particularly valuable.

Second, crosslinguistic research applying the DP framework to functional
equivalents of bueno in other languages (e.g., Italian bene, French bon, English
well, okay) could illuminate both language-specific and universal aspects of
discourse organization. Such studies would benefit from the formalized schemas
we propose, which provide a tertium comparationis for crosslinguistic analysis.

Third, comprehensive delineation of DPs for all values associated with
bueno — including those in the logical-cognitive domain and additional borderline
cases — remains necessary. This would provide a complete constructional profile
of bueno and serve as a model for similarly exhaustive analyzes of other DMs.

Fourth, diachronic studies tracing the historical development of the DPs we
have identified could contribute to grammaticalization theory by showing how DPs
emerge, stabilize, and change over time. The DP approach offers particular promise
for understanding the co-evolution of DMs with the larger constructional contexts
in which they function.

Fifth, applied research exploring the pedagogical implications of the DP
approach for L2 Spanish teaching could demonstrate practical benefits of our
theoretical framework. Similarly, studies investigating how formalized DPs might
improve machine translation or natural language processing of DMs would have
significant practical value.

Finally, further theoretical refinement of macrofunction definitions, informed
by additional empirical research on multiple DMs, could help resolve persistent
discrepancies in the literature regarding the correlation between micro- and
macrofunctions. Only through such precision can the field move toward greater
consensus on fundamental categorizations of DM functions.
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Abstract

Impersonal pronouns one in English and uno in Spanish are described in the literature as functionally
similar, combining two meaning components: first-person orientation and generalization. However,
their generic uses remain understudied both in the domains of semantics and pragmatics and from a
comparative perspective. This study aims to identify similarities and differences in the distributional
patterns of generic uses of one and uno in English and Spanish and to establish the role of the generic
component of One-impersonals in cross-linguistic correspondences. We adopt a parallel corpus
approach (Gast 2015), and conduct a comparative analysis of English one and Spanish uno, drawing
on insights from the research on genericity, specifically, the distinction between rules (established
norms and regulations) and inductive generalizations (inferences based on observed facts). Using
data from the Europarl corpus, our analysis demonstrates that while the frequencies of generic versus
non-generic uses are comparable across languages, the distributional patterns of generic uses differ
significantly. For generic statements with English one, rules strongly prevail over inductive
generalizations, whereas Spanish shows no statistically significant distinction between these
categories. For both languages, social rules are more common than other types of rules (moral, legal,
biological, and metalinguistic). In Spanish, equivalent contexts of English sentences with one show
underrepresentation of first-person forms in generic contexts. Conversely, English equivalent
contexts for sentences with uno show underrepresentation of the pronoun you in first-person oriented
non-generic uses. The study contributes to better understanding of the generic uses of English one
and Spanish uno and reveals their interpretive asymmetry, thereby providing new knowledge of their
semantic and pragmatic features.

Keywords: impersonal pronouns, corpus pragmatics, parliamentary discourse, generalizations,
English, Spanish
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AHHOTALUA

VimnepcoHanbHble MECTOMMEHHS One¢ B AHTTTMHCKOM SI3bIKE U 410 B MCIIAHCKOM SI3BIKE PACCMAaTpH-
BAalOTCS B JINTEpPAType Kak (YHKIHOHAIBHO OJM3KUE eAMHMIBL. VX MHTeprperanus CBs3bIBACTCS
C JIByMsI CMBICIIOBBIMH KOMIIOHEHTAMH: OpHEHTAIEel Ha TOBOPSIIEro U reHepanu3anueil. Tem He
MeHee, yNoTpeOJIeHHs B KOHTEKCTax, IJie MPUCYTCTBYET KOMIIOHEHT I'eHepaliu3aluy (aaisee —
TeHEPUYECKHE YNOTPEOICHUs) U3y4eHbl HEAOCTATOYHO KaK B CEMaHTHKO-NIParMaTHYeCKOM, TaK
U B COTIIOCTaBUTENBHOM acnekre. Llenb JaHHOro uccienoBaHus — BBIIBUTH CXOJICTBA U Pa3IUYus B
TCHEPUYECKHUX YIOTPEOJICHUSIX MECTOUMEHUH One U uno U YCTaHOBUTH POJIb KOMIIOHEHTA I'eHepa-
JM3alUK B pacrpeieNieHny (QyHKIIMOHATIbHO-IKBIUBAJIEHTHBIX ()ParMEHTOB MECTOMMEHHH B 000X
s3pIkax. C oropoit Ha MmeTomoioruio u3 (Gast 2015) B pabote MpoBOAUTCS CPaBHUTEIBHBIN aHAIH3
JIaHHBIX MECTOMMEHUI Ha MaTepuaje NapajuieIbHOrO KOpIyca MPOTOKOJOB 3acenanuil EBponeit-
ckoro napiamenTa Europarl. Takke npuBiekaroTcs cBefeHHs U3 paboT, MOCBSIICHHBIX HHTEPIIPe-
TallMM TEHEPHUYECKHX BBICKA3bIBAHMH, B YAaCTHOCTH, pa3TpaHUYCHHE NpaBUi (yCTAHOBICHHBIX
HOPM) U HHJIyKTUBHBIX 00001IeHHH (YMO3aKJIFOUeHN I Ha OCHOBaHWH HaOIt01aeMbiX GpakToB). AHa-
JIM3 TIOKA3bIBAET, YTO, XOTSI COOTHOIIEHHE FEHEPUUECKIX U HETCHEPUIECKUX (OTCHUIAIOIIMX UCKITIO-
YUTENBHO K TOBOPSIILIEMY) YIIOTPEOICHUH NMIIEPCOHANBHBIX MECTOMMEHHI COMOCTaBUMO B 000MX
SI3bIKaX, PAacCIpelelCHUE Pa3sHOBUJHOCTEH TIE€HEPUUYECKHUX BbICKA3blBaHUM pasnuuyaercs. [lnd
AHTJIIMICKUX TeHepUYECKUX BBICKA3bIBAaHUII C one OIS MPaBMII CYLIECTBEHHO OOJbIIE, YeM JOJI
HHAYKTUBHBIX O0OOIIEHMH, a MCHAHCKHE BBICKA3bIBAHUS C MECTOMMEHHEM uno, BBIPAXKAIOIIUE
npaBuiia U 0000IIEHNs, pacrpeiesieHbl paBHOMEpHO. [ 000MX S3BIKOB COLMANBHBIE IpaBHia
BCTpEYalOTCsl 4Yaile, 4eM Jpyrde TUIBl NpaBuil (MOpaJbHBIE, FOPHIMYECKHE, OMOJIOTMYecKue
U METaJIMHTBUCTUYECKHE). AHAIN3 (PyHKIMOHAIBHO AKBUBAJIEHTHHIX ()ParMEHTOB MECTOMMEHHS
one B NCIIAHCKOM SI3BIKE ITOKa3bIBAET, YTO B TEHEPUUECKMX KOHTEKCTaX YaCTOTHOCTh KOHCTPYKIIMH
C MECTOMMEHHSIMH TIEPBOTO JIMIa HWKE OKUIaeMo. J{JIsi MeCTOMMEHHMS #no B aHTIIMHCKUX (YHK-
IMOHATIBHO SKBHBAJICHTHBIX (PparMeHTax OBLIO BBIIBIECHO, YTO B HETCHEPUYECKUX KOHTEKCTaX
CHIDKEHHOH YaCTOTHOCTBIO XapaKTEPU3YIOTCSI KOHCTPYKIMH C MECTOMMEHHEM you. Pe3ynpTats! nc-
CJIEZI0BaHMS TIO3BOJIHIIH MTOJYIUTh HOBBIE CBEJICHUS O TCHEPUUECKHUX YIOTPEOIECHISIX MECTOMMEHUH
one W uno M yCTaHOBWUTH paHee HE M3yYeHHBIC (PYHKIMOHAIBHBIC PA3IMYUS MEXIy HUMH, YTO
JOIOJIHSET W YTOYHACT CYLIECTBYIOLIME MPEINCTaBICHUS 00 HX CEMaHTHUKO-IIParMaTHYECKUX
0COOEHHOCTSIX.
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Jos uuTupoBaHus:

Vilinbakhova E.L., Chuikova O.Yu. Generic uses of the English pronoun one and the Spanish
pronoun uno in parliamentary debates. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4.
P. 914-943. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-45959

1. Introduction

The human impersonal pronouns one in English and uno in Spanish are widely
considered functionally similar and can refer to the speaker’s personal experience
and/or establish generalizations (Gelabert-Desnoyer 2008, Moltmann 2006, 2010,
Rasson 2016, Pearson 2022, Gutiérrez-Rodriguez & Pérez-Ocon 2024a, b).
However, while most scholars have extensively analyzed their first-person oriented
uses, particularly in Spanish data (so-called ‘concealing’ uno), generic uses of both
pronouns received less attention, leaving their interpretive properties and a cross-
linguistic comparison underexplored. This work seeks to address this gap, thereby
advancing our understanding of these pronouns across semantic, pragmatic, and
comparative domains.

Pronouns one and uno belong to the class of One-impersonals (Siewierska
2011: 58, see also Givon 1982) found mainly in Germanic and Romance languages,
in which the subject! is rendered by a pronominalized form of the numeral ‘one’.
One-impersonals in turn enter a wider class of R-impersonals, i.e. impersonals
triggered by a reduction in referentiality. R-impersonals have “the appearance of
regular, personal constructions but [feature] a subject which is human and non-
referential” (Siewierska 2011: 57), see (1-2).

(1) These days, one is required to wear a mask on trains. (Pearson 2022: 293,
ex.1)

(2) Uno aprende cuando se equivoca. (Gutiérrez-Rodriguez, Pérez-Ocon
2024a: 115, ex.4)
‘One learns when one makes mistakes’

Previous research suggests significant variation in the use of pronouns across
functional discourse styles (Gelabert-Desnoyer 2008, Rasson 2016: 244-245,
Serrano 2022: 10-13). In line with Gelabert-Desnoyer’s (2008) findings, we focus
on parliamentary debates as this register demonstrates higher frequency of generic
uses of One-impersonals. Our data comes from the Europarl parallel Corpus,
comprising official proceedings of the European Parliament from 1996 till 2011,
and the methodology is partly taken from Gast’s (2015) study on the German
pronoun man.

The aim of this paper is to examine the distribution of generic uses of English
one and Spanish wuno, comparing their similarities and distinctions, and to

! Although our analysis, consistent with prior work, is restricted to subject position, one and uno are
not limited to this function and can appear in other syntactic roles.
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investigate the role the generic component plays in shaping cross-linguistic
correspondences. The research questions we seek to address are as follows:

1. To what extent can theories of genericity be applied to the usage patterns of
English one and Spanish uno?

2. How are generic uses of English one and Spanish uno distributed in these
typologically distinct languages based on political discourse data?

3. How do varieties of generalizations (rules vs. inductive generalizations)
interact with the first-person orientation?

4. What is the correlation, if any, between the generic meaning component in
the use of One-impersonal in one language and the strategy employed to render the
same meaning in another language?

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we review considerations about
English one and Spanish uno in previous studies and examine observations from
research on genericity relevant to our analysis. Section 3 addresses methodological
issues. We present the results in Section 4. A general discussion of the results is
provided in Section 5. Section 6 summarizes the main conclusions of the paper.

2. Theoretical background

In this section we review the findings from previous works that are relevant
for our analysis. In particular, we look at the observations that have been made
about the uses of English one and Spanish uno in discourse in connection to the
first-person orientation and generalization and the interaction of these meaning
components and discuss properties of generic statements.

2.1. Previous approaches to the analysis of ONE

English pronoun omne has been explored in the literature from various
viewpoints (Moltmann 2006, 2010, van der Auwera et al. 2012, Malamud 2012,
Mignot 2015, Pearson 2022, among others). Let us start with the most prevalent
Moltmann’s (2006, 2010) approach who describes two main strategies of the
interpretation of one: (1) inference from the first person, as in (3), and (ii) inference
to the first person, as in (4).

(3) One can see the picture from the entrance. (Moltmann 2010: 440, ex. 1)
(4) One should not lie. (Ibid.: 441, ex. 2)

For Moltmann, both strategies include first-person orientation and genericity,
but they diverge in their direction of fit. Inference-from-the-first-person strategy
involves “generalization based on a first-person application of the predicate or first-
person” (Ibid.: 447), i.e. the speaker’s experience is generalized to other
individuals. On the contrary, inference-to-the-first-person strategy involves “an
(already established) generalization that is to allow for an immediate application to
the first person in the reasoning relevant in the context” (Ibid.). Moltmann notes
that within the latter strategy generalization is internalized, but independent, and
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“potentially applied in a first-person way by whoever accepts the sentence, in
particular the addressee” (Ibid.). It is used in deontic sentences: laws, general
requirements, or general recommendations, which are meant to play a role in
speaker’s or addressee’s reasoning for their actions.

Pearson (2022) examines Moltmann’s claim that one encodes first-person
orientation and generalization and finds its usage similar to impersonally used
second-person pronoun you. She discusses examples with experiential predicates
like (5) and notes that in (5a) it is infelicitous to use pronouns one and you unless
the speaker participated in the marathon herself, i.e. the first-hand experience is
required. However, with other predicates or modal verbs this requirement does not
hold. She concludes that first-person orientation is necessary only for a subset of
utterances with one, namely for those with experiential predicates.

(5) a. One feels/You feel exhausted after running a marathon. #But I’ve
never run a marathon before.
b. People feel exhausted after running a marathon. But I’ve never run a
marathon before. (Pearson 2022: 298, ex. 15)

Van der Auwera et al. (2012) analyze one from a typological perspective along
with other human impersonal pronouns in English, Dutch and German. In their
model they set a number of parameters for sentences, in which the pronoun appears,
and for the interpretation of pronouns. For instance, a sentence can be (i) generic or
episodic, and (ii) modal or veridical, while a human impersonal pronoun can be (i)
generic or existential; (ii) definite or indefinite; (ii1) singular or plural; (iv) exclusive
or inclusive; (v) collective or individual. For English one, they describe five uses,
illustrated in (6-10).

(6) When one travels, the umbrella has to come along. (S: Epi, Mod, HP:
Gen, Incl) (Van der Auwera et al. 2012: 21, ex. 57)

(7) One saw that again later when he tried to comfort a little boy who has
AIDS. (S: Epi, Ver, HP: Gen, Excl/Incl) (Ibid.: 21, ex. 60)

(8) One married young in the Middle Ages. (S: Gen, Mod/Ver, HP:Gen,
Excl) (Ibid.: 21, ex. 58)

(9)  One only lives once. (S: Gen, Mod/Ver, HP: Gen, Incl) (Ibid.: 22)

(10) Onme doesn’t want to set quotas. One doesn’t want to set diktats, but one
does want to maintain a dialogue and one does want to maintain pressure.
(S: Gen, Mod/Ver, HP: Exst, Def, Sg 1) (Ibid.: 21, ex. 61)

In four out of five uses one is generic in the sense that it can be paraphrased as
everybody or anybody, and the first-person orientation does not play a key role in
its interpretation (as it does in Moltmann’s account). However, the authors also
distinguish the fifth use where one refers to the speaker only. They argue that this
use is relevant “especially if the speaker wants to represent his/her behaviour as a
result of general rules, as politicians often do” (Ibid.: 21), and the example (10) they
provide is uttered precisely by a British politician.
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In Mignot’s (2015) corpus study the author distinguishes three uses of one:
(1) onel means ‘everybody’ and refers to people in general; (ii) one2 means
‘everybody including myself” and implies that “the generalization expressed by one
stems from a specific situation” (Ibid.: 281); (ii1) one3 means ‘I’ and refers to the
speaker. She collected and annotated a corpus of examples with one from the British
National Corpus and other sources. Mignot notes that some examples can be
ambiguous, and the difference between the first two uses is gradual. Also, for the
second use “the particular person who is included in one is not ‘I’ but ‘you’ or even
‘he/she’, i.e. a third person’, therefore, the more precise meaning is ‘everybody
including a particular person” (Ibid. 283). The results show that onel appears in
41% of cases, one2 — in 56% of cases, and one3 — only in 3% of cases, hence,
most of her examples are generic, which empirically supports the claim about
generalization as a crucial meaning component for one made in theoretical works.

2.2. Previous approaches to the analysis of UNO

In the literature dedicated to the analysis of the Spanish pronoun uno, we
distinguish two approaches. First, there is a first-person oriented approach
suggesting that in the utterances with uno the covert reference to the first person is
obligatory, and generic interpretation is built over it in specific contexts (Flores-
Ferran 2009, Serrano 2022, Fabregas 2024, Gutiérrez-Rodriguez & Pérez-Ocon
2024a, b). Under this account, uno is always used as a desubjectivizing strategy
referring indirectly to the speaker. The covert referent can be the speaker alone
(concealing use), as in (11), where uno encodes the speaker, or the speaker and
some other people (generic use), as in (12) where the speaker’s experience is
extended to the relevant set of individuals and the statement becomes generalizing,
which reminds of Moltmann’s inference-from-the-first-person strategy.

(11) A — Qué bien te has librado, ;no?
B — Uno, que es muy listo. (Fabregas 2024: 2, ex. 2)
“You managed to escape quite well, didn’t you?’
Lit: ‘One, that is very smart’ (‘I am very smart’)
(12) Uno puede aprender a cantar en unos pocos meses. (Gutiérrez-
Rodriguez & Pérez-Ocon 2024b: 118, ex. 3)
‘One can learn to sing in few months’

We might further distinguish a contextual approach claiming that both first-
person orientation and generalization are optional elements and the interpretation
of uno is determined by extralinguistic context and the surrounding linguistic
material (Holender Jensen 2002, Gelabert-Desnoyer 2008, Rasson 2016, de Cock
2020). This approach is also adopted in our study. Its proponents demonstrate that
first-person orientation is not always present in the uses of uno. De Cock (2020)
provides naturally occurring examples that can’t be understood as first-person
oriented (De Cock 2020: 101).
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Gelabert-Desnoyer (2008) describes the following four uses: (1) self-referential
(=concealing) use when the referent is exclusively the speaker; (i1) self-referential
experiential use when the first-person experience is generalized to other referents;
(i11) omnipersonal use where generalization is established independently of the
speaker; (iv) other-referential use when uno refers to a particular referent who is
not the speaker. Gelabert-Desnoyer (2008) demonstrates that these uses are
distributed differently in two different genres. On the one hand, in his parliamentary
discourse corpus composed of 44 examples the most common uses are other-
referential (52.3%) and omnipersonal (40.9%), while self-referential and
experiential are found only in 2.3% and 4.5% of cases accordingly. On the other
hand, in his control corpus composed of 128 examples from oral interviews,
obtained from the online version of traditional Spanish newspapers, the most
common is self-referential use (68%), and other uses are far less common:
experiential use is found in 18.8% of cases, omnipersonal use — in 10.9%, and
other-referential — in 2.3% of cases.

Gelabert-Desnoyer’s (2008) classification was further refined by Rasson
(2016). She describes nine main uses of uno and intermediate uses, making
distinction between uno referring to the speaker, addressee or the third person,
generic use referring to all humans and reduced generic use (sp. generico reducido)
referring to the limited group of people (i.e. professional or social class,
age category, etc.), and generalizations based on the speaker’s, addressee’s
or the third person’s experience (Rasson 2016: 247)2. In her study, she examines
the distribution of uses in three genres: spontaneous conversations (28 examples),
academic texts (11 examples), and forum Yahoo (100 examples), and shows that
for conversations, the most common use is generalization based on the third
person’s experience, for academic texts, it is reduced generic use, and for Yahoo
forum, it is generic use. While the sizes of her samples are not very large, it is
meaningful that the most common uses in all three genres still involve
generalization.

To summarize, most scholars agree that the pronouns one and uno show a
connection to the first person and generalization, but their exact contribution is a
matter of discussion. It seems reasonable to accept that first-person orientation and
generalization are crucial meaning components for one and uno, but neither of them
is obligatory. There are uses of one and uno where only one component is present,
such as reference to the speaker alone or independent generalization targeted at the
addressee or the third person, and uses where both components are combined, such
as first-person based genericity and first-person targeted genericity. Since we want
to look more closely at uses of one and uno involving generalization, now let us
discuss some properties of generic sentences that we later apply to our data.

2 We are grateful to the reviewer for highlighting a relevant cross-linguistic parallel: the French on
can be analyzed as a non-referential syntactic device (Tesnicre’s récessif intégral), as exemplified
by the equivalence between En Chine on enferme les dissidents politiques and its passive
counterpart, for the analysis of on see also Creissels (2011).
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2.3. Generic statements

Generic statements express common conceptual knowledge about entities and
their characteristics and are pervasive in our everyday speech. They can be
exemplified by (13-16).

(13) Dogs bark.

(14) Gold is a precious metal.
(15) Bishops move diagonally.
(16) A gentleman pays his debts.

Generic statements have been discussed extensively in the literature both from
a formal semantic perspective and a cognitive perspective (Carlson 1977, 1995,
Krifka et al. 1995, Cohen 2001, 2022, Leslie 2008, Krifka 2012, Prasada et al. 2013,
Leslie & Lerner 2016, Filip 2024, among many others). It is still a question under
discussion whether a unified analysis for all generics is achievable. There are,
however, some points most scholars agree upon. First, genericity includes two
subdomains: kind reference and generic sentences. Kind reference sentences
express generalizations over properties of kinds and may contain kind predicates,
e.g., be(come) common / widespread / extinct. Generic sentences express non-
accidental regularities over individuals or situations. While each subdomain has its
own properties, they can coexist in one utterance (Krifka et al. 1995). Next, Carlson
(1977) distinguishes the following properties of generics: (i) they are aspectually
stative, i.e. they lack reference to particular situations®; (ii) they are intensional in
the sense that they express regularities, and they describe not only observed facts,
but also have a predictive force and a law-like; (iii) generic statements tolerate
exceptions.

Generic statements by definition express generalizations, but the type of
generalization is still a matter of debate. To account for their truth-conditions, two
approaches have been put forward in the literature: the inductivist view and the
rules-and-regulations view, see Carlson (1995) and Cohen (2016). The inductivist
view suggests that generics express inductive generalizations based on observed
facts in the world: “after ‘enough’ instances have accumulated, the generic form
can be truly asserted”, as in (13—14). The rules-and-regulations view states that
generics express rules and depend on causal relations between entities (15). Cohen
(2001: 193) also notes that “the rule may be physical, biological, social, moral,
etc.”, i.e. different varieties are possible, see also Krifka (2012). While inductive
generalizations can be made only if the relevant situations actually took place, rules
are valid even if the described situation never occurred. For instance, if a generic
statement like "Boys don’t cry" is analyzed as an inductive generalization, it implies
that there was a case when a particular boy didn’t cry. However, if analyzed as a
rule, it could be that all real boys have cried, even though they should not have.

3 While Carlson’s (1977) claim is English-based, the reviewer rightly observes that generic
statements like French En France, on tue tous les jours may exhibit eventive properties, suggesting
aspectual variation across languages.

921



Vilinbakhova Elena L., Chuikova Oksana Yu. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 914-943

While these two approaches were originally opposed to each other, Cohen (2001)
notes that they can be combined: some generics are better analyzed as inductive
generalizations, others fit into rules-and-regulations set. This is a stance we take
here.

We argue that these observations are relevant for generic statements with one
and uno. Below we examine the distribution of inductive generalizations and rules
for generic uses of pronouns in both languages, and analyse how the properties of
generic statements with one and uno in one language is related with the way it is
transmitted to another language.

3. Data and methodology

This study employs a parallel corpus approach to examine generic uses of
impersonal pronouns one in English and uno in Spanish. Using parallel corpus data
proves to be an effective approach for analyzing one and uno, as it allows for the
examination of their use in substantially equivalent contexts. This enables the
comparison of units that are described in the literature as functionally analogous,
helping to identify both their similarities and differences. Additionally, exploring
strategies employed to convey the same meanings as impersonal pronouns in
parallel texts can offer valuable insights into how these meanings are realized
through different linguistic forms.

We adopt Gast’s (2015) methodological framework, which demonstrates how
parallel corpora can enhance contrastive studies of linguistic expressions’
interpretation and distribution patterns. In his analysis of German impersonal man
and its English equivalents, Gast introduces the concept of heterophrases defined
as “pairs or sets of sentences [in a pair of different languages — EV & OCh] that
are intended to render (approximately) the same meaning, in the same context,
irrespective of the source and direction of translation” (ibid.: 9).

As shown above, English one and Spanish uno both belong to the
One-impersonals class and can either refer to first-person experience or express
generalizations. These findings suggest that the pronouns serve analogous
functions, generating two testable implications: (i) statistically similar patterns of
first-person oriented/generic uses across corpora; (i) mutual preference as
functional equivalents in parallel contexts (the meaning rendered with one in
English is transmitted as uno in Spanish and vice versa).

Our analysis draws on the Europarl corpus (Koehn 2005), available through
Sketch Engine, which contains approximately 60 million words per language
(1996-2011) of European Parliament proceedings in 21 languages, representing
formal political discourse.

We compiled two randomized samples (250 concordances each): (i) English
instances of one and their Spanish equivalents, e.g. (17), and (ii) Spanish instances
of uno and their English equivalents, e.g. (18).
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(17) EN: Following the recent elections there are one-third fewer women in
Silesian politics. So how can one speak of women’s equality?
SP: Tras las recientes elecciones, la proporcidon de mujeres en la politica
de la region ha descendido en un tercio. Por tanto, ;como podemos
hablar de igualdad de las mujeres? (#2610077)

(18) SP: Por ejemplo, si uno introduce el codigo postal en su pagina web
puede saber cual es el proveedor mas barato de la zona.
EN: For example, if you type in your postcode on their website you can
find out who is your cheapest supplier. (#20581984)

Corpus Query Language (CQL) queries (19-20) excluded most of irrelevant
sequences (e.g., Spanish cada uno, English the one):

(19) [word! = “Cadalcada”]{1}[word = “Unojuno”]{1,2}[tag = “V.*”]
(20) [word! = “Thelthe|No|no|First|first|This|this|Each|each™]{1}[word =
“one”]{1,2} [tag =“V.*7]

Through manual review, we excluded non-target uses, resulting in final
datasets of 187 contexts with one and 198 contexts with uno.

The annotation parameters considered were as follows:

i. primary interpretation as either first-person orientation or generalization
as the main meaning component;

ii. when generic components were present, the generalization type was coded
as either inductive generalizations or rules;

iii. for rules, specific types were identified (biological, legal, metalinguistic,
moral, or social);

iv. for primarily generic uses, we noted whether first-person experience
supported the generalization;

v. cross-linguistic realization through heterophrases (Spanish equivalents for
English one and English equivalents for Spanish uno).

