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PLENARY LECTURES

Peter Auer
Turn allocation, addressee selection, and gaze

The recent rise of interest in research on turn-taking from a number of disciplinary perspectives (cf. Holler et
al., eds., 2016; Rossano 2012) shows that the last word has not been said on this topic , despite Sacks,
Schegloff’s and Jefferson’s seminal 1974 paper which was foundational for conversation analysis. One of the
obvious shortcomings of these authors’ model is its lacking consideration of multimodal turn allocation and turn
taking practices, above all in the visual domain of interaction. My talk will address one of these components, i.e.
gaze, arguably the most central one for turn-taking. On the basis of eye-tracking data of naturally occurring
multi-party interaction, my main focus will be on current speaker’s gaze and its functions for addressee selection
and next speaker selection. Gaze is a ubiquitous resource in face-to-face interaction, not restricted to, e.g., first
parts of adjacency pairs. Around the end of a current speaker’s TCU it is a powerful and pervasive practice to
select a preferred next speaker, as I will show. One of the consequences of this finding is that (non-competitive)
self-selection as a hierarchically subordinated option which only applies when the current speaker has not used
his or her rights to select a next speaker, becomes considerably less frequent. Its preferred context seems to be
after sequence/topic closure. On the other hand, the status of competitive turn-transitions also changes, since a
participant may self-select although the current speaker has suggested another participant as next speaker by
gaze. The ensuing competitions for the turn are multimodal phenomena which do not become manifest on the
verbal level. In sum, I will argue for a reconsideration of the relative status of next-speaker selection by current
speaker (“Rule (1)(a)” in Sacks’ et al. model), and of self-selection by a next speaker (“Rule (1)(b)”).
References
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Deborah Cameron

The taming of the shrill: Gender, power and political speech

‘It was and still is true’, wrote the anthropologist Susan Phillips in 2003, ‘that men dominate public talk, and not
just in village-level politics, and not just in non-Western societies’. Drawing on the research Sylvia Shaw and I
did for our book Gender Power and Political Speech (2016), a case study of the 2015 UK General Election
campaign, as well as material relating to the 2016 US presidential election, this plenary talk explores the
conflicting linguistic norms and ideologies which female political actors in western democracies are obliged to
negotiate. I will suggest that one key problem these women face is the existence of a gap or disconnect between
the observable facts of their linguistic behaviour and the reception/representation of that behaviour by others:
gender difference, whether positively or negatively evaluated, is largely constructed through acts of
interpretation. I argue that this real-world pragmatic problem deserves more attention than it has sometimes
received in recent research on language and gender.

References
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Colleen Cotter

News as we know it: Exploring the fake news dynamic

News, like language, indexes a range of meanings about the larger world and our connection to it. In this paper,
I look at the dynamic between “alternative facts” in news discourse and the “echo chamber,” or the context by
which beliefs are reinforced, often through repetition more than verified fact. The measure to which “fake news”
and its ilk succeeds and persuades occurs on two fronts: we believe it or are compelled to doubt its provenance,
both of which have real-world impacts. What is it about language and how it is used that effects particular
actions or reinforces certain ideologies? How do diverse media domains and channels of transmission and



consumption encourage “fake” news? Over the past several years, Western society has changed how it
consumes public information, and I argue that as we are no longer comparably socialized into what news
“means” more broadly, this can work against a larger shared social understanding and critical response.
Similarly, the extent to which we can rely on our own knowledge and our “reliable sources” — neighbors, family
members, trained journalists, experts, or our own research — is called into question, as social commentators have
made clear. These are the contexts in which “fake news” proliferates. Thus, awareness of discourse conventions,
reporting practices, story-types, sources, and familiarity with social media patterns and search-engine algorithms
have the benefit of instilling media literacy, an important corrective that can allow social action and argument
over inertia and disengagement. At its root, how language is used and controlled is key to understanding the
fake news dynamic.

John Heritage

The expression of authority in primary care medicine

According to the sociologist Paul Starr (1982), when patients agree to recommendations for medical treatment,
they engage in the ‘surrender of private judgment.” The medical authority to which they acquiesce comes in two
flavors: epistemic and deontic. Epistemic authority is perhaps most evident in the diagnostic stage of medical
consultations, while its deontic counterpart is more evident in the context of treatment recommendations.

This paper asks whether and how this authority finds verbal expression in these two moments in primary care. It
does so by (i) describing the design of turns at talk in which primary care physicians render diagnoses and make
treatment recommendations, and (ii) describing the frequency and extent to which patients respond to these two
forms of medical action. The paper is based on a study of ¢.300 American primary care consultations, with brief
comparisons of other secondary consultations.

Wei Li

Translating karate: A translanguaging perspective on learning

Translation is ‘a way of thinking about how languages, people, and cultures are transformed as they move
between different places’ (Young, 2003, p.29). In this talk, I will discuss how culture is translated in a
multilingual karate club in an ethnically diverse area in East London. I will outline a theoretical perspective on
researching this transformative, multilingual process, namely, Translanguaging and discuss the idea of learning
as resemiotization. The karate club is led by a 6th dan Polish Roma coach who speaks primarily Polish and
Romani and started learning Karate in Poland in his teens and moved to London as an adult. The participants are
local school children who speak a range of named languages including Polish, Russian, Lithuanian, and a
variety of English. Using data collected through a 3-month linguistic ethnography, we found that there is an
intersectional layer of cultures which are referenced, reiterated, ritualised or revered in coaching and learning
practices. These include karate culture, culture of learning, and culture of practice and their associated values
such as respect, hierarchical social order, competitiveness, learning through modelling, repetition and whole-
body pragmatics, and self-discipline. In the meanwhile, there is a certain level of subjectivity in the perceived
ownership and origins of these cultures. The connection with Japaneseness (the origins to which karate is often
attributed) may be lost in translation. Multiple languages and embodied pragmatic cues are used in coaching but
for different purposes: although certain Japanese language competence is required, the use of Japanese is limited
to performativity and rituals, as a technical code, as command, and occasionally as an indicator of one’s
professional expertise. In contrast, Polish, English and other linguistic, semiotic and physical acts are performed
collaboratively as languages of instruction, elaboration, disciplines or information. We argue that such dynamic
Translanguaging practices contribute to the transformation of karate from a national martial arts to a global one,
which, paradoxically, capitalises on the myth of karate as a Japanese martial arts.

Elizabeth Stokoe

When conversation starts

In this paper, I will focus on a topic that is of longstanding interest to conversation analysts: the start of an
encounter. My aim is to compare openings across many different settings, from friends talking on the phone to
police negotiators talking to persons threatening suicide. I want to show how, across medical, commercial and
other settings, a focus on openings can work to engage non-academic professionals in the value, integrity and
rigour of conversation analysis. I will also give examples of how the analysis of openings can overturn
widespread understandings of what a ‘good’ opening looks like, and how research can build the foundations of
an alternative method for communication training using the Conversation Analytic Role-play Method.



PANELS

Note: some panel organizers may not have updated their panel descriptions recently; though
we have tried to eliminate discrepancies between panel descriptions and the actual content of
the panels, some inevitably remain. To check the full content of panels, use the program
booklet in combination with the set of panel contribution abstracts following the set of panel
abstracts.

Angeliki Alvanoudi
Language, gender and cognition

The role of language in the construction of gender identities has been the topic of long-standing research in
sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropology, and conversation analysis. A number of studies within the ‘discourse’
or ‘performance’ turn in the study of language and gender (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 2003) examines the
role of referential indexing of gender (Ochs 1992) in producing and maintaining a bipolar asymmetrical gender
order (e.g. Hall and O’Donovan 1996; Hellinger and Bussmann 2001-2003; Hellinger and Motschenbacher
2015; Kitzinger 2005; McConnell-Ginet 2003; Speer and Stokoe 2011). In claiming that gender is constructed
through linguistic practices and that language maintains gender inequality, these studies presuppose or imply
that language has a cognitive role, namely, that language mediates the way in which speakers interpret
experience. However, studies on language and gender do not address explicitly the relation between language
and speakers’ cognition (see Alvanoudi 2014 for an attempt to explore the interface between grammar, gender
and speakers’ cognition in Greek). The panel aims at filling this gap, by exploring the relation between indexing
of gender and cognition across different languages and cultures. In line with non-formalist approaches within
linguistics, cognition is understood as a broad notion that encompasses conceptual categorization, common
ground, presuppositions, stereotypes, and inferences, among others, and is interrelated with language and
culture. Questions to be addressed in the panel include the following: (i) Does the use of items that are lexically
or grammatically marked as female or male contribute to the construction of social gender? (ii) Do referential
indexes of gender generate inferences about the social gender order? (iii) Can we explore conceptualizations of
gender at the micro-level of interaction through speakers’ public behavior? (iv) What is the cognitive effect of
generic masculines? (v) Does gender-fair language orient speakers toward non-biased conceptualizations of
gender?
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Charles Antaki
Entry and re-entry into interaction




The study of the exact process of opening a face-to-face interaction is surprisingly under-researched in
Conversation Analysis (which left this rather Goffmanian problem behind after early success in working with
telephone interactions). Starting an interaction presents multiple obstacles - obviously the sensory ones (you
have to be in some kind of sharable sensory space, or plausibly claim to be so) but also the more interestingly
subtle ones of entitlement, opportunity, timing, bodily movement and design of opening move.

This proposed Panel would gather together some of the most exciting work in the newer, more multi-modal CA
tradition, making full use of the video record and incorporating the physical scene into the analysis. The
presentations cover entry into institutional (Svinhufvud, Tuncer, Nilsson) and non-institutional interactions
(Antaki, Pillet-Shore), and among the latter, includes a consideration of how interaction is re-established after a
lapse (Hoey, Keevallik). The participants come from the UK, Sweden, Finland, France, The Netherlands, and
the USA - a fair (if Western) spread of presenters and sources of data.

The question every paper will address is: how to begin? (or in Hoey"s and Keevallik"s case: how to begin
again?) The ubiquity of the phenomenon - we all recognise the barrier that needs to be overcome to establish the
grounds for starting (or restarting) a conversation - ought to make the Panel attractive to more than the
Conversation Analysis audience (though that does tend in itself to be a considerable one at IPrA conferences).
The close adherence to the specific pivot of "openings" should also make the Panel presentations cluster tightly,
and help generate an internal sense of coherence and clarity of focus.

Anne Barron
Student mobility and pragmatic competence

Steady increases in student mobility in recent years (cf., e.g. European Commission 2015) mean that language
learners are increasingly experiencing language learning that “remains instructed, despite incorporating

elements of naturalistic L2 acquisition” (Coleman 1997:4 on study abroad). In line with these developments,
there has been a growing interest in L2 pragmatic development during study abroad (cf., e.g., monographs by
Barron 2003, Schauer 2009, Devlin 2014, Ren 2015 and overview articles by Barron forthcoming and Taguchi
2015). By contrast, L2 pragmatic development during student workplace sojourns abroad represents a research
desideratum.

Increased input and output opportunities in the context of student mobility offer students the opportunity to
develop their pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competencies. Hence, it is maybe not surprising that previous
research shows a link between study abroad and second language (L2) pragmatic acquisition, with developments
recorded on a number of pragmatic features and levels, such as in the use of conventional expressions, pronouns
of address, speech act strategies and modification, and on the level of interactional competence (e.g. listener
responses, sequences) (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011, Barron 2003, 2006, 2007, Schauer 2009, Shively
2015, Taguchi 2011, cf. also Taguchi 2015 for an overview). On the other hand, however, this same scholarship
also shows the limitations of L2 pragmatic acquisition in the stay abroad context, highlighting struggles with a
lack of saliency of input and with the related difficulties of negative pragmatic transfer and overgeneralisation.
In addition, a range of factors, such as interactional opportunities and proficiency differences have also been
shown to influence pragmatic development (cf., e.g. Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos 2011).

The present panel is designed to further explore changes in L2 pragmatic competence during a sojourn in the
target community. We envisage papers focusing on the development of L2 pragmatics during student mobility
(including both study abroad and work placement settings) for a range of first languages, and target languages,
as well as for a variety of pragmatic features. Papers focusing on the following are particularly welcome:

. Effects of the following on the development of L2 pragmatic competence during student mobility:

o Length of stay, context of stay (e.g. lingua franca setting vs. target language setting; study
abroad vs. work placement), nature of and intensity of interaction during stay

o Proficiency levels

o Individual differences (e.g. age, gender, aptitude, motivation, attitude s , beliefs)

. Identity, L1 and L2 pragmatic competence during student mobility

. Pragmatic instruction prior to and during student mobility

. Methodological issues and innovations in pragmatic research on student mobility
References:
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Yasemin Bayyurt & Ciler Hatipoglu
Address forms across cultures: A cross-cultural comparison of address terms in Indo-
European, Uralic and Altaic languages

Throughout the past few decades, the central issue in the study of human communication in various languages
and cultures has been the examination of the ways in which interlocutors express their understanding of their
relationship to one another in various social domains (e.g., academia, entertainment, family, politics, religion,
workplace) (Afful 2007; Bayyurt 1996; Bayyurt & Bayraktaro glu 2001; Hatipoglu 2008; Little & Gelles 1975;
Mills 1988; Musumeci 1991; Ostermann 2003; Sole 1978). That is, “who the speaker believes he is, who he
believes the addressee is, what he thinks their relationship is, and what he thinks he is doing by saying what he
is saying” (Parkinson 1985:5) has been tried to be uncovered by examining and describing the use of various
address forms (e.g., second person pronouns, honorifics, alternative verb inflections, greetings, kinship terms
etc.) in various social contexts. Since the choice of address terms or lack of them in a particular contexts in a
particular society can reveal how speakers in different cultures interpret the dimensions of status/power (P) and
solidarity/distance (D) (Bayyurt 1992; Brown & Gilman 1960; Brown & Ford 1964) and how they ensure that
their daily relationships continue in harmony/disharmony, when and how participants in an ongoing
conversation adapt/deviate from local dynamics, what the motives for initiating/terminating a conversation are,
how speakers’ and listeners’ show their (un)willingness to communicate, this panel will be focusing on when,
why and how native speakers and foreign language learners of various Indo-European, Uralic and Altaic
languages choose to use/not use various categories of address terms in their interactions. In this panel, the papers
will also examine whether or not, and if “YES’ how and when cultural and societal changes as well as micro-
contextual factors (e.g., spoken vs. written mode of communication) affect/determine the choice of address
terms among interlocutors.

The papers in this panel exemplify two trends of research on address forms. The studies in the first group,
scrutinize the semantic sub-systems of address forms in specific languages (Italian, Polish, Turkish) and try to
show how different societies exhibit their norms, practices and values by employing ‘assorted’ address forms in
contrasting social domains while using specific modes of communication (e.g., spoken vs. written vs.
electronic). The papers in the latter sub-group focus on the use of address forms across languages and cultures
and reveal why and how employing them in cross-cultural interactions or learning them in foreign languages
could be defined as a “crossing of linguistic minefields” (Dewaele 2004:383). These studies also demonstrate
how those seemingly unassuming short words form the backbone of the social interactions in different cultures
and how with their enduring complexity allow the coexistence of various orders of indexical relations (i.e.,
contextual dimensions defined and perceived differently in different languages and cultures, and patterns of
address form usage).

During the third session of the panel, the papers included in this panel will be summarized and critically
evaluated by a discussant who will also moderate the Q/A and discussion sessions of the panel.
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Kristy Beers Figersten & Sage Lambert Graham
The new normal: (Im)politeness, conflict and identity in digital communication

As digital communication continues to expand and increase through ever-changing and newly-emerging
modalities, a greater understanding of the ways we formulate relationships and communities in the interwoven
digital world is critical. Since new modalities and communicative platforms are emerging daily, communicative
practice must constantly change and shift to ensure that subtleties of meaning are not lost and complexly
interwoven messages conveyed through increasingly multimodal interactions are comprehended. Recent years
have seen a dramatic increase in research examining the ways that various media platforms have been used to
promote negative behaviours and agendas (see among others Hardaker & McGlashan, 2016). In many cases, it is
argued, the unique features of digital platforms allow (and perhaps even promote) new manifestations of
(im)politeness and conflict. This panel focuses on bringing together the ways that 1) (im)politeness is
manifested in a variety of digital platforms and 2) how individuals use the capabilities (and limitations) of
digital media to construct and negotiate identities through digitally-produced (im)politeness. Panelists will
explore whether impoliteness can be linked to online context, digital data type, and/or communicative goal, and
examine whether linguistic evidence of aggression and impoliteness behaviour can be understood as effecting a
recalibration of what constitutes the norm or standard for language wusage in new media.
Building on early linguistic research on CMC that began in the 1980s, researchers have continued to examine



the complex ways that people have formed communities and identities in online contexts even as media have
continued to morph and change, exploring questions such as how people form insider & outsider groups
(Graham, 2015; Klein & Bos, 2015), what types of identities they claim (Gallagher & Savage, 2015; Haugh, et
al., 2015), to what extent anonymity affects communicative practice (boyd & Hargittai, 2010; Herring, S.C. &
Stoerger, 2014; Marwick & boyd, 2014), and even whether CMC is fundamentally different from face-to-face
communication at all (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006; Locher, Bolander & Hoéhn, 2015). This panel takes a post-
modernist approach to (im)politeness research, building on theories developed since Brown & Levinson's
(1978/1987) work in examining the intersection between digital platforms and manifestations of (im)politeness
(broadly conceived, including conflict), such as the “online disinhibition effect” (Suler, 2004), including toxic
and benign disinhibition, which is central to current online aggression research (e.g., Binns, 2012; Herring et al.,
2002; Jane, 2004; Demjen & Hardaker, 2016). The panel approaches new media as established sites of
aggression and impoliteness behavior, and further proposes to explore how impoliteness behavior is in fact not a
marginal activity, but rather seems ever increasingly to constitute a communicative norm.
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Nancy Bell & Michael Haugh
Trickery, cheating, and deceit in language play

Lying and other forms of deception have been focus of a number of studies in pragmatics (Dynel, 2011,
forthcoming a, b; Saul, 2013; Parrett, 1994; Vincent and Castelfranchi, 1981; Vincent Marrelli, 2004 ). Much of
this work has focused on the function of deception and pretence in communication, that is, cases where the
speaker expresses something he or she believes to be false in ways that are designed to be readily obvious to the
recipient (overt pretence) or less so (covert pretence/deception) (Dynel, forthcoming a, b). However, despite the
potential to explore the intersection of overt and covert forms of pretence with humour (Bell, 2015; Dynel,
forthcoming a, b), there have only been a limited number of studies exploring the role of various forms of
deception and pretence in playful discourse (e.g. Dynel, 2009; Haddington, 2011; Haugh, 2016). The aim of this
panel is thus to bring together an international group of scholars to explore the ways in which trickery, cheating,
and various other forms of deception and pretence arise and function in and around playful discourse. At the
most basic level, we aim to examine the forms and functions of such practices: How are jocular forms of
cheating and trickery constructed in interaction? What interpersonal and instrumental goals might they achieve?



How do interlocutors respond to such practices? We also recognize that what counts as play, as well as what
counts as deception, may vary cross-culturally or situationally, thus the panel will include contributions that
illuminate sociocultural norms around playful deceptive practices. Similarly, we ask what linguistic resources
are drawn on across a variety of participants and contexts in order to construct and cue that these practices are
underway? How are these practices negotiated in multilingual contexts? Furthermore, although we focus on
deceptions that are playful, it is well-recognized that non-serious language also works to achieve serious,
instrumental goals, and so the functions of ostensibly non-serious forms of deceptive pretence will also be
considered. As there as yet no established research group working in this area we anticipate this panel will
attract a diverse range of researchers. Alongside inviting those who have already established lines of published
research in or related to this area, such as Neal Norrick (Saarland University), Derek Bousfield (Manchester
Metropolitan University), Marta Dynel (University of Lodz), Kathy Hall (California State University), Anne
Pomerantz (University of Pennsylvania), and Salvatore Attardo (Texas A&M University), we anticipate
contributions from additional participants in order to represent a range of theoretical and methodological
perspectives, including (im)politeness theory, language socialization, interactional sociolinguistics, and
conversation analysis.
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Lawrence Berlin & Cristina Becker Lopes Perna
Position and stance in politics: The Individual, the party, and the party line

Within the political sphere, a political actor is often judged by what he says, with language perceived as
representative of the individual actor. Indeed, they are individuals with a lifetime of experiences and actions
which inform, but may also undermine, their aspirations in gaining political capital (Bourdieu, 1986). However,
these actors do not exist in isolation; they are members and, at times, potential candidates of a particular
political party with its own ideology and agenda which may cause them to modify their personal speech to align
with espoused policies of the party. The aim of this panel is to examine the discourse of political actors through
a pragmatic lens, enabling the unraveling of multiple layers of language use and pragmatic representation within
political discourse. Panel participants may explore the pragmatic acts within the discourse from a variety of
ways, including (but not limited to) the approach and the social practice (e.g., speech, debate, blog). For
instance, from a theoretical and categorical perspective, panel participants may integrate Positionality Theory
(Harré & van Langenhove, 1991, 1999; Harré & Moghaddam, 2003) as it presents a manner of identifying how
individuals enact their roles through language, or pragmatically. Through their utterances, political actors
provide an image of who they are; through first order, second order, and third order positioning, the language
use delimits who the speaker is (or who he wants the voters to believe he is), who he believes the interlocutor is,
and who he believes others outside the immediate communication are. Positionality Theory is quintessentially
pragmatic in that the focus remains on the speaker and his use of language to frame a picture of the parties
referred to, even more so because it doesn’t need to rely on absolute truth, but can present a case of language
manipulation par excellence (Berlin, 2015; Mey, 2001). This panel and its speakers will explore various forms
of political discourse and the multiple stances politicos take therein, utilizing a clearly defined theoretical



perspective and a specified social practice in order to shed light on the ways political actors can position
themselves, their party, and/or their opponents toward the ostensive voters. In so doing, we hope to generate
hypotheses surrounding how espoused perspectives relate to or reflect on the nature of the individual and his
truth, the party he represents and its ideology, and/or the pandering to popular public opinion in order to curry
favor.