In our annotation, we relied on observations from Rasson (2016), Serrano
(2022), and Fabregas (2024), which indicate that the generic reading of uno arises
in the presence of specific genericity inductors. These include impersonal
constructions, the use of hay and hay que, temporal constructions with cuando
‘when’, conditional constructions with si ‘if’, the second-person pronoun fu in a
generic sense, clitic se, quantifiers like siempre ‘always’ and a menudo ‘often’,
expressions with modal semantics, and lexical items with generalizing semantics,
such as gente ‘people’ and poblacion ‘population’. Rasson also identifies
expressions that hinder generic interpretation, such as personal pronouns and noun
phrases coreferential to uno. For English examples we used the observations from
van der Auwera et al. (2012) and Moltmann (2006, 2010). Contextual information
was also taken into account during the analysis.

This annotation framework enables identification of four distinct combinations
of generalization and first-person orientation in impersonal pronouns:
(1) generalizations without first-person reference, (ii) generalizations supported by
first-person experience, (ii1) generalized first-person experience extended to others,
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and (iv) non-generalized first-person reference. The first three types constitute the
generic uses that form our primary analytical focus. Through examining their
interaction with various generalization patterns (inductive generalizations and
rules) and analyzing the strategies for conveying equivalent meanings in parallel
texts (heterophrases), we uncover both the shared characteristics and divergent
behaviors of English one and Spanish uno, particularly in their generic uses.

4. Results

This section presents our analysis of occurrences of English one and Spanish
uno in the sampled Europarl corpus data. We specifically investigate the
distribution between uses containing a generic component and those lacking it,
while exploring how genericity interacts with first-person orientation. Furthermore,
we analyze how these meaning components relate both to the varieties of
generalization and to the selection of corresponding heterophrases in parallel texts.

4.1. The analysis of ONE

Our sample of of occurrences of English one and their Spanish equivalents
comprises 187 instances. Among these, 125 cases (66.84%) exhibit a generic
component, while the remaining examples demonstrate reference to speaker’s
experience without generalization. Figure 1 illustrates the distribution between
generic and non-generic uses in the one-sample.
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Figure 1. Distribution of generic (GEN) and non-generic (NON-GEN) uses in the one-sample
We now examine in greater detail the generic and non-generic uses of the

English one, with particular attention to how genericity interacts with first-person
orientation. As shown in Figure 2, the distribution reveals four distinct uses:
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speaker’s experience without generalization (first-person primary, non-generic)
accounts for 62 cases (33.15%), generalized speaker’s experience (first-person
primary, generic) comprises 46 cases (24.59%), independent generalizations
unsupported by speaker’s experience (generalization primary, generic) total
43 cases (22.99%), generalizations supported by speaker’s experience
(generalization primary, generic) represent 36 cases (19.25%). Of particular interest
is the substantial proportion of non-generic first-person references in English one
(33.15%) — a usage pattern that has not been sufficiently documented in existing
linguistic descriptions. This finding challenges accounts that primarily emphasize
one’s generic functions while overlooking its significant role in expressing speaker-
anchored, non-generic meaning.
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FP further GEN
GEN without FP
GEN supported by FP

Figure 2. Distribution of genericity and first-person experience in the one-sample

Examples (21-24) below illustrate different uses of one where genericity and
first-person experience contribute variably to the semantics of the utterance. The
interpretation of these uses is supported by functionally equivalent Spanish text
segments and contextual background knowledge.

(21) first-person orientation (non-generic)
EN: Of course we are all against discrimination, but one dare not
question the route we are taking here for fear of being pushed into a
corner.
SP: Claro que todos estamos en contra de la discriminacion, pero no
me atrevo a cuestionar la ruta que estamos tomando por temor a ser
arrinconado. (#7695300)
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(22) generalized first-person experience

EN: Mr President, when I first entered this House 20 years ago, this
debate would not have taken place, because this House was a
consultative parliament at the time, and many of us have battled over
the last 20 years to make it what it is today, a co-legislator parliament.
However, when one co-legislates, one must be responsible. It is an
exercise in responsibility that is now in need.
SP: Sefior Presidente, cuando yo entré en este Parlamento, hace veinte
afios, este debate no habria tenido lugar, porque este Parlamento era
entonces un parlamento consultivo y la batalla de muchos de nosotros
en estos veinte afios ha sido convertirlo en lo que es hoy, un parlamento
colegislador. Pero cuando wuno colegisla, uno tiene que ser
responsable. Y aqui tenemos que hacer un ejercicio de responsabilidad.
(#16780136)

(23) generalization supported by first-person experience

EN: We will have to have a short course for Members to learn that the
blue card has a specific use, and that in order to ask to speak during
‘catch the eye’, one has to raise one’s hand, raise one’s white card,
or use some other mechanism rather than the blue card.
SP: Vamos a tener que hacer un cursillo para que los diputados
comprendan que la tarjeta azul tiene determinada utilidad y que, para
pedir la palabra en el “catch the eye”, se levanta la mano, se levanta
la tarjeta blanca o se utiliza cualquier otro mecanismo, menos la
tarjeta azul. (#11824425)

(24) independent generalizations unsupported by speaker’s experience
EN: Unfortunately, many citizens still believe that education is
something one acquires in the first part of one’s life.

SP: Desafortunadamente, muchos ciudadanos todavia creen que la
educacion es algo que se adquiere en la primera etapa de la vida.
(#1736991)

Example (21) illustrates a non-generic use of the one-construction with
reference to the speaker’s personal experience. The reference is to a specific
situation, as emphasized by the adverb here. Furthermore, the surrounding context
features a first-person pronoun without generic meaning, and the parallel Spanish
text employs a heterophrase with a first-person singular pronoun, explicitly pointing
to the speaker. In examples (22) and (23), the one-construction conveys both
first-person experience and genericity, but the hierarchy of these semantic
components differs. In (22), the speaker describes his personal experience in the
Parliament, on the basis of which they draw a generalization using the genericity
inductor when. In example (23), by contrast, the utterance describes an established
rule (how one should behave during the ‘catch the eye’ procedure) with which the
speaker is familiar but whose enforcement does not depend on them. Example (24)
lacks any reference to first-person experience: the politician, the speaker, refers to
an opinion widespread among citizens, which he himself does not share.
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When the impersonal pronoun is identified as carrying generic meaning, the
variety of generalization can be classified as either an inductive generalization or a
rule. For English one, we observe a statistically significant predominance of rule-
type generalizations (binomial test, p = 0.0006). As illustrated in Figure 3, our
sample of English one contains 125 generic uses, with rule-type interpretations
accounting for 81 cases (64.8%) and inductive generalizations for 42 cases (33.6%).
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Figure 3. Distribution of rules and inductive generalizations in the one-sample

We now turn to examining the interaction between first-person orientation in
generic utterances with English one and varieties of generalization. Figure 44
presents an association plot (Cohen-Friendly plot), showing that inductive
generalizations are overrepresented in uses of one when expressing generalized
first-person experience.

Our analysis identifies four distinct categories of rules in the one-sample:
social, moral, legal, and metalinguistic. These types of rules demonstrate significant
variation in their distribution frequency. Social rules constitute the most frequent
category (44 instances, 54.32%), followed by moral rules (21 instances, 25.93%),
legal rules (13 instances, 16.05%), and metalinguistic rules (3 instances, 3.7%).
Figure 5 illustrates this distribution pattern, clearly showing the predominance of
social rules among all rule types attested for English one.

4 The association plot is based on a y>-test, where a p-value < 0.05 indicates a statistically significant
association between variables. Residuals show the difference between observed and expected
frequencies. They are visualized as: blue rectangles where the observed frequency is higher than
expected, red rectangles where it is lower than expected, and grey where the difference is negligible
(absolute value below 2). The size of each rectangle corresponds to the relative proportion of the
cell in the contingency table.
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Figure 4. Rules and inductive generalizations across GEN/FP configurations in the English one

?I In_

Figure 5. Distribution of rule types in English one

SOCIAL
MORAL
LEGAL

METALINGUISTIC

The examples below demonstrate the use of one for expressing different rule
types: social (25), moral (26), legal (27), and metalinguistic (28).

(25) EN: Mr President, “one is not born a woman, one becomes one”.
SP: Sefor Presidente, “no se nace mujer, se llega a serlo”. (#14709351)
(26) EN: As for the rest, to come back to a few specific issues, Prime
Minister, notably the issue of the budget, one has greater responsibility
on leaving the Presidency than on entering it.
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SP: Por lo demas, volviendo a algunos temas concretos, Primer
Ministro, en especial el tema del presupuesto, uno tiene mayor
responsabilidad al dejar la Presidencia que al ocuparla. (#13653231)

(27) EN: As a train driver, one is responsible for passenger safety.

SP: El maquinista de un tren es responsable de la seguridad de los
pasajeros (#10503585)

(28) EN: I have just two remarks on an issue raised by very many of you —
namely, what is irregularity, what is fraud, and how should one
approach recovery.

SP: Tengo dos observaciones acerca de dos cuestiones que han
destacado muchos de ustedes: la definicion de irregularidad y fraude y
como se deberian abordar las recuperaciones. (#2063333)

The distribution of rule types across the three categories of generic uses of one
(defined by degree of speaker experience involvement) reveals marked qualitative
differences. As shown in Figure 6, social rules — the most frequent type overall —
occur disproportionately in contexts of generalized first-person experience,
whereas legal rules are entirely absent from such uses. Notably, these distributional
patterns, while theoretically suggestive, do not reach statistical significance
in our data.
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Figure 6. Distribution of rule types across generic uses in English one

Finally, we examine potential correlations between generic/non-generic uses
of the English one and their Spanish equivalents in parallel texts. Our data reveals
that the English impersonal one is rendered in Spanish through the following
strategies: the impersonal pronoun uno, impersonal constructions, passive voice,
first-person singular/plural verb forms, quantifiers, non-finite verbs, descriptive
expressions, or complete rephrasing (see Vilinbakhova & Chuikova 2024 for corpus
examples).
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Figure 7 demonstrates the difference between strategies for generic and non-
generic uses of ome. In generic contexts, first-person forms show significant
underrepresentation. Conversely, in non-generic contexts, first-person strategies are
overrepresented.
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Figure 7. Spanish strategies for English one in generic vs. non-generic uses

The analysis reveals no statistically significant difference in Spanish
heterophrases for English one when conveying inductive generalizations versus
rules. While impersonal constructions show notable underrepresentation in legal
rule contexts, this pattern does not reach statistical reliability (p > 0.05). The
observed distribution suggests a potential tendency toward avoidance of
se-constructions for legal formulations, though the effect remains statistically
unsubstantiated in our corpus (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Spanish strategies for English one referring to various rule types
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4.2. The analysis of UNO

We now turn to examining Spanish uno with respect to its behavior in generic
constructions. Our data contains 198 instances of Spanish uno with their English
equivalents, revealing that 133 cases (67.17%) demonstrate generic use, while the
remaining 65 (32.83%) show first-person oriented non-generic reference. This
distribution closely parallels the pattern observed for English one, suggesting
similar functional distributions across both languages. Figure 9 presents the
distribution of generic versus non-generic uses in the Spanish uno-sample.
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Figure 9. Distribution of generic and non-generic uses in the uno-sample

Let us now analyze how Spanish uno’s genericity relates to first-person
orientation. Figure 10 displays the quantitative distribution across four usage
categories: speaker’s experience without generalization (65 cases, 32.82%),
independent generalizations unsupported by speaker’s experience (60 cases,
30.30%), generalizations supported by speaker’s experience (38 cases, 19.19%),
and generalized speaker’s experience (29 cases, 14.64%). Of particular significance
is the observation that the two most prevalent categories constitute either pure
reference to first-person experience or general knowledge without combination of
these components. This distributional pattern suggests that Spanish uno tends to
maintain clear functional separation between first-person oriented and generic
meaning components rather than combining them. This distinguishes Spanish uno
from English one, where the predominant usage types are those in which first-
person experience holds primary status. Examples (29-32) illustrate these usage
patterns of uno.
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Figure 10. Distribution of genericity and first-person experience in the uno-sample

(29) first-person orientation (non-generic)
SP: Uno puede preguntarse si el rechazo de la corresponsabilidad no
puede compensarse con uno o mas fondos de la Unidon Europea.
EN: I wonder whether or not it could be possible to compensate for the
refusal to share responsibility out of some European Union fund or
other. (#57051884)

(30) generalized first-person experience
SP: Sefior Presidente, sefioras Comisarias, sefiores Comisarios,
estimadas y estimados colegas, hablo como experto en temas de
presupuesto y en esta calidad a veces uno tiene la sensaciéon de que
hay que decir muy claramente, inclusive nosotros, los que nos
ocupamos de las finanzas en relacion con la ampliacion, que estamos
totalmente a favor de esta ampliacion.
EN: Mr President, Commissioners, ladies and gentlemen, I speak as
someone who is involved with setting the Budget, and people in that
position sometimes have the feeling that they have to start by saying
very clearly that we, too, who are involved with the financial side of
enlargement, are in complete support of that enlargement. (#10254942)

(31) generalization supported by first-person experience
SP: Cuando concluimos la primera lectura todos estdbamos llenos de
optimismo ya que la nueva forma de actuar decidida de la Comisién nos
entusiasmo y creimos que nuestras enmiendas podrian encontrar —
tendrian que encontrar — apoyo también en el Consejo pues debia tener
lugar una rapida aplicacion. Pero casi siempre las cosas salen de modo
diferente a como uno piensa.
EN: When we concluded the first reading, we were full of optimism,
inspired by the Commission’s new-found élan, and we believed that our
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amendments would be — must be — approved by the Council too,
because speedy implementation was supposed to follow. But then
things do not usually happen quite as one expects them to. (#5893496)
(32) independent generalizations unsupported by speaker’s experience
SP: Creo que también se puede configurar el entorno politico en tales
regiones de un modo razonable para que se proporcione a tales
Gobiernos la fuerza politica para salir de este circulo que significa que
uno quiere por lo visto protegerse pero, a la postre, se perjudica a la
propia poblacion.
EN: I also believe that there must be a proper political framework in
these regions so as to give such governments the political power to
escape from this vicious circle, which means that, ostensibly, in trying
to provide protection for themselves they ultimately harm their own
population in the long term. (#3395733)

Note that both examples (30) and (31) contain two meaning components:
generalization and first-person orientation. However, in (30), the speaker constructs
a generalization about the feelings of a person in a certain position based on his own
experience in that very position, with the genericity inductor a veces ‘sometimes’
contributing to the generic interpretation. On the other hand, in (31), the speaker
recounts events in which he himself participated, yet statements such as things do
not usually happen quite as one expects them to belong rather to the background of
common knowledge, approximate proverbial wisdom, and remain valid irrespective
of the speaker’s individual experience.

In examining the distribution of generic uses of Spanish uno, we observe a key
contrast with English one: while rules dominate in English, Spanish shows no
statistically significant frequency difference between rules (62 cases, 48.82%) and
inductive generalizations (65 cases, 51.18%) (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11. Distribution of rules and inductive generalizations in the one-sample
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Further analysis examines how varying roles of first-person experience
(primary, secondary, or absent) correlate with different generalization types (rules
vs. inductive generalizations) in Spanish uno-constructions. The association plot in
Figure 12 reveals a statistically significant distributional asymmetry: inductive
generalizations demonstrate marked overrepresentation, while rule-type
generalizations show corresponding underrepresentation in contexts of generalized
first-person experience.
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Figure 12. Rules and inductive generalizations across GEN/FP configurations in the Spanish uno

Our analysis reveals four rule types in the uno-sample: social, legal, moral, and
biological. Mirroring English one, social rules constitute the most frequent category
(31 instances, 50%). However, the remaining types show divergent distribution
patterns: legal rules emerge as the second-most frequent (16 instances, 25.8%),
followed by moral rules (13 instances, 20.97%), with biological rules being the least
attested (2 instances, 3.23%). Notably, metalinguistic rules are entirely absent from
the sample. The observed distribution of rule types is graphically represented in
Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Distribution of rule types in Spanish uno
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The following examples demonstrate the use of uno to represent four types of
rules: social (33), legal (34), moral (35), and biological (36).

(33) SP: Esto se debe a que la politica es el arte de lo posible, Sefiorias. Uno
no puede obtener todo lo que se desea.

EN: That is because politics is the art of the possible, ladies and
gentlemen. You cannot obtain everything you want. (#26594603)

(34) SP: Para mi, la norma mas dificil es que uno ha de tener una
fotografia de pasaporte en la que no sonria.

EN: For me, the most difficult regulation is that you have to have a
passport photo in which you do not smile. (#24759348)

(35) SP: Ruego excusen mi vehemencia, pero a veces, para alcanzar un

objetivo politico, uno tiene que acostumbrarse a la verdad, y ésta es
que no hay acuerdo en como organizar las relaciones entre las normas
maximas sociales y medioambientales por un lado y la competitividad
por otro, pero vamos a trabajar en ello.
EN: Please excuse my vehemence, but there are times when, in order to
achieve a policy objective, one has to become accustomed to the truth,
which is that there is no agreement as to how to go about organising the
relationship between maximum environmental and social standards on
the one hand and competitiveness on the other — but we will work at it.
(#18362190)

(36) SP: Una de las cosas que habia que aprender era que el volumen diario

que uno bebe no se puede dejar para el fin de semana y entonces
bebérselo todo de un golpe, pues en semejante caso la concentracion de
alcohol en la corriente sanguinea alcanzaria el dia siguiente un nivel
catastrofico.
EN: One of the things that had to be learnt was that the units per day
that you drink cannot be concentrated in binge drinking at the
weekend because the level of alcohol in next day’s bloodstream is then
catastrophically high. (#5841461)

The distribution pattern of rule types across three categories of generic uses for
the Spanish uno differs substantially from that observed for the English one.
Instances where uno expresses rules while denoting generalized first-person
experience are notably infrequent and exclude both moral and biological rules
(see Figure 14).

Our data demonstrate that Spanish uno is rendered in English through the
following strategies: the pronoun one, the pronoun you, first-person singular/plural
verb forms, complete rephrasing, descriptive expressions, the plural they, non-finite
verbs, passive voice, or quantifiers. Notably, two strategies — you and one — show
significantly higher frequency than all others. Of particular interest is the
underrepresentation of the pronoun you as a functional equivalent of Spanish uno
in contexts referring to non-generic situations (Figure 15).
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Figure 14. Distribution of rule types across generic uses in Spanish uno
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Figure 15. English strategies for the Spanish uno in generic vs. non-generic uses

Consistent with the findings for English one, the analysis detects no
statistically significant difference in English equivalents for Spanish uno when
expressing inductive generalizations versus rules. However, we observe a
significant association between the type of rule expressed by Spanish uno> and the

> While contextual analysis was our initial approach, empirical evidence demonstrated that the
interpretation is primarily determined by the properties of uno itself.
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selection of English heterophrases. Specifically, pronouns one and they demonstrate
elevated frequency, while you shows significantly reduced frequency in contexts
expressing moral rules, see Figure 16.
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Figure 16. English strategies for Spanish uno referring to various rule types

5. Discussion

In our study we addressed the research questions about the distribution of
generic vs. non-generic uses of One-impersonals in English and Spanish and the
interaction of generalization and first-person orientation as their meaning
components. We further applied insights from the literature on genericity to our
data, specifically the distinction between inductive generalizations and rules-and-
regulations, and further classification of rules as social, moral, legal, biological and
metalinguistic, and examined their applicability to our data in both languages.
Finally, we analyzed the correlation between the generic meaning component in
One-impersonals and the syntactic strategy transmitting the same meaning in the
corresponding heterophrase in Spanish and English.

The findings reported in section 4 are highly significant, since they
demonstrate distinctive properties of One-impersonals in English and Spanish and
provide empirical grounds for evaluating claims and predictions of most of the
current approaches. First, the examination of the corpus data demonstrated that both
languages exhibit a considerable proportion of first-person oriented non-generic
uses of One-impersonals (33.15% for English and 32.83% for Spanish). On the one
hand, this result is consistent with the observation of van der Auwera et al. (2012)
about the use of one to refer to the speaker, which is common among politicians.
Besides, it supports the claim that the concealing uno in Spanish is one of its central
uses as noted by the proponents of the first-person oriented approach (see Fabregas
2024 and section 2.1 above). On the other hand, our finding diverges from the
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results reported in Mignot (2015); in her corpus the proportion of one3 referring to
the speaker was only 3%, and generic uses (‘everybody’ and ‘everybody including
myself”) comprised 97%. This discrepancy might be explained by the difference in
genres (BNC versus political discourse) and annotation procedures (paraphrase
versus contextual markers). The proportion of 32.83% for Spanish uno is also not
expected, taking into account the findings of Gelabert-Desnoyer (2008) about the
distribution of uno in political discourse (he reported 2.5% of self-referential use),
which can be partly explained by the moderate size of his sample (44 examples) or
different time period.

Next, regarding generic uses of one and uno, the distinction between inductive
generalizations and rules-and-regulations proves effective for interpreting our data.
As shown above, their distributional patterns differ between English and Spanish.
For English, the corpus analysis demonstrated a strong prevalence of rules over
inductive generalizations (see Figure 3). This is consistent with Moltmann’s (2010)
observation about the use of independent generalizations with one in deontic
sentences such as laws or general requirements. Since independent generalization
in the English data (combining independent generalizations unsupported by
speaker’s experience and generalizations supported by speaker’s experience) is
more frequent than generalized first-person experience, this result is expected. This
explanation is further supported by the finding that inductive generalizations are
overrepresented in uses of one when expressing generalized first-person experience
(see Figure 4). In contrast, for generic uses of Spanish uno, rules and inductive
generalizations are distributed almost equally. Still, the analysis of the interaction
between first-person orientation and type of generalizations revealed similar pattern
to English: inductive generalizations demonstrate marked overrepresentation in
contexts of generalized first-person experience, and in addition rule-type
generalizations show corresponding underrepresentation in contexts of generalized
first-person experience. Therefore, we can conclude that while in both languages
One-impersonals exhibit a tendency to convey inductive generalizations in
generalized first-person experience contexts, their use for expressing rules shows
significant cross-linguistic variation. This finding may be attributed to the
availability of distinct syntactic strategies for expressing rules in each language. For
instance, Spanish systematically employs the simple future tense for encoding
obligations (as seen in biblical commands), and norms (as found in legal texts), see
Escandell-Vidal (2024: 228) while for English it is not the case.

Further analysis of the varieties of rules expressed by One-impersonals
revealed that the most frequent in both languages are social rules that prescribe the
acceptable behavioral norms for individuals within a given society. This finding
aligns with the discursive properties of parliamentary debates that address the
problems of communities, see Van Dijk (2000), Gelabert-Desnoyer (2008), and
references therein. However, as shown above, the remaining types of rules are
distributed differently. For English, the second most common are moral rules
expressing universal ethical obligations, followed by legal rules conveying codified
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normative prescriptions and then metalinguistic rules concerning the use and
understanding of words (see Figure 5). For Spanish, the second most common are
legal rules followed by moral rules and biological rules describing natural
phenomena (see Figure 13). This result again suggests the existence of alternative
strategies for conveying rules of different types in each language. The absence of
metalinguistic rules in Spanish and biological rules in English in our data may be
attributed to the limited sample size and the low frequency of these rule types
overall, though their potential existence in these languages cannot be ruled out
entirely.

Finally, we examined the role of generalization as a meaning component in
cross-linguistic correspondences of One-impersonals. For Spanish heterophrases of
English sentences with one, we observe that first-person forms demonstrate
significant underrepresentation in generic contexts, while in non-generic contexts,
first-person strategies are, in contrast, overrepresented (see Figure 7). This is an
expected result since first-person forms inherently refer to the speaker and their
personal specific experience, whereas generic statements convey universal truths
applied to all humans. In English heterophrases of Spanish sentences with uno, our
analysis reveals underrepresentation of the pronoun you in first-person oriented
non-generic contexts (see Figure 15), suggesting that Pearson’s (2022) claim about
the comparability and interchangeability of both pronouns one and you (see
section 2.1 above) is only relevant for their generic uses. Another interesting finding
is the association between the expression of moral rules by Spanish sentences with
uno and elevated frequency of pronouns one and they along with reduced frequency
of the pronoun you in English heterophrases (see Figure 16). However, this pattern
requires verification through larger-sample studies.

6. Conclusions

This study set out to investigate the generic uses of English pronoun one and
Spanish pronoun uno. First, we reviewed previous approaches to one and uno, as
documented in the literature, highlighting that first-person orientation and
generalization are key components of their meaning. Furthermore, we discussed
properties of generic sentences that express non-accidental regularities over
individuals or situations and looked more closely at the distinction between
inductive generalizations and rules-and-regulations that we later apply to our
data — two samples of examples with one and uno from the Europarl parallel
corpus.

The comparative analysis indicated that while the frequency of generic versus
non-generic uses is comparable in both languages, there are significant differences
in the distributional patterns of rules versus inductive generalizations. Specifically,
for generic sentences with one, there is a clear predominance of rules over inductive
generalizations in English, while Spanish exhibits no statistically significant
distinction between these two categories. This finding may be attributed to the
distinct sets of alternative syntactic strategies available in English and Spanish for
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encoding rules, resulting in quantitatively different distributions of constructions
with One-impersonals serving this function. Another finding reveals the prevalence
of social rules in the rule-type generalizations for both languages which can be
explained by the parliamentary debates’ orientation toward societal regulation and
public affairs. The analysis of heterophrases of One-impersonals in both languages
demonstrated that in Spanish heterophases of English sentences with one first-
person forms are underrepresented in generic contexts, while in English
heterophrases for sentences with uno the second person pronoun you is
underrepresented in first-person oriented non-generic uses.

The study contributes to better understanding of the properties of One-
impersonals in English and Spanish. It shows the advantages of applying
observations from theories of genericity to generic uses of one and uno, which
revealed the divergence in the distributional patterns of inductive generalizations
and rules in English and Spanish. Besides, the parallel corpus approach highlighted
the role of generic component of One-impersonals in cross-linguistic
correspondences.

Possible directions for further research include the analysis of generic uses of
One-impersonals in other types of discourse, such as academic discourse,
experimental investigation of One-impersonals, and diachronic analysis of their
semantic and pragmatic features. Further research could also explore the
distribution of Spanish uno and its feminine form una across different uses and
genres, addressing potential asymmetries in their functional and contextual
application.
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The BRICS grouping functions as a civilizational project that realizes unique strategies of
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marked than those relying on universal physical laws (path, mechanism, architecture, war, celestial
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theoretical and analytical framework for studying international relations and phenomena from a
linguistic perspective.
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Metadopuueckuit 06pa3 bPUKC B meguaauckypce HOAP:
KOpnycHoe uccneaoBaHue

0.A. COJIONMOBA"*' <, H.H. KOIIKAPOBA

FOoicno-Ypanvckuil 2ocyoapcmeennwlii ynusepcumem
(HayUOHALHBLI UCCAC08ameNbCKull yHusepcumem), Yeasnburnck, Poccust
><claudia.zbenovich@gmail.com

AHHOTANNSA

MexrocynapcrBennoe oobenunenne BPYMKC npencrasmnser coboii TMBUIN3alMOHHBIA IIPOEKT, KO-
TOPBIN pean3yeT yHUKAIbHBIE CTPATeTUH HICHTU(PHKAINN, CAaMOMICHTU(GHKAMN 1 (pOpMHUpOBa-
HUsI o0pa3a OpraHu3alii Ha TEONOJUTHYECKOH apeHe. AKTyalbHOCTh HCCIIETOBAaHHUS 00pasa
BPUKC o0ycioBieHa Bo3pacTaromIeil poibio 00bEIMHEHUS B IIpoIieccax TpaHC(POPMALIUU MEKIY-
HapOJHOTO Hopsaka. Llens uccnenoBanust — BEIABUTH OCOOCHHOCTH METa(hOpHIECKOT0 MOJETIHPO-
BaHus oOpasa BPUKC B memmamuckypce ogHON u3 cTpaH-ydacTHHI — FOxHO-ApHUKaHCKOI
PecnyOnnku. Microunnkom mMatepuaia BeICTYIHI kopiyc News on the Web. B ocHoBy dopmupo-
BaHUS WIIIIOCTPATHBHOTO KOpIIyca IMOJIOXEHbI TeMaTHUECKUH, XpPOHOJIOTMYECKHH M YaCTOTHBIH
npuHnunel. Obmiee konuuecTBo MeTadop, orodpaHHbIx n3 1000 TEKCTOB ¢ TOMOIIBIO aBTOMATHU3H-
POBaHHOM M PYyYHOH BBIOOPOK, cocTaBisieT 521 enuHuiy. B kauecTBe METOI0IOTHYECKON OCHOBEI
HCCIIeIOBAaHMS MCIONB3YeTCs Teopusl o0pas-cxeM, npeanoxenHas M. Jxonconom u Jx. Jlakog-
¢dom. [l aHanmm3a SA3BIKOBOTO Marepualia MPUBJIEKAIOTCS KOJMYECTBEHHBIE U KaUeCTBEHHbBIE Me-
TOJIBI: TIPOIIEyPa KOMNYECTBEHHBIX MTOJICUETOB, METO] METa(OPHIECKOTO MOICINPOBAHS, KOTHHU-
THUBHO-JIUCKYPCUBHBIH W JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHBIH aHaiuw3. Pe3ynpTaTsl MCCIeOBaHMS MTOKA3aIH, 9TO
IIPY OTHOCHUTENFHO HU3KOH IIOTHOCTH B Menuaauckypee FOAP peamusyercs 6onee 10 meradopu-
YecKux Mopenel, pemnpeseHTupyommx obpa3 BPUKC. YacToTHOCTh OZHOTHITHBIX 00pa3-cxem
(MCTOYHUK-ITyTh-11€JIb, KOHTEHHED, LEHTpP-TIepudepus, cuia, CBA3b U Jp.), JIEKAIIUX B OCHOBE BbI-
SIBICHHBIX MeTa(op, CBA3aHa C UX CIIOCOOHOCTBIO OTPAXaTh (PyHIAMEHTAIBHBIE XapaKTCPUCTUKI
MEXTyHapOAHOTO 00BEMHEHUS: MHOTOIIOISIPHOCTh, CYBEPEHUTET, PABEHCTBO U B3aMMOBBITOHOE
coTpynHrYecTBO. HanOombIMM JTMHTBOKYJIBTYPHBIM TOTEHIMAIOM 001analoT MeTadopsl ceMbH,
UTPHI U CIIOPTA, OPraHU3Ma, JI0OMa, )KUBOTHOTO MUPa, 0a3UpYIOLIHEcs] Ha COLUATIbHBIX U OUOJIOTH-
YecKuX apxeTnnax. Meradopsl ImyTH, MeXaHHW3Ma, CTPOMTENHCTBA, BOMHBI M HEOECHOTO Tela,
onuparoluecs Ha yHUBEepcalbHble (PU3NYECcKHe 3aKOHBI, B MEHBIIIEH CTETIeHN OTpaXkaroT crierudu-
YecKue OCOOEHHOCTH I0KHOa(pHKaHCKON KyinbTyphl. MccienoBaHnne BHOCHT BKIIAJ B pa3sBHTHE
MEIMATMHTBUCTHKH, KOTOpas pacrosiaraeT 3((GEeKTHBHBIM HHCTPYMEHTapueM Ui HM3Yy4eHHS
SI3BIKOBOTO OCMBICIICHUSI MEXXTyHAPOHBIX SBJICHHUH, IPOIIECCOB U OTHOLICHHH.

KaroueBsie cnoBa: obpas, bPUKC, memagopa, xopnyc, OMCHOAPPUKAHCKULL MeOUAOUCKYPC,
MeOUANUHSBUCTIUKA

Jos uuTupoBaHus:

Comnomoa O.A., Komkaposa H.H. Merapopuueckuit 06paz BPUKC B meguanuckypce FOAP:
KOpIlycHOe uccienoBanue. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2025. Vol. 29. Ne 4. P. 944-968.
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-45863

1. BeBepeHue

B ycnoBusix ¢popmupoBaHUs MHOTOTIOISPHON MUPOBOIM CUCTEMBI CTAHOBHUTCS
aKTyaJIbHbIM M3yY€HHUE PACTYIIEro BIUSHUS albTePHATUBHBIX LIEHTPOB IiI00ab-
HOTO YIOpPAaBIICHUS, OJHUM W3 KOTOpPHIX siBIsieTcss oObenuHenue bBPUKC.
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JlesTeNnbHOCTh MEXIOCYITapPCTBEHHOIO COI03a PACCMaTPUBAETCS B Pa3jIM4YHBIX ac-
MeKTax, HayuHasi OT MOJUTHUYECKOro, AUIIOMATHYECKOTr0, 3KOHOMUYECKOIO CO-
TPYAHUYECTBA W 3aKAHYMBAs COLMOKYJIBTYPHBIM, IMBUJIM3ALMOHHBIM M COO-
cTBeHHO JuHrBUcTHUeckUM u3MepeHusmu (BPUKC: poccuiickuii B3rmsan 2024,
Haywmos 2024, Cele et al. 2024). Cymnocts penomena BPUKC ne cBoautcs k cy-
ry00 3KOHOMUYECKOW WM MOJIUTUYECKON COCTaBISIOLIUM, HO OXBaThIBaeT Ipo-
LIECCHI KOJUIEKTUBHOI'O CMBICIONOPOXKIEHHS, (POPMUPOBAHUS CAMOUAEHTUUYHOCTH
YYaCTHUKOB OOBEIMHEHHUS, JIETMTUMAalUUd COOCTBEHHOM pOJIM B IJIOOAJIbHOM
yIpaBJIEHUH, IPOABIKEHHS 001Iel MOBECTKU U LIEHHOCTEH.

be3 mpumeHeHMsI METOJOJIOTUM JIMHIBUCTHKU HM3yYEHHE STUX IPOLECCOB
IIPEICTABIIAETCS] MAJIOBEPOSTHBIM, IOCKOJIBKY SI3bIK CIIy’KUT MHCTPYMEHTOM «MST-
KOH CHJIbD», C MOMOIIBIO KOTOPOIrO CO3/JAI0TCSI OOILKE CMBICIBI, IPOABUTAIOTCS
uaeu 1 00pasbl, BOCIPOU3BOIUTCS UACOJIOTUS COTPYAHUYECTBA, CO3AAETCSI UMUK
oObeuHeHns. JIMHrBUCTUYECKUI aHAINU3 TO3BOJIIET BCKPBITh AUCKYPCUBHBIE Me-
XaHU3MBbl U ONpPEAEIUTh KOHLENTYaJIbHbIE €IUHUIBI, IPH IMOMOILIU KOTOPBIX
CTpaHbl-y4acTHUIBI KOHCTpYHUpYIoT 00pa3 BPUKC kak nmpoekra, mpeaiararoero
JIbTEPHATUBHYIO MOJIEJb TTI00aJIbHOTO MUPOYCTPOICTBA, M OCMBICIUBAIOT CBOIO
pOJIb U CTpPATETMYECKHE MHTEPEChl B paMKaX JESTENIbHOCTH OObEIMHEHUS, UYTO
NpeJoIpeeIsAeT LeNlb UCCIEI0BAHNS — BBIBICHUE OCOOCHHOCTEH MOJIENUPOBa-
Hus oopaza BPUKC B Mmenuaauckypce onHo# u3 ctpan-yyacTHul — HOxHO-Ad-
pukanckoit Pecnybnuku (FOAP). lns noctuxenus menud B paboTe mocieaoBa-
TEJIBHO PELIAeTCs PsAJ UCCIEN0BAaTENbCKUX 3aJau: CUCTEMaTH3alus Metadopuye-
CKUX €/IMHUI] U CO3JaHUE CUCTEMbI METaQOPUUECKUX MOJENEH B COOTBETCTBHUH C
TEMaTU4YECKUM, XPOHOJIOTMUYECKMM M YacCTOTHBIM NPUHLUIIAMH, WIACHTU(DUKAIIS
6a30BbIX 00pa3-cxeM, CTPYKTYpPHUPYIOIUX MeTadopsl, ONpe/ieieHne NoTeHIraIa
BBISIBJICHHBIX MOJIENEH B MPOABMKEHUH KOHLIETIUHM MHOTOMOJISPHOIO MHPOBOIO
MOpsIKA C yY€TOM BHELITHHX 10 OTHOILIEHHIO K S3bIKY (PaKTOPOB, TAKUX KaK CIELHU-
(uKa pernoHanbHOM MPOOIEMATUKHU U OCOOEHHOCTH OOIECTBEHHO-TOJIUTHUYECKON
curyauuu B KOAP. FOxHo-Adpukanckas Pecybmuka — rocyaapcTBo, KOTOpoe
Osarozaps cBoemMy reorpauueckomy MoJioKeHUI0, IPUPOIHBIM OOraTCTBaM, 0CO-
OEHHOCTSIM I'OCYJIapCTBEHHOI'O YCTPOWCTBA KaK CIEACTBHS MCTOPUYECKOIO KOM-
npomucca (FOAP — a3T1o cTpaHa ¢ Tpems CTOIMIIAMM), CTAHOBJICHUIO U MaICHUIO
pekuMa amapTenjia, aHTPOIOJOTHYECKOMY U SI3BIKOBOMY Pa3HOOOPa3HIo Mpea-
CTaBJISIET cOOON YHUKaIbHBIA OOBEKT AJISl M3Y4YEHHs] HAIlMOHAJIbHOI'O MEIuauc-
Kypca Ha (hOHE MEKTYHAPOJIHON CUTYAIH U 1S TEIbHOCTH F€ONOTUTUYECKUX UT-
POKOB, K KOTOPBIM B 1epByto ouepenib oTHocuTcst BPUKC.

2. NHTepnpetauua obpasa BPUKC
B 3apy6erKHbIX U POCCUINCKUX UCCNeA0BaHUAX

B 3apyGexHON JMHTBHCTHKE pPalOTHI, CBA3aHHBIE C H3yuyeHUEM o00pasa
BPUKC, nemuorouucnenusl. [Ipobiemaruka nuccieoBaHui 3aTparuBaeT ABa KIo-
4yeBbIX Bompoca. B Qokyce mepBoro m3 HUX — $3bIKOBAs MOJUTHKA B CTaHaX
BPUKC, mexaHu3mMbl U CTpaTeruu NPEOJIOJIEHUS «SI3BIKOBOIO HEPAaBEHCTBA» U
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obecrieyeHus: «paBHONpaBus» opurranbHbIX A3bIKk0B cTpad BPUKC. Yyensie ot-
MEYaroT, YTO MOJIUTUYECKUN NUCKYPC BHYTpU OOBEIUHEHUS OCHOBAH Ha B3aUMO-
JeMCTBUU aHTIIMICKOTO s3bIKa, (YHKIIMOHUPYIOLIEro Kak lingua franca, u Hanumo-
HaJIbHBIX SI3BIKOB (IIOPTYTaJIbCKOT0, PyCCKOT0, XUH/AU, KUTalcKoro u ap.). Hampu-
Mep, pe3yibTaThl aHKeTUpOBaHus cTyneHTOB u3 ctpad bBPUKC (Mareya et al. 2024)
MTOKA3bIBAIOT, UTO UCIIOJIb30BAHNE aHTJIUIICKOTO sSI3bIKa B 00€CTIEUEHUH e TEIbHO-
CTH OOBEMHEHUS HE COOTBETCTBYET JICHCTBUTEIBHBIM SI3bIKOBBIM IPEANIOYTEHHUSIM
HaposioB ['mobGansHOTo KOra u HE COCOOCTBYET CTAHOBJICHHUIO IUBIIIM3AIMOHHOM
camouieHTUQUKanMK npoekTa. MccnenoBareny moa4epkuBalOT HEOOXOIUMOCTb
BHEJPEHUS MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIX MEP, HAPABICHHBIX HA MOAJEPKKY SI3BIKOBOTO U
JMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOTO Pa3HOOOpPa3Hsl, BKIIOYAIOLIMX CO3JAaHUE CIELHATU3UPOBaH-
Horo ¢ounzaa no pazsuthio si3pikoB BPUKC, mporpaMm MexKyJIbTypHOTO oOMeHa
(Mareya et al. 2024), uHTerpanuio HallMOHAJIBHBIX S3bIKOB B O(HUIMATIBHYIO KOM-
MYHUKAIMIO U AeSTeNbHOCTh 00beauHeHus (Oustinoff 2017).

Bropoii noaxox opueHTUPOBaH Ha UCCIIEI0BAaHUE MEANATUCKYPCA U KOHLEI-
TyaJIbHBIX eUHUL — (peiiMoB U MeTadop, MOJEIUPYIOMIUX 00pa3 00beIMHEHUS,
B YCJIOBHSAX CTAHOBJIEHHSI HOBOTO MHUPOBOTro nopsaka. Ilo MHeHHIO 3apyOeXHbIX
YYEHBIX, BAXKHOI ocTaeTcs npobiema «J1eBeCTepHU3aLUN» HUCCIe0BaHNN Mena-
muckypca ctpad BPUKC, Heo6X01uMOCTh pelieHus: KOTOpoil 00yclioBlieHa psSaoM
MPUYMH, CPEOU HHUX: OTHOCUTENIbHAs W30JMPOBAHHOCTh KaK HAllMOHAJIbHBIX
JUCKYpPCOB, TaK U HAYYHBIX IIKOJ TIOCYJapCTB, MCIOJIb30BAaHUE TEOPETHUUECKUX
MOJIXOJI0B, Pa3pabOTaHHBIX aMEPUKAHCKUMHU U €BPONEHCKUMHU YUEHBIMU ISl aHa-
nu3a meauanpoueccoB B ctaHax BPUKC (Thussu 2017). B cBsi3u ¢ 3TuM 01HO# 13
KJIFOUYEBBIX 3a/1a4 MEAUATIMHIBUCTUKU CYMTAETCS BHIPAOOTKA TEOPETUUECKUX OCHOB
aJIbTEPHATUBHBIX UCCIIEN0BATENBCKUX MTOAXO0I0B.

K nomunHantHbIM (peliMaMm, onpeaenstomuMm KoHienryanmusanuio bPUKC B
MeaMaacKypee, 3apyoexxHblie yuenbsle oTHocAT ciaenyromue: BPUKC kak rpynmna
Pa3BUBAIOIINXCS SKOHOMHK, He(OpMaIbHBIA TUIUIOMAaTUUYECKUM KIyO, MOTEHIH-
aJIbHBIN BBI30B CylecTBYyIoeMy Muponopsaaky (Cooper 2016). B pamkax metado-
puudeckoro ocMeicienus npupoasl BPUKC A.I'. Angan (Andal 2023) npeamnaraet
MeTagopy «CUMOMOTHYECKOIO MOJIMTUYECKOro opraHusma» (symbiotic body
politic). B otnuume oT kitaccuueckoil MeTadopsl «rocynapcTBO-KaK-OpTaHU3M,
AKLEHTUPYIOLIEH CYyBEpPEHUTET CTPAaHbl U BHYTPEHHIO MEpPapXulo, B pPaMKax
«cumbuornyeckoit» monenn BPUKC unrepnperupyercst Kak HOBBIN CII0XKHBIN Op-
TaHU3M, B KOTOPOM T€OMOJIUTUYECKHUE CYOBEKThI, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, COXPAHSIOT
aBTOHOMHUIO, C IPYroil — MpUOOPETAIOT KAYECTBEHHO HOBBIE CBOMCTBA U MOJIy4atOT
BBIFOJy 33 CUET B3aUMOJIOMONHAeMOCTH. Takast MeTadopa Mo3BOJISET PeNpe3eHTH-
poBaTb MHOTOMOJISIPHBIM MHUPOIOPSAIOK Yepe3 MPU3My B3aMMO3aBHCHUMOCTH,
a He KOHKYPEHILIMH CyBEPEHHBIX I'OCY1apCTB.

B poccuiickoil THHTBUCTHKE HCCIICOBAHMUSA, KACAIOIMUECs U3ydeHUsT o0pas3a
BPUKC, Takke MOXKHO pa3JesnTh Ha JBE TPyIIbl. B nepByto BXoaaT paboThkl, aB-
TOPBI KOTOPBIX HCCIENYIOT penpe3enTaiuto oopaza BPUKC na maTepuane s3p1K0B
TeX CTpaH, KOTOpble TOKa HE MPUCOCTUHHINCh K oObenuHeHuto. Hampumep,
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JIJI. Knemenko (Knemenko 2022) onucsiBaer 06pa3 bPUKC B apreHTHHCKUX U
MEKCHKaHCKUX ME/Ha, YTO PACUIPSET UCCIIEA0BATENbCKOE M0JI€ OPUKCOIOIHH KaK
HOBOW HAy4YHOW MUCIUIUIMHBI, TaK KaK B YKa3aHHOW paboTe, C OJTHOW CTOPOHHBI,
uner peub o menunaodbpaze BPUKC B crpane — mnoTeHLMaIbHOM YYacTHHKE
o0beuHeHus: (ApreHTHHa), ¢ Apyroi cTopoHsl, aHanusupytorcss CMU rocynap-
cTBa, KoTopoe cotpyanuyaet ¢ CIIIA B pamkax CeBepoaMepUKaHCKOIO cOrJiamie-
Hus 0 cBoOogHOM ToproBie HADTA (Mekcuka).

Pabotel, BXoasiue BO BTOPYIO IPYIITY, CTaBSIT CBOEH LENbIO U3yuEeHUE Me-
nnaobpaza BPUKC B crpanax, Bxonammx B oobenuHenue, — bpasunus, Poccus,
WNunusa, Kuraii, FOxnas Adpuka. Tak, 00001mat0Tcsi TEOPETHUESCKUE U TTPAKTHYE-
CKHE acmekThl MeTadopuueckoro moaenupoBanus oopasza BPUKC B poccuiickom
nyomuiuctuyeckom auckypee (I[lapynuna 2025, Cononosa 2025a). Uto xacaetcs
ananu3a oopaza BPUKC B uHIuiickoM MOJMTHYECKOM MEIUaIUCKypCe, TO B HACTO-
slee BpeMsl yUeHble pacCMaTpUBalOT JAHHBIA acleKT B Oosiee riodalbHOM mep-
CIEKTHBE B COBOKYIHOCTHU C omucaHueMm obpaza Poccuu, oOpamiasch K aHAIU3y
COBPEMEHHBIX MHJIUNCKUX oOlecTBeHHO-onuTuyeckux u3nanuii (Cosonosa,
Haraes, Kamsin 2024) u xunausseianbeix 3anagasix CMU (Fomy6mosa 2025),
a TakkKe K 0030py BbICcTyIieHuH mpembep-munucTpa Muaun H. Monu (Komkaposa
20256).

BaxxupiMm MomeHnTOM B X01€ npeacTtaBieHus oopaza bBPUKC sensercs obpa-
IICHHE K KUTAWCKUM MeAHa, KOTJIa aHAM3UPYIOTCS MeTaQOpUUeCKHe €IUHUIIBI,
3a/ICCTBOBAaHHBIC B MIPOIIECCE PETPE3CHTAIINH ACATEIbHOCTH 00beanHeHus (JIoB-
yukoBa 2025). [Ipu aHanu3e KUTANHCKOro MEAMANPOCTPAHCTBA COXPAHAETCS TEH-
nennus onucanusi oopaza bBPUKC B coBokynmHocTH ¢ n3yuenueM obpasza Poccun
(Kanunaun 2024).

CrnenyroluM HamnpaBlI€HUEM HCCIEAOBAHUNA POCCUHCKUX YUYEHBIX SIBISETCS
mzyuenne obpaza BPUKC B adpukanckom (bonmapenko, Hkbsibonaku 2013)
1 10xkHoadpukaHckoM Meauanuckypcee. Poct nnrepeca k Meauanuckypey FOxHoi
Adpuku 00bsSCHAETCS, HA HAIl B3I, CACAYIOUUMH SKCTPATHHTBUCTUIECKUMU
npuurHamMu. B nocneaHee BpeMs HaOM0Aae€TCsd HHTEHCU(PUKALUS TOJIUTUYECKOTO
nuanora mexxay Poccueir u FOAP. OnHako cTpaHa, pacmoyiokeHHas Ha adprKaH-
CKOM KOHTHHEHTE, MO-MPEKHEMY OCTaeTCsl Teppa MHKOTHUTA JUISl POCCHUSH, YTO
orpeJieNnseT HeoOX0IUMOCTh OoJiee TINATENFHOTO U3YYEHUS U JIMHIBUCTUYECKOM
MHTEPIIPETAlMU F0KHOAQPUKAHCKUX CPEJCTB MaccoBoM mH(popmauuu. Juckyp-
cuBHoe none bPUKC B menuaauckypce FOAP ananusupyercst Ha NpeaMeT BbIsIB-
JIEHUs] TMarHOCTUYecKuX (peimMoB, u3ydaercs oodpa3 Poccum B menuaauckypce
IOAP (Conomnosa, Komkaposa 2025a). B 1enom, He0oOX0IUMO OTMETUTH, UTO
B COBPEMEHHOM POCCHUHCKOM HCCIIEIOBATENIbCKOM I0JIe cPOPMHUPOBANICS TPEH
omucanus oopaza BPUKC B Hepa3pbiBHOI cBsi3u ¢ 00pazoM Poccuun (Cubupsiko
2024, KepumoB 2024), uTo npeacTaBisieTcs BIOJHE JOTUYHBIM C IeONOIUTHYE-
CKOM TOYKHM 3pEHHMs, TaK KaK Hallla CTpaHa CTOsIa Y HCTOKOB CO3JIaHHsI 0ObeAnHe-
HUS, U B HacTosiee BpeMsi Poccusi BHOCUT CyIIECTBEHHBIM BKJaa B pa3BUTHE
MEXXIOCYITapCTBEHHOT'O OObEMHEHUSI.
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OtaenbHyI0 TPYHIy COCTaBISAIOT UCCIEAOBaHUS, HAIIPABJICHHbBIC HA U3YUEHUE
npeactasieHuss 0 BPUKC B s3b1k0BOM CO3HAHWN HOCUTENIEH SI3bIKA, YTO CO3BYYHO
COBPEMEHHOMY BEKTOPY Pa3BUTHSI JUHIBUCTUYECKOIO 3HAHUSI, KOT/1a aKLIEHT JeJia-
€TCS1 Ha COIMOIMHTBUCTUYECKUX XapPAKTEPUCTHKAX KOMMYHHKAHTOB (00 3TOM CM.,
Hanpumep, ['u4, JloBuesuu 2024). Yyensle 00paiaroTcsi K aHaIu3y KOTHUTUBHBIX,
SMOLIMOHANIBHBIX, MMOBEJCHUYECKHUX M CHUMBOJIMYECKUX ACHEKTOB 00pa3oB CTpaH,
Bxomsumx B BPUMKC (benokxones u ap. 2019). O6pa3 ctpan BPUKC dhopmupyrores
MOJ] BIMSIHUEM KaK MEIMAKOHTEHTA, TaK U MPEACTABICHUN PANOBBIX I'PaKIaH O
TEONOJUTUYECKON CUTYallud U OCO3HAHUSI CBOEH IIUBUIM3ALIMOHHON MPUHAIEK-
HOCTH, 4TO TaK)K€ CTAHOBUTCSI 00BEKTOM Hay4HbIX u3bickaHuil (EBrennena 2019).
Ha ¢opmupoBanue obpaza crpan-yyactuly BPMKC u Bcero o0beauHeHus
B LIEJIOM OKAa3bIBAIOT BO3JICHCTBHE CYIIECTBYOIIUE CTEPEOTUIIBL, KYJIbTypHAs U UC-
TOpUYECKasi HEOJHOPOJHOCTh, WHJIMBHUAYAIbHBIM ONBIT AKTOPOB IMOJIUTHYECKOM
KOMMYHHKAIIMU. YUeT BCEX ATUX (PAKTOPOB BaKEH B XOJE€ JIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO
orucanus oopaza BPUKC B HanlmoHaNbHBIX MEIUAAUCKYPCaX, TaK KaK MO3BOJISIET
BBISIBUTH B3aUMOCBS3b SI3bIKOBBIX U BHESI3BIKOBBIX 0COOCHHOCTEN 1 MH(OPMAIMOH-
HOU MOBECTKH B TOM WJIM UHOM CTpaHe.

3. Martepuan u metoabl

VICTOYHHMKOM JaHHBIX MOCIYKUJI TEKCTOBBIH MacCuB, C(HOPMUPOBAHHBIN U3
nyosmkarui 3aekTpoHHBIXx CMU FOAP Ha anTnniickoM si3bIKe, pa3MENIeHHbBIX Ha
mwiargpopme NOW (NOW). Hecmotps Ha Hammuue B FOxHol Adpuke onuHHa-
aUaTi OQUIMANIBHBIX SI3bIKOB, BBIOOP AHIJIMHCKOTO OOYCJIOBJIEH €ro CTaTycoM
A3bIKA-TIOCPEHUKA, B TOM YHCie B MyOIUYHON cdepe, BKIYAONEeH HallnOHAb-
Hple CMU u xpynHeime menuapecypchl, aJpecoBaHHblE KaK BHYTpPEHHEH,
TaK U MEXIyHapOAHON ay JUTOPHH.

B ocHOBy cocTaBiieHusi Kopiyca HOJOKE€Hbl TeMaTUYEeCKUH, XPOHOJIOTHYe-
CKMIl M 4YacTOTHBIM NpUHIUNBI. [lepBbIi NPUHIMII OPUEHTUPOBAH Ha OTOOP
TEeKCTOB, 00bekTHBHpYIoMUX 00pa3sl BPUKC u crtpan-yuactaui oObenuHEHMUS,
BTOPONl — Ha YCTAaHOBJICHHE XPOHOJOTMYECKUX PaMOK: aBTOMAaTU3MPOBAHHAs
BBIOOpPKA Mpou3BoauiIach no kimoueBomy cioBy BRICS B nepuon ¢ 2011 r. (mpu-
COEZIMHEHHUE TOCyAapcTBa K 00beAnHeHH0) 10 2025 ro/ BKIIOUUTENBHO ¢ Mociie-
IOYIOIUM paH)XUPOBAaHUEM PE3yJbTaTOB MO pesieBaHTHOCTU. CPopMUPOBaHHBIH
kopmyc BkiatouaeT 1000 TekcTos.