Rukmini Bhaya Nair & Michael Toolan
Some are more equal: Constitutive and regulative rules in pragmatics revisited

According to Asa Kasher (1977) “the ultimate goal of any pragmatic theory is to specify and explain the
constitutive rules of human competence to use linguistic means for effecting basic purposes... Thus, a girl scout
has not grasped the notion of a postage stamp, if she knows all about perforated edges and can even tell the side
that sticks from the side that speaks but knows nothing whatsoever about letters and postage. And a scout-
master does not have a thorough knowledge about his organization if he knows the ropes and can tell a jamboree
from a merry rally but is unaware of the constitutive purposes of his movement.” Ideas of constitutive and
regulative rules are philosophically foundational and date back to Kant (see French, 1967). However, when they
were reframed in the 20th century by Searle (1964, 1969), taking his cue from Austin (1962), they related more
explicitly to language and intentionality, as well as to institutional and individual frames for the felicitous
performance of speech acts. Today, another update may be urgently needed, having to do with the potential new
methodologies available to study rules of discourse via an examination of large-scale data, both longitudinal and
cross-sectional, in which quantitative results converge with qualitative studies of discourse patterns and macro-
and micro- analytic approaches to communication meet. On this panel, we re-examine the core notions of
constitutive and regulative rules in pragmatics, systematized by J.L. Austin and J.R Searle as 'felicity conditions'
on types of speech act, by looking at an area of the ""real world"™ where the relationship between 'basic
purposes' and 'linguistic means' is particularly challenging. This is the vast arena of inequality across the world’s
regions and countries — inequality in wealth distribution, in educational and digital access, in gender
assignments, in the exercise of democratic rights, and in other major ways. How might we systematically
understand the constitution and regulation of the discourses underpinning equality/inequality in a ""real world""
where overwhelming amounts of big data are now being generated in all the fields listed above, yet the
interpretation of those data is both limited and problematic? Given this burgeoning virtual space, it is apparent
that pragmatics research cannot continue to rely solely on earlier 'face-to-face' models of rule-following, where
the initial examples were so often Eurocentric, upper-class and small-scale, e.g. playing cricket, naming ships,
or being scouts. Cricket is a good example. This game may still have eleven players and a captain per side and
its main constitutive purpose might remain bowling the other side out before they""ve managed to score more
runs than you. Yet the regulative, cultural rules surrounding cricket have changed so dramatically that JL. Austin
would barely recognize 'T-20 cricket' as it is today, played under evening arc-lights where multinational, many-
hued cricketers bursting out of fluorescent T-shirts bristling with advertising slogans perform for a maximum of
forty overs. Cricket has also become very big business, breeding various kinds of wealth and fame inequalities
between cricket and other sports in formerly colonized countries like India. In other words, the relationship
between the 'regulative' and the 'constitutive' aspects of rule-following have changed in fascinating, socially
impactful ways in a 24/7 media dominated, big-data-generating environment. How can pragmatics research both
learn from and contribute to current fast-moving changes in contexts for rule formation? What happens when
people 'violate' virtual rules or 'opt out'? Does rule-following necessarily promote equality because everyone
obeys the rules or can it reinforce inequality because different sets of rules obtain for various sets of social
agents? The panel includes presentations from Brazil, China, Germany, India, Poland, Spain, and the UK which
will address some of these questions. The cross-cultural studies presented on this panel will illustrate the ways
in which different societies verbally regulate and control social inequality. Papers on the panel will also aim to
show how wealth, health, racial, literacy and/or other inequalities can be understood in these countries via an
examination of corpora, for example, of large-scale, longitudinal data-bases such as newspapers which cover
several decades of reportage. Overall, the panel seeks to adopt an interdisciplinary approach to examining 'real
world' problems of inequality, ranging from stylistic and statistical analysis of corpora to multimodal studies of
media and political discourse to anthropologically and cognitively oriented field-studies, in order to illuminate
that still very crucial distinction between constitutive and regulative rules in pragmatics.
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Oscar Bladas Marti
Teaching formulaic language to L2 learners

In recent years L2 teaching and learning materials have increasingly paid more attention to formulaic forms,
including collocations, discourse markers, and indirect speech formulae (e.g. Can you help me?). This growing
interest in formulaic language suggests that materials developers and publishers, teachers, and students, are
becoming more aware of the importance of mastering L2 formulaic forms so as to ‘speak’ and ‘sound’ like a
native speaker (see Ellis 2012, Meunier 2012). To some extent, this interest in formulaic language in the area of
L2 teaching and learning is due to the growing research in formulaic language from a variety of theoretical
backgrounds, including, e.g., Corpora Linguistics and Construction Grammar. Recent publications (see Corrigan
et al. 2009, Wood 2010a, 2010b) show that formulaic language is no longer regarded as a marginal or even an
anecdotal area of study, but a relevant —and interdisciplinary— research field which can greatly contribute to
our understanding of language structure and use. However, the pedagogical approach to formulaic language
poses interesting, and challenging, questions to the research in the field. Two simple questions such as “What do
we need to teach?” and “How can we teach it?” are not, by any means, easy to answer. As Meunier (2012)
indicates, teachers need, first, to identify formulaic forms, and, second, to know whether a particular formulaic
form is worth being taught or not. In addition, teachers need to know how to teach formulaic language in an
effective way. On a more theoretical level, these two questions also challenge any definition of formulaic
language and any attempt to formalise a diverse, yet similar, wide range of forms. This panel wishes to promote
the debate on formulaic language paying special attention to the theoretical and pedagogical challenges posed by
L2 learning and teaching in this particular area of study. Any scholar currently working on the area of formulaic
language and/or L2 language learning and teaching (of any language) is welcome to submit a presentation to the
panel and participate in the panel discussion.
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Lucien Brown & Pilar Prieto
Multimodal (im)politeness

The negotiation of (im)politeness that accompanies communicative events is mediated through various
modalities, including not only verbal language, but nonverbal aspects such as the sound of the speaker’s voice,
and the use of polite bodily and facial gestures. Despite this, detailed analysis of prosody, gesture, and other
nonverbal modalities rarely featured in the (im)politeness literature, which was instead dominated by the
analysis of verbal (im)politeness. Indeed, Culpeper (2011) observed that “remarkably, the bulk of research on
politeness or impoliteness pays woefully little attention to the role of prosody” (p. 146), and also notes that
“non-verbal cues ... [receive] relatively little attention in communication and pragmatic studies.”

However, recent years have seen the emergence of a vibrant interest in multimodal components of politeness
(see Brown and Prieto, forthcoming). Research has shown that various acoustic and prosodic features correlate
with politeness and impoliteness-related meanings including, pitch (e.g., Winter and Grawunder 2012 for
Korean), speech rate (e.g. Lin et al. 2006 for Taiwanese), breathiness (e.g., Ito 2004 for Japanese), and pitch
contour (e.g., Orozco 2008 for Mexican Spanish). Nonverbal speech sounds such as oral and nasal fillers (e.g.,
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Winter and Grawunder 2012 for Korean), hisses (e.g., Fredsted 2005 for Danish), “kiss teeth” (Figueroa 2005
for Caribbean Creoles), and sounds denoting gustatory pleasure (Wiggins 2013) are also tied up with
(im)politeness, as is the use or avoidance of manual gestures (e.g., Ola 2009 for Yoruba), head nods (Kita and
Ide 2007 for Japanese) and other nonverbal behaviors. Gestures interact closely with acoustic and prosodic
features to modulate the politeness levels of utterances (Nadeu and Prieto 2011) and to distinguish between
mock impoliteness and genuine impoliteness (McKinnon and Prieto 2014) , and are also crucial in the
development of politeness sensitivity in children (Hiibscher, Wagner and Prieto 2016). In sign language,
interlocutors use mouth gestures, movements of the head and other non-manual features to communicate
politeness (George 2011; Mapson 2014). Finally, in C omputer M ediated C ommunication (CMC) , interactants
make use of cues such as emoticons, nonstandard/multiple punctuation and lexical surrogates to mitigate
potential face threat (e.g., Vandergriff 2013; Haugh et al 2015).

The goal of this panel is to bring together politeness researchers whose work focusses on nonverbal elements of
communication, or whose work features in depth analysis of these features. Nonverbal elements may include
(but are not limited to) the following: (1) Acoustics and prosody (2) Non-verbal speech sounds (3) Gestures,
nonverbal behavior, body language (4) Non-manual features of sign language (5) CMC (Computer Mediated
Communication) cues

The panel will discuss the relevance of these nonverbal elements in the production and perception of
(im)politeness across languages and cultures, and investigate the way that these different nonverbal aspects
interact with verbal aspects, and with each other. We will also discuss methodological issues related to the study
of multimodal impoliteness, as experienced by different researchers and different research labs. The organizers
of the panel both have leading roles in ongoing research projects into the use of prosody and gesture in
(im)politeness in Korean (Lucien Brown) and Catalan (Pilar Prieto), and recently collaborated for the first time
by co-authoring a chapter on “(Im)politeness: Prosody and Gesture” for the Palgrave Handbook of Linguistic
(Im)Politeness.

Matthew Burdelski
Storytelling in adult-child and children’s peer interactions

In languages across the globe, storytelling is a ubiquitous mode of interaction that functions in giving coherence
to life experiences, conveying affect, constructing identities, and managing human relationships. Over the last
couple of decades, there has been a great deal of scholarship examining storytelling from various perspectives
including conversation analysis, narrative analysis, and sociolinguistics. In contrast to much of the work from a
sociolinguistic perspective that examines the structure of stories, studies from conversation analytic
and related perspectives focus primarily on the telling, including how a story gets launched and managed by
tellers and recipients, how a sequence of events are ordered, and what kinds of social actions are performed
through the story (e.g., Jefferson, 1978; Mandelbaum, 2012; Sacks, 1972, 1974; Stivers, 2008; Stokoe &
Edwards, 2006). While most of the research examines interaction among adults, there are a growing number of
studies that analyze storytelling in adult-child (Bateman & Carr, forthcoming; Filipi, forthcoming;) and
children’s peer interactions (e.g., Karlsson & Evaldsson, 2011; Goodwin, 1982; 1990a, 1990b; Kyratzis, 1999;
Puroila, 2013; Theobald, 2016; Theobald & Danby, forthcoming; Theobald & Reynolds, 2015). These studies
have provided needed insights into how children view and construct their social worlds in sequentially relevant
ways.

This panel brings together researchers investigating children’s storytelling, including various kinds of tellings
and narratives—i.e., personally experienced events typically removed from the “here and now”— within various
languages (English, Swedish and Japanese). In focusing on children from the ages of two to ten-years old
interacting with teachers, peers, and family members, the papers demonstrate ways that children communicate
their own and others' experiences through the re-playing of events. This includes how children: 1) create an
interactional space for launching a telling and positioning themselves as tellers, 2) design their talk for particular
kinds of recipients, 3) build upon others’ previous utterances in relating a sequence of tellable actions/events, 4)
produce assessments and other affective actions, and 5) produce social actions in the “here and now” by telling
about events removed from the “here and now”. The papers will investigate storytelling as a multimodal activity
that emerges within various kinds of activities (e.g.play, mealtime, storybook reading) and that draws upon a
range of semiotic modalities such as gestures, gaze, and facial expressions. By directing the analytical lens
towards children’s contributions to storytelling, this panel highlights children as agents in constructing their
social worlds with other interlocutors. In offering a cross-linguistic and cross-cultural perspective on children’s
storytelling, the panel aims to contribute to research on children’s interaction and storytelling.
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Monica Cantero-Exojo & Eduardo Urios-Aparisi
Going viral: The socio-pragmatics of iconic communication in a shared world

This panel examines the links between social experiences and emotions and their representation and positioning
as shared identities in visual or multimodal discourse. The papers in this panel are meant to explore how
knowledge is perceived, shared and understood via iconic communication (see Barker and Yazdani 2000) by
different individuals and/or social groups with diverse cultural backgrounds across separated geographies. Thus,
the sharing of experiences embedded in the verbal-visual structured discourse becomes universally understood
realities. The panel aims to include a variety of approaches to the study of multimodal communication from
cinema to contemporary social media. To this end, it intends to contrast different approaches including Systemic
Functional Perspectives (O’Halloran 2004), Semiotic Approaches (Kress and Van Leeuwen 2001) and
Conceptual Metaphor theory. In particular, we study metaphors and other conceptual processes following
studies on metaphor and conceptualization in cinema (e.g. Fahlenbrach 2016) or in other contexts of interaction
such as social media, telecinematic discourse, comics and other visual arts (see Forceville and Urios-Aparisi
2009).
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Marta Carretero, Bjorn Wiemer & Juana I. Marin Arrese
Evidentiality: Discourse-pragmatic perspectives

This panel presents studies on evidentiality in discourse, focusing on the role of evidential expressions as
mechanisms by which speakers and writers indicate the source of information which lies at the basis of the
communicated content. Evidentiality concerns the kind or source of the evidence that speakers / writers (claim
to) have for or against a communicated proposition (Chafe & Nichols 1986; Willett 1988; Aikhenvald 2004;
Wiemer and Stathi 2010; Boye 2012; Marin-Arrese 2013; inter alia). Evidential expressions may express direct
access to the evidence by means of visual and other sensory sources, and also indirect access through inference
or through some form of mediated communication (Wiemer and Stathi 2010; Marin-Arrese 2013 inter alia).
Evidentiality is strongly related to epistemic modality, which concerns degrees of probability and certainty.
While the former justifies a proposition, the latter marks degree of commitment, and both make up the general
domain of ‘epistemicity’ (Boye 2012). Evidentiality is also akin to a number of other categories, such as:
reported speech, which consists in the attribution of information to another speaker or writer (Chojnicka 2012);
manner, in the sense that the way in which a state or event occurs may be a source of evidence for qualifying the
communicated content (Simon-Vandenbergen and Aijmer 2007; Carretero and Zamorano-Mansilla 2013);
mirativity, which qualifies the proposition in terms of (lack of) previous expectations (DeLancey 1997, Hill
2012, Aikhenvald 2012); and stance, in the sense of convergent or divergent alignment with respect to other
interactional positions (Biber et al. 1999; Englebretson 2007; Marin-Arrese 2013).

In recent years, evidentiality has often been approached in terms of its pragmatic effects, on its own or in
conjunction with epistemic modality or other categories such as those mentioned above. Some references
approach concrete expressions or types of expressions in a single language (Celle 2009; Dendale 2012; Korta &
Zubeldia 2014); others are contrastive or crosslinguistic studies (Simon-Vandenbergen & Aijmer 2007;
Usoniené & Sinkiiniené 2013; Marin-Arrese 2015; Wiemer & Socka forthcoming), and others concern different
genres or text types (Miiller 2008; Marin-Arrese 2011; Ruskan 2012; Carretero 2014).

Along these lines, the seven contributions included in this panel present advances in research on evidentiality
from a discourse-pragmatic perspective. Four of the papers are corpus-based studies on concrete evidentials,
namely adjectives, adverbs and verbs of communication in different languages (English, Spanish, Polish and
Lithuanian). The remaining three papers approach the distribution and effects of evidentials and related
expressions of stance in different types of discourse: two of the papers concern the ways terrorism is addressed
in two different discourse types (journalistic discourse and United Nations Security Council resolutions), and the
other is a study on a police interview.
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Asta Cekaite & Christian Meyer
Touch in social interaction: Integrating haptics into embodied interaction research (1 of 2)

In addition to talk, our own bodies and the bodies of our interlocutors, the culturally patterned environment,
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including the objects that surround us, provide semiotic and physical resources that we use in assembling
various forms of human action. Such multimodal character of human action, built through the mutual
elaboration of diverse semiotic resources, merits attention as to how different sensory modalities contribute to
the organization of social interaction (Goodwin, C. 2000). A growing number of studies have explored auditory
and visual modalities (gaze, gestures, speech) and the ways in which they are deployed to bring about ordered
sequences of interaction, thus contributing to our understanding of embodied interaction as reliant on
orientations to participants’ bodies as visually available fields for coordinating social actions. The panel directs
attention to the interactional uses and meanings of touch (haptics) as a significant, but largely overlooked
communicative modality (but see the emerging field in studies by Burdelski, 2015; Cekaite, 2010, 2015;
Goodwin, M. 2006; Goodwin, M. & Cekaite, 2013; Nishizaka & Sunaga, 2015). Based on recent work on
embodiment in social interaction (Goodwin, 2000; Mondada, 2007; Streeck, Goodwin, and LeBaron 2011) the
papers in this panel advance the study of haptics in several ways: i) they provide detailed analyses that
investigate the contributions of touch to coordinated human action; ii) they examine the multimodal, sequential,
and simultaneous relationships of touch with other semiotic systems, including talk, and the material artefacts);
iii) they explicate how various practices of touch are combined with contextual factors to produce meaning in
interaction. The presentations in the panel take into account the specificities of touch, i.e., the relevance of the
materiality of this modality, including the affordances of touch to be perceived, its sensory and social features.
Panelists outline specific bodily techniques (Mauss, 1935) relevant for inculcating social, bodily accountable
ways to act in everyday interactions and provide analytical insights into the corporeality and sensory aspects of
human interaction. In all, the panel underscores the analytic importance of studying the multiple sensory
modalities in which talk is embedded. These dimensions of embodiment are examined in the context of
culturally defined and recognizable events: adult-child socializing interactions in various cultural contexts
(Sweden, USA, Japan), teasing interactions between adolescents (Tainio & Routarine, Finland), mediatized and
non-mediatized co-body touch in the course of practical activities (Meyer, Germany), the use of touch in
handling objects in service encounters (Mondada), and health service encounters (Nishizaka, Japan). Charles
Goodwin (UCLA) is discussant.
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Siobhan Chapman & Billy Clark
Pragmatic approaches to literary analysis

This panel brings together researchers working with various frameworks of pragmatic theory, in order to
consider what pragmatics can offer to our analysis, interpretation and evaluation of literary texts. The panel is
inclusive in relation to pragmatic approaches, and frameworks for discussion include: Gricean and neo-Gricean
Theory (Grice, 1975; Horn, 2007), Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson, 1995; Carston, 2002), Im/politeness
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Theory (Brown and Levinson, 1987; Leech, 2014). The notion of ‘literariness’ is also interpreted broadly, and
individual papers focus on a wide range of genres: novels, short stories, poetry and drama, including TV drama.
Within this broad structure, the panel contributors make specific suggestions about how pragmatic theory can be
applied to the analysis of a particular literary text or texts, to understanding the more general processes of
literary criticism and interpretation, or to a consideration of the ways in which individual readers respond to
literary texts. Specific focuses of analysis include speech and thought presentation, irony, satire and metaphor.
The aim of the panel is to consider a range of work that is currently being undertaken in relation to pragmatic
approaches to literary analysis, and through discussion to consider possible future directions in the field. It will
contribute to more general debates about pragmatic theory, too, since it will explore the analytic and explanatory
potential of different theoretical approaches. The panel will necessarily highlight distinctions and contrasts
between pragmatic theories. But it will also bring out complementarities, shared aims and assumptions, and
ways in which different pragmatic theories might make different contributions to our understanding of literary
texts.
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Jan Chovanec & Villy Tsakona
Laughing at the “other’: Critical pragmatic insights into the humorous construction of
opposing groups

Having enjoyed an increasing popularity among scholars over the past couple of decades, the issue of humour
has developed an extensive body of research in linguistic pragmatics. This panel aims to develop that tradition
by focusing on humour explicitly involving the ‘other’. However, while the ‘us’ vs. ‘them’ dichotomy is a
recurrent theme in humour pragmatics, the issue has a broader significance: the analysis of humour involving
the ‘other’ can reveal broader social practices, i.e. the ideologies, stereotypes and social beliefs that underlie the
relationship between such mutually opposed groups (cf. Duszak 2002; Archakis and Tsakona 2005). To this
end, the present panel calls for a multidisciplinary approach enriching pragmatics with insights from critical
discourse studies in order to explore how the mutual contrast of ‘us’ vs. ‘them’ operates, what forms the relevant
humorous acts take, and what ends the targeting of ‘others’ ultimately serves.

Being central to much humour, the notion of the ‘other’ features in various forms in some of the theories of
humour. It plays a role, for instance, in the superiority theory, as well as in incongruity-based humour theories
(Raskin 1985; Raskin and Attardo 1991), where the mutually opposed semantic scripts often discursively
construct differences between mutually opposed groups. Most attention to the ‘other’ has probably been paid in
sociological accounts of jokes and short narratives (Davies 1997, 2011) since such short texts systematically
draw on stereotypical representations of diverse ethnic and social groups, reminding us that such representations
of the outgroup are imagined rather than real (cf. Anderson 1991). Within the burgeoning field of the pragmatics
of humour (Norrick and Chiaro 2009; Dynel 2011; 2013), the focus of the discipline has traditionally been on
communicative micro-situations, affiliative/disaffiliative functions of humour, and politeness and face (e.g.
Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997; Hay 2001; Haugh 2010) that typically involve individuals rather than groups.
The papers in this panel address the issue of the ‘other’ as a target of humour, discussing the diverse discursive
realizations, effects, and functions of othering via humour. We are particularly interested in exploring how
personal/public texts (the micro-level) and discursive practices (‘the meso-level’) connect with the broader
social practices (the ‘macro-level’; Fairclough 1992); or how humor mediates between the macro-leve 1
involving dominant values and views, and the micro-level involving the discoursal strategies and texts produced
by individuals (van Dijk 2008) . This implies, for instance, tracing what stereotypes are associated with the
various out-groups and how they are discursively handled by members of the in-group, particularly with view to
delegitimising the outgroup or pursuing some other overt and covert aims in local communicative contexts. The
papers in this panel apply the relevant methodologies of various sub-disciplines of pragmatics, complementing
them with a perspective informed by critical discourse studies (cf. Wodak et al. 2009; Hart 2010; 2010; Hart and
Cap 2014). The data for analysis come from various domains including media discourse (cf. Chovanec and
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Ermida 2012), political communication (cf. Tsakona and Popa 2011), conversational interactions (Norrick and
Chiaro 2009), and social media (Dynel and Chovanec 2015).
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Rebecca Clift & Elizabeth Holt
The pragmatics-conversation analysis interface

The aim of this panel is to bring together presentations exploring the interface between Conversation Analysis
(CA) and Pragmatics. This capitalises on the growing interest in the relationship between the two, as evidenced
by, for example, the popular panel on the interfaces of pragmatics at the last IPrA. Pragmatics introduced us to
the concept of language as action in the form of Speech Act Theory, and the theory of politeness, anchored in
empirical, anthropological research, furthered our understanding of collaborative behaviour. CA shares many of
its asumptions with these streams of work; in addition, its attention to naturally-occurring data has enhanced our
understanding of how actions are implemented across sequences. In so doing, CA has thrown new light on a
number of pragmatic concerns. These include the relationship between an utterance’s form and its function, the
nature of inference, and sequential positioning as a resource for meaning. For example, conversation-analytic
work on the actions implemented by particular turn formats has contributed to pragmatic work on indirectness;
work on laughter and humour is addressing pragmatic concerns regarding figurative language and the
serious/non-serious distinction; and work on variation in grammatical structure can, in its attention to concerns
such as morality and accountability, give us access to pragmatic domains such as politeness. Participants are
encouraged to present empirical research demonstrating how rigorous, sequential analysis of naturally occurring
interaction contributes important insights into these and other topics of Pragmatic interest.