Ha nepBoMm sTane WitocTpaTUBHbIN KOpIyc 00paboTaH ¢ MOMOUIbIO HECKOJIb-
KHUX UHCTPYMEHTOB: KopiycHoro meHekepa (NOW) u aBromaTu3upoBaHHOM Mpo-
rpaMMmel (Voyant Tools). /lanHbIe npo1ie1ypbl B COOTBETCTBUU C YaCTOTHBIM IPUH-
LIUTIOM IT03BOJIWJIY BBISIBUTH KOHIIETITYaJIbHbIE ()pEMBI, BHICTYAIOIINE B KAUECTBE
OCHOBBI 11 uHTepnpeTanuu aeareabHocTd bBPYMKC kak yHUKamIbHOTO T€OMOIUTH-
YECKOI'0 MTPOEKTA: KIIAPTHEPCTBOY», «JOCTUKEHHUE), HOBALUS», KCOIIEPHUYECTBO C
3amanoM / MeXIy wieHaMu 00beluHEeHHUs». Bpicokas cTeneHb aOCTPaKTHOCTH
BBISIBIICHHBIX KOHIIETITYaJIbHBIX €AMHUI] cieslaa He0OXO0AUMBIM 3Tall MOCIEAyI0-
M PYYHOM SKCIEPTHOM MPOBEPKHU IMOIYUYEHHBIX PE3YyJIbTaTOB C MPHUBICUYECHUEM
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¢peiimoBoro ananusa. [lomyueHHbIE Ha 3TOM 3Tare pe3ysibTaThl OTPAXKEHbI B pse
nyOnukanuii aBropoB (Cononoa, Komkapoa 2025a, Cononosa, Komkaposa
20256).

JlomuHaHTHBIE (QpEHMBI OTPEAETSIOT KIIIOYEBbIE TEMAaTHYECKHE KIACTEPHI:
4mo CTAHOBUTCS IPeAMETOM 00cyxaeHust. OTHaKo JUIsi HOHUMAaHUs TOro, Kak (hop-
MUpYETCS U apryMEHTHPYETCs 3aJaHHas ¢ppeliMamMu IMOBECTKA JTHS, HEOOXOIMMO
oOpatutbes K aHanu3y meragop. Meradopsl HanoJHAIOT aOCTpakTHbIE (QpeiiMbl
qyBCTBEHHO-BOCIIPUHUMAEMBIMH 00pa3aMy, SMOIMOHAIBFHBIMH U OIICHOYHBIMHU
KOHHOTAIMAMH, IIpeyiarasi ay JUTOPUU ONpeeSICHHbI 00pa3 BOCIIPUATHS peallb-
Hoctu (Kosznosa 2020, Kynbuunnkas 2012, Zibin & Solopova 2024).

Pyunas 00paboTka JaHHBIX COCTOsUIa B KOJUYECTBEHHOM U KayeCTBEHHOM
aHanmm3e MeTaop ¢ MPUMEHEHHEM MeTo/Aa MeTadOpUUECKOTO MOJECIUPOBAHHUS
(Komkaposa, ComnomnoBa, Uyaunos 2025). JlanHblil 3Tan BKJItOYall WICHTU(UKA-
[IUIO ¥ KaTaJIOTHU3aUI0 MEeTaQOPHUECKUX EIMHHUI, Pa3METKy KapTOTEKH COTJIACHO
cdepe-UCTOYHUKY, TpoBeleHHE (HPEeHMO-CIOTOBOTO aHaNIM3a JJIs ONpEeesCHHs
KOHIICTITYaJIbHOH CTPYKTYPBl METapOpPHUECKUX MOJCIEH, CO3JaHHe CHUCTEMBI
MeTadop, GopMUPYIOLIMX KOHUENTyalbHbIH «kapkac» obpazoB BPUKC u crpan-
yuactHul B Mmeauanuckypce KOAP, ¢ yuerom yactotHOro npuHiuna (Tadi.).

JanpHeimas uHTEpripeTanus MeTadopuuecKUX eIUHMIl moTpedoBana Mpu-
BJICUCHHSI METOIOJIOTUYECKOTO armapara TEOPHH 00pa3-CXeM — YHUBEPCAIbHBIX,
00YCJIOBJIEHHBIX CEHCOMOTOPHBIM OIIBITOM YEJIOBEKa KOTHUTHUBHBIX CTPYKTYP,
00ecCIeunBaroMX KPOCC-KYJIbTypHYI0 MOHATHOCTE MeTadop (Johnson 1987,
Lakoff 1987). D10 «nokoHLENTyanbHbIE CTPYKTYPBhl, BOZHUKAIOLINE U3 «Tejec-
HOTO» OTIBITa B3aUMOJICHCTBHUS YEIOBEKA ¢ (PH3MUECKUM MUPOM: MTPOCTPAHCTBEH-
Horo fBrxkeHus (Spatial motion group), cunoBoro B3aumozeiictsus (Force group),
paBHoBecus (Balance group)» (Johnson 1987). [lns BbIsBI€HUS KYJIbTypHO-00Y-
CJIOBJIGHHBIX CMBICJIOB MeTa(op U SKCTPATMHIBUCTHUECKUX (PAKTOPOB, BIUSIIOIINX
Ha UX 4YacTOTHOCTh B menuanuckypce KOAP, ucnonp3oBancs HHCTpYMEHTapHii
JIMHTBOKYJIbTYPOJIOTHYECKOTO U KOTHUTHUBHO-IUCKYPCUBHOI'O aHAJIN3a.

4. Pe3ynbraTthbl

B mennaauckypce FOAP npu penpesentanuu o6paza BPUKC 3apukcuponana
521 meradopa. Meradopuueckue eauHULbl peanusyror 6osnee 10 meradopuye-
CKHX Mojelel (Tadur.).

Mertadopa mytu (19 %) npencrasuser co6oit onHy U3 HauboJIee MPOTYKTHB-
HBIX ¥ YHUBEPCAJIbHBIX MOJIENEH I peNpe3eHTALUHU [TPOLIECCOB MEXTYHAPOAHOTO
COTPYJIHUYECTBA U NOCTIKEHUs cTparernueckux neneit (Komkaposa, Cononosa,
Uynunos 2025, Cononoa, Yyanaos 2018), uto 00yCIOBIEHO €€ CIIOCOOHOCTHIO
CTPYKTYPHUPOBAaTh CIIOKHBIC, TIPOTSHKEHHBIE BO BPEMEHH SIBJICHHSI KaK IPOIIECC C
YETKUMHU NIPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHBIMU OPUEHTHPAMU: HayaloM, 3TallaMH JIBU-
KCHUSI U KOHEUHOW nenpio. OmpeneneHne «IyHKTa Ha3HAYCHUsD) 3a/1a€T BEKTOP
pa3BUTHS;, UAES COBMECTHOIO IyTELIECTBUS CIUIAYMBAET PA3JIMYHBIX aKTOPOB
BOKpPYT OOIIEH IeTH; MPETATCTBUS Ha ITyTH OOBSICHSIOT HEM30EKHBIE KPUZHUCHI U
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HEyJayl KaK BpEMEHHbIC 3aTPYyIHECHHS, MPOJBUKCHHE BIEPEN, OCTAHOBKA,
CKOPOCTH JIBUKCHHSI ITO3BOJISTFOT JaTh OIICHKY 3 ()EKTUBHOCTH ITPOBOIMMOMN TTOJTH-
TUKH; BBIOOP HAMPaBICHUS WM MOMYTYUKOB CIY>KUT OCHOBAHUEM JIJISl 0JI00pEHUS
CYIIECTBYIOIIETO Kypca, WM HAIIPOTUB, KPUTHKU U TIPEIJIOKCHUS aIbTePHATHB-
HBIX pelIeHHWH. JTa MOJAENh OCHOBaHA HAa 00pa3-CXeME «HMCTOYHUK-ITYTh-1IEIIb)
(SOURCE-PATH-GOAL), xortopass sBiaseTcss OIHOM U3 (yHIaMEHTaIbHBIX
KOTHUTHUBHBIX CTPYKTYpP, OPTaHU3YIOIIUX OMBIT MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO B3aMMO/ICH-
CTBUS CYOBEKTa C OKPYIKAIOIIIM MHPOM.

Cuctema metadopuuecknx mogeneit co cpepoin-muweHoto BPUKC B meguaguckypce FOAP
System of metaphors with the source domain “BRICS” in SA media discourse

Ne Ha3BT;:MC|? CeT::':rTHMKa Konuuecrso, ea,. Konunuecrtso, %
1. nyTb 99 19
2 MexaHn3M 93 17,9
3 CTPOUTENLCTBO 79 15,1
4 cemba 63 12,1
5 urpa v cnopt 45 8,6
6 opraHuMsm 38 7,3
7 AOM 31 6
8 BOMHA 31 6
9 YKUBOTHbIN MUP 24 4,6
10 HebecHoe Teno 9 1,7
apyrue 9 1,7
BCEro 521 100

B roxxnoadpukanckom meauaguckypce o BPUKC mMonens myTu sBisieTcst 10-
MuHaHTHOH (18,8 %), CTpyKTYypUpPOBaHHOM, MPECTABICHHOMN KaK CTEPTHIMU, TaK U
WH/IMBUyaTbHO-aBTOPCKUMU MeTadopamu: barrier, co-traveler, climb hills, direc-
tion, halfway, highway, journey, path, pathway, road, roadmap, scale peaks v np.

(1) The history of BRICS cooperation is a journey of our five countries
climbing great hills only to reach new heights. [ am convinced that when
our five countries forge ahead together, we will scale new peaks, reach
new heights, and make even greater contribution to peace and develop-
ment of mankind (Independent Online, 21.01.2023).

(2) The BRICS road is not taking us in a direction we might choose, and

there are other potentially suitable travel companions to consider
(RDM, 11.05.2015).

B xonrekcre (1) Meradopbl MyTH UCHONIB3YIOTCS JUISl CO3/IaHUS MOJIOKUTEb-
HOro 00pa3a 00beIMHEHHUS, TPEJICTABIIAA UCTOPHIO coTpyaHnYecTBa cTpadH BPUKC
KaK MPOLECC MOCTYNATEIbHOTO JABIKEHHS K BEPIIMHAM Pa3BUTHUS: MTPEOI0JICHHBIE
TPYAHOCTH JIUILb [TOJYEPKUBAIOT 3HAUUMOCTb NOCTYOKEHUH (climbing great hills).
Wnes komnexktuBHOTO ABMXKEHUS (forge ahead together) HanipaBieHa Ha (GOPMHUPO-
BaHHUE YyBCTBa OOLIHOCTH U IPYMIIOBON CONIMAAPHOCTH «ITyTHUKOBY, IBHXKYILIHXCS
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K einHOM 1enu. Mertadopa «rpeaonpeaensier» TpaeKTOpUIo MPOrpecCUBHOIO JIBU-
KCHUs, B pAMKaX KOTOPOH MPONLIOe 0OBEANHEHHS U €T0 HACTOSIIEEe 3aKOHOMEPHO
nepepacTaroT B ycrneuHoe oyayuiee (scale new peaks, reach new heights), moou-
TU3YS PECYpPCHI U BOJIO YYaCTHUKOB HA €T0 JOCTIKEHHE U OJHOBPEMEHHO MCKITIO-
4ast BO3MOKHOCTh aJIbTEPHATUBHBIX, MEHEE ONTUMUCTHYHBIX CLIEHAPHUEB.

HanpoTus, B KoHTeKCTE (2) €IMHUIBI ATOM K€ MOJENIU HCIOIb3YIOTCS IS
KPUTHUKH TEKYIIETO MOJ0KEHUs J1e1 1 000CHOBaHUS CMEHBI OJIMTUYECKOT0 Kypca.
Mertadopa myTH yKka3bBaeT Ha OTCYTCTBHE €IWHOIYIIHS O BEIOOpE «MapIIpyTay
(the BRICS road is not taking us in a direction we might choose), npennarasi Bo3-
MOHOCTh JIPYTUX BHEIIHETIOJUTUYCCKUX OPUEHTUPOB (other potentially suitable
travel companions) 1 UMIUTMLIMTHO OCHIApUBasi PEIICHUE MPaBsILEH 3JUThI O YIEH-
CTBE B 00bEIMHEHUH.

Bropoii mo yactoTHOCTH MoJIeNbIo siBIsieTcss MeTadopa Mexanusma (17,9 %).
OTa MOJIeNb SBISETCS BAYKHOM YacThIO OHTOJIOTHYECKOTO aCTIIEKTa CYIECTBOBAHMS
YyeoBeKa M BbICTyHaeT 3((EeKTUBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM JIMHI'BUCTUYECKOH perpe-
3EHTAINH TIOJIUTHIECKUX U 00IIeCTBEHHBIX IporieccoB. KynpTypHO-HCTOpHYECKHE
OCHOBaHHUs MeTa(opbl MexaHu3Ma ObuIM 3ajoxeHsbl ¢uiocopueit HoBoro Bpe-
MEHH, YTO CBSI3aHO C OYPHBIM Pa3BUTHEM TEXHUKU H U3MEHEHUSIMU XO3s5ICTBEHHO-
HKOHOMHUYECKHUX MPOLIECCOB TOro nepuosaa. B tpakratax ¢uiaocodos-panuoHanu-
ctoB (JleiOnun, [lexapt, ['0606c) mpoucXoAUT AKCTPAMOISILMS MPUHIUIIOB Jeii-
CTBMSI MAIllUH U YCTPOICTB Ha ONMMCAHHE BIACTHBIX U MOJUTHYECKUX MPOLECCOB.
MexaHucTudeckuil B3IJIsi, Ha MPUPOAY U OOIIECTBO MMOJIYYHJI BOIUIOLICHHE
B pri10co(CKOM METO/IE IO3HAHUS U IOHMMAaHUs MUpa — MexaHuuusMme. [To3nnee
MexaHucTh4Yeckass meradopa crana oOcykaarbcs HE B (umocopckom pakypce,
a C TOYKHU 3pEHUS MPAKTHUECKOr0 MOAX0a K U3YUECHHUIO (PYyHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS JKU-
BOro opranusma (06 3Tom cm., Harpumep, JlaBpentseBa 2025). C Touku 3peHUs
TEOpPUH KOHLENTYyaJIbHOW MeTadophl, JaHHbIE 00pa3bl MPU3HAIOTCS 0a30BBIMH KO-
THUTUBHBIMU CTPYKTYpaMH, (yHKIIMOHUPYIOIIUMH B PAa3IIMYHBIX THIIAX JUCKypca
(Johnson 2007, K&vecses et al. 2024).

Mertadopa mexanuszma onupaercs Ha oOpaz-cxemy «o0bekT» (OBJECT), un-
TErpUPYIOILYIO SJIEMEHTHI APYTUX B3aUMOCBSA3aHHBIX 00pa3-CXeM: cXemMa «KOHTeH-
Hep» (CONTAINER) 3anaer npencraBieHne 0 BHyTPEHHEH CTPYKTYPE U TpaHUTIaX
MexanusMma; «cuna» (FORCE) onuceiBaeT npuiiokeHue BHEITHETO BO3ACHCTBUS U
nepenavy sHepruu; «cnocoonocts» (ENABLEMENT) noguepkuBaer pyHkuno-
HAJIbHOE HAa3HAYEHUE MEXaHU3Ma, MMO3BOJISIOIIETO JOCTHUYb ONPEIEICHHON LENH.
B 10’HO0adpruKaHCKOM IUCKYpCE MOJIEb aKTYaTU3UPYETCSI C TOMOILBIO IIIUPOKOTO
CIEKTpa eIUHMULL: driver, engine, lever, mechanism, propeller u np.

(3) The BRICS mechanism has been improved to perfection (Independent
Online, 08.07.2015).

(4) The BRICS countries are recognised as the future growth engines of the
world economy (SouthAfrica.info, 11.02.2014).

BPUKC (3) koHIIENTYaTu3upyeTcsl KaK CIOXKHBIN, HO HI€aTbHO OTJIAXKEHHBIN
anmapar, YTO UMIUIMIMTHO YKa3bIBa€T Ha €ro HaJEeKHOCTb, MPEICKa3yeMOCThb

952



Solopova Olga A., Koshkarova Natalia N. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 944-968

1 2QpeKTUBHOCTD (mechanism has been improved to perfection). 9T0 MOKET OBbITH
CBSI3aHO C UICTOPUUYECKUM KOHTEKCTOM: HECMOTPSI HA HEKOTOPbIE BHELITHUE OTPaHHU-
YEHMsI BO BpeMs arapTen]ia, B HACTOALIEE BPEMsI CTpaHa CTPEMUTCS K B3aUMOJIEH-
CTBUIO C JIpYTMMH TOCyIapCTBamMH, OCOOEHHO B paMKax MeEXIocyJapCTBEHHBIX
00bETMHEHUH, YTO HAXOAUT OTPAKEHHUE B Xapakrepuctuke nestensHoctd BPUKC.
Ecnu B mpumepe (3) KkoHCTaTUpyETCS pe3yabTaT IBOJIIOLIMOHUPOBAHUS MEXaHU3Ma
BPUKC, 1o B KoHTekcTe (4) ONMUCHIBAETCS MEPCHEKTUBHAS POJb OOBEAMHEHUS
B OyaymieM (the future growth engines of the world economy). HacTOTHOE UCTIONb-
30BaHue Metadopsl Mexanu3ma B quckypce o BPUKC o0yciioBieHo 3KcTpaluHr-
BUCTUYECKUMU (HAKTOpaMU — OOBEKTUBHBIMU MaKpPOIKOHOMUYECKUMHU TOKa3aTe-
namu: Ha pomo crpad bPUKC npuxonuTcst 3HaYMTENbHBIN IPOLIEHT COBOKYITHOTO
MupoBoro BBII, ux 3KOHOMUKHM JE€MOHCTPHPYIOT BBICOKHME TEMIIBI pOCTa, YTO
MO3BOJISIET UM OKa3bIBaTh CYIIECTBEHHOE BIIMSHHUE Ha TI00alIbHYI0 (PUHAHCOBYIO
uHppactpyktypy. B nemom, meradopuueckas penpesenranus bPUKC B kauectse
OTJIa)KEHHOTO «MEXaHU3Ma» WM <«JIBUraTellsd» pOCTa TPAHCIUPYET CMBICIBI
LEJIOCTHOCTH, CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHOCTH, YIPABISIEMOCTH U 1I€JIEBOM (PYHKIMH
CJIO’KHOTO OOBEKTA.

K yactotueiM Mozensam B Menuaauckypce FOAP o neareasHoctu BPUKC ot-
HocuTcs Takxke meradopa crpoutenscrsa (15,1%). Moaens npezacrasisier coboit
OJIHY M3 Pa3HOBUJAHOCTEH TaK Ha3bIBaeMOM «IpodeccnoHalbHO» MeTadopbl, KO-
TOpas XapaKTEpU3yeTCsl YHUBEPCAIBHBIMU MEXAHU3MaMH OCMBICIICHUS EHCTBU-
TEJIbHOCTU HE3aBUCUMO OT KYJIbTYPHBIX U HCTOPUYECKUX YCIOBUI CYIIECTBOBAHUS
yenoBeka. He BbI3bIBaeT COMHEHUS TOT (PAKT, YTO CTPOUTEIbHBIN U apXUTEKTYp-
HBIM KOZBI OBICTPO MEHSIOTCS, YTO OJHAKO HE MPENATCTBYET HCIOJb30BAHUIO
COOTBETCTBYIOIMX 3HAKOB JJII KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOI'O aHAJIW3a SIBJICHUH, IPOUCXO-
JSIITAX B COBPEMEHHOM MOJUTHYECKOM auckypee ([3t00a, Epemuna 2023), ¢ 1e-
JIBIO IPOTHOCTUYECKOM ¥ PETPONIPOrHOCTUYECKON pENpe3eHTalMK 1€HCTBUTENBHO-
ctu (Conomnosa, CantsikoBa 2019), mpu onucanuu nporeccoB Meradopusanuy Ha
MaTtepuaie pa3andHbixX A3bIkoB (Kamenesa 2013).

Metadopa cTpouTenbcTBa OCHOBaHa Ha KOMIUIEKCE 00pa3-CcXeM, LIEHTPaIbHOE
MecTO B KOTOopoM 3aHuMaroT «cBsi3b» (LINK), «gactb—1ienoe» (PART-WHOLE),
«seprukanbHOCcTh» (VERTICALITY), «omopa» (SUPPORT), obecneunBaromniux
IIOHMMAHHE IIOCTYNATENbHOIO PA3BUTHSA, COCAMHEHUS OTACIBHBIX 3JIEMEHTOB B
€MHYIO, MPOYHYIO0 CTPYKTYPY U TMPEACTABICHUWE O KOHEUYHOM pE3yJbTaTe Kak
LIEJIOCTHOM 00BEKTE, COCTOAIIEM U3 B3aMMO3aBUCUMBIX YacTeil. B menuanuckypce
KOAP meradopa npencraBieHa eguHULIIAMU U3 chepbl MPOSKTUPOBAHUS U BO3BE-
JIeHUsI COOpY>KeHU: architect, architecture, base, block, brick, builder, ceiling,
floor, foundation n np.

(5) This is a historic moment because unlike other multilaterals, BRICS is
moving ahead to create a new architecture (News24, 11.07.2015).

(6) The building of BRICS brick by brick on the foundation of the five
Sfounding countries, have begun (Primedia+, 26.08.2023).
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Mertadopa ctpoutenscTBa (5) aKTyalu3UpyeT MPECTABICHUE O CIOKHOM,
MIPOJYMAaHHOM U IIeJIOCTHOM MPOEKTE, TPeOyIoIleM TOYHOI0 pacyeTa U JOJIrocpoy-
HOTO IJIaHUpPOBaHUs. B 10)kHOAPpUKAHCKOM MEAMAaTUCKypCe OHA YacTO peau3y-
I0TCS OJJHOBPEMEHHO C eIUHUIIAMH APYTUX MeTahOopUIECKUX MOIETIel, HanpuMmep,
nyTH (moving ahead to create a new architecture), 9To MOJYEPKUBAECT UMMAHCHT-
HOCTh B3aUMOJICHCTBUSI UEJIOBEKa M MPOCTPAHCTBA, JKENAHUS YIy4YIIUTh
¢busznyeckue M colMajgbHbIe YCIOBHUS OBITOBaHMS, ABOJIOLMOHHBIA XapakTep
MOJINTUYECKUX U OOIIECTBEHHBIX MPOLIECCOB.

Kpome Toro, akponum BRICS, Oynyun omodoHMYHBIM JekceMe «bricksy»
(xuprnuum) (6), M3HAYATEHO COACPIKUT B C€O€ MOTCHITHAN CTPOUTEIHHOU MeTadophl
(Conomnosa, Komkaposa 2024), 4ro mpenonpeaenseT ee MCIOJb30BaHUE B JIHC-
Kypce O JIeATeIbHOCTH OOBEAMHEHUS KaK HEMpPEPHIBHOM IMPOLECCE CO3UAAHUS U
KOHCONMuAauu ycunuid. Meradopa cTpouTeNbCcTBa PaCKPHIBAET U HAIOJIHSAET KOH-
KpETHBIM CMbICIIOM Ha3BaHue, Tpanchopmupys «bPUKCy» (BRICS) u3 nepeuns
ctpad (Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa) B enuHbIi, 1IeneHANpPaBICHHO
BO3BOJMMBIA MPOEKT, B KOTOPOM Ka)KAbI YYaCTHHK BHOCUT BKJIAJ B CO3JaHHE
ob1elt cTpykrypsl (the building of BRICS brick by brick) n 0o1HOBpeMEHHO CBS3bI-
Bas stumosoruro HazBaHus (O’Neill 2001) ¢ ero coBpeMEeHHOI WHTEPIIPETAIINECHA:
CTpaHBbI-OCHOBATENN PENPE3CHTUPYIOTCS KaK HECYIIU OMOpPHBIN (yHIAMEHT,
Ha KOTOPOM MPOMCXOAUT JAaibHEIIee CTPOUTEIHCTBO HOBOTO IEHTpa TI00aib-
Horo BiusiHusA (on the foundation of the five founding countries).

B 1oxHOadpukaHCKOM NIHCKypce aKTUBHOE HCMOJIb30BaHUE MeTadop STOM
chepbl-UCTOYHHNKA, Ha HAlll B3TJIS/, CBA3aHO C BHEIIHENOIUTHYECKHM KypCOM
CTpaHbl ¥ BEAYIIUM MPOEKTOM HAIIMOHAIBHON UCTOPUH TOCYapPCTBA — (IIOCTPO-
eanem Harum» (Nation Building), mpomeccom KoHcomuaanuu pasHOPOIHOTO
o0IiecTBa Ha MPUHIIUIIAX PABEHCTBA, IPEOAOICHUS HACIeAus anapTenaa, Gopmu-
pOBaHMsI UICHTUYHOCTH M HWHTErpanuu B T00anmpHBIA Mup. [lpoekuus 3toit
MO/IETIU Ha BHEIIHIOIO MOJIUTHKY M03BOJIsLeT MeTadopuuecku npeactaButb bPUKC
KaK aHAJIOTUYHBIN MPOEKT MHOTOCTOPOHHETO «CTPOUTENBCTBA», HO YKE B MEXKIY-
HapoaHoM MaciuTtade, a wieHcTBO FOAP B BPMKC — kak BKkJaja B co3laHUE HOBOM
ApPXUTEKTYPHI II00ATBHOTO YIpaBJICHHs, OCHOBAHHON Ha MPUHIUIIAX PABEHCTBA,
CIPaBEITMBOCTH, MHOTOIIOJIIPHOCTH U COBMECTHOTO Pa3BUTHSIL.