Eva Cod6
The neoliberalization of educational systems: Englishization policies and the creation of
flexible workers
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This panel seeks to gain a critical understanding of the process of intensification of English-medium instruction
(EMI) in different parts of the world. The objective of the panel is two-fold. First, it aims to tie Englishization
policies and practices to the marketizing and neoliberalizing agenda of contemporary school systems whose
objective is the creation of productive workers who can enhance the global competitiveness of national
economies. Lo Bianco (2014) has argued that the status of English in the school curricula is changing in that it
has entered the set of basic skills all kids should acquire and is disappearing as a separate discipline . This is part
and parcel of the training of students for the service economy, which requires soft and relational skills, and of
the technicist drive in education (Hill & Kumar, 2009), which favours professional, transversal and transferrable
skills (Hirrt, 2009). Secondly, the panel aims to explore the effects of the whole-heartedly embracing of EMI on
the flexibilization (and precarization) of the teaching profession, following the work of scholars like Urciouli
(2008), who has investigated the skillification of contemporary labour. This political economic perspective is
largely absent from EMI studies, and follows pleas by Block, Gray and Holborrow (2012) and Ricento (2015),
among others, to adopt a more interdisciplinary and materialist approach to applied linguistics.

The panel is innovative in two ways. First, it aims to compare ethnographic data from distinct state contexts and
educational levels. Scholars working on Catalonia (Spain), the Philippines and Sweden and who are doing
research on secondary and tertiary education have been invited. Secondly, the panel tries to dissect the
intertwining of English policies and labour issues from different angles. One set of papers will focus on
deciphering what types of ideal students these policies aim to produce and with what consequences for whom.
One of the papers will investigate the ideological underpinnings and consequences of an ongoing educational
reform in the Philippines aimed to introduce vocational training early in secondary education in order to produce
employable workers. It is expected that this reform will further intensify EMI. Another of the papers will discuss
how EMI in Sweden became more prevalent after a reform in the early 1990s that gave schools more freedom to
introduce different forms of instruction, as well as the possibility to marketize educational options. It will also
deconstruct stakeholders’ views of English a way to ensure students’ successful professional careers imagined in
a competitive global context. A third paper will investigate the entrepreneurial ethos and self-skilling practices
of EMI teachers working in the public educational sector in Barcelona, Spain, who decide to “volunteer” to
teach their courses in English as a way of trying to secure a permanent job. Finally, the fourth paper will present
an auto-ethnography of an instructor in an English-medium teacher training program who challenged her
students’ naturalized discourses about English as the ultimate commodity.

Ludivine Crible & Catherine T. Bolly
Functions of pragmatic markers: Why should we care?

Interactive communication — whether spoken, signed or gestural — is characterized by very frequent and
multifunctional devices called “pragmatic markers” (henceforth PMs, e.g. Brinton 1996, Aijmer 2013) which
have only scarcely been studied in (multimodal) applied linguistics. PMs in speech (e.g. well, you know),
gestures (e.g. nodding, shrugging) and signed language (e.g. buoys, palm-up gestures) are increasingly the focus
of empirical research, whether corpus-based or experimental, investigating their many functions and variation
across speakers, situations and languages. The bulk of these studies provide in-depth analyses of the role and
meaning-in-context of these discursive devices, either focusing on particular expressions (e.g. Aijmer 1997 on
English I think, Seyfeddinipur 2004 on the “pistol hand” gesture in Iran), contrastive pairs (e.g. Bazzanella et al.
2007 on Italian allora and French alors, Bolly et al. 2015 on “palm-ups” in spoken French and French Belgian
Sign Language, Romero-Trillo 2007 on involvement discourse markers in English and Spanish), a subclass of
markers (e.g. Haselow 2012 on final particles in English, Kendon 2004 and Miiller 2004 on the “palm-up”
gesture family) or, less frequently, the whole category (e.g. Allwood et al. 2007, Bavelas et al. 1995, Cuenca
2013). Most authors converge in identifying three major functions, taking up Halliday’s (1970, 1974) seminal
categories of ideational, textual and interpersonal meanings, which can then be subdivided in a variety of more
specific uses such as markers of coherence relations, topic structure, interaction management, common ground
or emotion. These functions are often associated with internal features such as syntactic position in speech or
hand orientation in gesture, as well as differing effects in cognitive processing (e.g. Rohde & Horton 2014). The
existence of PMs with similar functions across the spoken, gestural and signed modalities is in itself a cue to the
relevance of this category for the study of natural language and its applications “in the real world”.
While the functions of written PMs are well established and heavily documented in many theoretical and
applied frameworks (e.g. Taboada & Mann 2006 for an overview of the applications of Rhetorical Structure
Theory), their counterparts in speech, gestures and signed language are rarely tackled by applied linguists, as
opposed to the bulk of descriptive or case studies. Combining a functional and applied approach to PMs brings
new light onto the online mechanisms of interpretation and opens up the perspectives of purely descriptive
works, however great their theoretical and/or methodological contribution. Applied linguistics has been
investigating the functions of PMs primarily in learner language and acquisition studies (e.g. Fung & Carter
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2007, Goldin-Meadow et al. 2007, Miiller 2005), along with other perspectives inspired by the cognitive and
computer sciences.

This panel will gather applied linguists working on the functions of PMs — be they spoken, gestural, or
multimodal — in a variety of fields of study such as language acquisition, speech pathology, aging studies and
fluency analysis. The aims are to i) raise awareness of existing work and point to promising areas, ii) further our
knowledge by triangulating multidisciplinary evidence, and iii) create new synergies and foster collaboration
between research fields.
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Anupam Das, Maria Elena Placencia & Zohreh Eslami
Complimenting behaviour in social media

Complimenting is a commonplace activity that can fulfil a range of discoursal, instrumental, relational and other
functions (cf. Golato, 2011; Jaworski, 1995; Kerbrat-Orecchioni, 1994; Sifianou, 2001; Wolfson & Manes,
1980). There is a wealth of research on the realization of compliments and compliment responses in different
languages and sociocultural contexts in relation to face-to-face interactions (see Chen, 2010, for an overview).
However, not much attention has been given to online environments, and social media, in particular, where
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complimenting is a conversational resource of widespread use; indeed, in recent years, its (mis)use in some
situations has been the object of heated debate in the press, blogs and social media (cf. Quinn, 8 Sep 2015).
Interesting findings are emerging from recent work on compliments and compliment responses on SNSs sites
such as Orkut (Das, 2010) and Facebook (cf. Das, work-in-progress; Eslami, Jabbari, & Kuo, 2015; Maiz
Arévalo & Garcia Gomez, 2013; Placencia & Lower, 2013; Placencia, Lower, & Powell, in press). Nonetheless,
there is still a great deal to be explored in relation to Facebook and other sites such as LinkedIn, Twitter,
MySpace, Tumblr and Instagram: for example, how complimenting behaviour is shaped by technology and
whether SNSs and globalization processes are resulting in homogenized behaviour (Sifianou, 2013); the objects
of compliments and the form that compliments take in these new environments, including the use of
multimodality; the functions compliments fulfil, who compliments who, how compliments are perceived by
different groups and how compliments are responded to (or not). There is also a need for discussion on
methodological issues and challenges in the study of complimenting behaviour in social media.
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Daria Dayte, Els Tobback & Tom Van Hout
Self-presentation and self-praise: The neglected speech acts

Self-praise (or boasting, bragging, self-elevation, positive disclosure...) is a speech act that aims to invoke a
desired positive image of the speaker, and can thus be seen as a face-enhancing act directed at the speaker and
non-supportive to the hearer (Dayter 2016). The assumption in literature has been mostly that self-praise is
interactionally risky in bona fide discourse. However, there is very little research on self-praise from a linguistic
perspective and the few empirical studies that exist seem to contradict the intuitions about the ‘social ban’ on
self-praise (Underwood 2011, Wu 2011). For example, in certain genres such as job applications or interviews
positive self-presentation is appropriate and expected (Holtgraves 1990, Jones et al. 1961). This panel will
involve a series of presenters whose work addresses linguistic self-disclosure and positive self-presentation in
the widest variety of communicative contexts. The focus will be on evidence-based investigations devoted to the
linguistic practices, strategies and interactional functions of self-presentation in autobiographical reporting on-
and offline. With the participation of the contributors to this panel, we intend to investigate the ways in which
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people market themselves as a “personal brand” ( cf. Manning 2010, Page 2012, Gershon 2014) and present
themselves as successful, enthusiastic, enterprising without losing credibility. An inalienable part of this
research question is the influence of gender and cultural background on strategies used to maintain the balance
between professional competence and personality, between credibility and persuasive strength in self-praising
contexts. We would like to invite contributions which investigate self-enhancement in everyday conversation
along with the genres that are traditionally judged to be more appropriate for bragging (social media profiles,
professional biographies on social networks such as LinkedIn, selfie captions, award acceptance speeches). The
aim of this panel is to open up the discussion of these hitherto neglected communicative activity and to
demonstrate that self-praise is an integral and frequent element of interaction. Ideally, the panel will reach
beyond the politeness-theory based approaches to self-enhancement and provide an update on the developments
of self-praise research from the vantage point of different theoretical models and disciplines, including
linguistics, discursive psychology, sociology, and media studies. The attendants of the panel will hopefully
contribute to paving the way to the comprehensive description of self-praise, its place and role in interaction and
the possible social censure associated with it.
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Arnulf Deppermann
Early responses

Actions in social interaction are not only sequentially ordered (Schegloff 2007), but they are also sensitive to
simultaneous events (Goodwin 1981), not only overlaps (Jefferson, 1983) but sometimes even synchronized
simultaneous trajectories (Lerner 2002).

This panel focus on an exemplary kind of simultaneity in joint action: early responses. These are responses to a
first pair part action (FPP) which start already in overlap with the initiating action, i.e. before the FPP is
completed and a transition relevance place is reached. Cases in point are granting a request, following an
instruction, and answering a question. Responses may be verbal, multimodal (verbal and embodied) or (merely)
visible bodily actions.

Contributions to the panel will inquire into the precise temporal organization of the deployment of early
responses with respect to the trajectory of the emerging FPP. Two leading questions will be pursued:

(a) Which features of context and activity do participants orient to when producing early responses?

Responsive actions can build on the recognition point (Jefferson 1983) of the FPP, but they may also use earlier
segments of it that provide for early projections of the action the FPP is to perform and/or the expected kind of
response (cf. Levinson 2013). Gestures and other multimodal conduct that precede or accompany the verbal turn
may also establish early projections, e.g. index (probable) referents or anticipate trajectories of actions. The
larger sequential context can establish expectations for next actions (which allow for early disambiguation).
Larger shared interactional histories and interactional as well as praxeological routines can make certain
responses strongly expectable and sometimes even normatively required given a certain contextual
configuration and activity type. As a boundary case, early responses may even be produced independently from
the FPP by virtue of shared routines. The contributions in the panel will be interested in the properties of FPPs
(e.g. turn-initial particles, syntax of turn-beginnings; cf. Deppermann 2013; Pekarek Doehler et al. 2015) and
their producers’ bodily activities (e.g. pointing gestures, gaze direction; cf. Mondada 2015) and other contextual
sources which provide for early projections which are observably used for the production of early responses.
This investigation includes identifying the precise aspects of the expected response which are projected early
(e.g. who is addressed, the type of responsive action, the object which the addressee should turn to, etc.).

(b) How are the time courses of FPP and SPP synchronized?
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In order to see how the emerging understanding of an FPP and its projective potentials informs responses, it is
necessary to attend to the fine temporal details of the unfolding FPP (e.g. the coordination of multimodal
resources, Schegloff 1984, its emerging syntax, Auer 2009) and of the responsive action (e.g. its onset vis->0-
vis the FPP, the way it makes use of features of the still ongoing FPP produced so far, the emergence of the SPP
and its praxeological properties).

Thanks to this focus on early responses, the panel wishes to contribute to two major theoretical issues of
research on social interaction:

a) the nature, sources, temporal trajectories and orders of projection in interaction and

b) the relationship between sequentiality, anticipation and simultaneity in multimodal

interaction.
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Jennifer A. Dickinson
Between graphic and grapheme: Representation in writing

Recent work in the study of writing systems has highlighted less formalized practices that fall outside
negotiation of written standards. These include mixing writing systems (e.g. Androutsopoulos 2014; Dickinson
2015; Miller 2011), codeswitching in writing (e.g. Sebba 2013), and the use of symbols or graphics in
combination with graphemes (e.g. Miller 2011). This panel pushes study of the graphic/grapheme interface
further, focusing specifically on the pragmatic effects of manipulating paragraphemic features of scripts (Smith
and Schmidt 1996) as well as the use of non-linguistic graphics (pictures, symbols) as part of meaning creation
in linguistic contexts. Papers on this panel ask questions such as “How do readers interpret graphics
incorporated as elements of written tests?” “What underlying ideologies of graphic representation of linguistic
meaning structure graphic elements of writing?” and “How do specific uses and interpretations of writing using
graphics and graphemes define or challenge community boundaries?” These questions focus inquiry on graphic
representation (of linguistic meaning, of emotional and attitudinal stance, of community membership, of shared
beliefs) as part of how writers and readers create meaning in written and hybrid texts. Participants in this panel
explore pragmatics at the overlap between graphemes and graphics, where the combination produces culturally
situated linguistic meanings. Topics explored on this panel include the pragmatics of emojis, pictures and other
graphics in social media posts; representation of paralinguistic elements in textual communication; alternative
and hybrid systems for graphic representation of language; the linguistic effects of ellipsis, acronymization and
deliberate erasure of textual elements, and creation of complex cultural meaning through the interlacing of
visual and linguistic cues. In the first session, papers focus on patterns of use and interpretation of graphic
elements in a range of writing contexts; in the second session, papers focus on script choices and and the
relation between scripts and graphics in cultural and linguistic ideological context.
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Carolina Figueras Bates & Montse Gonzalez
The Interrelation between evidentiality, mitigation and appraisal across genres (1 of 3)

This panel presents contributions to the relations, limits, and interactions between three interconnected
discursive dimensions: evidentiality, mitigation and appraisal. Evidentiality, the expression of the source of the
information that sustains the speaker’s claims (Anderson 1986; Boye 2012), has been researched both from a
more formal-linguistic perspective (Aikhenvald 2004; De Haan 1999, 2001, 2005) and from a more discursive-
pragmatic approach (Fox 2001; Hill & Irvine 1993; Mushin 2000, 2001). Since evidentiality has a direct
connection with the construction and transmission of knowledge in discourse, evidential markers have also been
examined in relation to the notion of stance (du Bois, 2007; Clift, 2006; Kérkkdinen 2003; Mushin 2001).
Mitigation, on the other hand, constitutes a communicative strategy used by the speaker to convey distance in
relation to the message (Briz 2003, 2006; Briz & Albelda 2013; Caffi 1999, 2007). With mitigation, the
illocutive force of the speech acts and the role of the participants are minimized, whether to reach an intended
agreement or to reduce conflict (Briz 2006). In this regard, mitigation is dependent upon the management of
interlocutors’ faces during social encounters. Mitigation and evidentiality can interact in discourse, for instance,
when the speaker construes his/her epistemic stance towards certain information. Thus, shields (Caffi 1999), a
linguistic mechanism to depersonalize the statements made, can also be used as evidential markers to express
that the speaker is not the source of the information and that he/she is avoiding any personal responsibility for
the content (Albelda in press).
Evidentiality and mitigation also intersect with the linguistic expression of emotion and evaluation, a research
topic that has been approached from different perspectives: studies of affect (Batson et al. 1992), subjectivity
and point of view (Banfield 1982; Langacker 1990; Traugott 1995, 2010), modality (Palmer 1986; Bybee &
Fleischman 1995; Portner 2009), and appraisal (Martin & White 2005), among others. Appraisal has been well
described in English across different genres, ranging from political discourse/news stories (White 1998; Coffin
& O'Halloran 2006) to casual conversation (Eggins & Slade 1997). Few studies, however, have been dedicated
to examining appraisal in Spanish (e.g., Kaplan 2007; Achugar 2008).
Against this background, this panel includes studies dedicated to quantitative and/or qualitative corpus-driven
analysis of evidentiality, mitigation and appraisal in different discursive genres, with the aim to reveal genre-
type patterns of interaction between these three categories. The research questions of the present panel are:
What are the interrelations between the pragmatic strategies of evidentiality, mitigation and appraisal?
What are the limits and combinations of the semantics and pragmatics of these three dimensions in discourse?
What are the relations between these three dimensions and the macrodimension of stance?
The contributions brought together are concerned with topics related to the interdependences between
evidentiality, mitigation and appraisal in contexts such as

. Online communication: social networks, forums and blogs.
Political discourse in newspaper articles or essays
Journalistic language
Academic discourse
Customer reviews of products (e.g. on Amazon or TripAdvisor)
Colloquial conversation
Translation, especially of evaluative texts

. Personal narratives
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Rita Finkbeiner
Pragmatics and constructions

Constructionist approaches to grammar usually do not draw a clear distinction between semantics and
pragmatics. This is in line with standard definitions of Construction Grammar as a non-modular theory
(Goldberg 2013; cf. also Langacker 1987). Thus, a constructionist analysis represents both truth-functional
aspects and aspects such as information structure and speech act force as part of the meaning side of a
construction (Lakoff 1987, Lambrecht 1994). Furthermore, constructionist approaches usually do not provide a
theoretical explication of the role of general pragmatic principles, e.g., Gricean maxims, in the theory. However,
it is clear that (instantiations of) constructions - be it morphological constructions, phraseological constructions,
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or more abstract syntactic patterns - are uttered by speakers in discourse, and are interpreted by hearers in
discourse. Within recent approaches to the semantics/pragmatics interface, it is unanimously believed that
utterances are semantically underdetermined (e.g., Carston 2016, Ariel 2016). That is, the interpretation of
utterances is only in part determined by their encoded meaning, while a great deal is achieved inferentially by
hearers in context. This should be true not only for utterances of sentences, but also for utterances of all kinds of
constructions. For instance, while some constructions may be conventionally associated with a specific speech
act force, e.g., Him be a doctor? (Kay 2004; cf. also Morgan 1978), others may have a broad illocutionary
potential and realize different illocutions in different contexts, governed by regular syntax-pragmatics
interaction (Bach/Harnish 1979, Kissine 2012, Meibauer 2013). Therefore, a comprehensive theory of
constructions should not only cover aspects of discourse that are conventionally attached to constructions
(Ostman 2005, Nikiforidou 2009), but should also incorporate a systematic interface with pragmatics, e.g., a
systematic component of speech act assignment. Also, constructions often allow for a wide array of slightly
different usages/interpretations (e.g., Ariel 2013; cf. also Finkbeiner 2014). A theory that specifies every
meaning aspect as part of the construction seems to be forced to assume different constructions for every usage.
By contrast, a theory that can account for different interpretations via additional contextual processes such as
explicature or implicature arguably is more parsimonious (Borg 2012).

This panel brings together researchers interested in constructions and construction grammar, theoretical
pragmatics, and the semantics/pragmatics interface, addressing

- competing theoretical approaches to constructional meaning

- the role of pragmatics in Construction Grammar

- the role of constructions in theoretical pragmatics

- the relationship between conventional and inferential meaning in constructions

- the nature of the meaning of different types of constructions, e.g., morphological constructions, phrasal
constructions, sentence types

- the meanings of constructions in different languages, language variation and language change
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Susan Fitzmaurice, Graham Williams & Helen Newsome
Sincerity and epistolarity
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This panel explores the role of sincerity in the epistolary construction and inference of speaker subjectivity and
intersubjectivity. Regardless of the specific period of composition, the letter genre holds enduring interest for
linguists, literary critics, historians and pragmaticians alike as a medium that has the capacity to convey the
attitude of the inscribed ego towards the self and the addressee, as well as events, objects and external agents,
for example.

One way to investigate the impact of the letter as self-expression or subjectivity is to examine the role that the
notion of sincerity plays in persuading readers that the letter serves as a direct and trustworthy representation of
the speaker (or writer). Contributors define, operationalize and problematize the notion of sincerity and discuss
its salience in reading letters in a range of different languages, written in different periods. The presentations
examine metalinguistic, discursive and pragmatic levels in their analysis and interrogate the ways in which the
context of production may condition the reading of sincerity.

In English letters, the writer’s attitude has been ostensibly inscribed and, over time, conventionalized in the
salutations that open and close letters. In particular, the signatory encodes the relationship that the writer shares
with the addressee with terms such as sincerely, faithfully, etc. Contributors working on letters in languages
other than English, from all historical periods, explore ways to measure the distance between the epistolary act
and its ascription as ‘sincere’. We thus examine ‘sincerity’ from a semasiological as well as an onomasiological
perspective. In so doing, we explore the relationship between the linguistic instantiation of ‘sincerity’ and the
range of possible interpretations over time, from the ‘avowal of feeling’, ‘honesty’, to ‘genuineness of feeling’.
The overarching question for panelists is thus: what is the role of sincerity in the construction of epistolarity in
different languages over time? The panel will consist of three sessions over the day in which contributors will
present and discuss their papers.

Maria Marta Garcia Negroni & Silvia Ramirez Gelbes
About subjectivity and otherness in language and discourse

Philosophical in its origins, the category of subject has aroused and continues to arouse interest in the field of
study of various disciplines: linguistics, psychoanalysis, anthropology, sociology, literary theory. Heir of the
Cartesian cogito, the traditional notion of subject is set as a guarantee of absolute truths and has contributed to
the representation of a world that can be expressed in stable, universal and true laws. In recent decades, these
conceptions which were sustained in a binary logic have been replaced by perspectives that contemplate the
unstable nature of the subject and its modes of representation of the world. Along these lines, Pragmatics has
incorporated the subjective component as a founding constituent of signification. However, the relevance given
in this regard to the question of the intention of the speaker and the concept of literal sense reveals the
persistence not only of an almighty subject who says just what she means and nothing more but also of purely
informational (i.e., supposedly objective) elements in meaning. In this panel, with polyphonic and non-veri-
conditional approaches, i.e., dialogism, enunciation polyphony, enunciation heterogeneities, discourse analysis
(Amossy, 1999; Authier, 1995; Bajtin, 1982; Bres et al., 2005; Ducrot, 1984, 2004; Maingueneau, 1999) as its
framework, issues related to different types of formulations that account for the presence and the manifestations
of subjectivity and otherness in language and discourse will be analyzed: autonimic modalization; evidential,
allusive, and ironic points of view; echoes; doxal statements; various forms of presence of discursive memory;
different types of ethos, etcetera. The presentations will be delivered in Spanish, Portuguese, French and
English.

The first slot will be dedicated to “Subjectivity, otherness and conflict”; the second one will be about
“Subjectivity, otherness and dialogism”; the third one will deal with the topic “Subjectivity, otherness and
discourses for special purposes”; the fourth and last one will be about “Subjectivity, otherness and new
discourses”.
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Cornelia Gerhardt & Elisabeth Reber
Activities in interaction

This panel conceptualizes the notion “activity” as a perspective on the thick descriptions that challenge

researchers when analyzing video-recordings of mundane and institutional interaction. Despite the relevance of

activities to the social organization of mundane and institutional interaction (Levinson 1992, 2003), Robinson

(2013) notes a “relative lack of clarity and precision regarding the conceptualization and definition of activity as

a unit of interaction” (Robinson 2013: 260). This panel intends to shed more light on how activities may be

conceptualized and defined, taking a specific interest in the embodied organization of activities across linguistic

and socio-cultural communities.

Activities are regarded as “topically coherent and/or goal-coherent course[s] of action” (Heritage and Sorjonen

1994: 4), which may consist of a minimal sequence, i.e. a single adjacency pair, e.g. a greeting (Sacks 1972,

Schegloff 2007), or may come in ‘big packages’ (Sacks 1992 vol. II: 354), i.e. longer, more extended sequences,

such as troubles talk(Jefferson 1988). Participants can engage in “multi-activity”, i.e. in more than one activity

at the same time, e.g. dinner table conversation (Ch. Goodwin 1984) or telephone calls (Mondada 2008).

The panels brings together contributions that explore the embodied accomplishment of activities in social

interaction, at multiple levels and in various settings, drawing on video recordings of naturalistic interaction

from these complementary perspectives:

1)  The use of specific vocal, verbal, visuo-spatial resources and/or object to shape, orchestrate and constitute
an emerging embodied activity, in being functional e.g. in turn-taking and sequence organization; in
displaying, managing and negotiating the epistemic access, rights and authority as well as speaker’s source
of information; in displaying and making relevant stance. The panel welcomes studies that examine the
formal and functional range of such resources.

2)  The embodied coordination and organization of (multi-)activities by participants: in accomplishing the
beginning and/or end and/or the transition from one activity to another; in managing the internal
organization of the ongoing activity (e.g. Ch. Goodwin 1984, M. Goodwin 1980a,b, Heath 1982, 1984); in
orienting to the (changing) participation framework or supra-sequential structures as meaningful steps in the
activity at hand (Robinson 2013).

3) A theoretical-methodological discussion about which unit of analysis provides the best grasp on the data,
i.e. the bodily conduct or talk (or both?) that provides for the progression and coordination of the activity;
how extra technological equipment, e.g. eyetrackers, can help us further our understanding of the forms and
functions of gaze across activities and cultures; how we can grasp that both a minimal sequence of
adjacency pairs (e.g. assessments) as well as extended tellings where turn-taking is suspended are
conceptualized as activities theoretically and methodologically.
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Korina Giaxoglou & Marjut Johansson
Mediatizing emotion in reactions to global events and crises

Twitter has turned into a key reporting tool for sharing stories and stances on global events, such as national
elections, sports events and crises, including natural disasters, celebrity death, political imbroglios, or major
attack incidents (Weller, Bruns, Burgess et al. 2014, p.xvi). On Twitter - and other social media platforms -
breaking news of global events and crises unfold moment-by-moment in tandem with networked users’
commentary and reactions to these. This multifaceted news stream creates an experience of ambient news
(Hermida 2010) characterized by ‘deeply subjective accounts and interpretations of events as they unfold’
(Papacharissi 2015, p. 56). For example, the terrorist shooting at the editorial office of the satirical magazine
Charlie Hebdo was followed by a global Twitter discussion that received several millions of tweets. The
reactions were divided: the magazine received expressions of solidarity and sympathy, but also ironic and
parodic comments (Johansson & al. 2015). The hashtag #JeSuisCharlie quickly trended alongside
#CharlieHebdo as a meta-story resource creating dividing lines of identification and bringing about new modes
of digital witnessing of global events (Giaxoglou 2016).

The starting point for this panel is that emotion - viewed as inter-subjective, culture-bound, mediated
“meaning/feeling experiences” (Leavitt 1996, p.530) - occupies a central place in digital cultures of participation
and sharing (Benski and Fischer 2014). Our panel argues for the relevance of discourse-pragmatic approaches to
developing our understanding of (i) the impact of social media on the representation, presentation and sharing of
emotion in reaction to global events and crises, (ii) the variation of practices of mediatizing emotion across
different languages and contexts and (iii) the implications of particular digital practices of stancetaking for the
emergence of different modes of public engagement with global events and crises.

Papers in this panel examine a range of contexts and languages, including English, French, Finnish and Greek
using a combination of quantitative and qualitative methodologies as appropriate to each study. Individual
papers examine how emotion is encoded in world leaders’ reactions to terrorist attacks as well as how Twitter
users reacted to the Charlie Hebdo attack bonding and dividing around the hashtag #JeSuisCharlie. The
ambiguities surrounding the meaning of the hashtag are explored in the context of debates on Wikipedia while
the issues related to its circulation and (re)appropriation are discussed in the case of the emergence of hashtag
slogans such as #JeSuisAnkara, where place is co-articulated with affect. Papers in this panel also examine the
different kinds of resources afforded by different social media platforms, e.g. Twitter, Instagram and Flickr for
expressing and sharing emotion in relation to different types of events, including reactions to celebrity death and
political or economic crises. Taken together, the papers in this panel shed light into the varied ways in which
emotion is drawn upon as a resource for the ecstatic sharing of stories, meta-stories and commentary about
global news, events, and crises.
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Cynthia Gordon
Food for thought and social action: Constructing ideologies in food-related
communication across digital and cultural contexts
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This panel illuminates the relationship between discourse, action, and ideology by examining the intersection of
two areas of growing interest in pragmatics and related fields—interaction about food, and digital
communication. Each has been studied separately; for example, recent edited volumes explore Language and
Food (Szatrowski, 2014) and Culinary Linguistics (Gerhardt, Frobenius, & Ley, 2013) on the one hand, and
Discourse 2.0 (Tannen & Trester, 2013) and Digital Discourse (Thurlow & Mroczek, 2011) on the other.
Increasingly, however, these areas intersect on platforms such as Twitter, Instagram, and YouTube. This panel,
by exploring food-related interaction in various digital and cultural contexts, demonstrates how users mobilize
language, images, and videos—and food as a discursive resource—to accomplish actions of social, cultural, and
political consequence, thereby constructing ideologies that encompass, and transcend, food.

The papers that make up this panel contribute to the relatively small body of existing studies that consider food-
related digital communication (e.g., Brandt & Jenks, 2011; Sneijder & te Molder, 2005; Vasquez & Chik, 2015;
Zappavigna, 2014), while also extending research on conversational discourse that shows how communicating
about food (and drink) not only creates tastes and preferences, but also accomplishes social and ideological
work (e.g., Dominguez-Whitehead & Whitehead, 2014; Gongalves, 2013; Karrebak, 2014; Ochs, Pontecorvo,
& Fasulo, 1996; Wiggins, 2013). Panel contributors draw upon various discourse-based approaches to digital
communication (e.g., Androutsopoulos, 2008; Herring, 2004) to illuminate food-related interaction across a
range of cultural and digital contexts, including the multimodal discourse of an Korean livestreaming online
eating show; discussion thread posts by self-proclaimed “picky eaters” on an English-language weight-loss and
health website; food blogs that address veganism; The New York Times Instagram posts regarding Brooklyn-
based restaurants; comments posted in response to YouTube videos addressing Russia’s ban on imported
Western food; Twitter communication about an imported food scandal in the Middle Eastern country of Oman;
and Facebook posts and tweets that draw on material from a Belgian Dutch-language infotainment TV program
on food and nutrition. Collectively, the papers illuminate how, in digital contexts, language and multimodal
resources serve to not only communicate about food, but also as a means of accomplishing sociability,
circulating health-related information, creating identities, drawing social and cultural boundaries, and conveying
political stances.

Eva-Maria Graf, Claudio Scarvaglieri & Thomas Spranz-Fogasy
The pragmatics of change in therapy and related formats

Numerous studies have identified recurrent interactional practices in psychotherapy (Perdkyld et al. 2008;
Pawelczyk 2011; Scarvaglieri 2013) and related formats like coaching (Graf 2015) or counseling (Muntigl 2004;
Hutchby 2007). The primary focus was on reconstructing specific “trajectories” of interaction (Vehvildinen
2003; Perdkyld 2004) and on understanding potential difficulties that emerge in these interaction formats
(Streeck 2004; MacMartin 2008). More recently, research focus has turned towards relating interactional
processes of psychotherapy to their institutional purpose, i.e. clients’ need for change (Pawelczyk/Graf forthc.).
Since change “is the motivation for all psychotherapies” (Perdkyld 2013: ch. 6), this shift has the potential to
draw attention to discursive aspects that are of vital importance for process and outcome of psychotherapy
(Voutilainen et al. 2011). Concurrently, such findings contribute to discussions in clinical psychology on factors
that support change, on ways in which change manifests itself, and on conceptual aspects of change (e.g. Streeck
2008; Lambert 2013). Yet, change is not only a motivating factor for psychotherapy, but also for related
discourse formats, especially coaching and physician-patient interaction. Discourse-based process-research in
these formats has however only started to address issues of change (e.g. Graf/Pawelczyk 2014; Busch/Spranz-
Fogasy 2015). Investigating the pragmatics of change within and across various helping formats addresses
crucial interactional processes and allows for deeper insights into differences and commonalities of helping
professions (Graf et al. 2014). To do so, the panel aims to address conceptual and empirical questions
particularly, but not exclusively, in the context of dimension of change, object of change and interactional
format of change:

- Regarding the various dimensions of change, change is understood as transformed ways of talking(Voutilainen
et al. 2011) from a purely language based perspective, as differences in the way clients act and deal from an
action-theoretical perspective(Scarvaglieri 2013) and as differences in the way clients think and react from a
mental(istic) perspective.

- Regarding the object of change, most work restricts change to the client. Yet there are studies (Buchholz 2003)
that locate it in the relationship between client and the professional, which undergoes change in successful
helping professional interaction. As such, the idea of change in therapist, coach, doctor etc., i.e. in the way these
professionals deal with clients, understand and react towards them, needs to be examined as well (cf. Crichton
2015).

- Regarding the interactional formats that contribute to change (Ribeiro et al. 2013), questions center on: Where
in the interaction does change start (Scarvaglieri 2015)? How can interactional formats that serve as starting
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points for change be identified and characterized? Which actions and interaction formats pursue processes of
change and how are they co-constructed by professional and client? And more generally: How is change
manifested in interaction? How can change be traced linguistically?

The papers in this panel discuss how these (and possibly others) dimensions of change can be investigated from
an interaction based standpoint in psychotherapy, counseling, coaching and physician-patient interaction.

Luca Greco
Touching-the-body in interaction

A sense like touch, and most specifically the activity of touching-the-body, is a powerful vehicle in interaction
with objects, material environment and between social actors. It is maybe one of the most powerful semiotic
resources that participants may mobilize in order to perceive and respond to the physical world, accomplish
intersubjectivity, construct and maintain intimacy and, more generally, experience the world, as testified by
some influential works in psychology (Gibson 1962), philosophy (Merleau-Ponty 1964), neurosciences (Abraira
& Ginty 2013), robotics (Culberston, Unwin, Kuchenbecker 2014) and gender studies (Irigaray 1977).

Despite its relevance, physically touching-the-body (i.e. without the mediation of objects) has been little
investigated in interactional studies, compared to other modalities such as gaze (Goodwin 1981, Rossano 2012),
pointing (Kita 2003, Kendon 2004), nods (Stivers 2008), etc. Notable exceptions are the pioneering work of
Streek (2009), Cekaite (2010), Nishizaka (2011), and M. H. Goodwin (2013, 2015).

This panel sets out to explore:

i) the analysis of different types of touching-the-body (palpation, massage, stamp, brush...), of
their temporal and sequential organization in interaction ;

ii) the role of touching-the-body in the accomplishment of both ordinary and professional practices
and in indexing members’ identities and organizing participation frameworks;

i) the multiple ways through which touching-the-body contributes to the local and shared

construction of the body itself as the result of intersubjectivity.

All contributors use conversation analysis and multimodal interaction analysis as methods of investigation. They
explore these issues across a set of different languages (English, French, Italian) and settings : ordinary settings
(Ticca, Traverso and Ursi ICAR Lab Lyon 2), drag king workshops (Greco, Sorbonne Nouvelle), hairdressing
service encounters (Horlacher Basel University), medical encounters (Galatolo, University of Bologna), police
encounters with citizens (Mells, UCLA).

Greco will present a a critical state of the art concerning the study of touching practices in social sciences
within a praxeological approach as an introduction to the panel.

Greco will focuses on situations in which a drag king expert mobilizes touching on his own face as a way to
show and to project to the drag king novice a possible and a relevant make up for the incomer.

Ticca, Traverso and Ursi will show that touching in everyday greetings is not only used in the more or less
conventional forms of shake hand, kissing, etc., but it can also can accompain the transition towards the next
activity.

Horlacher will show that clients access their head manually a) when giving instructions to the hairdresser
during the initial phase of the encounter b) when requesting for a revision at the end of the encounter.

Galatolo’s analysis aims at showing how the physical examination, and particularly the touching of the patient’s
injured limb(s), is introduced, and how touch and visual inspection are intertwined

Mells explores touching from the establishment of rights to physically apprehend a suspect to the more subtle
forms of care and compassion that police officers may implement by touching the persons they have stopped.

Marie-Noelle Guillot, Louisa Desilla & Maria Pavesi
Films in translation — all is not lost: Pragmatics and audiovisual translation as cross-
cultural mediation

This panel on Audiovisual Translation (AVT) as Cross-cultural Mediation is intended to promote collaboration
and the coordination of research in this new domain from a cross-cultural pragmatics perspective. The
circulation of foreign-language films and media products relying on subtitling or dubbing to reach their public
has increased considerably with digitization and global dissemination, and audio-visual media, film and
television have acquired unprecedented currency as a medium of cross-cultural exchange. Our understanding of
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what is at stake in processes of interlingual mediation through AVT from a pragmatics and cross-cultural
pragmatics perspective has lagged behind. While AVT has been peripheral in pragmatics research, with barely
any publications in main pragmatics journals to date, within AVT studies research with an overt or covert
pragmatics outlook has been gathering momentum. There are broad questions to be addressed, at the interface of
description and reception. What picture is given by foreign-language films via subtitling or dubbing of how
people talk and negotiate interpersonal meaning and interaction in other languages? How do foreign-language
film audiences understand foreign films and respond to the linguistic and cultural representations conveyed
through AVT? Work has been building up for description, with a growing pool of studies from an
acknowledged pragmatics or cross-cultural pragmatics perspective, from early milestone work on politeness, the
sequential structure of interactions or interactional naturalness in screen translation (Hatim and Mason 1997,
Remael 2003, Pérez-Gonzalez 2007) to more recent case or corpus studies on a range of other aspects (e.g.
speech acts and conversational routines like greetings/leave taking, compliments, swearing, discourse markers,
orality, deixis, interpersonal address, implicature; Bonsignori et al. 2011, Bruti 2009, Chaume 2004, Desilla
2012, Greenall 2011, Guillot 2008, 2010, 2012, 2016a, Pavesi 2009 a,b,c, 2013, Pavesi et al. 2014, Pinto 2010
among others). We are at a point where a more concerted effort is called for to systematize description, per se
and as a platform for reception studies of responses to AVT-mediated linguistic and cultural representation, so
far very few (Desilla 2014, De Pablos 2015). There are general and AVT-specific methodological issues to be
mindful of: un(der)-specified theoretical context/methodology/research questions; conclusions from limited
evidence or decontextualized micro-level text analysis; neglect of recipient design and other narrative or
medium specificities (multimodal interdependence of the meaning-making resources involved; textual
stylization; cultural a-synchrony pitching target language-triggered pragmatic expectations and on-screen source
context, for example); pragmatic indexing and situatedness of linguistic/pragmatic choices, increasingly seen to
mark out subtitling and dubbing as language varieties or registers in their own right, explicitly (Guillot 2016b,
Pavesi et. al. 2014) or implicitly (e.g. Casarini 2012, De Meo 2012, Longo 2009, Matamala 2009, Romero
Fresco 2009, Ranzato 2010)). The panel brings together contributions that are collaborating in this effort, to
bring critical mass to this new domain of enquiry and put it more firmly on the pragmatics research agendal. 1
Organised in conjunction with the AHRC-Funded research network Tapping the Power of Foreign Language
Films: AVT as Cross-cultural Mediation (AH/N007026/1; Guillot, UEA, Co-I Desilla, UCL, with Mingant,
Pavesi, Zabalbeascoa; 05/16-10/17).

Miki Hanazaki
Linguistic expressions and devices that yield the implicature of cause and effect

Implicature has been a big issue in pragmatics since Grice (1975), and a considerable amount of research has
been conducted to reveal ways in which the interlocutors yield many implications, one of which is the
implication of cause and effect. Obviously, one device of inviting the interpretation of cause and effect is to use
lexical terms which shows such relation, such as because as in the sentence I was in bed because of a cold.
However, the same situation can be expressed by conveying the simultaneity of two events as in I was in bed as
I had a cold or I was in bed with a cold or Being sick, I was in bed. Also, showing that the two events occur in a
temporal sequence also provokes the construal of such relation as in He died after the stroke. Another linguistic
device to invite the interpretation of cause and effect relation is a simple juxtaposing of two events, as in [ was
in bed. I had a cold. And of course, the cohesion within the discourse plays a great role in the production of the
implicature.

The purpose of this panel is to examine 1) what kind of expressions and devices are available cross-
linguistically to yield the implicature of cause and effect, 2) to explore which devices are universal / culture-
specific in making the interlocutors interpret the expressions as having such implications, and 3) what kind of
mechanisms are involved in the construal of such interpretation.

In order to achieve this purpose, this panel will analyze data in English, Japanese, German, Spanish, Babanki,
Ewe, Korean, Russian, Sidaama, Yucatec Maya, and Chinese. Some papers in the panel will deal with the
lexical items that involve the fabrication of the implicature, some will deal with when and how the causal
relation is explicitly uttered / left implicit, some will deal with sports broadcasting or newspaper and also
political discourse that let the receivers interpret the discourse as cause and effect, and some will deal with the
METAPHOR that is involved in the construal.

Maj-Britt Mosegaard Hansen
Cyclicity in semantic-pragmatic change
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It has been known at least since Jespersen (1917) that certain types of linguistic items or constructions tend to
evolve in a cyclic fashion across languages. Thus, van Gelderen (2011) identifies a total of seven well-
documented diachronic cycles pertaining to (morpho-)syntactic items and constructions across a wide variety of
languages. Similar cyclic developments have been discovered in the domain of phonology (e.g. Bermudez-Otero
& Trousdale 2012). This panel will investigate the nature and cross-linguistic importance of cyclicity at a third
level of linguistic description, i.e. that of semantics and pragmatics, aiming to contribute potentially very
significantly to current theoretical debates about the nature of language change more generally. The idea that
there might be cyclic movements at the level of semantics and pragmatics was first adumbrated and
subsequently explicitly proposed by Hansen (2013, 2014), as well as (independently) by Ghezzi/Molinelli
(2014). In subsequent work, Hansen (2015, fc) adduces a range of examples of semantic/pragmatic cyclicity
from across various Romance languages. Although the phenomenon appears manifest, its existence thus
constitutes a very recent discovery, which promises to be of descriptive and theoretical significance, but whose
scope and cross-linguistic importance need to be more systematically investigated. Such investigation
necessitates a concerted team effort involving semantics/pragmatics specialists with expertise across a range of
languages. This panel is therefore exploratory in nature and aims to further the research agenda set out above by
presenting a series of pilot studies on semantic/pragmatic cyclicity. Contributions will identify and analyze
examples of semantic/pragmatic cycles across a number of languages (principally Latin and Romance), focusing
on the evolution of pragmatic markers from propositional source items and constructions. In addition, and with a
view to identifying suitable empirical domains of focus for further investigation, the contributions and the
concluding roundtable will address issues such as (i) the relative importance of semasiological (form-focused,
e.g. Lat TAM > OldFr ja > ModFr déja) vs onomasiological (function-focused, e.g. Lat NUNC > OF or > ModF
maintenant) cyclicity; (ii) whether some semantic/pragmatic fields (e.g. temporality) are more prone to exhibit
cyclicity than others; and (iii) whether semantic/pragmatic cyclicity typically involves push chains or drag
chains.
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Kaori Hata & Akira Satoh
How to construct “memory”: Stories of the nuclear events from Hiroshima to Fukushima

In resonance with Belfast, the city where IPrA 2017 will be held, this panel aims to reveal how we human
beings re/construct “memories” of the past historical events in Hiroshima and Fukushima. A “memory” is
constructed with the collective and selected elements in the flow of the time. Therefore, it necessarily forces us
to insert subjective, political, personal, governmental, or media’s viewpoints in the manner of selecting elements
for the reconstruction.

Especially, we will analyse the cases of nuclear power related to memorable events in Japan over a century,
Hiroshima and Fukushima, former was the bomb and the latter was an accident. In May 2016, Hiroshima, a
place where the first nuclear bomb was fallen in 1945, was visited by the current American President Obama.
This memorable event was worldwide broadcasted immediately, followed by many interviews to the
victims/survivors, and discussion of supporting and opposing groups in the mass media, Internet media and
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inter-personal media. Analysing these materials by the methods of critical discourse analysis, multimodal
analysis, conversation analysis, and narrative analysis, from the viewpoints of sociology, anthropology, and
discursive psychology, we will illustrate how the personal experiences, current culture, society, political
intention, and international power relationships are reflected on the reconstruction of “memories.”

Bakhtin ([1975] 1981) says that the meaning of reported speech can be transformed by the reporting context.
Following him, Fairclough (1992) insists that texts may or may not be “reaccentuated,” according to key or tone
of the context. In terms of the level of the word, “referring term” is also one of the key issues (in this case,
victims / survivors / hibakusha, killed / died / dead, nuclear weapon / killing machine / terrible force) in
collective memory (Schffrin 2001). Referring term may or may not come from the context including complex
aspects. In the discourse level, mention of the details is effective to involve people to be emotional (Tannen
1989).

From these points of view, four contributions with data analysis will be presented on this panel. As a starter,
from CDA perspective, Akira Satoh investigates how media construct ‘realities,” comparing and contrasting
Western and Japanese media coverage of the nuclear events in Japan, i.e., the atomic bombing and the nuclear
power plant accident. Second, from narrative and multimodal analysis, Kaori Hata explores the process of
reconstruction of collective memory in the historical nuclear event in Hiroshima and recontextualisation of
memory about newly nuclear event in Fukushima in mass media. Third, from discursive psychological
approach, Toshiaki Furukawa analyses how participants constructed memory in hearings held by the National
Diet of Japan Fukushima Nuclear Accident Independent Investigation Commission. Last, Noriko Okamoto
analyses multimodal aspects of media coverage about Obama’s visit to Fukushima to explore the process of
recontextualisation of memories. In this panel, we will discuss these points above with actual data.