K mOMHHAHTHBIM MOJIENISIM B FO’KHOA(QPHUKAHCKOM JIUCKYPCE OTHOCUTCSI METa-
¢dopa cempu (12,1 %). Metadopa urpaer BaxHyIO pOJIb B HMOJUTUYECKOM JHC-
Kypce, BO3JICHCTBYS Ha YyYBCTBA PEIUITUEHTA 32 CUET Al K YHUBEPCATbHBIM
KYJIbTYPHBIM IEHHOCTSIM: JIFOOBH, YBAKCHHUS, B3AUMOIIOHUMAHUS, 3200ThI, IOBEPHS
(Comomnosa, Komkaposa 2024, Trim 2024). KorHUTHBHOI OCHOBO#1 TaHHOH MeTa-
¢dophI BEICTyTIAIOT 00pa3-cxeMbl «cBs3by» (LINK), obecrnieunBaromias BO3SMOXHOCTh
KOHIENTYa N3al[ii OTHOIICHUN KaK MPOYHOW CBS3U MEXKIY UYICHAMH TPYIIIHI,
«uactb—1uienoe» (PART-WHOLE), no3Bosstoias oCMbICIATh OTJAEIbHBIX yUYacT-
HUKOB KaK 4acTh €JMHOrO LeNoro, npoHunaeMoiii «konreitnep» (CONTAINER),
C OJIHOW CTOpPOHBI, (OPMHUPYIOIIAs MPOCTPAHCTBO OOIIEH NPUHAMICKHOCTH,
paszienseMbIX HOpM, LICHHOCTEN U IIPABUIL, C IPYTOM — OCTAOIIASICS OTKPBITOM JUIs
Pa3BHUTHUSA, POCTA, BKIFOYCHUS HOBBIX YJICHOB.
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B roxHOadpukanckoM Meamaauckypce wmetadopa ceMbd TpUOOpETaeT
0coOble KOHHOTAIMK, Tak kKak B KOAP ceMbs sBIsseTCsS KpacyrojbHBIM KaMHEM
KyJbTYpBl HE TOJNBKO B c(hepe YaCTHOM JKU3HH, HO M B COLIMATBHONW OpraHU3aIiH
TpaauunoHHbIX coobmecTB (Hammond-Tooke 1993). B otiauuue ot 3amagHoro no-
HuMmanus ceMbu B FOAP nomMuHHpYeT «paciiupeHHash MOJelNb, BKIIYAroIIas Kia-
HOBBIC M OOIIMHHBIC CBS3H, YTO UCTOPHUYSCKH CITY>KMIIO0 MEXaHU3MOM BBDKHBAHHS
U COXPAaHEHUS UJECHTHUYHOCTH B YCJIOBHSX KOJOHHAIHM3MA M amapTenaa. Ita Mo-
JIeJTb MTOIPa3yMEBAET HE CTOJIBKO KPOBHOE POJICTBO, CKOJILKO OOIIYO TIPUHAICK-
HOCTb K COOOIIIECTBY, OCHOBAHHYIO Ha B3aUMHBIX 00513aTEIbCTBAX, HEPAPXUH, yBa-
KCHUM K CTapIIUM M KOJJICKTUBHOHM OTBeTCTBeHHOCTH. B Memuamuckypce FOAP
MOJIeNb TpEACTaBlIIeHA TAaKUMU €IWHULAMU, Kak child, brother, father,
family, friend, kid, ties u np.

(7) You are important partners in our quest for building stronger and more
sustainable economies and a better life for our peoples within the BRICS
Sfamily (President Jacob Zuma: BRICS Business Council Special Session
for South Africa, 03.09.2017).

(8) The new kids on the BRICS block will take to the runway (Independent
Online, 24.08.2023).

BPUKC — 310 «pacmmpeHHas» CeMbsi, B KOTOPOW YYaCTHUKH CBS3aHbI HE
(opMabHBIMU COTJIALICHUSAMHU, HO OTHOIIECHUSIMU JTOBEpPUS, COTUIAPHOCTH U 00-
X reHHoctei (7), 9To BoO MHOTOM coriacyerces ¢ kKoHnenmueid Ubuntu («S ecth
MOTOMY, YTO MBI €CTh»), (pyHIaMEHTaIbHOM Uil KyJbTyp HapoioB HOxHOM
u Bocrounoit Adpukn (Hammond-Tooke 1993). B kontekcte (8) pacmmpenue
0o0BEIMHEHUS ONUCHIBACTCS Yepes Metadopy aereit (new kids on the BRICS block),
KOTOpasi, C OJIHOIM CTOPOHBI, OTCHUIAET K WJe€ MOMOJHEHUS CEMbU, C IPYrol —
[I0/Ipa3yMEBAET MPOLIECC OTBETCTBEHHON MHTETpalMii HOBBIX YYACTHHUKOB B CIIO-
KUBIIYIOCS CUCTEMY OTHOLICHHM, TPEOYIOIINI MPUHITHUS €€ HOPM U MPaBUIIL.

Mertadopa criopra U Urpbl 0COOCHHO BOCTpEeOOBaHA B MOJUTUIECKOM MEIUa-
nuckypcee B 1enoM u B nuckypee FOAP o BPUKC B wactnocTH (8,6 %), Tak Kak Juist
3THX cep HHCTUTYLMOHATBHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBUS (CIIOPT / UTpa U MOJUTHUKA) Xa-
pakTepHbl KOHKYpeHILus, 60pb0a 3a ycrnex, puck, HaJlluuue ONnpeAeIeHHbIX MPaBUI
(Komxkaposa 2019, Uygunos 2001, Cudd 2007). YauBepcambHOCTh MeTadopsI
UTPBI U CTIOPTA MPU OCMBICIICHUH U KOHLIETITYyallu3alliy MOJUTUYECKOM JesITebHO-
CTH 00ECTIeYMBAETCS TEM, YTO KOMILUIEKC 00pa3-cxeM, JISKaluii B ee OCHOBE, (op-
MHUpPYET €AUHYI0 KOTHUTHUBHYIO CTPYKTYpY: 00pa3-cxemMa «HMCTOUYHUK-ITYTh-1IEIIb
(SOURCE-PATH-GOAL) penpe3eHTHpPYET MOIUTUYECKYIO AESITENBHOCTh Kak
NBIDKEHHWE OT cTapta K ¢uHuily; oobpaz-cxema «koHTeiHep» (CONTAINER)
3aJjaeT MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIE T'paHuIIbl, 1udhepeHunpys BHyTpeHHEE (TO, YTO UMEET
3HAYEHUE IS UTPHI / CIIOPTUBHOTO COCTSI3aHHUSA) U BHEIIHEE (HEPEIEBAHTHOE IS
HUX); BHYTPU 3TOr0 INpocTpaHcTBa mnportuBozeiicTByomue «cuib» (FORCE)
COCTSI3al0TCS B paMKaX YCTaHOBJIEHHBIX IpaBui U «orpannuenuiny (BLOCKAGE),
obecrieunBaromux «pasHble ycioBus» ans Bcex (BALANCE). B metadopax
cepbl-UCTOYHHUKA «KOMaHIHbIE BUABI UTPBI U CLIOPTa» OCHOBHAS POJIb OTBOAUTCS
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obpa3-cxeme «cBsa3b» (LINK), koTopas akieHTUpyeT B3auMO3aBUCUMOCTb y4acT-
HUKOB: yCII€X KaXXJOT0 OTAEIbHOIO WieHa OOYCJIOBIEH IOCTHKEHUSMHU BCel
IpyMIibl, a 00m1as 1e’db MOXKET ObITh pealn30BaHa UCKIIOYUTEIBHO Yepe3 COTPYI-
HUYECTBO, B3aMOIIOMOIIlb U TAKTUYECKOE B3aUMOJICHCTBUE BHYTPH KOJIIIEKTHBA.
B wmeaunanuckypce HOAP penpesenrantamu nesrensHoctd BPUKC saBisrores
ClIeAyIOUIMe €AMHUIBl U3 CIOPTUBHO-UIPOBOM CQepwl: competition, game,
rule-makers, rule-takers, rules of the game, player, n np.

(9) Africans want to be treated as legitimate business partners, not pawns in
a geopolitical game of chess the BRICS bloc is already winning
(Business Live, 17.03.2025).

(10) BRICS is not in competition with anyone, BRICS seeks to work with the
entire global community for the betterment of humankind (Forbes Africa,
17.09.2018).

B FOAP ciopT uCTOpHUYECKH BBITIOJHSIET BAXKHYIO COIMAbHYIO (DYHKIINIO, 4TO
HauboJsee SpKO MPOSBUIOCH BO BpEeMEHa amapTeuja, Korjaa oHoa(puKaHCKHE
CIIOPTCMEHBI OOHKOTHPOBAIHCH Ha MEXKIyHAPOJHOM YPOBHE. B COBpEeMEHHBIX
YCIIOBHUSX CHOPT MPEBPATUIICS B CUMBOJ HAI[MOHAJILHOTO €IMHCTBA U JIEMOHCTpA-
MU PEUTUMOCTH CTPAHBI 3aHATH CBOE MECTO B JOPMUPYIOLIEMCS MHOTOIIOJIIPHOM
MHpE BOTPEKH TI100abHBIM BbI30BaM (9). Criennduieckoit 0cOOCHHOCTBIO FOXKHO-
apUKAHCKOTO AMCKYypca sSBIseTCs (OKYC HAa KOOMEPAIUH, a HE HA KOHKYPCHIIUU:
€CJIM Ui eBPOIEHIIeB XapaKTepHbl MaTepuaIn3M, UHIUBUIYaTU3M, COPEBHOBA-
TEBHOCTb, TO JUTSI FO’)KHOAPPUKAHCKOW KyIbTYPhl THITMYHA OPHECHTAIMS HA TyXOB-
HbI€ IIEHHOCTH, CBSI3b C MPHUPOAOH, KOJIJIEKTUBU3M, YTO MPOSIBISIETCA B TOM, Kak
1oxHoappukanckue CMU penpesentupytot pons crpanbl B BPUKC ne kak yyact-
HUKa KECTKOM reonoauTHIeckoil 60pb0bl, a Kak aKTUBHOTO CyOBeKTa, CTpeMslle-
rocsi K HOCTPOEHUIO0 MHOTOTIOJISIPHOTO MUpa Ha OcHOBE napTtHepcTsa (10).

Metadopa opranuszma MeHee yactoTHa B Meauaauckypce FOAP (7,3 %) no
CPaBHEHHUIO C PaCCMOTPEHHBIMHU MoOJieTsiMU. B ee OCHOBe JiexaT yHUBEpCAIbHbBIC
o0Opas-cxeMmbl: obOpas-cxema «koHTeliHep» (CONTAINER) penpesentupyet ito-
Oy1o cuctemy (ToCyJapCTBEHHYIO, KOATUIIMOHHYIO, MEXKTyHAPOIHYIO) KaK IeJI0CT-
HBII, 000COOJICHHBI OOBEKT, OOJaMArONIUil BHYTPEHHEHW CTPYKTYPOH; «4acTh—
nenoe» (PART-WHOLE) no3Bonsier aHanu3upoBaTh CHUCTEMY uepe3 (pyHKIHO-
HAJIbHOCTh €€ KOMIIOHEHTOB, KOTOphle Onaromapsi oopas-cxeme «cBsizb» (LINK)
CTAaHOBSATCS B3aMMO3aBUCHMBIMH, MX COBMECTHasi paboTa MOMUUHSCTCS CXEMe
«ukm» (CYCLE), Moaenupyroieil Mporecchl pa3BUTHS CUCTEMbI Yepe3 CTaIuu
3apOKIEHUS, POCTA, 3PEIOCTH U ymaaka; oopas-cxema «cuwia»y (FORCE) mpenna-
raeT MHCTPYMEHT ISl OCMBICTICHHS] BHEIIHUX U BHYTPEHHUX BBI30BOB, OTBETHBIX
Mep, HaIllpaBJIEHHBIX Ha COXPAHEHHUE IIEJIOCTHOCTH U JKU3HECTIocoOHOCTH. B Meamna-
muckypce FOAP o BPUKC monens 3a HEOOIBITMM HCKITIOYEHHEM IPEACTaBICHA
MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO KOHBEHIIMOHAIBHBIMU MeTadopamu: back, blood, body, hand,
shoulder, vein, voice n np.
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(11) BRICS is the international body bringing together the emerging powers
of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (Mail & Guardian,
28.02.2024).

(12) Looking at the BRICS agnostics, when China sneezes, BRICS catches the
cold. But when it comes to Temer and Modi, I don’t think they have
BRICS running in their veins (Independent Online, 29.07.2018).

OObenuHeHNEe pPEnpe3eHTHPOBAHO KaK IENIOCTHBIA opraHusM (international
body), enuHblii CyOBEKT MEXIYHAPOIHBIX OTHOIICHUN, 0OJIQMArOIIH COOCTBEH-
HOM Bosiel M QyHKIMOHaIbHOCTHIO (11), TocymapcTBa-y4acTHUKH — KaK YacTH
3TOr0 OpraHu3Ma, CBS3aHHbIC OTHOLICHUSMHU B3aMMO3aBUCUMOCTHU U NMPUUYUHHO-
CleCTBEHHOU 00ycnoBneHHOCTH (wWhen China sneezes, BRICS catches the cold)
(12), Kuraii — Kkak MOIIHBIM BHYTPEHHUH HMMIIYJbC, AECUCTBUS KOTOPOIO
Hen30eKHO BBI3BIBAIOT PEAKIUIO BO Beel cucteMe. Y cnemnoe GyHKIIMOHUPOBaHHE
opraam3ma BPUKC mpeamnonaraet, 4To Kaxa0oe rocyaapcTBO-y4acTHUK UHTETPH-
pYyeT UEHHOCTH M MPUHIMIIE O0bETUHEHNSI B OCHOBY HAI[MOHAJILHOW CTpPAaTeruu
pa3BUTHA. DTO KKPOBHOE» CIUSIHHUE HALIMOHAIBHBIX HHTEPECOB CO CTPATETHYECKUM
opuentupamu pazsutusi bBPUKC (have BRICS running in one’s veins) Oynet o3Ha-
4aTh Mepexo/l OT (POpManbHOTO WICHCTBA K OPraHMYHOU M )KU3HEHHOW CONpUYacT-
HOCTH OOIIUM LIEISM.

OTHOCUTENBHO HU3KAsl YACTOTHOCTh OPTraHUYECKUX MeTa(Op B MOJIUTUIECKOM
nuckypce FOAP moxer 6bITh 00yCIOBIE€HA SKCTPATUHT BUCTHUECKUMU (haKTOPAMHU.
Bo Bpemsi KonoHHMaIbHOM SKCHaHcHud B AQpHKe TpaauLIHMOHHBIE appUKAHCKUE
MIPAKTUKHU, CBSI3aHHBIE C «TEJIECHBIM OMBITOM» (HAampHUMEp, pUTyajbHasi HaroTa,
TaHIBl U JIp.), PACCMATPUBAIHUCH KOJOHHCTAMHU KaK «JIUKHE» U «TPEXOBHBIC)
(Mbembe 2001). B mepuojn amaprenma rocyIapCTBEHHAsl CHCTEMa IIeJICHAIPAB-
JIEHHO JMIIajia Lejble FPYNIbl cTaTyca 4ejaoBeKa / JIMYHOCTH, HU3BOAS UX 10
YPOBHS OMOJIOTUYECKUX €IUHUI] (TeM), MOAJeKAIUX YUeTy, KIacCUPUKAUU U
KOHTPOJIIO C MTOMOLIbI0 HHCTPYMEHTOB PACOBOM U TEPPUTOPHAIIBHON cerperanuu
(Chidester 2012), 4To mposBISIETCS B HU3KOM YaCTOTHOCTU MeTa(op, BOCXOISIINX
K IPEeIMETHON 00JIaCTH «UEJI0OBEUECKOe TEeI0», KaKk CBOCOOPa3HOM 3alllUTHOM Me-
XaHHU3ME OT BOCIIOMUHAHUH 0 00JIE3HEHHOM COLMAJIbHOM MPOILIOM.

Crnenytomieit Moensto siBisieTcst Metadopa noma (6%). Meradopa unTerpu-
pyeT komruiekc obpas-cxem: «koHTeitHep» (CONTAINER) kak ocHOBY 1151 KOH-
LEeNnTyanu3aluyd TpaHWll, TPUHAICKHOCTH, HJIESHTUYHOCTH, OE30MaCHOCTH
U peanu3alyy OIIMO3UIMH «CBOU — dyxoil», «dactb—1enoe» (PART-WHOLE),
3a/lalolell MepapXUYecKyl CTPYKTypy U OINpeAessiolell pojau YYaCTHHKOB,
«uentp—nepudepus» (CENTER-PERIPHERY), akuentupyromeid OTHOIICHUS
3HAYMMOCTH U COTIOYMHEHUS SJIEMEHTOB. B 10)kHOAhPUKAaHCKOM MeInancKypce
MOJIENIb MpEe/ICTaBIeHa TaKUMHU €AUHHULIAMM, Kak backyard, door, home, house,
window u ap.

(13) Let me welcome you to our beautiful country. South Africa for the next
week is your home away from home (FOAP, Deputy Minister Reginah
Mhaule: Meeting of the Fourth BRICS Young Diplomats’ Forum,
26.06.2018).
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(14) When BRIC without an “s” — was started, we were not shy, we kept
knocking at their door to emphasise that it’s not complete without us
(Mail & Guardian, 13.11.2015).

Mertadopa «10Ma» HE TOIBKO OTPa’KaeT, HO U BOCIIPOU3BOAUT COLMANIbHBIE
HOPMBI, IOBE/IEHYECKUE CLIEHAPUU U LIEHHOCTHbIE JJOMUHAHTBI, XapaKTepHbIE IS
KOHKPETHOTO S13bIKOBOT0O cool1iecTBa. B 10)kHOadprKaHCKON KyJIbTYpe OCHOBHBIE
CMBICJIBI MeTa(OphI JOMa CBSI3aHBI HE CTOJBKO C (DU3UYECKUM KHUIEeM (house),
CKOJIBKO C YYBCTBOM MPHUHAICKHOCTH (home). JI71s1 4epHOKOXKUX F0KHOAPPUKaH-
LIEB JIOM TPaJULMOHHO aCCOLMUPYETCS C 3eMJIEH MPEIKOB, MECTOM, TJIe COXpaHsi-
etcs cBs3b ¢ ymepmumu (Hammond-Tooke 1993). C npyroii cTopoHbI, HACHIIb-
CTBEHHOE IE€pEecelIeHHe B pe3epBallMU (XOYMJEHIbl U TayHILIUIIBI) BO BpPEMEHa
anapreuja JUIIWIO MUJIJTHOHBI JIOJEH CaMOro MOHSITHS «JI0MY», IPEBPATHB €T0 B
HEJOCTHKUMYI0 MeuTy. B Hacrosiee BpeMs IOM Ui FOKHOA(PUKAHIEB —
3TO CHUMBOJI 0€30MacHOCTH U 000COOJIEHHOCTH, UYTO peanu3yercss B Meradopuye-
ckoit penpesentaiuu oopaza BPUKC u FOAP kak ogHoit u3 ctpan-yqactaui (13).
B mpumepe (14) o6pa3 nBepH, KOTOPBIA B I0)KHOA(PUKAHCKON KYJIbType BBIMOJ-
HSET PUTYAJIbHYIO, 3aLUIUTHYIO, 3CTETUYECKYI0, COLUATbHO-CTAaTYCHYIO (YHKIIUH,
cuMBoONM3HUpyeT MonbITKy FOAP HanaauTh KOHTaKT ¢ MUPOBBIM OOJBIITMHCTBOM U
MPUCOEANHUTHCA K MekrocyaapcTBeHHoMy o0beannennto bBPUKC. B otnuune ot
MeTa(opbl «CTPOUTEIBCTBA», AKTYAIM3UPYIOLIEH CIEHapuil MPOrpecCUBHOIO
MO3TAIHOTO CO3UIAHMsI U OTBeYarollei Ha MeTa)OpUUECKU BOIIPOC O TOM, «KaK
HEYTO CO3/aeTcs» (HalpuMep, CTPOUTENIBCTBO MHOTOIIOJIIPHOTO MHpa), MeTadopa
«JloMa» JaeT OTBET Ha BOMPOC O TOM, «4TO COOOH MpeJCTaBIIET CO3JaHHOEY,
B HameM ciayuyae — BPHUKC.

K menee yactotHbiM Monensm B Meauaauckypce FOAP o BPUKC otHocures
Takke Mmetadopa BoitHBI (6 %). basucom ans metadopuyecKoro OCMBICICHUS
BOMHBI CITy>)KUT KOMILUIEKC 00pa3-cxeM, KOTOpbIe 00eCTIeYrBaOT MIEPEHOC CEHCOMO-
TOPHOTO U MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOT'O OMbITa HAa 00JACTh KOH(IMKTHOIO B3aUMOJEH-
ctBusi. O6paz-cxema «cwib» (FORCE) opranusyer nmoHMMaHue IpoTHBOOOPCTBA
Yyepe3 B3auMOJIeHCTBUE MPOTUBOICHCTBYIOIIMX BEKTOPOB (aTaka / 3aluTa), mpe-
0JI0JICHUE CONPOTUBIICHUS U MPUJIOKEHNE HAIIPABIEHHOIO BO3ACHCTBUS AJIS €ro
ycTpanenusi. [IpoctpancTBeHHOE M3MEpeHHe BOMHBI 0POPMIIIETCA CXEMON «KOH-
teiiHep» (CONTAINER), onpenenstomeli rpaHuiibl IpoTUBOCTOsIHUS. Cxema «uc-
TouHUK—TyTh—11eNIb» (SOURCE-PATH-GOAL) 3amaet cTpaTern4ecKyo nepcreK-
THUBY KOH(IUKTA, PETIPE3CHTUPYS €0 KaK JIBMKEHHE OT UCXOIHOTO COCTOSIHHUS K
1eneBoi Touke (rmobdeae Uil MopaxxeHUI0) Yepe3 Mocae0BaTeIbHOCTh ICHCTBUM.
Cxema «bananc» (BALANCE) obecnieunBaeT MoHMMaHUE TUHAMUKHA KOH(DIUKTA
KaK HapylIeHUs PaBHOBECUS C €ro MOCIEAYIOIIUM BOCCTAHOBICHHEM JHOO
C TIOMOUIBIO TOCTMKEHHUSI TTOOEIbl OJTHOM M3 CTOPOH, JTMOO IyTeM yCTaHOBIICHHS
NpUHIMIKAIbHO HOBoro nopsaka. B nuckypce FOAP o bBPUKC moaens BoitHBI
NPEJCTaBIeHa HEMHOTOYHMCICHHBIMH KOHBEHIIMOHAJIBHBIMH MeTa(OpUUIECKUMHU
equHULAMuU: blow, battle, challenge, force, front u np.
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(15) But again, a challenge, and I could just say this, a challenge is BRICS.
BRICS is a big challenge (Mail & Guardian, 02.06.2025).

(16) After the 2023 expansion, BRICS is a real force to be reckoned with (Sun-
day World, 12.10.2024).

Metadopa BoiHBI peanu3yeTcs C TOMOIIbIO €IUHHUL, UMIUIULIUTHO Mepearo-
IIUX JIOTUKY NPOTUBOCTOSIHUS. BMECTO MHIMBUyalbHO-aBTOPCKUX Pa3BEPHYTHIX
00pa3oB BOIWHBI, aKIICHTUPYIOIINUX OTKPHITYI0 KoHGpoHTanuio, B CMU FOAP no-
MUHHPYIOT KOHBEHIIMOHAJIbHBIE METaOPHUECKUE EAUHUIIBI C PeTyIIUPOBAHHBIMU
arpeccuBHbIMU KOHHOTauusiMU. BPUKC penpe3eHTupyercs He Kak JeCTPyKTUBHAS
CHWJIa, HAlIEJICHHAsI HA pa3pylLlIEHUE CYIECTBYIOIIETr0 MUPOIIOPSAIKA, HO KaK CyOb-
€KT, Opocarolinii BbI30B reononutudeckuM yctosM (15). IlonoOnas crparerus cro-
coOcTByeT TpaHchopmanuu MeTagopruaeckoro oopasa 00ObeTUHEHHSI — OT CUMBO-
JUYECKOTO OINMO3UIIMOHHOTO LEHTpa K HWHCTUTYUHUOHANBbHOMY akTopy (16),
IpeyIarainemMy albTepHATHBHYIO MOJIEIb TI00aJIbHOTO YIIPABICHHS.

3oomopdnas metadopa, coctapistomas 4,6% oT 00111ero MaccuBa MpoaHau-
3UPOBAaHHBIX JAHHBIX, SBIAETCS (YyHIAMEHTAIBHBIM CPEJICTBOM KOHLENTYalln3a-
LMY COLMAIIbHON U MOJUTHYECKON pealbHOCTH, TaK KaK BCS KU3HEICSITEIbHOCTD
YejoBeKa TaK WM HMHAye CBsA3aHa ¢ MUPOM XMBOTHbIX (Ozyumenko & Larina
2021). YHUBEpCaIbHOCTh TaHHOTO MEXaHMU3Ma JOCTUTaeTCs 3a CUET CUHTE3a Iep-
BUYHBIX 0Opa3-cxeM. Tak, >KUBOTHOE, MHTEPIPETHPYETCS C IMOMOIIbIO 00pa3-
cxembl «koHTeiiHep» (CONTAINER), copep:xaiiieil BHEIIHUE XapaKTEPUCTUKU U
BHYTPEHHHUE Ka4e€CTBA, KOTOPBIE PEIPEIEHTUPYIOTCS IOCPEICTBOM CXEMBI «UaCTh—
uenoe» (PART-WHOLE). Otu cBoiicTBa NposIBIAIOTCS B IMHAMUKE ITOCPEICTBOM
LIE€JICHANIPABICHHOIO U MHTEHCUBHOI'O BO3ECHCTBHS HA OKPY’KAIOILLYI0 CPEAY, UTO
ctpykrypupyercs cxemoit «cunay (FORCE). Cuina BeipakaeTcs B KOHKPETHBIX T10-
BEJICHYECKUX MNAaTTEPHAX, KOTOpble KOHLENTYaIM3HPYIOTCS depe3 o0pasz-cxemy
«uctouHuK—TyTh—11eb» (SOURCE-PATH-GOAL), 3agaromyio HampaBieHuEe U
1enp AecTBUs. B3anMopaelcTBie MeXly areHTOM (KUBOTHBIM) M CpPEIOH, OTHO-
LIEHUS MEXK/Ty Pa3IMYHBIMU areéHTaMH B 3KOCHCTEME ONPEEIIAIOTCS 00pa3-cXeMoit
«cBsa3b» (LINK). CoBOKYHNHOCTh yKa3aHHBIX MPOSBICHUA M B3aUMOOTHOILEHHI
JNETEPMUHUPYET MOJOKEHUE )KUBOTHOTO B 3KOCHUCTEME, YTO OCHOBAHO Ha 00pas3-
cxeme «Oananc» (BALANCE), penpe3eHTUpyIOIIei COCTOSHUS TApMOHUH WU €€
HapyuieHus. B paccMOTpeHHOM Marepuane Mojeib IpeAcTaBieHa TaKUMHU
eAMHULIAMU, KaK animal, beast, buffalo, elephant, lion u np.

(17) The five countries were like the lion, elephant, buffalo, leopard and
rhinoceros. The BRICS as a collective have inherent divergences and
contradictions that outweigh their shared interests and hence the
suggestion that these five disparate ‘animals’ could either
harmoniously graze or fruitfully hunt together is a politico-strategic
oxymoron (Mail & Guardian, 13.04. 2013).