Stefan Hauser & Wolfgang Kesselheim
Empractical speaking and knowledge construction

Whenever non-linguistic activities in a joint action setting dominate the attention of the participants and speech
is oriented to these activities, we may speak of ,empractical speech®. Throughout the last two decades
empractical speaking has gained increasing interest in various disciplinary fields. Empractical communication
comes in all kinds of shapes and colours, and it challenges traditional language-centred concepts of interaction.
The multifaceted nature and its multimodal foundation might be the main reasons why empractical speaking still
is, as several scholars have pointed out, a rather fuzzy concept: ,,Empractical speaking may be elliptical, but
need not be; it may involve turn-taking, but need not; it may also contain extended phases of silence,
occasionally interrupted by "islands" of terse speech, floating on the sea of action, as Karl Biihler used to say*
(o’Connell/Kowal 2012, viii). The booming field of research in multimodal interaction (Goodwin 2000;
Mondada 2013) has prepared the ground for new research in empractical communication, highlighting the role
of the spatial environment with its objects and with the participants' bodies (Neville et al. 2014). This has often
led to an interest in situations where language is subservient to non-linguistic activities such as video gaming,
surgery operations, sessions in physiotherapy, teaching in dancing classes, etc. In our panel we want to push
forward the methodological and theoretical reflection on empractical communication. We will focus especially
on empractical settings where participants jointly construct shared knowledge (cf. Svensson Sanchez et al 2009;
Arminen et al 2014), since it is often in situations like these that the role of objects, bodies or space in and for
interaction gets readily observable. The goal of the panel is to gain a deeper understanding of empractical
speaking in contexts of interactive knowledge construction inside and outside institutional frameworks and
formalized teaching-and-learning-settings . We invite papers that focus on: - Analytical aspects: How is
empractical communication realized in terms of semiotic resources? How is knowledge shared and interactively
constructed? - Methodological aspects: What types of empractical interaction are best suited to analyze the
complementary effects of the different semiotic resources involved? What kinds of observations are needed to

get hold of the spatial boundedness of empractical communication? — Theoretical aspects: What kinds of
concepts of interaction and joint activity need to be considered in order to gain a deeper insight into empractical
speaking?
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Vivien Heller, Martin Luginbiihl & Birte Arendt
Children’s explaining and arguing in different conversational contexts

Explaining and arguing are frequent activities in children’s and adolescent’s everyday life. They form an
inherent part of peer interaction (Goodwin & Goodwin 1987, Corsaro & Rizzo 1990; Aukrust 2004; Church
2009; Blum-Kulka, Hamo et al. 2010; Hester & Hester 2010; Cekaite 2012; Morek 2014; Zadunaisky Ehrlich &
Blum-Kulka 2014; Arendt 2015), family interaction (Aukrust & Snow 1998; Heller 2012, 2014; Morek 2012;
Arcidiacono & Bova 2014) and classroom discourse (Heller 2012; Morek 2012; Spreckels 2009; Koole 2012;
Vogt 2009). Both the social organization as well as the functions of explaining and arguing differ greatly across
contexts. While in peer interaction arguing has been found to fulfill purposes of negotiating identities and
constituting social order, in classroom discourse it is mainly used for constructing knowledge by substantiating
validity claims. Children thus need to understand the different contextual requirements and functions of
explaining and arguing in the real world; and teachers need to know how they can support and evaluate
explaining and arguing skills. Contextual differences make it difficult though to conceptualize explanatory and
argumentative competence. Researchers agree, however, that producing explanations and arguments requires
children to organize longer and more complex sequences of talk, to display and recognize epistemic stances
such as knowing/not knowing, claiming, justifying, conceding, and to establish global relations (e.g. such as
causal, conditional, functional, means-end relations). The panel investigates the facets that constitute
explanatory and argumentative competences in conversations and discusses empirical evidence of explanatory
and argumentative practices in children of different age and varying socio-cognitive resources. From a
methodological perspective, the panel also deals with the question how acquisitional processes can be
empirically investigated. The papers of the panel analyze explaining and arguing as sequentially organized
interactive processes. They are based on audiovisual recordings of naturally occurring interactions and
reconstruct patterns and functions of explaining and arguing in different contexts as well as resources and
mechanisms of acquisition. The questions we aim to address include:

Which functions does children’s explaining and arguing serve in peer interaction, family interaction and
classroom discourse?

Which multimodal resources including prosody, gestures, facial expressions as well as lexical and syntactical
resources are used for explaining and arguing?

How can explanatory and argumentative competences be conceptualized?

What data constellations are appropriate for investigating the acquisition of explanatory and argumentative
discourse competence?

What are the social, interactive and epistemic resources that support the acquisition of argumentative and
explanatory discourse competence?

Yuko Higashiizumi, Noriko O. Onodera & Reijirou Shibasaki
Sequentiality and constructionalization of discourse-pragmatic markers

This panel aims to explore the relation between the sequence of linguistic items in discourse and the
development of their form—meaning pairings, i.e. constructions (Goldberg 2006). Among these, we will
particularly focus on constructions which typically serve discourse-pragmatic functions, such as discourse
markers, pragmatic markers, modal particles, and comment clauses. Such constructions are frequently created
and develop in the initial and final positions of a discourse unit (turn, utterance or clause), e.g. utterance-initial
and utterance-final use of connectives in Japanese (Onodera 2014; Izutsu & Izutsu 2014), utterance-final use of
then, though, and anyway in English (Haselow 2014).

The initial and final positions of a discourse unit, referred to as left and right periphery (LP and RP)
respectively, is another focus of this panel. Discourse-pragmatic expressions used at LP and RP have recently
drawn growing interest (Onodera (ed.) 2017; Higashiizumi et al. (eds.) 2016; Traugott 2016, 2015; Hancil et
al. (eds.) 2015; Haselow 2016, 2015; Higashiizumi 2015; Beeching and Detges (eds.) 2014; Shibasaki to appear,
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2011) and have been examined in previous IPrA panels (Higashiizumi & Sawada’s and Sohn’s at IPrA 2015,
Higashiizumi & Onodera’s and Traugott & Degand’s at IPrA 2013, Beeching’s at IPrA 2011).
Developing from prior work on constructions at LP and RP, and mainly using a constructionalization approach
(Traugott & Trousdale 2013; Traugott 2014), we will discuss how sequentiality in discourse affects the
diachronic rise of new constructions. We take the constructionalization approach because relatively less work
has been done on the diachronic aspects of the constructions which mainly serve discourse-pragmatic functions.
By taking the constructionalization approach, we will explore a wide range of expressions that serve similar
discourse-pragmatic functions at LP and RP cross-linguistically, as in Table 1. We bring together contributions
from a diachronic perspective, related (but not exclusively limited) to constructions at one or more of the
syntactic level(s) in the table. Notice that we will interpret both LP and RP in a broader sense, e.g. ‘left
peripheral’ and ‘right peripheral’ (see Traugott 2015). Among others, one question to be asked in this panel is:
should we posit macro-schemas differentiated by preference for position (LP or RP)? If there are distinctive
distributional patterns in the use of discourse-pragmatic expressions in a particular language, it would be
appropriate to do so. Discourse-pragmatic expressions’ preference for LP/RP may differ among different
languages.

We use empirical data such as examples taken from a diachronic corpus, conversations in novels and play
scripts and present-day conversational data for analysis.

Table 1: Examples of LP and RP constructions ( X = utterance or clause )
LP

Syntactic level

Morpheme/lexeme English: Surely + X (Traugott 2014b)

Phrase Japanese: Tte-yuu-ka + X ‘quotative-say-question + X’

as an initiator for a (sub-)topic shift (Laury & Okamoto 2011)
Clause English: The question is + X (= Interrogative) (Shibasaki 2015)
Sentence German: Weil3t du was? + X ‘know you what? + X’

as an initiator for a (sub-)topic shift

RP
Syntactic level
Morpheme/lexeme Japanese: X + koto ‘X + event = Do X (order, request)’ (Onodera 2014)

Phrase English: X + and everything
Clause English: X + is what | mean/is all.
Sentence English: X + That's the bottom line.
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Christiane Hohenstein, Magdaléne Levy-Todter, Bernd Meyer & Kristin Biihrig
Increasing mobility in health care and challenges to multilingual health care
communication

Ageing populations in the well-developed countries of both Europe and Asia, increasing mobility of both health
care workers and patients from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds, and the arrival of unprecedented
amounts of refugees in Europe are recent phenomena which lead to an increased complexity in public health
care and within health-care organizations. Our panel aims to bring together researchers in these areas in order to
examine the intersection of institutional discourse, healthcare communication, intercultural pragmatics and
medical interpreting. Many studies have focused on the practice of multilingualism in health care (cf. Rehbein
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1994; Angelelli 2004; Gotti/Salager-Meyer eds. 2006; Roberts 2008; Meyer/Apfelbaum eds. 2010; Meyer
2011), considerable attention has been paid to the relationship between doctors and patients, and more recently
to the interaction between nurses, pharmacists and patients in intercultural and multilingual settings
(Major/Holmes 2008; Watermeyer/Penn 2009; Meyer et al. 2010; Heritage/Maynard 2011; Schon 2012; Staples
2015). The crucial role played by interpreters has been highlighted specifically (Meyer 2004;
P6chhacker/Schlesinger eds. 2007; Garzone 2011; Albl-Mikasa et al. 2015; Hohenstein/Albl-Mikasa forthc.),
and linguistic issues as well as the cultural background of patients form recurring focal points of research (Frank
2000; Schouten/Meeuwiesen 2006; Zhang 2010; Zayts/Schnurr 2011; McGrath et al. 2013; Biihrig/Meyer 2015;
Gotti et al. eds. 2015). Specific interest has been taken in pragmatic competences of doctors
(Erickson/Rittenberg 1987; Nguyen 2012; Fioramonte 2014); and research on training concepts and
international medical education also takes into account L2 and ESP contexts (Cordella/Musgrave 2009; Dorgan
et al. 2009; Van de Poel/Brunfaut 2010; Hoekje 2011; Jain/Krieger 2011; Lu/Corbett 2012). Findings of a study
on linguistic competence and professional identity in English medium instruction suggest that in the face of
linguistic lacunae macro-contextual social factors play an important role for constructing a professional identity
(House/Lévy-Todter 2010), which may have an impact as well on doctors using a foreign language or lingua
franca with patients. Based on these subjects and findings, the panel aims to discuss the need for new
communicative and methodological agendas which may address the complexity of multilingual health care
communication. In order to explore this, we invite presentations that focus on and address questions such as:
e Which are the specific communicative challenges of multilingualism and intercultural communication in
relevant discourse types (i.e. medical interviews, briefings for informed consent, bad news delivery,
counseling)? «  How do multicultural and multilingual constellations relate to current models of the doctor-
patient relationship (especially shared decision making)?

* How do multilingual language policies look like that take into account specific communicative needs of
patients and health professionals?

* How do practitioners actually make use of their linguistic competencies in communication with allophone
patients?

» To what extent can linguistic competence have an influence on professional identity within a multilingual
environment? The aim of this panel is to gain a deeper understanding of the methodological and theoretical
challenges in this research field and also to discuss ways of contrastive analysis. (Text: 478 words)
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Risako Ide & Kaori Hata
The pragmatics of “bonding” in cross-cultural encounters: East Asian perspectives

The purpose of this panel is to discuss and describe how cross-cultural encounters are managed pragmatically,
using multimodal resources from phonetic resonance to social affiliation. Building on the panel “Bonded
through Context” held at the 13" International Pragmatics conference, the panel brings together scholars who
look into cross-cultural encounters as situated discourse with an East Asian perspective of focusing the analysis
on the emergent context of interaction. The term “bonding” is used here as a metaphoric framework, as we
examine how the processes of interaction themselves pull participants into the act and art of creating and
recreating discursive alignments and dis-alignments. Here, the notion “to bond” does not point to an idealized
state of solidarity-making or shared affiliation/identity category. Rather, the idea is used to highlight how
multiple layers of discursive alignments and dis-alignments enact the sense of co-occupancy of the diachronic
real-time present. Issues in “cross-cultural encounters” have been a real world concern and a leading research
theme in pragmatics, yielding universal theories as accommodation (Giles, Coupland and Coupland 1991),
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speech acts (Wierzbicka 2003), rapport management (Spencer-Oatey 2000), and politeness/impoliteness (Brown
and Levinson 1987, Culpeper 2011) to which humans work out to maintain interpersonal relationships. While
many of these classic theories identified cross-cultural as cross-linguistic, this panel takes a broader and more
refined definition to the notion of “cross-culture,” incorporating differences in linguistic and stylistic
backgrounds as well as shared and non-shared common grounds (including physical space) and imbalanced
participational frameworks. The papers in this panel focus on the fine-tuned mutual engagement between the
interlocutors on multiple levels, such as phonetic resonance, prosody, laughter, mutual gesturing and body
positions, in order to demonstrate how cross-cultural encounters are managed in a self-organizational matter
beyond the volitional strategies of the individuals. Taking the linguistic anthropology view of “discourse-
centered approach to culture” (Sherzer 1987, Hill 2005, Yamaguchi 2006) as well as incorporating the concept
of “Ba” from the recent developments in Emancipatory Pragmatics (Fujii 2012, Saft 2014, Ide 2016), the panel
aims to rigorously describe the dynamic nature of emergent discursive processes, taking “interactional
processes” rather than the “speaker(s)” as the center of meaning-making. We bring together papers by
researchers who take an ethnographic approach to the study of cross-cultural encounters, looking at interaction
as a corporal practice emerging within the situated contexts of the here-and-now. Presentation topics include
cross-cultural discussions, interaction between interviewers and interviewees, residents of a community talking
with new-comers and the like. Through this panel, we hope to illuminate the dynamic processes of moment to
moment interactional alignments/dis-alignments, which play a central role in “bonding” the participants in the
local of cross-cultural encounters.

Cornelia Ilie
Questioning-answering practices across contexts and cultures

From the early stages in the development of the field of pragmatics, questioning and answering practices have
been a constantly expanding area of research, since they are the building blocks of co-constructed
communication dynamics, encompassing a multiplicity of linguistic, extralinguistic and paralinguistic
paradigms. Both empirical evidence and scholarly findings indicate that most of our private and professional
activities are being carried out partially or wholly by means of question—answer sequences (Meyer, 1988; Ilie
2015). Research on questioning and answering has been conducted in a wide variety of settings, such as casual
conversations (Weber 1993; Freed 1994; Yoon, 2010), media interviews (Harris, 1991; Elliott & Bull, 1996;
Heritage, 2002; Ilie, 2011), press conferences (Clayman and Heritage, 2002; Clayman et al., 2007; Sun 2010;
Clayman et al., 2012), parliamentary debates (Pérez de Ayala, 2001; Sanchez de Dios and Wiberg, 2012; Ilie,
2015 ), talk shows (Ilie, 1999, 2001; Tanaka, 2015), criminal trials (Atkinson and Drew, 1979; Pascual 2006;
Aldridge and Luchjenbroers, 2007; Monsefi, 2012), police interviews (Williamson, 1993; Heydon, 2005;
Haworth 2006; Newbury and Johnson, 2006), doctor-patient encounters (Frankel, 1990; Ainsworth-Vaughn,
1994; Boyd & Heritage, 2006). While considerable research has been devoted to varying aspects related to the
asking of questions in specific contexts and settings, less attention has been devoted to cross-linguistic
examination of commonalities and differences regarding the presuppositions, implicatures and expectations
triggered by the uses of language- and culture-specific questioning-answering practices in comparable
communication situations. A major purpose of this panel is to bridge this gap by acknowledging that although
the forms, functions and frequency of questions may differ widely across languages, cultures and societies, their
contextualized uses reveal certain basic mechanisms of interpersonal understanding and interactive meaning co-
construction that also display commonalities.

In this panel we adopt a variety of analytical approaches pertaining to pragmatics, and/or interfacing with
pragmatics, in order to ensure systematic examination and comparison of different types of empirical data in an
inter-disciplinary, trans-contextual and cross-cultural perspective. On the one hand, we wish to explore the
pragmatic dimensions of the interplay between questions and answers in various situations and communities of
practice. On the other hand, we want to further develop existing methodological frameworks for the analysis of
questions and answers, by adopting interdisciplinary approaches that can more appropriately provide new
insights into the diversities and commonalities of questioning-answering practices and highlight shifting
interpersonal  relationships  (social, professional, individual role interplay; identity issues;
affiliation/disaffiliation; in-group/out-group), institutional and non-institutional goal orientation (public-private
communication interface; cooperation/competition), culture- and language-specific norms and rituals (cross-
cultural politeness behaviour, context-specific face saving/threatening acts), to name but a few.

The panel brings together scholars who are using various pragmatic and interdisciplinary approaches to explore
the context-based correlations between questions and answers, and the ways in which questioning and
answering strategies shape and are shaped by the socio-cultural contexts and the communities of practice in
which they are used.
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Wolfgang Imo & Jens Philipp Lanwer
Stance-taking in interaction

Stance-taking is inextricably interwoven with everyday interaction: Whenever we talk about something, we also
express our stance (e.g. DuBois 2007). Objects of stance (such as self and other, propositions etc.) are as diverse
as the linguistic displays used for stance-taking. In everyday usage contexts we can typically observe co-
occurrences of different semiotic resources, for instance a combination of a specific pitch-tone with specific
lexical material in a specific syntactic slot in a specific sequential position. An example in case would be
lengthened, whispered instances of German nein (no), with which speakers can express incredulity and an
alignment concerning the assessment of a given situation (Imo in prep.). In face-to-face interaction those co-
occurrence-patterns are regularly accompanied by specific gestural displays. At the same time gestural displays
can also function as stance-taking devices on their own. For instance, loosely dropping the eye-lids can be used
as a visual display for signaling accordance (Kendon 1967:57). Accordingly, the questions that are to be
addressed in this panel are how the expression of stance is managed by exploiting various semiotic resources,
i.e. which prosodic, lexical, syntactical or even gestural patterns are used resp. combined in which kind of usage
context to express which kind of stance (e.g. epistemic vs. emotive stance) and which of these patterns can be
treated as more or less specialized and conventionalized stance-taking devices. A special focus will be on the
empirical (Conversation Analysis or Interactional Linguistics informed) analysis of stance-taking in institutional
contexts, i.e. on what the forms, functions and processes of the interactional management on stance-taking in
communicative situations such as service encounters, medical communication, teaching contexts etc. are.
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Shoichi Iwasaki, Yoshiko Matsumoto & Toshi Nakayama
Multiplicity in grammar: Modes, genres and speaker’s knowledge

Research based on naturally-occurring data from various contexts has illustrated that speakers’ grammatical
knowledge is not monolithic, thereby challenging a unitary view of grammar. This panel will further examine
the multiplicity of grammatical knowledge represented in different modes, genres and contexts, and delve into
the question of how systematically such grammatical multiplicity can be described. In pursuing this goal, the
panel will consider different approaches to the question, examining phenomena presented in different languages.
One of the approaches that has advanced the multiplicity view is the tradition of research on spoken vs. written
languages, recently formulated as the multiple grammar (MG) model (Iwasaki 2015). Spoken and written
languages differ not only in the media that they use (sound vs. graph), but also in a host of other features.
Spoken language most typically realized in conversation, and used mainly for social interaction, is temporally
and spatially immediate, and is acquired in a naturalistic setting, while written language , detached from the
temporal and spatial immediacy is suited for expressing complex thoughts, and is acquired through explicit
learning . As a consequence, it is possible that different grammatical systems develop, and individuals who both
speak and write may have multiple grammars (e.g., Pawley and Syder 1983a,b, Miller and Weinert 1998 ).
Another approach represented in some recent work in construction grammar (CxG) has focused on the
relationship between grammatical constructions and contextual patterns /genre (e.g. conversation, religious
ceremony, advertisements, emphatic narration, newspaper headlines, invocatory discourse, among others). In
exploring the possibility of extending the core concept of the form-meaning pairing of construction grammar to
the arena of discourse and contextual patterns (i.e. genres), it addresses the possibility of pairing the features of
the form with function/situations (e.g. Fried and Ostman 2005, Nikiforidou 2015, Fischer 2015, Matsumoto
2015). It also facilitates inclusion of constructional patterns that otherwise may be seen as being in the periphery
of normative grammar. Our panel aims to further our understanding of variability in grammar within one
speaker and across genres, drawing examples from several languages. We invite researchers working in various
frameworks to jointly engage in this inquiry. Some topics of our inquiry include the following. What
phenomena prompt us to consider multiplicity? Does grammatical variability necessarily entail multiple
grammars or can we model it in a different way? How do the actual usage data fare with the traditional bounded,
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unitary view of grammar, and top-down approaches? How multiplicity manifest at the structural, discourse, and
societal levels? Is multiplicity observed systemwide, or is it localized in a limited range of domains? Can
grammar be internally diverse ('multiple') and integrated at the same time? In what ways do we need to change
the way we look at and study language/grammar? Do we need to change our methodology? Does it affect goals
of our studies?
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Kasper Juffermans & Kerry Taylor-Leech
Postcolonial linguistic landscapes: Reading globalisation in the margins

The ethnographic analysis of contemporary linguistic and semiotic landscapes is proving to be a sensitive tool
for exploring the sociolinguistic effects of globalisation on communities in an increasingly connected yet
unequal world (cf. Stroud & Mpendukana, 2009; Blommaert, 2013). Czaika and de Haas (2014) and many
others have argued that globalisationis not a uniform process but rather experienced in deeply asymmetrical
ways. For some, globalisation may be experienced as increased mobility, greater social contact, opportunities
for education or employment, access to material goods and technological resources, and resulting in increasingly
complex language and identity practices as work on sociolinguistic superdiversity has shown. For others,
globalisation is experienced altogether differently, often in the form of social rejection and loss of status,
autonomy or linguistic capital, and resulting in increased marginalisation, exclusion or exploitation (Ferguson,
2006). It therefore matters for our theories of language and globalisation whether we take a metropolitan
perspective or a perspective from the margins (Wang et al., 2014).

The contributions to this panel therefore seek to engage with postcolonial linguistic landscapes and read in what
forms current globalisation appears, how globalisation is experienced, and what globalisation means from the
peripheral/semi-peripheral vantage point. The study of linguistic landscapes as a visual and material approach to
language in the real world can serve to explore centre-periphery relationships as well as to identify the global
asymmetries and material inequalities involved. The asymmetrical interconnections between centre and
periphery, post-colony and post-empire, homeland and diaspora or urban and rural present an opportunity to
explore these dual dimensions of linguistic landscapes in settings where translocal and transnational flows and
relationships are very much in evidence. Responding to recent calls to use Southern theory in the humanities
(e.g., Connell, 2014), the papers in this panel consider the globalising and localising meaning-making and place-
making processes of visible language in material and symbolic spaces in postcolonial and post-communist
settings and their diasporas, in order to engage with alternative readings of globalisation from the margins and
so to decentre the sociolinguistics of globalisation.
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Daniel Kadar & Yongping Ran
Ritual and ritualisation in interpersonal pragmatics

Background: Ritual practices play a key role in daily interpersonal interactions, due to the liminal nature of
ritual: as ritual practices embody and reinforce the moral order of communities (K>1d>1r, 2013; 2016), they
serve as a tool for communities to maintain their interaction norms. Ritual can manifest itself in many forms,
spanning demarcated ceremonies, through short and informal exchanges, to seemingly freely co-constructed
interaction. Yet, all these interactional manifestations of ritual behaviour have a number of joint characteristics,
including a) recurrence (ritual is a practice, with recurrent formal and sequencial properties), b) liminality (ritual
brings the participants into an altered state of mind), ¢) emotivity (ritual is a highly emotive practice), and d)
embodiment of the moral order. Ritual has a broad interface with (im)politeness (Kadar & Haugh, 2013), due to
the fact that the maintenance of moral order triggers (im)polite inferences. Thus, ritual deserves in-depth
research from the perspective of the pragmatician, due to the central role that politeness plays in the field. In
addition, ritual is a salient phenomenon in intercultural contact (Kadar & Ran 2015), and so the study of this
phenomenon can contribute to intercultural politeness research, which is a somewhat neglected area. The aim of
this panel is to bring together leading researchers of the ritual field, hence promoting collaborative research in
this area. We intend to publish a collection of papers of the panel with a leading academic publisher (we will
approach Cambridge University Press).
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Gabriele Kasper
Producing ‘foreigners’ in TV entertainment shows: Sequence, categorization, and
multisemiotic practices

In research on media discourse, the category of ‘foreigner’ has predominantly been investigated in expressly
political genres, including political speeches, legislative initiatives, and discussions of such initiatives in the
news media. Less attention has been given to the representation of ‘foreigners’ in entertainment genres such as
television talk shows and variety shows. Yet as demonstrated in prior research (Fukuda 2017; Furukawa 2015,
2016), such representations trade on and reinforce public knowledge and opinion. An important feature of these
shows is their enhancement for the TV audience through ‘telop’ (Television Opaque Projector). These texts or
graphics are superimposed in post-production and communicate to the viewer how to understand and what to
feel about the indexed character or scene (O'Hagan 2010; Sasamoto 2014). Telop are also strongly present in TV
entertainment programs in Korea and becoming more widespread across East Asia and South East Asia. It
therefore bears investigation how telop as semiotic resources shape viewers’ experience at particular moments
and in conjunction with the unfolding interaction.

This panel examines how the category of ‘foreigner’ is produced in different genres of highly popular TV
entertainment shows in several sociocultural contexts. To this end, we adopt the combined perspectives of
multimodal conversation analysis (e.g., Mondada 2014), membership categorization analysis (Fitzgerald &
Housley 2015; Hester & Eglin 1997; Sacks 1972, 1992), and multisemiotic analysis (Ventola & Guijarro 2009)
to answer three overarching questions. 1. How is the category of foreigner mobilized to advance participants’
agenda in the local context of the TV program? 2. How are participants in a TV show interactionally and
semiotically constructed as ‘foreigners’? 3. What are the visible consequences of such categorizations in the
ongoing interaction in the show and what might their inferable audience impact be?

Istvan Kecskes
Current issues in intercultural pragmatics
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Intercultural Pragmatics is a relatively new field of inquiry. Its theoretical frame has been shaped by scholars for
more than a decade (e.g. Haugh 2008, House 2008, Kecskes 2004, 2013; Moeschler 2004; Romero-Trillo 2011).
The discipline is concerned with the way 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 (cf. Kecskes 2004; Kecskes 2013). The communicative process in these encounters is synergistic in the
sense that in them existing pragmatic norms representing the L1 of interlocutors and emerging, co-constructed
features are blended in a variety of different ways. This approach represents a socio-cognitive perspective in
which individual prior experience and actual social situational experience are intertwined in meaning
construction and comprehension.

The development of a relatively coherent theoretical frame in intercultural pragmatics has resulted in a great
number of different applications that has brought the new field together with other disciplines such as Gricean
pragmatics, politeness research, corpus linguistics, discourse and dialogue studies, second language acquisition
and others. This panel pulling together scholars from several different countries aims to give a representative
sample of research endeavors in the field addressing issues such as deliberate creativity in intercultural
interactions, vagueness in English as a Lingua Franca, corpus studies, implication of intercultural pragmatics for
language teaching, service encounters, impoliteness in intercultural interaction, etc.

Even though the contributions of the panel deal with diverse issues, the ‘glue’ that holds them together derives
from the nature and main tenets of research in intercultural pragmatics. The papers address issues concerning
intercultural interactions, present data collected in a variety of intercultural settings and treat interlocutor both as
social beings and individuals giving equal importance to cognition and socio-cultural factors. All papers present
data and analyses that are bound to inform future research in intercultural communication.

Leelo Keevallik & Yael Maschler
The emergent grammar of complex clausal structures in interaction

Over the past two decades or so, linguistic research paradigms have arisen that no longer see grammar as an
autonomous system of abstract rules, but rather as a locally sensitive, temporally unfolding resource for social
interaction (Hopper 1987, 2011, Auer 2009). As a consequence of this new conceptualization, within
interactional linguistics (Selting and Couper-Kuhlen 2001) grammar is studied in its natural ecology, i.e., talk-
in-interaction, and in relation to embodied semiotic resources, such as gaze, gesture, and the moving body
(Hayashi 2005, Keevallik 2013, Mondada 2014). Owing to thriving research in the field, we are beginning to
have a robust understanding of how specific linguistic constructions function as interactional resources for
accomplishing specific social actions in a growing number of languages. These studies show that interactional
use shapes grammar, which thus is understood as a continually evolving set of constructional patterns emerging
from recurrent social actions. In this panel we set out to explore social actions that develop a routinized
grammar characterizable as complex clausal structures. Clauses are regarded as the basic units of grammar, and
as the building blocks of discourse (Thompson and Couper-Kuhlen 2005). From a formal point of view,
complex clausal structures are considered bi-clausal constructions in which one of the clauses (‘the dependent
clause’) is embedded as one of the arguments of the main verb, or modifies one of the nominal constituents.
However, once investigated in actual spoken language use, this traditional description of subordination is
oftentimes found lacking. It has been shown that a ‘dependent’ clause may actually be profiled in interaction,
while the ‘main clause’ functions as a formulaic stance device or simply a projector phrase (Thompson 2002,
Kiérkkéinen 2003, Hopper 2004, Maschler and Fishman 2015). The ‘dependent’ clause may be syntactically
unintegrated into any other clause (Wide 2014, Giinthner 2015, Lindstrdm et al. in press). Subordinating
conjunctions may instead function as discourse markers that structure turn-taking and participation (Keevallik
2008, Koivisto et al. 2011). The real-time production of language furthermore regularly results in incrementally
emerging grammar (Couper-Kuhlen and Ono 2007). In this panel we will therefore be exploring how so-called
embedded linguistic structures emerge linearly, as continuous adjustments to interactional contingencies and
recipients’ actions. While the interactional syntactic studies so far target mostly language (but see Stoenica and
Pekarek Doehler 2015), in the current panel we also start to explore the role of recipient gaze, bodily orientation
and gesture. The panel is designed to enrich our empirically based understanding of the complex
interrelatedness of grammar, the interacting body, and social action. Based on audio and video recordings of
interaction, the talks set out to establish routinized formats of social action involving complex clausal structures
across several languages, including, English, Estonian, Hebrew, Finnish, and Swedish. Our ultimate aim is to
understand the role of grammar within a larger ecology of interactional resources, and how participants deploy
them in real time to organize their turns-in-progress.
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Kobin Kendrick & Paul Drew
The recruitment of assistance in interaction

The recruitment of individuals into social and other activities lies at the heart of cooperation and collaboration in
our social lives. In several recent publications we have proposed that recruitment provides a more holistic way
of conceptualizing and studying how assistance may be provided, sometimes sought (e.g. by requesting, but by
many other means) and volunteered (e.g. by offering, but again by many other means) (Kendrick & Drew, 2014,
2016). Recruitment is not itself an action, and implies no necessary intention or other such cognitive state; rather
it is the result of a cluster of actions and practices, and encompasses both the vocal (linguistic) as well as the
variety of embodied, semiotic resources through which Others are recruited to help resolve difficulties. It also
encompasses anticipating another’s need of assistance, and offering or simply giving that assistance - Other is
thereby recruited to assist, without their assistance having been sought. ‘Need’ is not a psychological
disposition, but refers rather to the difficulty or impedance that can arise during a course of action. That need or
difficulty is resolved through the provision of assistance - that is to say, through a recruitment having occurred.

Whilst it may be more conventional to refer to seeking and volunteering assistance as requesting and offering,
these are better considered to be two sides of the recruitment coin - recruitment conjoins overtly seeking help,
with perceiving another’s need for, and offering, help (without being asked). But recruitment is achieved
through so many other forms of conduct. This broader, more holistic view of the management of assistance is
gaining widespread attention and support; other scholars are now beginning to explore the linguistic and other
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semiotic resources and practices through which recruitments of assistance may be managed. The aims of this
panel are i) to bring together scholars working on recruitment, internationally and in a variety of types of
interactions (settings), to explore different forms of (and practices for) recruitment, ii) to promote this vision that
treats requesting and offering as not analytically separate actions, but often as conjoined in embodied
interactions, and iii) to explore in what ways recruitment is associated with co-operation, altruism and social
cohesion in interaction.
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Alexandra Kent, Alexa Hepburn & Jonathan Potter
Orientations to low entitlements and/or high contingencies during request sequences

When making or responding to requests, speakers routinely index more (or less) entitlement to have their
request granted and less (or more) contingency around possible barriers to its granting (Craven & Potter, 2010;
Curl & Drew, 2008; Heinemann, 2006). However, there has been less systematic exploration of different
entitlements or contingencies that speakers might mobilise during request sequences. For example, Robinson
(2016) notes that when refusing requests (e.g. for his daughter to wash the car), the account for the refusal can
reveal radically different orientations to the grounds for the request: e.g., “You haven’t driven your car since I
washed it last week” is grounded in her lack of need [to wash the car]; “I just cut my finger” is grounded in her
inability to comply; “It’s my sister’s turn” is grounded in her lack of obligation to comply; “I'm not in the
mood” is grounded in her unwillingness to comply; “You can’t tell me to wash the car” is grounded in my lack
of right ... to make the request” (p31). This panel will explore different entitlements and contingencies that
speakers orient to during request sequences, how such orientations get manifested and negotiated within the
interaction (both in turn design and sequence organisation), and what they tell us about the social organisation of
getting others to do things for us.

We are restricting our attention to requesting actions and sequences that index low entitlements (LE) or high
contingencies (HC). In LE/HC environments we might expect to see orientations to multiple contingencies,
tightly constrained displays of entitlement, or reciprocal orientations from recipients (both congruent and
incongruent with those initially claimed by requestors).

Our panel consists of six papers, which encompass a wide range of everyday and institutional interactional
environments. The first two papers explore healthcare interactions. O’Brien, Pilnick, Beeke, Goldberg &
Harwood explore the interactional consequences of overt patient refusals of LE/HC requests in hospital ward-
based interactions between people with dementia and the healthcare professionals caring for them. Then Bolen,
Angell & Hepburn explore how clients with severe mental illnesses (schizophrenia, bipolar disorders, etc.)
advocate for their treatment preferences using LE/HC requests.

Our next three papers each address telephone interactions. Huma, Stokoe & Sikveland examine business-to-
business sales calls in which LE/HC requests were recurrently used to occasion a self-invitation to a potential
client’s place of work in order to discuss the potential sale further. Bolafos-Carpio explores the range of LE/HC
formulations used by callers to emergency services (911) in Costa-Rica when requesting assistance. Kent &
Hepburn also explore service request calls, this time in a UK context. They explore the use of “wondering” and
“hoping” formulations during callers opening requests for help to a Child Protection Helpline (NSPCC) and to
the police (both emergency and non-emergency lines).

Our final paper by Potter, Bolden & Hepburn extends our focus on the use of “wondering” and moves us out of
specific institutional contexts to consider the use of “I wonder” formats in everyday conversation. Taken
together, these six papers offer an exciting development within the study of entitlement and contingency in
interaction. Our aim for the panel is that it will help to illuminate nuances within the framework of entitlement
and contingency and thus contribute to the recent resurgence of interest in requesting within Conversation
Analysis (cf., Drew & Couper-Kuhlen, 2014).

Monika Kopytowska & Piotr Cap
Conflict, public sphere and mediated experience: Perspectives on proximization

Description and objectives The goal of the panel is to shed new light on the discursive construction of
(mediated) social reality, a process during which certain phenomena, events, groups or individuals acquire their
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axiologically and emotionally imbued representations, often with real life implications within the sphere of
collective consciousness. It is specifically, to determine how conflict and crisis representations are construed
through "proximization", a symbolic shift whereby the THEM elements of the social discourse space are
construed as the central US elements (Chilton 2004, 2005; Cap 2006, 2013, 2016). The explanatory power of
proximization has been utilized within a number of different theoretical frameworks and thematic domains.
Chilton (2005, 2010, 2014) draws upon it in the cognitive-grammatical Deictic Space Theory, Cap (2006, 2008,
2010, 2013) makes it part of his pragma-cognitive model of legitimization, and Hart (2010) incorporates it in his
multidisciplinary approach to (metaphoric) construals of the speaker-external threat. While Cap's (2013) model
of proximization involves the dimensions of space, time and value and their different construals in state political
discourse, the follow-up proximization model developed by Kopytowska (2013, 2014, 2015a, 2015b, 2015c¢) is
essentially media-oriented, positing that mediated social reality is contingent on journalistic/media manipulation
of distance in its various dimensions. More specifically, Kopytowska's model explains how in various forms of
mediated communication real-world entities (events, groups, individuals, phenomena, both abstract and
material) are selected and brought closer to the media users (who have no direct access to these entities), thus
influencing their cognitive-affective involvement and, as a result, perceptions, judgements and actions. Models
of proximization serve to account for a variety of discourses and genres in public discourse space. They are used
in the analysis of crisis construction and war rhetoric (Chovanec 2010; Okulska and Cap 2010; Kopytowska
2015a), (anti-)immigration discourse (Hart 2010), political party representation (Cienki, Kaal and Maks 2010;
Kaal 2015), construction of national memory (Filardo Llamas 2010), and mediating religious experience
(Kopytowska forth.). Such a variety of approaches and empirical territories calls for a panel which will discuss,
(i) the most promising and/or newly evolving thematic areas for the application of proximization as a descriptive
tool (e.g. conflict and terrorism studies, crisis communication, new media in political communication), (ii)
common methodological procedures to be used within this approach (meant to address both verbal and visual
dimensions of proximization), (iii) the methodological status of proximization as a component or a controlling
concept in theoretical models.
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Peter Kosta, Nadine Thielemann & Nicole Richter
Creating worlds from the inside: Turn-initial positions as creators of discourses and worlds

Description/Content/Goals The Panel wants to analyze the conversational and illocutionary functions and
forces of the turn-initial positions verbal elements in different settings of spoken discourse and registers
(political discourse, patient-doctor-communication and forensic communication). We assume that turn-initial
positions create the most decisive parts of discourse because they not only prepare for theme/topic introduction
but they introduce and predetermine the discourse role of the speaker and his/her intentions towards world and
reality. We try to descend from very little elements of turn-initiators (as we call them "'starters™ such as
Czech jé) much in the way they were introduced by John Herritage (2013) "Turn-initial position and some of its
occupants" (such as oh which can appear in different positions and functions as discourse initiators, responders
and closing parts). We analyze turn-initial elements in turn-proper contexts (not including non-verbal means of
multimodality such as gesture, hands, or tone, visuality) which are in one way or another already a part of the
build up syntactic structure, even though they seem to be outside of it, not yet fully integrated. In contrast to
non-verbal aspects of turn beginnings (such as breath, hesitation markers etc.), the turn-initial elements
described here are very much a part of the ‘turn proper,” though they are still, for the most part, not
yet immediately "syntactically" integrated with the rest of the turn constructional unit. Most of them
comprise single lexemes and very little parts of cognitive 1 lexicon, varying greatly in their semantic and
functional import from apparently straightforward items like address terms (vocatives), through expressions like
Czechjé (engl.‘oh’ and ‘ah’) (cf. Heritage, 1984; Aston, 1987) to more opaque discourse markers like
Czech tak teddy, no tak; Russian nu ctoz . (engl.‘well,”) on the semantics and pragmatic functions of which it
has been more difficult to find consensus (Jucker, 1993; Pomerantz, 1984; Schiffrin, 1987:102--127; Schegloff
and Lerner, 2009; Schourup, 2001, Herritage 2013). Some, but by no means all, of these objects can occupy an
entire turn by themselves, cf.: Cz. JeziSimarja (Geez etc.). These turn-initial objects share some common
characteristics that contribute to the difficulties associated with their analysis, and that will bear
enumeration. The panel wants to discover the social aspects of these elements w.r.t the establishment of
macrostructures, (registers and social contexts) and microstructures. Thus, it will be important to demonstrate,
which turn-initial elements can and which must be avoided and which are preferred in different styles and
registers of casual (every day urban styles) and non-casual conversational settings (political discourse, patient-
doctor-communication and forensic communication).

Data: The Corpus Data of any language of the IPRA are welcome. In our analysis, we choose English, German
and Slavonic Languages (Russian, Ukrainian, Czech and Polish)

Dennis Kurzon
Pragmatics in literary texts and other arts

The interest among linguists in literary texts has a long history, probably spurred on by the pioneering work of
Roman Jakobson over a large part of the 20th century (see, e.g., the 1980 volume of Poetics Today on ‘Roman
Jakobson: Language and Poetry’), from the Russian Formalists to his writings as part of the Prague School,
where we may include other scholars such as Jan Mukafovsk?=. The 1960s saw a substantial increase in
linguistic studies of literature. Work by Nils Enkvist, Geoffrey Leech, Roger Fowler and Thomas Sebeok firmly
established the field within the rather vague but almost all-embracing domain of applied linguistics. Crystal and
Davy’s Investigating English Style (1969), since it did not include an analysis on literary texts, expanded the
term ‘style’ to non-literary style. The pragmatic turn in studies of literary texts, emerging in the latter half of the
1970s, may be partly due to John Austin’s remark concerning language uttered by the actor on stage or by the



47

poet as “parasitic upon its normal use” (1962: 22). Apart from Jacques Derrida’s far-reaching reaction to
Austin’s position, papers began to be written on pragmatic and semiotic features of literary texts. This research
has developed in two directions. Firstly, literary works have provided data for pragmatic analysis such as speech
act theory, Gricean pragmatics, relevance theory, and politeness. Secondly, the literary work is studied as an act
of communication whose basic structure is a message (the work itself), an addresser (the author) and addressees
(the readers or audience). Of the many papers and books devoted to aspects of literary pragmatics, we may
mention Teun van Dijk’s paper in 1977, Leech’s collaboration with Michael Short on the pragmatics as well as
the stylistics of fiction (1981), Brown and Gilman’s study of politeness in Shakespearean tragedies (1989),
Hickey on stylistics and pragmatics (1993), the collection of articles in Sell’s edited book (1991), the convener
of this panel’s article on speech acts in the novels of Thomas Hardy (Kurzon 1993), and Jacob Mey’s When
Voices Clash in 1999. More recently, we have Chapman and Clark’s Pragmatic Literary Stylistics (2014), two
of whose authors are presenting papers on this panel. Moreover, pragmatics may be applied to other artistic
fields such as music and the fine arts. There has been some work published on the pragmatics of music (e.g.
Coventry and Blackwell 1994, Cram 2009, Kurzon 2011), but very little on the pragmatics of the visual arts
(recently, Gompertz 2012).

The panel presentations will tackle both areas of pragmatic research of literary texts - both as data and as an act
of communication: artistic texts as a source for data for further pragmatic or literary analysis in topics such as
politeness, discourse markers, use of tense in narration, and as part of an analysis of artistic texts as
communicative acts, often in terms of Goffman’s approach, such as the role of the director vis-a-vis the
audience, the single actor in a dramatic monologue: vis-a-vis the audience, the audience of operatic trios,
quartets, quintets, etc., and readers in book groups.
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Cynthia Lee & Angela Chan
The interfaces between pragmatics and language education
Researchers of pragmatics have explored a variety of topics, ranging from speech acts, speaker meaning to

interpretation and negotiation of meaning in natural talk in social contexts, taking into account linguistic and
non-linguistic features, sociocultural norms, contexts, and social and power relationships (LoCastro, 2012).
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Different approaches have been adopted to reveal the production and comprehension of talk in a variety of
social and institutional settings (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 2005; Nguyen & Kasper, 2009), identity
construction and role negotiation (Freed & Ehrlich, 2010), politeness in cross-cultural communication (Bargiela-
Chiappini & Kadar, 2011) and interlanguage speech act development (Achiba, 2003; Rose, 2009). In addition to
these major areas, there is a growing concern on the role of pragmatic competence in language education,
particularly for second/foreign language learners (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; LoCastro, 2012; Rose & Kasper,
2001; Tatsuki & Houck, 2010). Pragmatic competence is an essential component of second language (L2)
learners’ communicative competence (Bachman, 1990). Many L2 learners with good grammatical competence,
however, may fail in intercultural communication because they lack pragmatic competence. One way to develop
L2 pragmatic competence is to provide appropriate input for learners or help them to notice the similarities or
differences in first language (L1) and L2 social norms and use of language to negotiate meaning in interactions.
Classroom instructions (Seedhouse, 2004), printed and Internet resources (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010; Taguchi &
Sykes, 2013) and natural exposure to target language and culture (Taguchi, 2015) are some possible ways to
achieve the pedagogical goal. However, as shown in many second language acquisition studies, effectiveness of
instructed input and natural exposure can be or will be mediated by L2 learners and teachers who bring their
own learning beliefs, expectations and sociocultural values when they learn and teach the social norms of the
target culture and behaviors of the target language users. Purpose: This panel aims to provide a platform for
researchers and practitioners of pragmatics to explore the interfaces between pragmatics and language
education, enhance our knowledge about pragmatics in the educational setting through authentic discourse data
and discuss pedagogical implications for developing L2 pragmatic competence in the Asian context.
Organization of the Panel: This panel will consist of seven to eight contributors. We will share research findings
on a variety of topics related to teacher-learner or learner-learner interactions, talk and behaviors, negotiation of
role and identity, as well as relationships among input (printed vs technology), instruction (explicit vs implicit)
and L2 pragmatic development inside and outside the classroom. A discussant will give some comments at the
end of the panel. Panel organizer: Cynthia Lee, Centre for Applied English Studies, the University of Hong
Kong. Co-organizer: Angela Chan, Department of English, City University of Hong Kong.
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Carsten Levisen & Eeva Sippola
The pragmatics of place: Colonial and postcolonial perspective