B roxxHoadpukaHCKOM MeIUaIucKypce, HeCMOTPSI HA OTHOCUTEIBHO HU3KYIO
4acTOTy HUCIOJIb30BaHUs, 300MopdHas meradopa npuodperaer ocoOyro JHUHIBO-
KyJIbTypHYI0 crneunpuky Omaromapsi CHUMBOJIMYECKOH 3HaunmMmoctu B FOAP
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«O0JBILION TATEpKU» (1B, CJIOH, OYyIBOI, Jieonap, HOCOPOT), UTO COOTBETCTBYET
konuuectBy crpaH-nuaepoB bBPUKC (17). 3oomopduas meradopa BBIIOTHSIET
JBOMCTBEHHYIO POJIb: C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, OHA MOAYEPKUBAECT CUIIYy M IOTEHLHUAI
YYaCTHUKOB OOBEAMHEHUSI KaK UTPOKOB, CIIOCOOHBIX OPOCUTH BBI3OB CYIIECTBYIO-
IEMY MUPOBOMY IOPSJKY B paMKaxX CTAHOBJIEHUS MHOTOIOJSPHON CUCTEMBI, T€
KaXIbIH «BUI» 3aHUMAET CBOIO yHUKaIbHYyI0 Humy. C apyroit — wmetadopa
aKLEHTUPYET BHUMAHUE HA BHYTPEHHUX NPOTUBOPEUYMSIX MEKIY TOCYIapCTBaAMMU-
YYaCTHUKAMHM, UX PA3HOPOJHOCTH U MOTEHLUAIbHOW HECOBMECTUMOCTH, ITPOBOIS
AQHAJIOTHUIO C DKOCUCTEMOM, B KOTOPOM FapMOHUYHOE COCYIIECTBOBAHUE «XUIIHU-
KOB» U «TPaBOSIHBIX» BOCIIPUHUMAETCS KaK HapylLIeHHE eCTEeCTBEHHOro OanaHca:
cama uziesl O BO3MOXHOCTH CTPATErM4YECKOr0 €IMHCTBA MEXy TOCYIapCTBaAMH CO
CTOJIb Pa3IMYHBIMU MOJUTHYECKUMH CHUCTEMaMH, S3KOHOMUYECKUMH MOJENIIMU U
reONOJINTUYECKUMU TPUOPUTETAMHU NPEACTABIIAETCSA B JAHHOM Clly4ae IIPOTUBOpE-
YUBOUW M aOCYpIAHOM.

K MeHnee yacToTHBIM MozeNsIM, penpeseHTupytoumm oopaz BPUKC B menua-
muckypee FOAP, otHocutcs metadopa nedecHoro tena (1,7 %). KoruutusHoe oc-
HOBaHUE 3Toi MeTadopbl PopMUPYETCS CUCTEMOM B3aUMOCBSI3aHHBIX 00Pa3-CXEM.
Ucxonnoit BeicTynaet cxema «konteriHep» (CONTAINER), konnentyanusupyto-
1asg HeOecHoe Telo Kak OrpaHMYeHHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO C BO3MOXKHOCTBIO / HEBO3-
MO>KHOCTBIO BHEILIHEro B3auMmojieicTBus. Ha ee ocHOBe BbICTpamBaeTcsi cxema
«uentp—nepudepusi» (CENTER-PERIPHERY), opranusyromias uepapxuyeckue
OTHOILIEHUS MEXIy LEHTPaJbHbIM OOBEKTOM U MNepuEpUITHBIMU SJIEMEHTAMH.
Cxema «cunb» (FORCE) penpesenTupyeT rpaBUTaliiOHHOE BO3/1€HCTBHE — MPU-
TSYKEHUE WIN OTTAJIKUBAHUE 00bEKTOB. JIMHAMMKA JABM)KEHUSI OCMBICIMBACTCS Ye-
pe3 cxemy «ucTouHUK—TIyTh—11elb» (SOURCE-PATH-GOAL), Moaenupyoiryto
TPAEKTOPUIO pa3BUTHSA (IIpeACcKa3yeMyt0 OpOUTY WIIM HENpeACKa3yeMblid MyTh KO-
MmeTbl). Cxema «ukn» (CYCLE) onuchiBaeT MOBTOPSEMOCTh U MEPHOJHMYHOCTh
npoueccoB. B Menuaauckypce FOAP monens akTyalu3upyroT cTepTbie MeTaopu-
4YecKue eUHULbL: orbit, planet, loadstar, lodestar, star u nip.

(18) Khan Satchu, a leading investment banker from Kenya, described BRICS
as «a lodestary for African countries (Daily News, 05.02.2025).

Mertadopa «myreBomnou 38e3a61» (18) npencrasnser BPUKC kak cTpareru-
YECKUI OPUEHTUP IS CTPaH, MILYIIUX aJlbTepHATUBHBIC IyTH pa3BUTUsA. CBA3b C
MOPEXOJICTBOM — TOYHOCTbh HAaBUTAIMM 110 3BE3aM OIpejeisiaa BbDKUBAaHUE KO-
MaH/Ibl U COXPAHHOCTb KOpabisi — mpuaaeT el r1yOOKui CMbICT B IIOCTKOJOHU-
anpHoM obmiectse: st KOAP BPMKC onuuieTBOpsieT HE TOJNBKO MOIUTHKO-IKOHO-
MUYECKUH allbsSHC, HO M HAAEXKAy Ha Oosiee crpaBeIMBbI MUPOBOM MOPSAAOK.
B ornmnune ot metadop BOMHBI, )KUBOTHOTO MUPA, TPl M CLIOPTA TaHHBIN 00pa3
aKLUEHTUPYET «MATKYI0» CUIY 0OBEAMHEHUs, €ro poJib KaK HaIpaBiIsAIOILIEro Opu-
€HTHpa, a HE MHCTPYMEHTa NPUHYKJIEHUS, YTO OCOOEHHO 3HAYMMO Ul CTpaH,
CTpEMAIIUXCA K CyBEPEHHOMY Pa3BUTHUIO B YCIIOBUSAX MHOTOIIOJIIPHOCTH.
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5. O6cyxaeHue pe3ynbTaToB

PesynbTatsl nccnenoBaHus MOKa3bpIBatoOT, uTo A5 Meauanuckypca FOAP mpu
penpesentannu obpaza BPUKC xapakrepHa Hu3Kas cTeneHb MeTahOpPHYHOCTH
(521 metadopa Ha 1000 TekctoB). [laHHast 0COOEHHOCTD, HA HAIII B3TJISIT, 00YCIIOB-
JIeHa KOMILJIEKCOM JIMHTBUCTMYECKUX M 3KCTPAJIMHIBUCTHYECKUX (HAKTOPOB.
Bo-nepBbix, ToMHUHUpOBaHHEM HH()OPMAITMOHHON (DYHKIIH B TEKCTAX, TOCBAIICH-
Hbix BPUKC, cBsizanHo# ¢ nepenaueii (hakToOJIOTHUECKUX TAHHBIX O ACATEIHbHOCTH
00bETMHEHNUS: THULIMATUBAX, CAMMUTAX, TOJUTHYECKUX U SKOHOMUYECKUX aCIeK-
Tax COTPYJHUYECTBA CTpaH-ydacTHUL U Jp. OpueHTanuss Ha OOBEKTUBHOCTD,
cTpemiieHHe 130exaTh HEOJHO3HAYHOCTH TPAKTOBOK M CYObEKTUBHBIX MHTEpIIpe-
Talui CHUXKAeT NOTPeOHOCTh B 00pa3HOM NEepeOCMbICIIEHNU. BO-BTOPBIX, JOMUHHU-
pOBaHUE B AMCKYpPCE IMOJOXKHUTEIbHBIX (PPEHMOB B CTPYKTYpHUPOBAHUU MOBECTKU
THS («IIapTHEPCTBOY, «IOCTHKEHUEY, «HOBALUI») B MEHbILIEH CTENIEHU CTUMYJIHU-
pyeT UCHojib30BaHUE MeTagop B OTIMYME OT KOH(IMKTOTEHHON MpoOjIeMaTuKu
(«comepHUYECTBO ¢ 3anaoM / MeXAY YWieHaMU 00beIUHEHMS» ), B paMKax KOTOPOH
MeTadopa BBICTYIIAET OCHOBHBIM CPEJCTBOM OLICHKH M SMOLMOHAIBHOTO BO3/EH-
CTBHU Ha ayIUTOPUIO. B-TpeThHX, KIIFOUEBOM XapaKTEPUCTUKON BHEIIHEN U BHYT-
penneit nmonutuku FOAP sBnsieTcst Tak Ha3bIBaeMblil «a)pUKAHCKUN PEHECCAHC,
0003HaYaIOIKN AHTUKOJIOHUATBHYIO UI€0JIOTHI0, SKOHOMUYECKYIO U COLTUAIbHYIO
TpaHc(hopMalHIo, BO3POXKICHUE KYJIbTYPbl U HJIeHTHYHOCTH. [Ipndyem BHyTpuIIO-
JUTUYECKHE U COLIMATIbHO-3KOHOMMYECKHE MPOOJIEMbI 3aHUMAIOT JOMUHUPYIOLIEE
MIOJIOKEHHUE B MEUAIUCKYPCE CTPAHBL, UTO OTYACTU OOBACHSAET MEHBIINN UHTEPEC
K BHEIIHEMOJIUTHYeCKOW TeMaTuke. CylIeCTBEHHYIO pOJib UTPAET U BHELIHEIOJH-
Tryeckuil KoutekcT FOAP, onpenensemMblii NOIUTUKOW HEUTPAIUTETa U MHOTOBEK-
TOPHOCTH, B paMKax KOTOPOH MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh M UYJIEHCTBO IOCYyIapcTBa
B bPUKC.

HecmoTps Ha 0TMEUEHHYIO HU3KYIO METaQOpPUUECKYIO IUIOTHOCTh JAUCKYpCa,
cucrema meragop co chepoii-mumeHbro «bPUKCy HacuuThIBaeT cBbIIIE AECATH
MOJIeIeH, YTO CBHJAETEIbCTBYET O Pa3sHOOOpa3uu cep-uCTOUYHUKOB, 3a/1€HUCTBO-
BaHHBIX B KOHIIENITyaJau3alMu 00pa3oB 00beIUHEHUS U cTpaH-yyacTHUL. KoHien-
TyaJIbHOE SJIp0 MeTaQOpHUUECKON penpe3eHTAllMd COCTaBISAIOT MPOAYKTHBHbIE
MeTadopuyeckre MOJENIN IMyTH, MEXaHW3Ma, CTPOUTENbCTBA, CEMbU, WUIPHl U
CIOpTa, €IMHUIBI KOTOPHIX HE TOJIbKO SBIIAIOTCS HanOoJiee YaCTOTHBIMU, CIIOCO0-
HBIMH K pa3BEPTHIBAHUIO B TEKCTE, HO U CIIy’KaT OCHOBOM JUIsl TEHEPALIUN UHANBU-
NyaJbHO-aBTOPCKUX 00pa3oB, Pa3BUBAIOLIUX, JOMOJHSIOUIMX M YTOUYHSIOLIUX
cdepy-UCTOYHUK. MeHee 4acTOTHBIE MOAEIH (OpraHu3M, JIOM, KUBOTHBIA MHP,
BOIfHa, HEOECHOE TeN0) MpeICTaBiIeHbl JUOO MPSMBIMH HOMHHALUAMU COEpPHI-
UCTOYHHUKA, INOO CTEPTHIMU, KOHBEHI[MOHAIILHBIMU MeTa(dopaMH, 4TO yKa3bIBAET
Ha UX nepudepuiHblii cratyc B cucreMe MeTadopudecKux Mojesel U JTOMUHUPO-
BaHUE HOMUHATUBHOW (PYHKIIUH C OJHOBPEMEHHOM MUHUMU3AIMEN SKCIIPECCUBHO-
OLICHOYHOM (PYHKIIMH U JTUHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHUECKON CIeLU(PUKY.

YacTOTHOCTh OJHOTUIHBIX OOpa3-CXeM, JeKalluX B OCHOBe MeTadop,
penpesentupytonux obpaz3 BPUKC, cBsizana ¢ ux crmocoOHOCTBIO OTpaxkaTh
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(byHIaMeHTalbHbIE XapaKTEPUCTHKH MEXIyHapOJHOrOo OOBEIMHEHMS: OJHOBpE-
MEHHO€ €JMHCTBO M1 MHOTOYPOBHEBYIO HEPAPXUIO yUacTHs, (PyHKIIMOHAIBHOE pac-
IIpeIeJICHUE POJIEH, MHTErPaLii0 U aBBTOHOMHIO, YTO COOTBETCTBYET CJIOKHOM NpH-
POJle MEXIOCyAapCTBEHHOIO UHCTUTYTa («KOHTEHHEDP», «4acCTh—IIeNI0e», «UEHTP—
nepudepus»), B3aUMO3aBUCUMOCTh YYaCTHUKOB MOJMTUKH, HAIPaBICHHON Ha
o0ecrnieyeHre B3aMOBBITOJIHOTO COTPYAHUYECTBA («CBSA3bY»), IPUBIIEKATEILHOCTD
U TOTEHIMAJbHYIO LEHHOCTh OJOKa [y 3HAYUTENbHONW 4YacTH TOCYJapcTB
I'mo6anpHOro IOra, ero BiusHue: OT «MATKOMN» CHUJIBI 10 aKTUBHOTO MPEOI0TICHUS
BHEIIIHETr0 POTHUBOIECHCTBHS («CHUJIa»), CTPEMIIEHHE K PABHOBECHIO MEXy I'€0IO-
JUTHYECKIMH HMHTEPECaMH YYaCTHUKOB W BO3JICHCTBHEM BHEUIHHX BBI30BOB
(«bamaHcy) U1 TOCTHKEHUS OOIIUX 1eNel («MCTOUYHUK—ITYTh—IIeNbY ).

Pe3ynbrarel aHanu3a cucteMbl MeTadop U 0COOEHHOCTEN UX (PyHKIIMOHUPO-
BaHus B auckypce o bBPUKC no3BoisioT roBopuTh 0 HAJIMYMU JIByX TUIIOB METa-
¢dopuueckux moneneil. Kpurepuit nuddepennmanyy 3TUX TUIIOB KOPEHUTCS B CTe-
NEHU UX KyJbTypHOH creuudpudnoctu. Metaopsl chep-UCTOUHUKOB «IIyThY,
«MEXaHU3M», «CTPOUTEILCTBOY, «BOIHA» U «HEOECHOE TeN0» 001aJal0T MEHbIIEH
KyJIbTYpHOH MapKHpOBaHHOCTHbIO. B OCHOBE paccMaTpuBaeMbIX MOJENEH JICKUT
MPUHIUTT husuueckoco Oeticmaus: ABUKEHUE K 1ENU («IyTh»), B3aUMOJICHCTBHE
yacTell B cUCTEME («MEeXaHU3M»), IPUMEHEHHE CHIIBI Ui CO3UJAHUS WIN paspy-
1IeHUs! («CTPOUTETBCTBOY, «BOMHAY), rpaBUTanus («HebecHoe Tenoy). Metadopu-
YeCKHe MOJENIM CEeMbU, UIPhl U CIIOPTa, OPraHU3Ma, OMa, >KUBOTHOTO MHUpA,
HaIPOTHB, MPOSBISAIOT OOJIBIITYIO JIMHTBOKYILTYpHYIO crieninduky. [TokazaTensHo,
YTO B OCHOBE 3TUX MeTadop JEeKAT OuoiocuyecKkue u COYUdIbHble apxemunsl; ¢ X
MTOMOLUIBIO OCYIIECTBIISETCS IEPEHOC CTEPEOTUIUZNPOBAHHOTO 3HAHUS O COLIUATIb-
HBIX pOJISIX, MOJENAX B3aUMOACWUCTBUS WM TOBEACHYECKMX CIEHApHUAX U3
KOHKPETHOU c(ephl-UCTOYHMKA Ha a0CTpakTHYIO cepy-munieHsb. besycnoBHo,
TAaKO€ pPa3rpaHUUYE€HUE BO MHOI'OM SIBJISICTCSI METOAOJIOIMYECKOM abcTpakiuen
U HE JIMIIEHO ONPEJEICHHOMN JOIN JUCKYCCUOHHOCTH, TOCKOJBKY B 3aBUCHUMOCTH
OT COLMATBHO-UCTOPHUUYECKOTO U JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTOB KaXKIas MeTa-
¢dopa MOKET MPUPACTATH KyJIbTYPHBIMH U COLMAIBHBIMU aCCOIHALIUSMHU.

6. 3aKnoueHue

B roxHOadpukanckoMm auckypce metadopsl, monenupyrommue oopaz BPUKC,
OJTHOBPEMEHHO CIy’KaT CPEICTBOM PENpPE3CHTALUU MPHUHIIUIIOB MHOTOIMOSIPHO-
CTHU: COTPYAHHUYECCTBA, PABHOIIPABHOI'0 Y4YacCTHs, B3aMMO3aBHCHUMOCTH, O6HII/IX
CTpaTEermuecKux OPUEHTUPOB. MeTaopsl «IyTH» U «CTPOUTEIHCTBA» AKIECHTH-
PYIOT NOCTYNATCIIbHOC ABUKCHHUEC K CHPAaBCIJIMBOMY MHPOIIOPAAKY WM IIOITAITHOC
BO3BEJICHUE APXUTEKTYPbI HOBOT'O MHUpPa; MeTahopa «CEMbU» TPAHCIUPYET CMBICIIBI
oOuiei cyabObl ¥ B3aMMOIIOMOLIH; «UTPhI U CIIOPTa» — CIPABEATIUBON KOHKYPEH-
[IMU U CTPATErHUeCKOro MapTHEPCTBA; OPraHU3Ma» — B3aUMOCBSI3H U B3aUMO3a-
BHUCUMOCTH;, «JIOMa» — CYBEPEHHUTETa M 0€30IacHOCTH; «HEOeCHOTro Tema» —
MIPUTSDKEHUST HE3aBUCUMBIX LIEHTPOB CHIIbl. [lokazaTenbHO, 4TO HECMOTpsI HA U3HA-
YaJlbHO KOH(IMKTOT€HHbIH NOTEeHIuan MeTradop BOWHBI U KUBOTHOI'O MHpa

962



Solopova Olga A., Koshkarova Natalia N. 2025. Russian Journal of Linguistics 29 (4). 944-968

B I0)KHOA(PUKAHCKOM MEIMAJAUCKypCe OHU HECYT MEHee HeraTUBHbIE OTTEHKH, OT-
paxast opuentanuio bBPUKC Ha coznanue anbTepHAaTUBHBIX MOJENEH MEXIyHa-
POJHOTO COTpyAHMYECTBA: MeTadopa «BOWHBI»Y IMOAYEPKHUBAET CTPATErMUYECKOE
IIPOTUBOACHUCTBUE CYIIECTBYIOLIEH MOJENIN II100aIbHOIO YIIPaBIeHUs, MeTadopa
(GKUBOTHOTO MHPa» — HEOOXOJUMOCTb KOOIEpaIH B YCJIOBUSIX BHYTPEHHUX U
BHEIIIHHUX BBI30BOB.

JIuHrBOKY/IbTYpHas crneuuduka roxHoappukaHckoro auckypca o BPUKC
00yCIIOBJIEHa CHHTE30M HECKOJIBKUX (PaKTOPOB: HCTOPUUECKUM OIBITOM KOJIOHHA-
JIU3Ma U anaprenia, COBpEMEHHON BHEIIHEIIOIUTUYECKON TOKTPUHON HEUTpaU-
T€Ta U MHOTOBEKTOPHOCTH, YHUKAJIbHBIM KYJbTYPHBIM HacjaeAUEM. DTOT CHUHTE3
CIOCOOCTBYET NMEPEOPUCHTALIUH JUCKYPCUBHBIX CMBICTIOB C KOHPPOHTALIMH U CHU-
JIOBOTO IOMUHHPOBAHUS Ha LICHHOCTU PABHOIPABHSI, CyBEPEHUTETA, CIIPABEIJINBO-
CTU U COTPYIHHUYECTBA, YTO MTO3BOJISAET IPOABUIATh UICI0 MHOTOIOJISIPHOTO MUPa
HE 4epe3 OTPHULIAHUE CYIIECTBYIOIEH CUCTEMBI, a 4Yepe3 NPEUI0KCHUE albTepHa-
TUBHOM MOJEIIA, OCHOBAHHOW Ha IIPUHLHUIIAX OTKPBITOCTH, PABHOIPABHOIO
Y4acTHs ¥ y4eTa UHTEPECOB BCEX CTOPOH. [IepCreKTUBEI TaapHEUIINX UCCIIEI0BA-
HUHM BUJATCS B CPAaBHUTEIILHOM aHaJIM3€ MeauaaucKypcos apyrux crpad bPUKC
C LIETIbIO BBISBIIEHUSI YHUBEPCAIBHBIX U KyJIbTYPHO-CHEIU(PUUECKIX MEXaHU3MOB
KOHCTPYUPOBaHUs 00pa3a 00beMHEHUS.
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VY aBTOpOB peneH3upyeMoil MOHOrpaduu ecTh oOlHMe MyOJuKaluu B BUIE
crareir (CokonoBa, 3axapkuB 2021, Cokonosa, 3axapkuB 2022), HO COBMECTHOE
IIPEJCTaBUTEIILCTBO B 00bEMHOM HayUYHOM HU3JIaHUH 00€CIICUNII0 CHHEPTUIO MBICIIU
gyepe3 CUCTEMY B3aMMOIOINOIHEHUH, PaCIIUPSIONUX COJEPKATEIbHBIN YPOBEHB
paccMaTpuBaeMbIX MpoOiIeM yepe3 MOJKIYEHHE HOBOTO 3MIIMPUYECKOr0 MaTe-
puiia ¥ BBEJIEHNE HOBBIX aJITOPUTMOB €T0 MHTEPIPETAINH Ha (pOHE 00IIeH KOHIIET-
M.

HpaFMaTI/IKa " IIO3THKA — B 3TOM COYE€TAaHMH COKO3 «H)» BBIIIOJIHACT KOI'HU-
TUBHYIO (YHKLHIO M OKa3bIBAaeTCSd MHCTPYMEHTOM MBIIIJICHUS JUIsL ONMUCAHUS
MHO>KECTBA CBS3EH MCXKIAY HpaFMaTHKOfI, KOTOpasa M3ydacT A3bIK KaK CpEACTBO
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KOMMYHHUKaTUBHOW JEATEIBHOCTH (PEUEBBIE aKThl, TAKTUKH BO3/IEHCTBUS Ha aJpe-
caTa U MoJ.), U TO3TUKOM, KOTOpasi pacCMaTPHUBAET S3bIK KaK TBOPUYECTBO (CHUCTEMA
LIEHHOCTHO-3TUYECKUX NIPUEMOB CMBICIIONIOPOKIACHUS). 3a1auy U3yUEHHUs II0ITH-
YEeCKOM MparMaTHKU aBTOPBI CBS3BIBAIOT C HOBBIMU MEAMA U ONPEIEINISIOT CIEeIH-
¢uxy ynorpebieHus mparMaTHYecKuX MapKepoB B MO33UHU HA (poHE peueBoil KOH-
BeHuuu (c. 13—14). IlpumeHeHne KOMMYHHUKATUBHO-JAUCKYPCUBHOTO MOAXO0Aa K
OCMBICJICHHUIO SI3bIKOBOI'O MaTepuaja HOBEHIIEH pyCCKOM, UTAIbIHCKON U aHIJIMMN-
ckoil moa3uu (1990-2000-¢ rr.) onpeaensieT HOBU3HY U aKTyaJbHOCTb MPOBEICH-
HOTO ucciefoBanus. B urore Mmonorpadus cBsA3bIBaeT Tpy 0071aCTH JIMHTBUCTHKU:
JIMHTBOIIO3TUKY, JIMHTBOIIPArMaTUKy U TEOPHUIO JUCKypca ¢ aKLEHTOM Ha 0COOEH-
HOCTSIX MO3THYECKOi mparmMaTuku (cM. [IpenucnoBue). 3asBieHHas KOHLEMLUSA
MPOLLIAa CMBICIO-COJIEP/KATENbHYI0 U SMIIMPUUECKYIO TIPOBEPKY B 4-X paszzenax
u 17 rnaBax, B KOTOpbI€ BKIIOUEHO MHOKECTBO naparpados. IIpeacraBum conep-
*KaHue MOHorpaduu B popmaTe caMMapHu — OINKCAHUS KJIIOUEBBIX UIEH, HAy4yHO
JIOKa3aHHBIX (PAKTOB M aBTOPCKUX 000OIICHUH.

B nepBom paznene — «Iloatnueckuii quckypc B uudpoBoM HHTEpdEice» —
TpH 1aBbl: «IloaTHUECKnii AMCKYPC U TO3TUYECKAs IparMaThKay, «HoBbie TexHO-
JIOTUU Y IPparMaTUYECKHE TEXHUKU B COBpEMEHHOW moa3um», «MHTepdeiics Ho-
BEHIIEH MO33UU: CMEHa KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOI'O X0a U MHO>KECTBEHHAs aipecaLius».
PacummgpoBka 3HaKOB CBSI3M MParMaTHUKU U MOTUKU MPOUCXOAUT C MOCTOSHHBIM
oOpamienueM k Tpyaam P. Slko6coHa (comocTaBiieHHE rpaMMaTH4ecKoi (Gpopmbl
cyOBeKTa ¢ MparMaTu4ecKUMHU OTHOIIEHUSMHU U CO CTPYKTYPON KOMMYHHUKAIUHU B
paMKax TEOpPHH SI3BIKOBBIX (DYHKIIMI), K KOHIIETILUH «A3bIKOBBIX Urp» JI. Butren-
mTeHa (S3bIK Kak JMHAMMYECKas U COIMAbHO OOYCJIOBJIEHHAs MPAKTHKA),
K aHaJu3y crenu(pUKyd BHyTpeHHEH peun B nostudyeckux tekctax M.M. KosryHo-
BOH (KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHas CTPYKTYpa OITUUYECKON peYd U KOMMYHUKATHUBHAS TIO3H-
LU TOBOPAIIEro), K «Bceobmelt antponosorun» 10.C. CtenanoBa (4enoBek —
aBTOp COOBITUI U TBOPELl TEKCTOB) U K PSAY APYTUX KIACCUUYECKHUX padOT U 3HAKO-
BbIX IepcoHanuil. Mccnenosareny, ¢ 0IHON CTOPOHBI, TOATBEPKAAIOT BAKHOCTD
[IPEEMCTBEHHOCTH B Pa3BUTHH HAyYHOT'0 3HAHUS, C APYTOi — B IMOJIHON Mepe OIu-
paroTcs Ha COOCTBEHHbIE KOTHUTUBHBIE PECYPCHI, PeaIn3ys IPU 3TOM TE3UC O TOM,
470 «B KOHTEKCcTE N3yueHus: HOITUYECKOro JUCKYpca 0COOEHHO 3HAYMMO BbIBEJIE-
HUE Ha NEPBBIMA IUIAaH pOJIM MHTEPIPETaTOpa — HApaBHE C TEM, KTO CO3JAET
auckype» (c. 18).