Panel organizers: Carsten Levisen, (Roskilde), Eeva Sippola, (Bremen) In this panel, we explore the diversity of
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ways in which “place” is construed and enacted in colonial and postcolonial discourse. Universalist pragmatics
has had little to say about place, let alone the pragmatics of place across cultures and historical epochs. Within
newer post-universalist approaches to pragmatics, we can begin to study the historicity and variability of “place
discourses” constituted by words, metaphors, grammars, narratives, memories, cosmologies, and linguistic
worldviews. The aim of this panel is to shed light on the cultural models and knowledges that are at play in
discourse and inscribed in people and produced by them through socialization and recurrent discursive
enactments. We encourage contributions from a broad range of diversity-oriented approaches to pragmatics,
such as Postcolonial Pragmatics (Anchimbe & Janney 2011; Schubert & Volkmann in press), Ethnopragmatics
(Goddard 2006, Goddard & Ye 2015), Discourse Analysis (Carbough 2007, Warnke & Busse 2014), Historical
Pragmatics (Taavitsainen & Jucker 2015), Ritual Communication (Basso & Senft 2009), and similar approaches
and fields. Contributions may address (but are not restricted to) the following topics:

e Cultural scripts for thinking and talking about place

e Keywords of place enacted in cultural discourse

o Place-based grammatical features enacted in discourse

e Songs, rituals, and other discursive practices or genres associated with place

e Political discourses of place (e.g., in land rights movements)

e Place name research and onomastic pragmatics
We give priority to empirically and emically grounded contributions that can help explore speech practices
across cultures and epochs. The panel understands pragmatics in broad terms as the study of meaning-making in
cultural, historical, and situational contexts. We seek papers that can help explore place-specific knowledges,
conceptualizations of place, or codes associated with people in specific places. A place, in this context, can be
highly localized (busses, beaches), ethnogeographical (cities, nations), virtual (internet forums), or
symbolic/mythical (terra australis, paradise). Our focus on (post)colonial means that we are interested in papers
that can shed new light on (1) conceptions of place as associated with colonial-era discourse and contemporary
postcolonial discourse across the globe, and/or (2) papers that can help deconstruct the Anglocentrism (and
Eurocentrism) of universalist pragmatics through comparative studies.
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Raluca Mihaela Levonian & Marcia Macaulay
Personal and collective identities in populist discourse

A major challenge in the study of political discourse consists in taking into account the extra-linguistic context
and its constant evolution. Recent phenomena such as the blurring of the distinctions between left- and right-
wing ideology, the fragmentation and diversification of the electorate or the tensions arising between national
and supranational structures signal the need for re-defining the actors and reconsidering the role of discourse in
worldwide politics. While political candidates and politicians in office tend to employ mediatization and
‘personalization’ strategies (Enli and Skogerb?8 2013; Moffitt and Tourney 2013; Wodak 2011), emphasizing
their identity as individuals, the collective identity of the represented appears to be more abstract and vaguely
defined. So far, research on collective identity in political discourse has tended to focus on ethnic and national
identities, especially from the perspective of political and historical studies (e.g. Kevin and Dunn 2004;
Benhabib 1996; Anderson 1991; Smith 1991; Gellner 1987). The construction of national identities has been
explored by (critical) discourse analytical studies (e.g. Wodak et al. 2009; Galasinska and Krzyzanowski 2009),
which have also provided valuable contributions to the investigation of the relations between identity and
otherness in discourse (e.g. Coupland 2010; van Leeuwen 2008; Blommaert and Verschueren 1998; van Dijk
1991). Still, the employment of ‘the people’ as a collective force and the construction of political leaders’ and
parties’ identity in contemporary political discourse, either moderate or extremist, have been understudied. This
panel aims to shed light on such issues by analyzing the case of populist discourse. The panel will investigate
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the discursive characteristics of contemporary populism, aiming to identify similarities and/or differences with
democratic and extremist political discourse. It will debate whether features previously considered
representative of populist discourse (Laclau 2005; Finchelstein 2014), such as the marked antagonism between
the ‘people’ and the élites or governing parties, the role of the leadership or the topos of crisis maintain their
applicability to today’s politics. Further research questions to be addressed regard: the discursive strategies of
identity construction and legitimation of political actors; the relation between self-claimed and ascribed
discursive identities; the cultural factors influencing identity construction in political discourse; the role of
traditional and new media in shaping the political actors’ identities and their mobilization of the electorate. The
perspective adopted is that of discursive pragmatics, which allows the integration of the linguistic and the extra-
linguistic dimension in the analysis (Zienkowski 2011).
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Xiaoting Li & Wei Zhang
Multimodality and diversity in Chinese interaction

Fuelled by the advent of the video technology in research, issues of multimodality and embodied interaction
have found recent attention in linguistic research informed by conversation analysis and interactional linguistics.
Interaction-oriented approaches have enriched linguistics not only with regard to data and methods, but also in
view of concepts and theoretical understandings. However, most of the research on multimodality in interaction
has been based on Indo-European languages such as English (Stivers & Sidnell, 2005), French (Mondada, 2006,
2007, 2009), German (Schmitt, 2005, 2007; Deppermann, 2013), Italian (Rossano, 2006) etc. Research on
multimodality in Chinese interaction is still relatively scarce (see Li, 2014). Previous work on Chinese spoken
discourse has mainly focused on lexico-syntactic constructions and their function in Chinese conversation (e.g.,
Zhang & Fang, 1998; Wu, 2004, 2005; Luke, 2000, 2005, 2012). Li (2013, 2014) explores the role of lexico-
syntax, prosody, bodily movements and their interaction in turn organization in Chinese face-to-face
conversation, and shows that resources of different modalities are relevant to the construction of Chinese
interaction. Further, Chinese is a language with great internal diversity. It is commonly accepted that Chinese
has seven mutually unintelligible varieties including Mandarin, Cantonese, Min, Wu, Xiang, Gan, and Hakka.
The linguistic structure of each variety may provide affordances for different methods of constructing
interaction. Within the study of Chinese interaction, the research has been predominantly on the standard
variety, Mandarin. We know next to nothing about how speakers of other Chinese dialects use multimodal
resources to construct social action in interaction. This panel brings together research from conversation
analysis, interactional linguistics, gesture studies, and multimodal analysis to explore the function of multimodal
resources in forming situated activities in interaction conducted in Mandarin and other Chinese dialects. Papers
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in the panel aim to analyze how interactants use linguistic resources (lexico-syntax, prosody, etc.) situated in a
larger semiotic context in interdependence with visual signals, such as e.g. gaze, gestures, and body posture in
constructing talk and action in the diverse Chinese (dialects) interaction. Specifically, this panel intends to
discuss the following questions: - What are the multimodal resources that are related to the construction of
interaction in Mandarin and other Chinese dialects? - What is the role of each type of multimodal resource
(lexico-syntax, phonetics/prosody, gaze, gesture, posture, action, etc.) in interaction in Mandarin and other
Chinese dialects? - How do the resources of different modalities interact (i.e., mutually elaborate or play off
each other) in constructing turns, actions, and activities in Mandarin and other Chinese dialects?

Maria Francisca Lier-DeVitto & Licia Arantes
On ‘interpretation’ in the context of language acquisition and in clinical settings: Under
the effects of speech errors and symptoms

Being language use and interaction ‘the object’ of Pragmatics, specific speech/discourse contexts as well as the
particular contour of interaction formats are logically at issue. Needless to say that the speaker’ linguistic
activity and the process of utterance interpretation are both at stake. This panel session aims at discussing
interaction and interpretation in two well-defined contexts which impose communicative difficulties to the
interpreter because they imply radical dialogue asymmetry, i.e., children’s erratic and unstable utterances, in the
one hand, and anomalous pathological productions, on the other hand. In the first case, it is widely admitted that
the mother’s interpretation introduces and guides the child throughout the language acquisition process - the
child is thus recognized as subject-speaker. It is worth mentioning that the structural articulation linking
speaker-language-other, proposed by De Lemos (1992), is implied in the notion of interaction and therefore in
the very concept of interpretation. In the case of symptomatic speech, the notion of interpretation calls upon
clinical practice and intervention. That is to say that it must be sharply different from the interpretation in
everyday communicative situation. It is argued that speech therapists have to face language disorders which
cannot be identified either with ambiguous or casual odd utterances. Several pragmatic studies argue
that rehabilitation procedures should promote the appropriate convergence between context and the patient’s
speech production in order to facilitate meaning (re)construction and a more easy-going interpretation by the
listener. Therefore, it seems to be out of the scope of Pragmatics to account for the functioning of language
itself, which is here taken to be at basis of any speaker’s production and comprehension. Such a view on
language as an instrument of thought is supported not only in Pragmatics but also in most language acquisition
theoretical proposals and clinical fields. That is the reason why those areas privilege the focus on language
external reference power. The studies to be presented in this panel session assume that language is governed by
internal reference operations, which affect both speech production and interpretation in interaction situations.
The papers presented in this panel is also motivated by the challenging questions related to the intrinsic
relationship between listening and interpretation in the above mentioned contexts. Two distinct theoretical
domains underlie the approaches concerning those themes: European Structuralism (Saussure, Benveniste and
Jakobson) and Psychoanalysis (Freud and Lacan).

Paul Mcllvenny & Mirka Rauniomaa
Talk in/with the environment and other life forms

This panel emboldens pragmatics to engage with two profound and interconnected themes — the posthuman and
mobility — in relation to human language use in social interaction and activity. First, there is a complex
relationship between, on the one hand, the ‘social’ world in which human language use and embodied action are
embedded and, on the other hand, the so-called ‘natural” world, namely animals and other living things in the
environment. Second, rather than being primarily sedentary, gazing on animals and nature from a fixed and
privileged observer’s position, humans are like other animals in being profoundly shaped by the capacity to
move in coordination with or in relation to others. In the case of humans, these aspects of mobility are
historically endogenous to, and constitutive of, how important dimensions of language use in social interaction
relate to the world: movement shapes our embodied participation, our opportunities to cooperate, and the
language used to guide our senses.

Using video recordings of natural settings, contributions to the panel explore empirically how human sociality
encounters animality, how animals feature in, or become participants in, our social interactions. Furthermore,
contributions explore how we may accommodate to, or are transformed by, contact with the sometimes radically
different semiotic systems and interactional life worlds of other creatures, both domesticated and wild. The
practices of professional and amateur animal handlers, for instance, have to reconcile the socio-logics of human
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interaction (eg. pragmatics, semioticity, intentionality, sequential actions ordered by normative expectations)
with the natural logics of the behaviour of the animals or life forms (eg. instinctive and conditioned behaviour,
sensory modes). Such practices range from anthropomorphic reframings of the behaviour of the animals to
coordinative activities involving the integration of the trajectories and requirements of the two logics, and
additionally extensive preparation of the (mobile) environment and repeated instruction sequences to enable
successful interaction or performances with the animals. Moreover, if we are to be faithful to a more
symmetrical view of humans/animals, we find also the entrainment of human embodied action to the rhythms,
traits and senses of animals.

Contributions also investigate how humans talk together as they move through the natural or wild environment
and navigate its terrain with or without other animals. People display their orientation to different features of the
terrain, flora and fauna, for example, as possible obstacles or hindrances to their movement. As a result, they
may guide, instruct and assist each other in wayfinding. Also, animals can provide a reason for coordinated
movement over terrain as a group (eg. hunters) and they can aid the speedy or successful traversal of the terrain,
which requires a heightened awareness and shared understanding of the environment by independent human
‘movers’ as well as cooperation with the animals that guide or move them.

Joanne Meredith, David Giles, Wyke Stommel & Emma Richardson
The micro-analysis of online data (MOOD): Using discourse and conversation analytic
methods to analyse online interactions

The study of online interaction using micro-analytic methods, such as conversation analysis (CA) and discursive
psychology (DP) has developed in recent years (Giles, Stommel, Paulus Lester, & Reed, 2014). Research using
these methods aims to focus on the language which is used in online settings, but also aims to address the
interactional norms, dynamics and practices which have arisen online (Giles et al., 2014). Research which has
used such methods has often focused on issues around maintaining coherence, managing trouble in talk and how
participants accomplish social actions in asynchronous environments (Paulus, Warren & Lester, 2016). These
studies all attempt to systematically describe and analyse the organization of online interaction. There has also
been a wide range of types of online data studied, including online forums, chat rooms, instant messaging chat,
and e-mail (Paulus et al., 2016). There are, though, a range of methodological challenges which relate to
carrying out micro-analyses of online discourse and interaction in textual and, increasingly, multi-modal
environments. Methods such as conversation analysis were developed using, and for, spoken interaction, and
this can raise challenges for how to use these methods in an online setting (Meredith, 2016). This panel draws
together a number of empirical papers which apply discourse and conversation analytic methods to a range of
online data, in order to address and discuss these challenges.
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Haruko Minegishi Cook & Momoko Nakamura
Exploring roles of ideology in Japanese workplace discourse

This panel explores ways in which interlocutors utilize hegemonic ideology as a resource in workplace or
institutional discourse in Japan. In the world of globalized economy, where workers with multicultural and
multilingual backgrounds communicate with one another based on different cultural assumptions, it is crucial to
investigate roles that cultural ideology plays in workplace discourse in order to avoid misunderstanding and
enhance effective business transaction. The panel focuses specifically on Japanese workplace discourse since,
compared to Western hegemonic ideology, Japanese cultural ideology is not wellknown despite the fact that the
number of non-Japanese employees is rapidly growing in Japan. The increasing awareness of the intersubjective
nature of linguistic interaction puts emphasis on the importance of cultural ideology, including stereotypes,
social categories, beliefs, norms, conventions, language ideologies (Schieffelin, Woolard and Kroskrity 1998)
and gendered discourses (Sunderland 2004). To make inherently co-constructive interactional work intelligible
to recipients, interlocutors need to depend, among many other things, on cultural ideology widely accepted in
the speech community (Eckert 2002; Queen 2014). Ideologies play a crucial role in sense-making, for ideologies
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mediate linguistic forms and their indexical meanings (Silverstein 2003). In the workplace, cultural ideologies
permeate in all aspects of corporate or institutional activities, including creating positive corporate images,
making decisions, and gate keeping activities among others. Research on workplace discourse in the West has
investigated topics related to ideologies including identity construction (e.g., Baxter 2008; Holmes 2006;
Mullany 2007) and correlations among power, gender, and politeness (e.g., Holmes and Stubbe 2003; Rees and
Monrouxe 2010; Vine 2004). In particular, studies that investigate how immigrant workers are socialized into
the workplace in the West highlight the role of ideologies in the workplace. They show, for example, that
language ideology can be utilized as a gate keeper of the professional membership (e.g., Sarangi and Roberts
2002), and how a discrepancy between the institutional rhetoric and language ideology is created (e.g., Heller
2002; Roy 2003). Recent study of Japanese workplace discourse based on naturally occurring data have
demonstrated that actual practice in the workplace does not always reflect the language ideology of honorifics
and gender widely accepted in Japanese society (e.g., Cook 2011; Saito 2011; Takano 2005). This body of
research raises a question of what role ideology (including cultural ideology) plays in the workplace. To date,
the role of cultural ideology in Japanese workplace discourse has not been extensively investigated. We still do
not know what types of stereotype, social category, and belief are emphasized, how they are utilized to make
sense of workplace discourse, and how they contribute to perpetuate or change social reality. Thus, the goal of
the panel is to closely examine Japanese workplace and institutional discourse in order to find how cultural
ideology serves as a resource for maintaining or changing jointly-constructed social realities. In sum, the panel
intends to make a contribution to the study of complex and dynamic roles that ideology plays in the success of
workplace communication by analyzing the case of Japanese society.
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Kristella Montiegel & Tanya Romaniuk
The Trump factor: Analyzing the communicative practices of Donald Trump across
broadcast settings

This panel focuses on the communicative practices of one politician, namely, the recently elected U.S. President
Donald Trump, when he was the presumptive Republican nominee during the 2015-2016 U.S. Presidential
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primary election season. The panel’s first three papers provide a series of analytical observations concerning
Trump’s communicative style across three interactional formats (the accountability interview, hybrid political
interview, and political campaign debate), drawing on the methodological framework of conversation analysis to
explore how Trump negotiates and manages his identity and role as interviewee and political ‘outsider’ during
the primary campaign. The fourth paper uses the lens of critical discourse analysis to explore Trump’s use of
person deixis and verbs in his political speeches to construct himself in opposition to his opponents and
persuade his audience.

The first paper - by McLean - discusses how Trump ignores interviewer questions in NBC’s Meet the Press with
Chuck Todd. In these instances, Trump either makes no acknowledgement of the interviewer’s questions or
makes only nonverbal acknowledgment of the interviewer’s questions. McLean observes how Trump uses the
practice of ignoring questions as a means of negotiating coverage of topics. The second paper - by Sheese -
investigates the ways in which Trump occupies the role of interviewer in MSNBC’s Town Hall with Chris
Matthews, giving him license to alter the interviewer’s agenda. Sheese discusses how this role reversal was
accomplished in a range of ways and to different ends. The third paper - by Montiegel - describes the ways in
which Trump challenges journalistic neutralism in responding to adversarial questioning during the first
Republican primary debate programmed by Fox News. Montiegel observes how Trump attacks the interactional
conduct of the moderators as a way to negotiate his role and expectations as interviewee. The fourth paper, by
Flores-Ferran, discusses how Trump issued deictic expressions to persuade and polarize his audiences. The
paper shows how proximal / was attested in utterances related to a positive aspect of Trump’s own performance
such as being ‘on top’, ‘winning’, etc. The paper also shows how Trump characterized his opponents with
expressions such as that guy, immigrants or terrorists with those people, and his opponents with these people.
Taken together, this panel sheds lights on the communicative style of Trump, and how he interactionally ‘does’
politics. It also illustrates some of the ways Trump manages his role as interviewee across a range of broadcast
contexts, effectively performing an atypical, and thus, “non-traditional” political identity that was consistently
put forth by the media.

Melissa Moyer & Gema Rubio
Multilingualism, mobility, and work

The theme of this panel is multilingual language practices in connection to the new work order that is being
shaped by the mobility of persons to different locations across the globe. Mobility for purposes of work
(including non-work related mobility, such as for reasons of life experience, leisure or study) is taken as a
central element for understanding social processes involving structuration and exclusion, where multilingualism
and other language practices --both oral and written-- have become key in the realization of work tasks, but also
in the production and marketing of a product or service (Agha 2011). Nowadays, emphasis is placed on
language and talk in this new economic order that Heller (2003) has coined as the new word-force. Language,
both the manner in which it is used in work interactions (Sarangi and Roberts 1999), as well as the knowledge of
a bounded system of communication used by a given community of speakers, is a skill required of workers by
employers but also, more importantly, a personal trait of the individual (Urciouli 2008). The added value --for
an individual or a business-- provided by knowing a particular language, or being able to speak in a particular
way (Duchene and Heller 2012), or the manner in which the language of workers gets regimented (Cameron
2000) for certain types of work are not strictly new developments in the field, but they do represent alternative
perspectives to earlier approaches (where language in the workplace was considered a static variety associated
with specific work domains or professional roles). The purpose of this panel is to contribute to current
understanding of mobility and work from a social, linguistic, and pragmatic perspective. This multidisciplinary
perspective takes into account social processes and realities that have developed more recently as the outcome
of an increasingly globalized and diverse world, shaped by a dominant neo-liberal economic order. The focus
on language and multilingual practices is essential for understanding the ways relevant social actors construct
relations of power and exclusion through their multilingual language practices.

Ikuko Nakane & Lidia Tanaka
Gender, regional and generational varieties in Japan: Re-exploring negotiation of
identities

Aside from dialect specialists, most linguistic studies have traditionally focused on standard Japanese or
hyajungo based on a variety of Japanese spoken in the middle upper class neighbourhood of Tokyo. The speech
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of these speakers was used to validate a number of generalizations such as the differentiation between male and
female language, or the use of honorifics and politeness strategies. In recent years, however, many researchers
have contested those studies arguing that they are not representative of Japanese and they have started to look at
the speech of non-urban and non-standard variety speakers from a variety of social and professional
backgrounds (see e.g., Okamoto & Shibamoto-Smith, 2004). Studies on dialect distribution, phonology,
semantics, syntax, honorifics, modern dialects and specific dialects have produced many interesting results.
While these have contributed enormously to the understanding of the diversity of Japanese, there is a paucity of
research from the viewpoint of discourse, including language usage in one’s lifespan (e.g., Kobayashi &
Shinozaki, 2003), and dialect speakers’ development of different variants as well as hyojungo (Standard
Japanese). Assumptions about dialects, politeness, and ‘genderlects’ in Japanese needs to be critically explored
with more empirical discourse studies. A number of researchers have explored how particular linguistic
variables from standard Japanese are incorporated in younger generation of ‘dialect’ speakers (e.g., Takagi,
2005), how shifts from Standard Japanese to dialect in the same conversation occur (e.g., Didi-Ogren, 2011;
Okamoto, 2008), or the lack of ‘genderlects’ in some northern dialects; however, much more research is needed
in order to know, for example, when speakers adopt features of new variations and what factors may be
associated with these changes. This panel will explore an intersection of age, gender and regional varieties in
Japanese, presenting the latest research that looks at the usage of dialects and Standard Japanese in relation to
gender and shifting generational identities. Scholars who engage in empirical studies of gender, age and regional
identities in Japanese with innovative discourse pragmatic approaches will be contributing to this panel
presentation.
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Hadar Netz
Tensions within the repertoire of prescribed, prestige, and non-prestige forms

The deficit approach that characterizes non-standard language as manifesting a mental or developmental deficit
was powerfully rejected half a century ago by Labov (1969) and others who followed suit (e.g. Trudgill, 1975;
Godley et al., 2007; Pearson et al., 2013). However, language ideologies preserving traces of the deficit
approach persist to this day among educators, policy makers, and the public in general.

The rejection of deficit views need not imply that standard language should be rejected altogether. Indeed,
standard language — as defined by language academies, dictionaries, grammar books, and other language
authorities — constitutes a unifying cultural resource and as such is a valuable element of culture and education
(Deutscher, 2011).

Myhill (2004) has proposed a framework that differentiates between languages, such as English and most
European languages, in which the prescribed standard form is also the "prestige-based" form, spoken by people
of highest social status, and other languages, such as Hebrew and Arabic, in which the prescribed standard form
and the prestige-based form are not necessarily the same. It has also been argued that in those languages in
which the high status forms do not match the prescribed standard, there are actually two types of non-standard
forms: those accepted by the elite and educated people and those that are not (Rosén, 1955; Shatil, 2014).

Still others have argued that rather than a "difference" framework, in which standard and non-standard forms are
presumed to be discrete, it would be more accurate to talk about a "repertoire”" framework (e.g. Snell, 2013),
placing standard and non-standard forms as poles on a continuum. The repertoire view is based on the
recognition that speakers of a language are not speakers of either one or another form, but rather have at their
disposal a repertoire of language forms, which they choose from in accordance with the specific discursive
context and their specific discursive motivations.