B onpenenenune no3Tnyeckoro AMCKypca Kak COBOKYIHOCTH IOITHYECKHX Bbl-
CKa3bIBaHUH (TEKCTOB) aBTOPHI BKJIIOUMIM CYIIECTBEHHbIE JIJIsl TOCIEAYIOIUX AeH-
CTBUHM IPU3HAKU: IPOSBICHHOCTh CHUCTEMBbl OTHOIIEHUN MEXKIY 3JEMEHTaMH B
YCJIOBHUSIX HETMHEWHON KOMIIO3UIIMOHHOM CTPYKTYpBbI; BIUSHUE HA CMBICIO00pa30-
BaHUe BbIOOpa U PACIIONIOKEHHs CJIOB; (HOPMUpPOBAHHE AHOMAJIBHBIX ITApaAUrMaTU-
YECKHUX, CHHTAarMaTHYECKUX M CEMaHTHYECKUX oTHomeHu# (c. 31). DTor HabOp
IIPU3HAKOB B MOJIHOW Mepe MposBIseTcs B IM(PPOBBIX MEHa, U BO BCEX pasjesax
MOHOIrpauu €T MHOTOACIIEKTHOE MOATBEPKIEHUE TOT0, UTO HU(POBLIE Meara
U3MEHWIN Kak cdepy s3blka M KOMMYHMKALIMM, TaK M CIEKTp CHOCOOOB
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BOCHIpUATHA MH(POpPMaLU. MHOTOUYNCIEHHBIMU MIPUMEPAMU M3 MO33UU 00OCHO-
BaHO, YTO KJIacCHUYecKasi KOMMYHHUKATUBHASI JUXOTOMHUS «yCTHOE — MUCbMEHHOE)
pacmpuiack  4epe3  JAONOJIHEHHWE  (OopMaMHM  HUHTEPHET-KOMMYHUKAIUH,
pacrpoCcTpaHeHHBIMU B MU(PPOBBIX HHTEp(ecax: B COMHAIBHBIX CETAX, OJ0rax,
MECCEHKEpaxX U MPUIIOKEHUAX, U ITO OTKPBIBAET IEPCIEKTUBBI Ul B3aUMOJEH-
CTBUS «OOJBIINX» U «MAaJIbIX» JAHHBIX, CYOBEKTHO- U TEXHOJIOTUYECKU-OPUECHTH-
POBAHHOTO MOJIXO00B (C. 34).

B3aumopeiicTBue 00bIIEHHOTO S3bIKa U TIOATHYECKOI0 JUCKypca BEAET K pac-
HIMPEHUIO cepbl yIOTPeOICHHUS Pa3rOBOPHOM JIEKCUKH U KOHCTPYKIMNA pa3roBop-
HOro cuHTakcuca. OueBUIHBIM IOCTOMHCTBOM HCCII€AOBAHUS SIBJIIETCS ONUCAHHE
[IparMaTU4eCKMX MapKepOB, KOTOPbIE HHTETPUPYIOTCS B IOATUYECKUN A3BIK, ITOA-
BEPraroTcs TpaHCPopMaIii, METas3bIKOBOMY OCMBICIICHHUIO U CTAHOBSITCS 4aCThIO
CTpaTeruil Mo3TUYECKOM cyOBbeKTUBALMU U afpecannu. Ha3BaHbl M IPUMEHEHBI Ha
MIPaKTUKE pEJEBAaHTHbIE MJI HCCIEIOBaHUS MEIUANOHITUSA: «UHTepdency,
«MYJIBTUMOJAIIBHOCTBY, «MYJIbTUMEANAIBHOCTBY, «TpaHcKoaupoBanuey. Ocoboe
BHHUMaHUE YEJIEHO OMHMCAaHUIO TPAHCKOAUPOBAHUS — MEPEKOJUPOBKE hopMaTa 13
aHaJoroBoro B LU(pPOBOM miaM HaoO60poT. OTMEUEHO, YTO TPAHCKOAWPOBAHHE
B [1033UHM MOXET COMPOBOKIATHCS U3MEHEHUEM (POPMBI, COAEPKAaHUS U1 KOMMYHHU-
KaTUBHBIX MapaMeTpoB coobieHus. « Takas nepexoaupoBka popmaTa pacrnpocrpa-
HSETCS Y Ha YYaCTHHKOB KOMMYHHUKAIUH (I10JIb30BaTelei), criocoOCTBYs MOBBI-
LICHHOM MHTEPAaKTUBHOCTH B YCJIOBUSAX BO3MOYKHOCTH B3aUMOJEHCTBUS C UHTEp-
(elicoMm, 4TO 3aJ0KEHO B CaMOW JUHAMHYHON NPHUPOAE 3TOro MPOCTPAHCTBA,
JIOIYCKAIOIEr0 HaBUTALUIO, 100aBJIEHUE U KOPPEKTUPOBKY HHpopMmarmm» (c. 37).

Memnstorcss popmbl BbIpa)K€HUSI NMPArMaTUYeCKUX YCTAaHOBOK COBPEMEHHOM
MI033MHU KaK Ha ypOBHE «(hakTopa aapecaHTtay (WIIOKYTUBHBIE IJIarojbl, COrJIaco-
BaHHbIE C HUMHU PEUYEBHIE AKThI, MEPCOHAIbHBIN JEUKCHC, UHTEPIEPCOHAbHBIE
JMCKYPCHUBHBIE MapKephl U OKa3aTeId MOAAIBLHOCTH), TaK U Ha ypOBHE «(pakropa
aapecata» (pacmupenue Gopm ydactus yepes3 npsiMble U KOCBEHHBIE peakLuu aj-
pecaHTa, KOTOpble MO3BOJISIOT ONUCATh MEPIOKYTHBHBIN 3 (EKT, OKa3bIBaeMBbIi
MO3TUYECKUM BbIcKa3biBaHueEM). [logpoOHO paccMaTpuBaeTcss KOMMYHUKATUBHBIH
(hakTop KaHaJIa/KOHTAKTa, KOTOPBI OCHOBAH Ha (haTU4ecKoi (yHKIIUU — MIPUBET-
CTBUS, MPOILAHUSA, MEXKIOMETHSI, MapKephl 3allOJIHEHUS Tay3 U Jp.; KOMMYHHKa-
TUBHBIN (DaKTOp KOAa, KOTOPBIA OCHOBAH HA METAas3bIKOBOM (DYHKIIMU; KOMMYHHU-
KAaTUBHBIN ()aKTOp KOHTEKCTa, KOTOPbIH OCHOBAH Ha PEePEPEeHTUBHON (PYHKIUU
U BBIPAXKAETCs C IOMOLIbI0 KOHTEKCTYaJIbHBIX JUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKepoB — IIPO-
CTPaHCTBEHHBIX U BpEMEHHBIX AeHKTHKaX (c. 39—53). BaxHo, 4TO Bce Ha3BaHHbIE
XapaKTEPUCTUKU WILTIOCTPUPYIOTCS IPUMEPaMU KaK U3 PyCCKOM, TaK U U3 UTAJIbSIH-
CKOIl COBPEMEHHOI MO033MM, YTO MOJYEPKHUBAECT YHUBEPCAJIBHOCTH psiia HOBBIX
IIOKa3aTesied B MEAUaTEXHOJOTNYECKOM ITIOATUYECKOM IUCKYPCE.

Bo BrOpom paznene — «lIparmatuueckue mapaMeTpbl U MEIUATEXHOJIOTHHU
B HOBEWILEH PYCCKOW, UTAIBSIHCKOM M aMEPUKAHCKOM IO33UMW» — TPHU TJIABbL:
«IlonumopanbHble HCCIeI0BaHUS IOATHUECKOT0 IUCKYpCa: BU3yallbHOE, Ay IUalb-
HO€ M CHUHTETHYECKOE TPAaHCKOAUPOBaHHE», «MexaHU3M TpaHCKOIWPOBAHHUSA:
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(GYHKIMU MparMaTHYecKuX MapKepoB U JIEHKTUYECKUX CIABUIOB B aMEPUKAHCKOM
Y UTAJIbSTHCKOM M033un», «lIparmatnyeckre CIBUTH B HOBEWILIEH O33UH: PYCCKO-
amepukaHckue napaienn». IIpogomkaercs NOATBEPKICHUE PEIEBAaHTHOCTU
TEPMHUHA «TPAHCKOJIUPOBAHUEY, U B COOTBETCTBHHU C CYIECTBYIOIIEH ICTETUKO-CE-
MHUOTHYECKOH TUIOJIOTUEN BUOB UCKYCCTBA BBIIEISAIOTCS BU3YyaJlbHbIN, ay1Aallb-
HBIM W ayJuanbHO-BU3YalbHbIN, UM CUHTETUYECKUH, TUIIBl TPAHCKOAUPOBAHMS
(c. 72—73). Bce Ha3BaHHbIE IPAKTUKHM WUTIOCTPATUBHO NOATBEpkIeHbI. [IpoBeneH
Pa3HOCTOPOHHHN AHAJIN3 MOJMMOJAIBHOW BUIEOIMOIMBI COBPEMEHHOTO UTaJIbsH-
ckoro mo3ta Butropuo B. I3o;ut0 u3 rpynmsl PoetyQwerty «’A Via Crucis»
(«borocnyxenue Kpectnoro mytu» uinu «KpecTHblil yTh»), B KOTOPOIl BU3yaib-
HBIM M ayMalbHbI MOAYCHI HAKJIAIBIBAKOTCS APYT HAa ApYyTra: BU3yalbHbIM MOIYC
BKJIIOUAET HEBepOaJbHBIE MeNNa, ayJAHaJbHbIi MOJYC CO3/1aeT 3BYYallUid TEKCT,
a Bc& BMecTe (POPMUPYET I0JIe CHHTETUYECKOTO MOJIMMOJAIBHOTO 3KCIIEPUMEHTA
(c. 74-80).

Ha npumepe KOHCTpYKLMU MO3MBI aMEpUKAaHCKOro Mo3ta YorreHa «Notzeit
(Aft er Hannah Hoch)» nmokazano, kak nudpooi nuatepdeiic Bnuser Ha TpaHchop-
MAIMIO CTPaTeruy CyObEKTUBALIMY, KaK POUCXOAUT yTpaTa IpaHULl MEXIy aBTO-
KOMMYHHKAIMel U MaccoBOM KOMMYHHUKAIMEW, MEPCOHAIbHBIM U IyOIMYHBIM
JMCKYPCOM, KaK IMPOUCXOAUT MEHa MO3ULUHI CyOBhEeKTa U ajipecata U Kakue JIehK-
TUYECKHUE CIIBUTU OPTaHU3YIOT TAKOTO poja AMHAMUKY (c. 82—88).

Pyccko-amepukaHckHue TUIIOJIOIMYECKHE Mapajuled PacCMOTPEHbl Ha MaTe-
puane no33uu ['enHagus Airm m Maiikna [lanmepa, Apkanus paroMoineHko
u bapperra Yorrena, Huka Ckanauaka u Paiiuen [drollneccu. [loarBepxaena o0b-
€IMHSIOIIas TO3TOB YCTAHOBKA HAa TAKOE KOHCTPYHUPOBAaHUE CYObEKTa U KOMMYHH-
KAaTUBHOM CUTYallUHU, TP KOTOPOM Ha MEPBBIH IIaH BBIXOAUT CABUT B OTHOILIEHUAX
M€Ky BHyTPEHHHM U BHEIIHUM, PEAIN3YEMBbIN 3a CUET B3aUMOJECHCTBHUS C pasro-
BOPHOM pEYbI0 U OTCBUIOK K HETEKCTOBOW peanbHOCTH. IIpu 3TOM KpaiiHe uHTe-
PECHO COIOCTABJIEHUE PA3IUNYHBIX TOITUYECKUX MPAKTUK B OOIIEH 30HE SI3bIKOBBIX
U KyJIbTYpPHBIX TPaHC(EepOoB. DBPUCTUUHO OMUCAHNUE PYCCKO-aMEPUKAHCKUX Mapal-
Jiesiell B OpraHu3aiiy MO3TUYECKOTO BBICKA3bIBAaHUS C 000OIIAIOIIMMHU OIEHKAMHU
B3aUMOJICHCTBHS, BKJIIOUEHHBIMM B Ha3BaHue mnaparpadoB: «l. Aiirm —
M. ITanmep. OnpeneneHHoCcTh pedepeHnanbHON NepcnekTuBb; «A. Jlparomo-
menko — b. Yorren. Crpareruu cyObekTHoro aucraHiuponanusy; «H. Ckan-
nuaka — P. [{rollneccu. [Ipaktuku BapuatuBHOCTI» (€. 95-116).

B tpetbem pasnene — «/IucKypcuBHbBIE MAPKEPHI B HOBEHIIIEH PYCCKOU U aMe-
PUKaHCKOM M033UM» — 1IecTh raaB: «OCHOBHBIE MOAXO/bI K U3yUEHUIO JUCKYp-
CUBHBIX MapKepoB», « DyHKIIMOHMPOBAaHUE JUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKEPOB B HOBEMILIEH
M033UM: CHelH(HUKa, TUIOJOTHS, alTOPUTM aHanu3a», « DyHKIIMOHAIbHO-CEMaH-
TUYECKHE I'PYMIIbl TUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKepoB», «Ponb nokazateneil cyObeKTUBHON
MOJAJILHOCTU (OeccnopHo, 603M0dHCHO, 6eposimHo)», «KOHTEeKCTyanbHasi peceMaH-
TU3alMs JUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKepoB B HOBeHIIeH no33un», «CeMaHTUKa IPOTUBU-
TEJIBHOCTU M IparMaTUKa IPOTHUBOIIOCTABICHUS B HOBEHIIEH PYCCKO- M aAHIJIO-
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SI3BIYHON T033uM». [laH mupokuii 0030p CyIIEeCTBYIOMIMX MOIX00B K OMpesele-
HUIO TIOHATHS «IUCKYPCUBHBIE MapKEPhD» U OMUCAHUIO UX KOMMYHUKATHBHBIX U
METas3bIKOBBIX (DYHKIMI; 0003HaueHa CHOCOOHOCTh 3TOM TPYHINBI SA3BIKOBBIX
€IMHUI] CTPYKTYPUPOBATh IUCKYPC U yU4aCTBOBATh B OpPraHM3alluy HHTEpakuid. Ha
(oHE MHOTOYHUCIICHHBIX OTCBUIOK K MHEHMSAM M paboTaM 3apyOexkHbIX U OTeue-
CTBEHHBIX HCCJIEIOBATENICH aBTOPBI MOHOTpa(pHH ONPENEISIOT CBOU TpeepEHITUH
B OIMCAHUU TUCKYPCHBHBIX CJIOB C MPOEKLHUEH Ha OCOOEHHOCTH COBPEMEHHOIO
MOATHYECKOTO AUCKYpPCa C YIETOM KaK TII00aIbHOM, TaK M JIOKATBHOMN KOTepEeHTHO-
cTu coobmeHus. I'mobanpHas KOrepeHTHOCTh OOYCIIOBJIEHA KOHIENTYaJbHO-
CTHJIMCTUYCCKHM HAIpPaBICHUEM WM OCOOCHHOCTSIMH aBTOPCKOTO HIMOCTHIISA,
a JIOKaJIbHasi — MPOSBIISAET TEHICHIMIO K OTKIIOHEHHUIO OT peueBOi KOHBEHIIUY Ye-
pe3 HapylIeHHe JOTMYEeCKUX U rpaMMaTHYecKux cBsizelt (c. 124-125).

[Ipennaraercs pabouee onpeaenaeHne TUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKepOB: CIIOBa, CIIO-
BOCOYETAaHHUS M YCTOWYHMBBIE KOHCTPYKIHMH, YYAaCTBYIOIIHME B IMParMaTudecKon
U CTPYKTYpPHOM OpraHu3alluy BHICKA3bIBaHUs, 00JIaAal0I1e HHTEPAaKTUBHON U Me-
TaTEKCTOBOW (QyHKIMAMU. W 1anee: 3TH eAMHUIBI HECYT WILIOKYTHBHYIO Harpy3Ky
(BBIp2XKalOT KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOE HaMEpEHHE TOBOPSIIEro), HalpaBIEHHYIO Ha
(dbopMHpOBaHKWE TPArMaTUYECKOH ITO3UIIUM TOBOPSIIETO, KOTOPBIA BBICTYIACT
HE TOJIBKO B POJIM CYOBEKTa, HO U B POJIM a/ipecaTta BbICKa3bIBaHUs (aBTOKOMMYHHU-
Kanusi, aBTOpedepeHnus); AUCKYPCUBHBIE MapKephl CTPYKTYpUPYIOT pa3BHTHE
JHMCKypca B IIPoLecce KOMMYHHUKAIMK B €CTECTBEHHOM JAUCKYPCE M aBTOKOMMYHU-
KAl — B TTO3THYECKOM Juckypcee (c. 136).

[TpuBnekaer BHUMaHUE pa3pabOTaHHbBII aBTOpaMH MOHOTpadUu MOIIArOBBIN
aHaJN3 TUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKEPOB B 110931H. CyIIeCTBEHHBIE XapaKTEPUCTUKH TOTO
WIA MHOTO JUCKYPCHBHOTO CJIOBA IpEJCTaBlIeHbl uepe3: 1) TucTpuOyTUBHBIA U
CTaTUCTHYECKUI aHaJIN3 KOPITYCHBIX JaHHBIX; 2) JTEKCUKOTpa(uIecKoe OMHCaHue
JTUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKepoB, cojepxaiiee oouiee (QyHKIHMOHAIBHOE 3HAYEHHUE,
COXpaHSIOIIeecss BO BCEX KOHTEKCTaxX; 3) OTOOp MPUMEPOB KOHBEHIIMOHAIBHOTO
ynotpebnenus; 4) otéop npumepoB (YHKIMOHUPOBAHUS B MOITHUECKOM JAMC-
Kypce; 5) 000011eHHOe TONKOBaHHE (YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS JUCKYPCUBHBIX MapKe-
poB B mo33uu. [IpemnokeHHOE KOMIUIEKCHOE «IIOPTPETUPOBAHME» OOIbLION
TPYIIIBI TUCKYPCUBHBIX CJIOB MOKHO OTHECTH K KOTHUTUBHOM JIEKCUKOTpaduu, st
KOTOPOH XapakTepHbl (YHKIIMOHAIbHO-KOTHUTUBHAS KBaNU(UKALUSA S3BIKOBBIX
eIMHUI, HAJHMYUEe KOHIENTYAIbHBIX PENpEe3eHTAINil, KOHTEKCTyalbHasl 3aBHCH-
MOCTb — IIPU3HAKH, IOJIHOLIEHHOE OIMCAHUE KOTOPBIX MPeIoIaraeT NpuMeHeHne
WHCTPYMEHTApHs KOPITYCHOTO aHaJIH3a.

3aciayKMBalOT BBICOKOHW OIIEHKM THIIOJIOTUS JTUCKYPCHBHBIX MAapKepoB
B COBPEMEHHOM TTOATHYECKOM JTMCKYPCE: METAaTEKCTOBBIE JUCKYPCHBHBIE MapKephl
(OTHOCSTCS K BHYTPUTEKCTOBOM pedepeHIINH, B TIOA3UH SIBIISIOTCS KOMIIOHEHTAMH
HEJIMHEHHON OpraHu3alMy TEKCTa); KOHTEKCTyalbHbIE JUCKYPCHUBHBIE MapKephl
(obecreunBaloOT CBSI3b C BHETEKCTOBOM PEajbHOCTHIO); MHTEPIEPCOHAIBHBIE JUC-
KYpCHUBHBIE MapKephl (BBIPAXKAIOT IMOATBEPXKACHUE W BO3PAXKCHUE, CITyKaT IS
NIPUBJICUEHUS] BHUMAHUsI, BEIPAXKAIOT 3MOIMHU ToBopsiiiero). C yueTom crenupuku
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Ha3BaHHBIX (YHKIMOHAJIBHO-CEMAHTHUECKUX TPyNI ObUIM ONMMCAHBI AUCKYpPCHUB-
HbIE MapKepbl BbIBOJA, Kay3aJdbHOW CBS3U, JETaIU3alUH, IPOTUBONOCTABICHMUS,
9K3eMIUTM(UKALNU, CYOBEKTHBHOM MOJAIIBHOCTH, MapKepbl XapaKTepUCTUKU
CUTyallud BO BPEMEHM U MPOCTPAHCTBE, PEAaKTUBHbIE, (haTUUECKHE (ITUKETHBIC)
1 SMOIMOHaNIbHBIE (C. 145-213).

B ugetBepToM paszaene — «PeueBbie akThl B COBPEMEHHOM MOA3UM» — IATh
rinaB: «OCHOBHBIE MOAXOJbI K M3Y4YEHHIO MephopMaTUBOB (MCTOPUS BOIIPOCA)»;
«O BoivonBu! MonBu! To cnoBo 6e3monBus!»: [lo3Tnyeckas nmparmaceMaHTUKa
IJ1IarojoB roBopeHus B Tekcrax E. MHanakaHoBoi»; «M rosnoca ymonakmero —
[IPOLITYy — IPUMHTE MECTO»: aKThl PEYM ¥ MOJIYaHUA B 033uM 1. Aiirny; «HoBsle
¢byHKuMK neppopMaTUBOB U MOJANIBHBIX ITIar0JIOB B COBPEMEHHOI aMepUKaHCKOM
o33umn»; «IIpeononenne «J0JKEHCTBOBAHU» U «HEOOXOJAUMOCTH» B COBpPEMEH-
HOMW pycckoit mo33um». CoaepxaHue 3TOro pasjelia MpeacTaBiseT co0oi paciiu-
PEHHBIN apryMEHT K MOJIOKEHHUSIM IPEIbITyIIUX Pa3/AeoB U IJIaB ¢ 100aBIeHUEM
HEKOTOPBIX HOBBIX TEM M aCIEKTOB UX PACCMOTPEHHMs. AHAJIN3 PEUYEBBIX AKTOB B
TBOopuectBe E. MHamakanoBoi m ['. AWrm pacmupuin NOpeicTaBICHUE Kak
0 nepHopMaTUBHOCTH, TaK U 00 AMOCTUIIEBBIX MTOKA3aTeNAX; HEY3yalbHOE (DyHK-
LIMOHUPOBaHUE MepHOPMATUBHBIX U MOAAJIbHBIX TJIaroJ0B B COBPEMEHHOM aMepu-
KaHCKOM MO33UM JOMOJIHUIIO MpEACTaBleHHE O (PYHKIMSIX MOJAIbHBIX IJIaroJioB
B [T033UH.

Penensupyemas MmoHorpadust copMupoBaHa 1Mo NPUHIMITY OTAEIBHOIO aB-
TOpCTBA TJ1aB, pa3aenos, naparpados. C 0AHON CTOPOHBL, 3TO (PUKCUPYET MEPCOo-
HaJIbHYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3@ HAaIIMCAaHHOE, C IPYrol — CHM)KAeT YPOBEHb €IIMH-
CTBa TE€KCTa. B TekcTe 3ameueHbl MOBTOPBL, MHOT/Ia OUY€BU/IHA cllabasi B3aUMOCBSI3b
yacTell B pa3zene; Npu HaJIMYUKM OOraThIX UAESIMHU Pa3/IelioB HET CHIILHOTIO 3aKJIIIO-
YUTEJIBHOTO CETMEHTA.

3HaKOMCTBO ¢ MOHOTpaduel COMPOBOKAATOCH PA3MBIIIICHUAMH O «TOUYKE OT-
CueTay, [0 OTHOLIEHHUIO K KOTOPOM OMHUCHIBATIUCH U TUIIOJOTU3UPOBAIIUCH ACHKTH-
YECKHUE CIBUTH B HOBeMeH nod3uu. [locnenoBaTenbHO ONPEaENssINCh CHCTEMHBIE
OTKJIOHEHHMsI OT peueBOl KOHBEHIMHU. He sICHO, 4TO MOHMMAaeTCs o1 pe4eBOi KOH-
BEHLIMEH: 3aKPEIJIEHHBIE [TPaBUJIa PEYEBOI0 MMOBEJEHMS, YCIOBHBIE JOTOBOPEHHO-
CTH, MpaBuia auaigora? MoXHO JIM CUUTATh PEUEBYIO0 KOHBEHLUIO €IUHCTBEHHBIM
OPUEHTUPOM JJIS1 U3YUEHMs] IOITUUECKON IIParMaTHUKU B YCIOBUSAX HOBBIX Meaua?
Ecth eme HOpMBI, KOTOpbIE CIOXWJINCh HMMEHHO B IIOITUYECKOM S3BIKE,
CYILLECTBYIOT B HEM JUIUTEIBHOE BPEMSI U MTOAJIEP/KUBAIOT IPEEMCTBEHHBIE CBSI3U B
OpraHM3aliy MOo3THYECKOM KoMMyHHKalMu. [Ipencrapisercs, 4To NoAKIIOYEHNE
K HCCJIEJIOBAHUIO 3TOTO YPOBHS HOPMBI MOIJIO Obl M3MEHUTHh OTHOIIEHUS MEXIY
y’K€ COTBOPEHHBIM U TBOPUMBIM B HOBBIX yCIIOBHSX.

3axroyas peLeH31I0, HA30BEM I0Ka3aTeln, I03BOJISIONINE CYUTATh MOHOTpa-
¢uro O. Coxonosoit u E. 3axapkuB «l[IparmaTuka u mod3THKa: MOITHYECKUI THC-
KypC B HOBBIX M€JIa» 3HAYMMbIM HayYHBIM COOBITHEM: IMITIUPHUECKas Oa3a B BUJIE
aBTOPCKOTO TO3TUYECKOro Kopiryca (o0mmii o0bem 2873 TeKkcTa, BKIIOYAIOIINN
1664 TexcTa COBPEMEHHBIX PYyCCKOSI3bIUHBIX TOATOB U 1209 TEKCTOB COBPEMEHHBIX
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aHIJIOSA3BIUYHBIX TOJTOB) MO3BOJMJIA O0ECHEUUTh BAIUIHOCTH THUIIOJIOTHYECKUX
o0beIMHEHNH M 0000IIaIUX BBIBOJIOB; PACIIUPEHO MPEACTABICHUE O CBS3U
parMaTuKd U MOATUKU 4Yepe3 MEXKAUCHUIUIMHAPHOE ONMCAHUE AMCKYPCHUBHBIX
MapKepoB; 3asBJIEH AJITOPUTMUYECKUIl YpOBEHb aHaIM3a JAMCKYPCUBHBIX CJIOB
4yepe3 MHOTOCTYIIEHYAThIM NEPEX0 OT CEMAHTUKH K MparMaTHKeE; I0Ka3aHa poJlb
TEXHOJIOTUI B (POPMHPOBAHMH HOBBIX MOJIEIEH KOMMYHUKALIUU U HOBBIX JUCKYpP-
CHBHBIX IIPAKTUK B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM, UTANBbSIHCKOM U aMePUKAHCKOM 033HUH,
YTO OTKPBUIO BO3MOYKHOCTH CPABHUTEIBLHOTO aHAIN3a; 10Ka3aHO, YTO TPaJAULIMOH-
Has TUXOTOMHUS «yCTHasi — MMCbMEHHAasi KOMMYHUKAIU» B COBPEMEHHON M093UHU
JIOTIOJIHUJIACh TPETHUM MOJYCOM — HMHTEpPHET-KOMMYyHHKanueil. B urore «uesu-
JMMas 4acTh MparMaTUKu» (CM. 3anuch KoHpepeHInu «SI3bIKk — AUCKYypC — KOp-
nyc»: ENA, November 25, 2025)! o6pena BuauMble KOHTYPHI B TAKOM 3HAYMMOM
KYJIbTYpPHOM CETMEHTE, Kak 1o33ust. O pe30HaHCHOCTH UAeH aBTOPOB MOHOTrpaduu
C TEKyLIMMH 3allpocaMy HCCIEOBATENCH MO33UM CBUIETEIBCTBYIOT OTKIUKU
B Bujie utuposanus (bycapesa 2024).

OTHolIeHUsT MEXJy aHaJOrOBOM Mo33ueld — TpaJWLUOHHONW BepOabHOM
1033Kel, OCHOBBIBAIOIIASICA HA JIMHEHHOCTH TeKcTa, U LU(POBOMl 1o33ueil, nHTe-
rpUpyIOLEed MyJIbTUMOJANbHbBIE 3JIEMEHTHI U SKCIIEPUMEHTUPYIOIIEN ¢ (popmamu
BKJIIOYEHUSI 4YHUTaTeNs B TMPOCTPAHCTBO TEKCTA, OCTAIOTCS HANpPsHKEHHBIMU
(dynapeBa, ApumnoBa, Hukutuna 2024). Ho ¢ TeueHremM BpeMEeHH OYEBUIHO, YTO
B3aMMOJICHCTBHIE ATUX cylHOcTel Hen30exkHo (CunenpHuKoBa 2024), Tem Gonee
YTO, KaK JJOKa3aHO B PEICH3UPYEeMoil MOHOTpaduu, ndpoBas cpena criocooCTByeT
peayn3aliil KOTHUTHBHO-KOMMYHHMKATHBHBIX PE3€pBOB II033MM, YTO COOTBET-
CTBYET CYLIHOCTH 3TOT'O BUJIA TBOPUECKON JAESITEIbHOCTH.
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CoBpeMeHHbIE JIOTUKO-CEMaHTHYECKHE UCCIIEIOBAHUS ITPOLIECCOB U MEXaHU3-
MOB MTOHUMAaHUS CMBICJIA, UHTEPIPETALINH SI3bIKOBOTO BBIPAKEHUSI aKTUBHO M3y4da-
I0TCSl KaK B JIMHrBUCTHUYecKoM mparmatuke (Kotoposa 2019), Tak 1 B CMEKHBIX
COIIMAJIbHBIX HayKaX: KOTHUTHUBHOW TICHXOJIOTHH, COIMOJIOTHH, MOJHUTOJIOTUU
U T. 1. OOLIEnpUHATHIM CTAHOBUTCS MOHUMAaHKUE HEJJOCTATOYHOCTH PACCMOTPEHHUS
SI3BIKOBOTO 3HAKa BHYTPH SI3bIKOBOM CUCTEMBI, U30JISIUU €70 OT COLIMAIBHOTO KOH-
TEKCTa, YTO MPUBOAUT K JIETATLHOMY PACCMOTPEHHUIO BO3MOKHOCTEH OCMBICIICHUS
BBICKA3bIBaHUS B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT Ha0Opa BO3MOXHBIX KOHTEKCTOB €T0
UCIOJIb30BaHUsA. MOXHO TOBOPUTH O B3aUMOBIIUSHUU JTMHTBUCTUUYECKUX TEOPUI U
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COLIMAJIbHBIX HAYK, O3BOJISIIOIIMX Pa3BUBATh IPArMaTHKY ¢ MEXIUCIUIUIMHAPHBIX
TO3UIINH.

Penensupyemasi MoHorpadusi MOCBSIIIEHa COBPEMEHHBIM HCCIICJOBAHUSIM
[IParMaTU4ecKoro BapbHUpPOBAaHUSI CEMAaHTUYECKUX MPOIIECCOB, aHAIU3Y MPOOIeM
MOPOXKIACHUS U UHTEPIIPETALIMU CMBICIIA BBICKA3bIBAHUS B PA3JIMYHBIX COLUOKYIIb-
TYpHBIX KOHTeKCTax. OHa SBISETCS MPOIOKCHHEM HCCIICIOBAHUS, OIMYOJIMKOBAH-
HOTO B pabote «/luHamuka cmbicna. ['mybokas ceMHOTHKA U cTepeoMeTprUecKast
cemanTukay (30514, TynpunHckuit 2024).

ABTOpCKasi KOHIIETIIMS, ONpeesiemMasl Kak mparMaceMaHTHKa, CIYKUT pellie-
HUIO MPOOJIEMBI MPEOAOJECHUs TPAHUIIBI MEXIY TPAIUIMOHHON CEMAHTHKON H
MparMaTUKOM, MOCTPOEHUIO TUHAMHUYECKOW MOJEIN B3aUMOJICUCTBUS SI3bIKOBOTO
3HaKa U KOHTEKCTAa. B mccimenoBaHuy LEeIeHapaBiIeHHO MCIOIb3YETCs MPUHIIAIL
MEXIUCUUIUTMHAPHOCTU: TEPMHUHOJOTUYECKHUM anmapar CTPOUTCS Ha BbISBICHUU
0o0IIMX XapaKTePUCTUK B S3BIKOBOW, €CTECTBEHHO-HAYYHOW, TOITUYECKOU
U NoJuTHYecKor cuctemax. [IparmacemaHTuKa, WM COLUMAIbHO-OPUEHTUPOBAH-
Hasl mparMaTukKa, TPAKTYyeTCs KaK CEMaHTUYECKOE ONMHCAHWE KOHTEKCTHO 3aBHCH-
MBIX SI3BIKOBBIX CTPYKTYyp. OHa MOMXKHA CIy>)KUTh MOCTOM (MHTepdeiicom) mepe-
X0J1a OT SI3BIKOBOI'O 3HAYEHMS K PEAIM30BAaHHOMY B KOHTEKCTE CMbICTY. Mozeib
MparMaceMaHTUKHU MOMEIIAET 3HAKOBYIO CUCTEMY SI3bIKa B CEMUOTHYECKOE IPO-
CTPaHCTBO, 0ObEIUHSIONIEE €CTECTBEHHO-HAYUHbIE, MO3TUYECKUE, TTOJUTHYECKHE
MOJIENIM, 4YTO IIO3BOJISIET II0-HOBOMY IIOCMOTPETh HAa MHOTME HE J0 KOHILA
OCMBICJICHHBIE TIPOOJIEMBbI TUHTBUCTUKH.

JunaMuueckas cucTeMa MHTEpIIPETalMy CMbICIAa B MparMaceMaHTUYECKOU
MOJIEJIU MIPEJICTaBIeHA KaK peIeKCHBHOE CAMOOIUCAHKE C OTIOPOM Ha arnogaTHKy,
BO3MOXXHOCTh JATbHEHIIIEH MepernHTepIpeTanuu cMbicia. AnodaTuka npeanona-
raeT pa3pbiB 3aMKHYTOW M CAMOJOCTATOYHON MOJENH SA3bIKA, TAIOUIUN MOTECHIUA
JUIsl HOBOTO OCMBICIIEHHUSI, IEPEUHTEPIIPETALIMU CTAPOT0 TOHUMAHUS M1OJ] BIUSHUEM
Pa3HOOOpa3HBIX KOHTEKCTOB.

[lonuMaHue cmbIciia SI3bIKOBOTO 3HAKa IPEACTABICHO KakK JAMHAMUYECKHU-
OTIePAIMOHATIBHBIN aKT, TPOXOXKICHHE SI3BIKOBOTO 3HAYCHHS Yepe3 HaOOp KOHTEK-
CTOB C BO3MOXXHOCTBIO PEKYPCHUBHOTO BO3BPAILECHHS K HA4YAILy JUIsl IEPEUHTEPIIPE-
Tanuu. JMHaAMUYECKH CO3/1aeTCsl «T€PMEHEBTUYECKAs METIISH», MPU KOTOPOM pasz-
HbIE CEMUOTUYECKUE YPOBHU UHTEPIIPETAL[MU CMbICIIA B3aUMOICUCTBYIOT U CITyKaT
peTpaHciITOpaMu APy Ipyra.

[TpoGiiema MHTEpHpPETAIIUU S3BIKOBOTO 3HAHUS MEPEBOAMT aKIEHT C aBTOpa
BBICKa3bIBaHUSI — LIEHTPA TPAAULIIMOHHON MparMaTHKW, Ha ajJpecara, MoaydaTesis
SI3BIKOBOTO cO0OIIeHNsl. HOBBIM B MpeCTaBIEHHOW MOJETH SIBISETCS OTXOA OT
MMOHUMaHUS CYObEKTa-UHTEPIPETATOPA CMbICTA Kak nHauBHAa. CyOBeKT paccmar-
puBaeTcs 00001IeHHO, KAaK HOCUTENb COLUATBHOTO OMBITAa, OH MOXKET paccMaTpu-
BaThCs JakKe MPOCTO KaKk HAa0Op THUMOBBIX COIMAIBHBIX KOHTEKCTOB, «KacKaj
uHTEp(EcoB» 151 OCMBICIICHUS BBICKA3bIBAHMSL.

[Ipenyaraemas TeopeTuyeckas MoJeiab MOTpeOOBaia MOAPOOHOTO KpUTHYE-
CKOTO aHaJIM3a YCTOSBIIUXCS (UIOCOPCKUX, CEMAHTUUECKUX U MparMaTu4ecKux
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MOHSTHI: OelKCcUca, UHOeKCAIbHOCMU, UMNIUKAMYpbl, nephopmamuea, nepioxy-
yuu, anogpamukuy U T. 1.

[TocnenoBarenbHOCTh TJ1aB B MOHOrpaduu MMeeT HEOOBIYHBIM XapakTep,
OTYaCTH HAIIOMUHAIOUINI CTPYKTYypy nuanora. /[a ocHoBHbIX aBTopa — C.T. 30-
asH U ['JI. TyJIbUMHCKUN — 4epeayloT pa3leibl B KHUIE, MEXAY KOTOPBIMU B
ONpeAeICHHbI MOMEHT BcTpauBaeTca pasnen B.E. UepHasckoil. Jlnanornueckuii
XapakTep TEKCTa MOAYEPKUBACTCS BKIIOUEHUEM B HETO 3aKIF0UUTEILHOTO pa3iea,
MaTepuanioB Kpyrioro crona, Ha KOTOpOM OBLITH MTOAHATHI AKTYaJIbHBIC IS TAHHOK
KHUTH BoIpochl. KpaTko ocTaHOBUMCS Ha COAEpKaHUH pa3eioB MOHOTpaduu.

B nepBom paznene «IIparmacemantka — unTepdeiic, marpopma u Mexa-
HU3M (popmupoBanus cmbicna» (aprop C.T. 3o05sH) nogHUMAIOTCS TPOOIEMBI CO-
OTHOILIEHHUS SA3bIKA U OTPAKaeMON UM JI€HCTBUTEIBHOCTH, MPEACTABICHHBIE B Tpa-
JTUIIMOHHOM MPOTHUBONOCTABICHUN CEMAaHTUKU U MparMatuku. [Iparmacemantuka
IIpeaIaraeT MEXaHu3M pa3BEPTHIBAHUS CMBICIIA B UEPEIE COLIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX U KOH-
TEKCTOB, HEMIOCPEACTBEHHBIX U OIOCPENOBAHHBIX, UX B3aUMOBIIMSHUE Ha MHOXe-
CTBEHHOCTb UHTEPIPETALIUH.

Bo BTOpOM paznene «AnopaTuueckuii ceMHO3HC: UCTOUYHHUKH, COJIEpKaHUE U
noteHiuany (aBrop I[.JI. TynbumHCKHil) nenaeTcss akUEHT HAa HECBOAMMOCTH
CMBICTIAa K COLMAJIbBHOMY OIBITY, CIIOCOOHOCTH BBIXOJIUThH 3a €ro Mpeelbl Hpu
JIBUKEHUH K HOBOMY 4epe3 anoaTHIeCKyl0 YCTaHOBKY. ABTOp oOpalaercs K uc-
TOpUM anodaTuyeckond U KaTapaTUyecKod YCTAaHOBOK B MCTOPUU XPHUCTHUAHCTBA,
OTYaCTH MpUBEIIIEH K IMPOTUBONOCTABICHUIO IIPABOCIABUS U KaTOJWYECTBA,
MIPOTUBOMNOCTABICHUIO PYCCKOM U 3amajHoi ¢unocodpuu, a 3aTeM odpamiaercs K
ponu anoaTHUKU IMpH CMBICIONOpOXIeHHH. [lo MbIciu aBTOpa, «OTpULIAHHE
HE TOJIBKO U HE CTOJIBKO YHUYTOXAET, CKOJIBKO MEPEBOUT BHUMAHUE HA JPYroe»
(c. 31), 9TO nmaetr MEPCHEKTUBY MJIA MEPEOCMBICIEHHUS, BO3ZHUKHOBEHUS HOBBIX
CMBICTIOB.

Tperwnii pazgen «lIparmatuka Kak caMOIMOPOXKACHUE CaMOTo-To-cede CyOb-
exta» (aBrop C.T. 30515H) Bo3BpalaeT Kk 00CyKI€HUIO0 HCTOKOB NMParMaTuku, Teo-
pusm Y. Moppuca u Y. ITupca, 00Cyx1eHUIO HEOOXOIUMOCTH B CEMHUOTHYECKOM
TEOpUH CyOBEKTa B OTHOLICHUSAX MEXKJy O3HAYAIOUIMM U O3HauaeMbIM. Bo3moxk-
HOCTh MHTEPIIPETALUH MIParMaTuKu 0e3 cyOBheKTa WILTIOCTPUPYIOTCS HA TpUMepe
TeHETHUKH, 2 UMEHHO Ha MpuMepe OMOXUMHUYECKUX MPOLIECCOB C UX CAMOCTOSATENb-
HBIM TIOCJIEIOBATENIbHBIM Pa3BEPThIBAHUEM Uepe3 peryisaTuBHble pyHkuuu. OT re-
HETHKHU aBTOP NMEPEXOAUT K KOHUEMNINH «caMoBo3pacTatoliero goroca» F0.M. Jlot-
MaHa: KyJbTYphl, TEKCTa, ceMHOC(EpPDI, ONMPEAENAIOMUX JOTUKY (HOPMUPOBAHUS
cmeicia (Jlorman 1992).

B derBeprom pasmene «lIparmacemMaHTHKa CyOBEKTUBHOCTH»  aBTOD
(I'.JI. TynpunHCKHIT) OCTaHABIMBAETCS HA MEXAUCUUIUITMHAPHON 00J1aCTH CyOBbeK-
THUBHOCTH, JIeKalleil Ha nepekpectke punocopuu, NICUXOIOTUH, KOTHUTUBUCTHKH,
9KOHOMMKH U APYTUX COLMAIBHBIX HayK. YelOBEK CTAHOBUTCS YEJIOBEKOM B IPO-
1ecce KOMMYHHKAIIMHU, KOTJ]a OH OTKPBIT HOBOMY, CBOOO/IEH U OTBETCTBEHEH OJTHO-
BpeMeHHO. PemieHue 3TOro mpoTHUBOpeYHsl aBTOP BHUIUT B anodaTuke, poJib
KOTOpPOM pacKphlBaeTcs Ha mpuMmepax aHanuza uctopudeckoro omnsita CCCP,
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a Ttaxxke anamuza Tteopuir [.II. IlenpoBunkoro (LlenpoBunkmii 2001)
n A.A. 3unoBbeBa (3uHOBbEB 2022). Kacasich COBPEMEHHOI'O HCTOPUYECKOTO
JTana, aBTOP BbIPAXKaeT OOECHOKOEHHOCTb BO3PACTAIOLIMMM BO3MOKHOCTAMU
TEXHOJIOTUYECKOTO KOHTPOJISI HaJl 00JIaCThIO CYOBbEKTHBHOCTH, TIOHUMAEMOM Kak
UMEIOIIUI aBTOHOMUIO ()EHOMEH.

Wnest cyObeKTUBHOCTH HAXOIUT MPOJIOJKEHHUE B ISATOM pasjeine «Mectoume-
Hue “S”: mexanusMm camo- u nHoonucanus». Aprop (C.T. 3onsH) paccmarpuBaer
HA0Op BO3MOXXHOCTEW OCMBICICHHUS INYHOTO MECTOMMEHHUS «S1», HauMHas ¢ mps-
MOT0 JIEUKTUYECKOT0 3HAUE€HUsI — TOBOPSLIETO JIMIA B TUAJIOTe, U MEPEXOs K €ro
MeTapOopUYECKMM U METOHUMUYECKUM 3HAaYEHUSAM, IEPPOPMATUBHBIM U IECKPHUII-
TUBHBIM KOHTEKCTaM MOHUMAaHMsI, POJIM y4aCTHHKA M HAOJII0JaTessl, ClIOCOOHOCTH
3aHUMAaTh MECTO COOECETHUKA B YCIOBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. OpUTHHAIBLHOCTh aBTOP-
CKOT'0 TMOJXOJa 3aKJII0YaeTCs B MPEAJOKEHUN HE YICHUTh BCE KOHTEKCTHO 00Y-
CJIOBJICHHBIE 3HAUEHMUS, @ IIPEJICTABUThH UX B BUJIE «HEKOTOPOTO NOIM(POHUUECKOTO
€IMHCTBA, <...> CUCTEeMbI HHTEP(EHCOB MEXKTy SI3BIKOM KaK CUCTEMbI U TEKCTOM
(c. 140-141).

[Hecroii pa3nen «IIparmacemManTrKa B CBETE NHTEHIIMOHATIBHOCTI IIPEACTAB-
JIeH TocienoBaresibHo oooumu apropami. I.JI. TyapbunHCKUI HAUMHAET €ro MoA-
pa3zesoM, CBSA3bIBAIOLIMM MOHITHE TParMaceMaHTHKU ¢ TEOPUSMU pallMOHAIbHO-
CTH U MOJIBOAUT K BOIIPOCY 00 UCXOAHBIX YCIOBUSIX BO3MOXHOCTH BbICKa3bIBaHUS.
0O630p nponomxaer C.T. 3oinsH, KoTOphIii oOpamaercs Kk ¢punocopun U. Kanra
(Kant 1966) u M. ®yko (dyko 2012) nist onpeneneHnss KOHTEKCTHOM U HalMo-
HaJIbHO-KYJIbTYpHOI 3aBUCUMOCTH BbICKa3bIBaHUH roBopsiuero juua. [lepemiere-
HUE KOHTEKCTOBBIX HHTEPIIPEeTaluii IpHU GOPMUPOBAHUY CMBICIIA SI3IKOBOT'O 3HAKA
aBTop ymoaoOsier neHre Mébuyca. Bo3aMOXHOCTh MHTEpPIIPETALUN CBSA3BIBACTCS
MOHATHEM HUMIUIMKATyphl, BBeAeHHbIM II. I'paiicom (I'paiic 1985, cm. Taxxke
Kuknesuu 2022). ABTOp pacumupsieT BO3MOXKHOCTH HMMIUIMKATyp BBEICHHUEM
JIMHTBOCEMUOTUYECKUX MEXaHU3MOB, BIUSHUEM SKCIIPECCUBHOW U MO3THYECKOMN
GyHKIUH, 4YTO TMO3BOJIAET MEPEBOJAUTh HMIUIMKATYphl B OKKa3HMOHAJIbHOE
KOHTEKCTHO-YNPaBIIEMOE CMBICIONOPOXKICHUE.

B cenpmom pasgene «lIparmacemaHTHKa B METalepCIEKTHUBE: COLMANIbHAS
HHACKCATBHOCTHY (aBTOp B.E. UepHsiBckas) Ha (hOHE MOJHOIICHHOTO aHAIN3a KOH-
TEKCTHO OPHEHTUPOBAHHBIX TEOPUN COBPEMEHHON MparMaTUKU OTMEYaeTcs poJib
[IParMaceMaHTUKU B Pa3BUTUM IIOHATUS MHJIEKCAJIbHOCTH, 4YEpPE3 KOTOpOE
B S3bIKOBOM 3HAKE€ BBISBIISIFOTCSI COLMAJIBHBIE POJIM TOBOPAIIETO U COLMAJIbHBIE
KOHHOTAIINH.

B BoceMoii paznene «IlparmacemaHTHKa COLUANBHBIX U MOJUTHYECKUX MPO-
neccoB» I'.JI. TynpunHCKHMN paccMaTpUBaeT pPoJib PArMacEMaHTUYECKUX UHTEP-
(elicoB B COIMAIbHO-KYJIBTYPHBIX MPAKTHUKAX MOJUTHYECKOIO JUCKypca. ABTOp
JieN1aeT aKUEeHT Ha (OPMUPOBAHUM CMBICIIOBONH KapTHHBI MUpPA B MOJIUTUYECKOM
JHMCKYypCe uepe3 CUMBOJIMYECKOe 0(OpMIIEHHE TEKCTa, KOTOPOE JOKHO COIJIaco-
BBIBATbCS C MHPOBO33PEHHEM MacC U JETEPMUHUPOBATH 3TO MHPOBO33pPEHUE.
C.T. 3onsH mnponmoikaer pasfena aHAIU30M M IEPEOCMBICICHUEM MOHATHS
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«1eppopMaTuBy, MPEACTABIAIONIETO JEHCTBEHHYIO CTOPOHY sI3bIKa. PaccmaTpuBa-
etcst pasButue teopuu k. Octuna u k. Cepns B pabotax dpaHiry3ckux ¢Gumo-
codon XK. [appuna u I1. Bypawse, monudukanus 3Toil TEOpUU B HAIIPABJICHUH aHA-
JIM3a BA)KHOCTH COLIMAIBHOIO KOHTEKCTa. ABTOp nojaepxkusact MHeHue 11. bypase
B TOM, UTO SI3bIK HE 00JIa1aeT peajbHOM BIAaCThIO, @ TOJBKO MaHU(ECTUPYET ee, IYTO
MIOJIHOMOYUS NMPUXOAAT K s3bIKy u3BHE (Bourdieu 1991: 109). Jannsiit nogxon
OJIM30K aBTOPY BHUMAaHHUEM K POJIM KOHTEKCTOB. [lepdopmaTuBHBIN XxapakTep uc-
10JIb30BAHUA SI3bIKA JIEMOHCTPUPYETCS YEpe3 NPUMEPHl U3 MOJIUTUUYECKOTO JTUC-
Kypca. YKa3bIBaeTCs, YTO BIUSHUE S3bIKOBOTO 3HAKA HA MEPIOKYTUBHBIN 3 DeKT,
[IOCJIE/ICTBUE BBICKA3bIBaHUS B 3aBUCHUMOCTH OT TUIA COLMAIBHOTO, MOJUTUYE-
CKOT'0, MEXKYJIBTYPHOTO U T. Il. KOHTEKCTA MOXET ObITh IPUHLUINAIBEHO PA3HBIM.

[IparmacemaHTHUECKUI MMOAXOJ B pa3felie NPUMEHEH Takke K aHaIu3y
JKCIPECCUBHBIX PEUEBBIX AKTOB. ABTOpP IOCJIEAOBATEIIBHO PACCMATPHUBAET 3TH
eaunauilbl B Teopusix . Octuna (Austin 1962) u JIx. Cepnst (Cepnb 1986), Boiae-
TSl B HUX CXOJICTBA M PA3JINUMs, CBSI3BIBAET SKCIIPECCUBHI ¢ IephopMaTuBaMu Kak
COLIMAJIbHO OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIMU JEHCTBUSMU /IOCTYIKAMHU.

OtmeTnM, 4TO IPUMEHEHUE K SKCIIPECCHUBaM IIEPBUYHBIX MEKJOMETUI Ha OC-
HoBaHuHU TeopuH 1. Karutana HaM nIpecTaBiIsieTcst HECKOJIBKO CIIOpHBIM. Hannuus
COOBITUMHOTO CTUMYJIa, HEIIPOU3BOJILHOM peakliell Ha KOTOPBIN SBISETCS SMOLU-
OHAJIBHOE MEKJIOMETHE, aKLIEHTa Ha MOMbBITKE 3KCIUIMKALWKA CTUMYJa BCE XK€
HEJIOCTaTOYHO JUIsl COJIMDKEHUS MEXIOMETHH C HSKCHPECCHUBHBIMH PEYEBBIMHU
akTamu (01aroJapHOCTSMHU, W3BUHEHUSIMH U T. [.), KAK HAMEPEHHBIMU M COLH-
albHO PETJaMEHTUPOBAHHBIMHU PEAKLIMSIMHU HAa COLMAIBHO PErIAMEHTHUPOBAHHBIE
coObiTus (cM. Llaponos 2008).

Taxum 00pazom, B pelieH3UpPyeMOl KHUTe IparMaceMaHTHKa JIeKIapupyeTcs
KaK MapKHpOBaHHas CyObEeKTOM I1aThopMa MHTEPIPETALUU CMBICIIA B €70 JIBUXKE-
HUU OT BOCHPHUATHS BBICKA3bIBaHUS 4epe3 (PUIBTPHI COXPAHEHHOTO B MaMSTH
azipecaTa MHOXECTBA KOHTEKCTOB K OCO3HAHMIO €r0 KakK IPsIMOTro, EPEHOCHOrO,
aCCOLIMAaTUBHO CBSI3aHHOTO C YeM-JI. U T. JI. B 3TOM OTHOLIEHUH parMaceMaHTuKa
3aHMMaeT CBOE 3aKOHHOE MECTO B psALy pPaBHO IMOJIOKEHHBIX €l oOmacteit
COBPEMEHHOM HayKH, ONPEACIAIOINX B HCCIEIOBAHUM JOMUHHUPYIOLIYI pOJIb
KOHTEKCTA.

Penensupyemast MoHorpadusi — OpUrHHAIbHBIN HAYYHBIA TPYJ, UHTEPECHOE
U II1yO0KO€ UCCIIEI0BAaHUE POJIM KOHTEKCTa B MHTEPIIPETALIUHN CMBICIIA U OMMCAHUS
cMmblcaonopoxaeHus. Kaura npeaHasHaueHa sl BCeX, KTO HHTEPECYETCsl BOIPO-
camu Quiiocouu A3bIKa, TMHTBUCTUYECKON CEMAHTHKHU U MPAarMaTUKH.
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