The tensions between prescribed, prestige, and non-prestige forms, as well as the repertoire of standard and non-
standard forms available to speakers, give rise to questions about what gets corrected vs. what passes as
acceptable, under what circumstances, why so, and to what effect. Panel contributors will present studies
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addressing these and related questions in different languages (English, Arabic, and Hebrew) and in different
contexts (everyday interaction, classroom discourse, and radio language).
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Minna Nevala & Ursula Lutzky
Knowing me and knowing you — reference and identity markers in public discourse (1 of 2)

This panel studies the use of labelling in texts intended to be public, as reflected in their accessibility or
distribution in the public domain. It approaches the importance of reference and identity markers in both
synchronic and diachronic data and investigates their contribution to the construction of a potentially evaluative
stance. The data studied will draw on a variety of text types and contexts, including newspapers, online media,
political communication, business or legal texts, and therefore allow for a range of ‘real world’ settings to be
considered, aligning the focus of this workshop with the conference’s overall theme. The public nature of the
data allows for self and other reference to be studied in contexts, where the exact composition of the audience
may not be fully known. Nevertheless, considerations of ratified and unratified participants (cf. Goffman 1976;
Lugo-Ocando 2015) will have affected the (potentially strategic) use of terms of address and reference and led
to the creation of specific stylistic and pragmatic effects in diverse discourse situations. By studying these
effects, it is the aim of this workshop to uncover new insights into discourse specific labelling patterns, both
from a historical and present-day perspective, and to discuss their impact on self and other representation in the
construction of identity in public texts. Social identities and intergroup relations are usually manifested in the
so-called in-group and out-group discourse. Impoliteness, and negative labelling in particular, entails creating
and maintaining negative impressions, which can be aided or achieved through the use of ‘labels of primary
potency’ (Allport 1986). This means that certain characteristics, like male/female or criminal/law-abiding, carry
more perceptual potency than others, and signal difference from what is considered mainstream (e.g. moral
distinctiveness). While the diachronic dimension of this panel will allow for trends to be observed in the
development of certain reference markers, the synchronic approach will facilitate the immediate application of
findings to enhance our understanding and use of reference practices in more or less institutionalised contexts.
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Riikka Nissi & Anna Solin
Language regulation in professional contexts

In recent decades, the practices of language regulation have become a salient feature of various professional
contexts. This is seen as being related to the emergence of a new globalised economy and the transformation of
work, most notably a shift from material production to service industries and information processing activities
which are specifically carried out in and through language use (e.g. Williams 2010). In these new contexts of
work, language has come to be viewed as an asset that can promote opportunities and achievements, and is
therefore often treated as an object to be managed and regulated.

Language regulation can be defined as the various practices through which language users monitor, intervene in
and manage their own and others’ language use (Hynninen & Solin forthcoming). Language regulation has been
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examined particularly in the field of language planning and policy research. Recent studies have focused on

language policing as a multi-layered and non-linear discursive process where not only language norms but also

the identity and social relations of discourse participants are constructed and negotiated (e.g. Johnson & Ricento

2013; McCarty 2011).

In discourse studies and sociolinguistics, language regulation has been approached from the point of view of the

technologisation of discourse (Fairclough 1996) and the commodification of language (Heller 2010). Studies

have looked at, for instance, the standardisation of professional language practices and the training of personnel
in these practices (e.g. Cameron 2000a, 2000b; see also Heller & Duchéne 2012). Conversation and interaction
analysts have explored the interactional ideologies connected to professional settings by analysing, for instance,
training materials and simulated interaction (e.g. Perdkyld & Vehvildinen 2003; Stokoe 2013). Finally, language
regulation has been studied as the situated negotiation of acceptability in multi-party interaction (e.g. Nissi

2015; Hynninen 2016).

Elaborating on these themes, the panel explores different practices and forms of language regulation in

professional contexts. In particular, it focuses on the following questions:

What kinds of forms does language regulation take in different professional contexts? Are mechanisms of
regulation relatively permanent or temporary? What kind of scope do forms of regulation have?
How is language regulation intertwined with the aims of the institution and/or profession in question?
What broader goals are accomplished with local practices of regulation?
How do practices of language regulation position the participants involved? What kind of agency do
different actors have?

The contributions of the panel adopt and develop the above-mentioned themes and investigate language
regulation as part of professional practices by focusing on the regulation of language choice (which
languages can and should be used in which settings) and/or the regulation of language quality (what kind of
language is ratified as acceptable or functional in a given setting). Moreover, the contributions focus on top-
down regulation and regulation practices between peers, study explicit or implicit mechanisms and draw on
both written and interactional data.
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Iris Nomikou & Valentina Fantasia
Interactional routines in caregiver-child and peer interactions

Language, intended as the whole range of semiotic modalities constituting oral communication, is always in
tension between repetition and change, between convention and innovation. Research on children’s talk, either
in interaction with caregivers or peers, reveals both the pleasure of familiarity — for example with nursery
rhymes or bed time stories (Trehub & Trainor, 1998; Ninio & Bruner, 1978) and the thrill of rule-breaking
(Ratner & Bruner, 1978 ; Stern, 1977). Routines — intended as a recurrent interactional format — begin with the
initial care activities around the infant hygiene, nutrition and sleep; the inevitable repetition makes these
activities predictable, but the dyads also develop idiosyncratic habits or ancillary activities that make such
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moments interactionally dense, the repetitive format not only creating a locus for developing coordination and
cooperation but also for playful variation around the routine itself. Children also encounter as they grow
culturally provided routines — lullabies, social games in which physical and vocal actions are performed, and as
they grow nursery rhymes, songs, jokes and so on. Families and peer-groups develop their own as well (Corsaro,
1997; Fasulo et al. 2002). Interactionally, routines provide a flexible structure that supports all participants in
maintaining reciprocal engagement. The regular succession of similar steps makes them predictable, enabling
even very young children to anticipate the sequence and take part in it. Yet they not only entail a particular
temporal order of individual actions (‘what to do next’) and specific junctures (‘when is my turn’), but also a
particular social organization: participants assume certain interactive roles and take responsibility for role-
related tasks (‘who does what’). Also, within routines not any action, but very specific actions are expected. As
such, they are the “vehicle” towards language (Bruner, 1985, p.39). What starts off as an embodied experience
of language as acting with each-other (Ochs, 2012 ; Raczaszek-Leonardi et al., 2013) becomes increasingly
conventionalized, as routines become less idiosyncratic and more recognizable to a broader cultural community.
Thus, routines are the context for the acquisition of conventionalized means of communication. This panel will
focus on interactional routines - culturally conventional or idiosyncratic ones - between children and caregivers,
or in the peer group, guided by the following questions:

How are social routines established and how do they develop over time?

How do children come to take up their role in routines and what makes acting within a routine different from
other interactional frameworks?

In which ways is children’s participation scaffolded by caregivers and/or peers?

Do routines facilitate communication with children with learning or speech impairments?

What is the role of social routines at different ages?
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Aisling O'Boyle
Stance-taking in educational contexts

This panel will explore the dialogic act of stance-taking in educational contexts. It aims to offer a forum for
researchers interested in dialogue as it relates in and to educational contexts. Drawing on Du Bois (2007), stance
can be defined as:

“a public act by a social actor, achieved dialogically through overt communicative means, of simultaneously
evaluating objects, positioning subjects (self and others), and aligning with other subjects, with respect to any
salient dimensions of the sociocultural field" (Du Bois, 2007, p.163)

The study of stance is important for the field of Education as stance-taking is a public act of self-presentation,
knowledge and social judgement. It is how people make perceivable to others their epistemic and attitudinal
positions. Educational contexts and educational activity are not necessarily bound by a formal classroom. The
papers in this panel report on research from a variety of formal and informal learning environments, classroom
and non-classroom contexts but share a common ground in the investigation of dialogic acts of stance-taking in
an educational context. The panel includes both empirically and theoretically oriented papers and contributor
and participant discussion will be a prominent feature of this panel.
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Brendan O'Rourke & Jens Maesse
Economics & language use: The pragmatics of economics experts’ engagement with non-
specialists

The relationship between studies of language use and economics has been troubled and troublesome. This is
partly due to the vastness of the topics that such a relationship might encompass, partly due to the usual
tensions, confusions and competition that are characteristic of work across disciplinary boundaries. In addition
to these, not insignificant difficulties, the power-infused nature of economics and the discourses that surround it
increase the trouble, but also the importance of researching economics and language use. Indeed, the
pervasiveness of the language of economics in public discourse, policy debates and organizational life has led to
much scholarly work on the language use in economics and economic expert discourse. Within economics itself
there has been an increased awareness, admittedly from a very low base, of language (McCloskey, 1998;
Samuels and Perry, 2011), including the analysis of specialist uses and non specialist audiences interpretations
(Perrin et al. 2015). More recently there has been studies of the economists’ influence on the public sphere
(Fourcade, 2009; Mirowski and Plehwe, 2009) yet there has been relatively little work on the language of
interaction between economists with non-specialists in contexts such as the media, policy debates or
organizations, although there has been a recent blossoming of interest (Fairclough, 2016; Maesse, 2015;
O’Rourke, 2014; Piihringer and Hirte, 2015). This panel seeks to add to this recent work.

Francois Claveau examines economics generalizations, frequently used in economists’ communications with the
public and explores how ideology plays a role in these uses of generics. Forecasts are an important in
economists-public communications and Angela Schrott uses a corpus based approach to examine the linguistic
techniques of such economics discourse. Some economists contribute to public discourse more often as ‘public
intellectuals’ and using a conceptual metaphor approach Stephan Piihringer explores the discourses of one such
economist. The discourses of economists in news interviews is examined by Joseph K. FitzGerald and Brendan
K. O’Rourke to reveal how such communications are legitimated. Kate Alexander Shaw analyses how
narratives of the economy, initially developed to enable policy action, can later in their life cycle, constraint
policy. Looking at another sort of constraint - the linguistic framing of government debt in the press- Sebastian
Giacovelli looks at how this can be used in a government’s negotiation with the IMF. Public finance coverage in
newspapers is also examined by Tanweer Ali and Eva Lebduskova, who look at the use of expert and
institutional sources and the relationship of such sources to the prominence of various interests and ideological
positions. Jens Maesse explores austerity discourses to examine how a particular sort of European discourse is
emerging and is connecting to an emerging institutional order of Europe. It is envisaged that these contributions
will provide stimulation for a deeper understanding and discourse on the interactions between economists and
Nnon-economists.
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Jan-Ola Ostman
Responsibility, migration, and integration

Because of the massive increase in the number of refugees that have been fleeing to Europe from locations to
the south and to the southeast, Europeans have over the last couple of years become more than fully aware of the
dynamic force of migration that constantly takes place all over the world. Migration no doubt poses social,
cultural, economic, juridical and political challenges, and despite the realization that we live in a linguistically
globalized and superdiversed era, linguistic challenges are still constantly taking their toll in people’s quest to
live together. Pragmatic analyses, applied linguistic analyses, and sociologically attuned discourse analyses of

(the linguistic effects of) intercultural contacts have been fruitfully carried out, unraveling ideological

differences and challenges. But further pragmatic ways of approaching the multifarious diversity need to be

discussed and developed.

With this as a backdrop, the panel seeks to do three things.

(a) Theoretically, it wants to further develop the notion of “responsibility” in sociolinguistic analyses, in
discourse analyses and in pragmatic analyses. The studies in Ostman & Solin (2016) show that in order
to be able to discuss (linguistic) agency and role-relationships in discourse, we need to develop more
dynamic notions in addition to those discussed under ideology (cf. Verschueren 2012). One such
pertinent notion is “responsibility”, and the panel will further develop the implications of taking this
perspective on language use, including issues of identity construction, appropriation, and intervention.

(b) Empirically, the task is to collect data from migration in various parts of the world and from contacts in
different kinds of speech communities in order to get a deeper understanding of the challenges that
integration (or rather, “contegration”) faces linguistically and pragmatically. For instance, how do
processes differ in rural areas vs. in urban areas; what parts do the (local and global) media play; how
does naming (use of unofficial place names and choice of personal names) affect integration; what
pragmatic features (markers, particles, prosody) are (typically) picked up by newcomers and how does
integration affect the (language of the) receiving communities; and, in particular, how can a refined tool
like “responsibility” help us better understand what we see as (socio)linguistic realizations.

(c) Practically, new avenues are sought for how to approach newly established contact communities in practice.
How can we as linguists take responsibility for developing new and better methods to give advice to
contact communities where language challenges are topmost on the agenda. This includes developing or
discussing pragmatically attuned language teaching methods — immersion, CLIL, parallel language use —
that take as their point of departure responsibility, and fostering discussions of how to best cope with
integration into a state’s minority or dialect communities.

The panel contains presentations by scholars from different parts of the world who address one or several of the

issues in (a-c), where an understanding of the concept of “responsibility”’ can be shown to play a role. Although

empirical data is at the center of the panel, theoretical (sociological/philosophical/semantic) discussions
of responsibility and its relation to ideology, identity, ethics, morality, and accountability are also addressed.

Diversity in the language communities dealt with is given special attention, and comments, understandings,

experiences and responses from the audience are warmly welcomed.

References

Ostman, Jan-Ola & Anna Solin, eds., 2016. Discourse and responsibility in professional settings. Sheffield:

Equinox.

Verschueren, Jef, 2012. Ideology in language use. Cambridge University Press.

Simona Pekarek Doehler & Evelyne Berger
Interactional competence: CA perspectives on second language development

The human competence for social interaction is unmatched in the animal world. Levinson (2006) speaks in this
regard of the “human interactional engine”. It has been argued that the uniquely human modes of social
interaction represent the foundation from which language evolves (Tomasello 2000, 2008; Levinson 2006;
Schegloff 2006), and the ‘methods’ (i.e. systematic procedures) that make up human interactional competence
have been documented in much detail throughout decades of conversation analytic (CA) research. Yet,
important questions have remained largely unexplored: What happens when people move into a second
language (L2)? Is interactional competence simply transferred from the L1 to the L2? Or is it re-calibrated in the
course of L2 learning? If so, what are the basic features of such re-calibration? While the development of
communicative competence has been a core issue for Second Language Acquisition research from the 1970s on,
the fine-grained techniques which are needed to successfully engage in L2 interaction have only recently
become an object of systematic empirical research (see e.g. Cekaite 2007 on turn-taking; Hellermann 2008 on
task-openings and closings; 2009 on repairs; Pekarek Doehler & Berger, forthcoming, on story-openings; for
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overviews see Hall, Hellermann & Pekarek Doehler 2011; Kasper and Wagner 2011; Pekarek Doehler &
Pochon-Berger 2015). In this panel we pursue this line of research by extending the body of empirical evidence
provided by CA research and by discussing implications for longitudinal CA studies. The panel addresses the
following questions: - What are the documentable changes in L2 speakers’ interactional practices over time?

- What do the documented changes tell us about the nature of L2 interactional competence, its development, and
how it relates to L1 interactional competence? - What are the methodological challenges of comparing situated
practices across-time and/or across individuals?  The panel brings together contributions that investigate the
development of L2 interactional competence within naturally-occurring data from either the classroom or the
‘wild’ and within a variety of languages.

Raymond F. Person
Poetics, the "'wild" side of CA: Twenty years after Jefferson

In her 1996 article “On the Poetics of Ordinary Talk,” Gail Jefferson described a second-order set of practices
that influence turn construction, especially concerning word selection by sound-triggering and category-
triggering. Although her published article was a revision of a 1977 conference paper, she still considered
“poetics” as “the wild side of Conversation Analysis” and as something that probably should not be taken as
seriously as other CA observations, because it was “stuff which we’d pretty much kept to ourselves and played
with as a hobby” (1996: 2).

Probably because of this description, there have been few CA studies focused on “poetics” (for an exception, see
Woffitt and Holt 2011). Nevertheless, Jefferson’s insights are widely accepted in the secondary literature.
Arguably, however, the importance of “poetics” in CA should be reevaluated because of the growing
sophistication in the study of prosody in talk-in-interaction as well as increasing interest in the role of epistemics
(Heritage 2012a, 2012b). Furthermore, some recent studies of “poetics” and “conversation” have not engaged in
a sufficient discussion of Jefferson’s work (for example, Norrick 2002; Bowles 2011; Kataoka 2012). Therefore,
a reassessment of “poetics” may be timely twenty years after the publication of Jefferson’s article.

The proposed panel will critically assess “poetics” as described by Jefferson by soliciting papers that contribute
to the discussion of at least one of the following: (1) bringing new data from naturally occurring talk to bear on
“poetics,” including from languages other than English, (2) applying CA to literature (including folklore and
oral traditions) as a form of institutional talk adapted from the “poetics” of “ordinary talk” (for example, Person
2016) and (3) exploring the implications of CA “poetics” on cognition. The proposed panel seeks to bring
together scholars of conversation analysis, literature, and cognitive studies to discuss the importance of
Jefferson’s work on the poetics of ordinary talk-in-interaction in their respective fields.
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Marco Pino Ruth Parry
Talking about dying

This panel brings together studies that take an interactional approach to death as a topic in conversation. How do
people talk about dying? What norms and constraints inform their practices for initiating, managing, and closing
off conversations about dying? Our panel specifically focuses on occasions where people are demonstrably
orienting to the death of one of the parties to the interaction (or someone close to them) as a relevant matter or
concern within the interaction; at the same time, it takes a broad approach in terms of how death can become
relevant for the participants—as a topic for the conversation or as a relevant concern within specific action
sequences and activities (e.g., making plans for future care).
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This line of inquiry is timely given increasing cultural and political trends—or even pressures—that encourage
individuals to discuss, think about, and make preparations for their own dying. These trends are underpinned by
assumptions that death is not discussed enough—due to cultural taboo—and that this has negative repercussions
in terms of missed opportunities to prepare for one’s end. Health professionals have been called upon to
encourage patients to discuss dying and communicate their wishes about the care and support they want for their
end of life. There is evidence that both healthcare professionals and patients regard talk about death as
important, but at the same time difficult to initiate. Conversation analytic studies showed that death is a special
topic insofar as people orient to distinctive interactional norms for initiating, managing, and terminating
discussions about death. Holt’s (1993) study on how people announce the death of a mutual acquaintance in
informal telephone conversations shows that people recurrently follow talk about death with more positive
commentaries within “bright side sequences”. Studies on healthcare interactions—in HIV counselling,
oncology, and palliative medicine—show that professionals regularly hold off introducing death as a topic and
instead subtly cue patients to death in ways that give them opportunities to be the fist to introduce death as a
focus for the conversation (Perdkylé, 1995; Lutfey and Maynard, 1998; Pino, Parry et al., 2016).

This panel extends these lines of inquiry by bringing together studies on recorded episodes of interaction where
participants demonstrably treat the death of one of the parties to the interaction—or someone close to them—as
a relevant topic or concern within the conversation. The studies focus on how death is managed as a
conversational topic—how people initiate, progress and terminate it, or sometimes only allude to, or even avoid
it—as well as the various action sequences and interactional activities within which, or related to which, death is
a demonstrably relevant concern (e.g., investigating and assessing the patient’s emotional wellbeing relative to
the prospect of dying; making plans for end of life care).
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Maria E. Placencia & César Félix-Brasdefer
Service encounters in the Spanish-speaking world from a variational pragmatics
perspective

Service encounters (SE) are everyday interactions in which some kind of commodity, be it goods, information,
or both, is exchanged between a service provider (e.g. clerk, vendor) and a service seeker (e.g. customer,
visitor). SE include commonplace activities that we all engage in face-to-face, over the phone, and increasingly
through the Internet, in order to purchase products and obtain services and information. Further, numerous
companies, for example, at present offer a chat facility through which we can ‘chat’ with service providers to
complain about a product or service or to get information. Likewise, the platforms some online marketplaces
provide, allow sellers to interact directly with vendors in order to obtain information about the products
advertised (cf. Placencia, 2015). The genre of SE encompasses both the transactional (buying and selling) and
the relational dimension (interpersonal talk, small talk) (cf. Félix-Brasdefer 2012; Placencia 2005). Service
encounters have been studied relatively extensively in the Spanish-speaking world from different research
traditions (see Félix-Brasdefer, 2015 for a recent overview); however, studies from a variational pragmatics
perspective (Barron & Schneider, 2009; Schneider, 2010; Schneider & Barron, 2008) are still scarce. And yet
variational pragmatics studies in Spanish, focusing on other types of activities, have shown the interest of the
area (see Placencia 2016 for a recent overview). Variational Pragmatics examines intra-lingual pragmatic
variation and the impact of macro-social factors such as region, age, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic level
on language use in interaction (Schneider & Barron 2008; Barron & Schneider 2009; Schneider 2010). This
panel will be looking at pragmatic variation across varieties of Spanish in the co-construction and formulation of
service encounters in relation to macrosocial factors such as gender (Félix-Brasdefer, 2012), regional affiliation
(cf. Bataller, 2015; Placencia, 2005, 2008), age, socioeconomic background and ethnicity (Placencia, 2001).
Presenters are encouraged to use different theoretical and methodological approaches to the analysis of service .
Aspects of analysis of interest include the structure of service encounters; how they are opened and closed; how
the transaction is realized; participants’ orientation to different interactional goals and lesser/greater attention to
interpersonal concerns; perceptions of appropriateness in service encounters; the format of key speech activities
like requesting, complaining; the interplay between macro and microsocial factors, etc. The presentations of
this panel advance our understanding of the transactional and relational dimension of SE interactions across
regions of the Spanish-speaking world in both face-to-face and online settings.
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Salvador Pons Borderia & Kerstin Fischer
From models of discourse units to interactional construction grammar

In this panel we explore the use of models of discourse segmentation for the development of an interactional
construction grammar. Models of discourse segmentation (e.g. Pons Borderia, ed. 2014) allow us to classify and
organize the flow of talk into well-defined discourse units at both monological and dialogical levels. These
discourse units may serve to identify interactionally relevant grammatical constructions and furthermore provide
a way to formalize interactional units beyond the grammatical clause and clarify their grammatical status by
integrating them into a wider framework. We invite scholars of construction grammar who are interested in
expanding construction grammar to interactional phenomena, as well as scholars working on discourse
segmentation who are interested in grammatical approaches. Furthermore, we invite scholars who combine
issues of defining discourse units and grammatical description. We suppose that combining the two approaches
will she new light on a wide range of hot issues in Pragmatics; correspondingly, possible topics include, but are
not limited to: - the relationship between discourse segmentation and left- and right peripheries; - the
relationship between discourse segmentation and the combination of discourse markers; - the relationship
between discourse segmentation and the multifunctionality of DMs and of modal particles; - the grammatical
description of the structure of conversations.

David Poveda & Lyn Wright Fogle
Discourse, interaction, new families and contemporary kinship processes

This panel explores the contributions that sociocultural linguistic approaches can make to current socio-
anthropological research on emergent family forms and contemporary kinship processes. Various social
disciplines (Anthropology, Sociology, Psychology, Family Studies, Human Development, etc.) have witnessed a
resurging interest in definitional issues around kinship and the social construction of family life (e.g. Golombok,
2015; Rivas, 2009). New family forms facilitated by changes in legislation, new reproductive technologies or
transnational flows in industrialized contexts entail new linguistic practices in the family sphere. Additionally,
family members (i.e. participants) and researchers, in describing key issues in relation to emergent family forms,
recurrently appeal to problems such as "naming" new families, "communicating" or "narrating" family origins,
"communicating” and "sharing" with other families, "interacting" with children; thus foregrounding processes in



64

which discursive and/or linguistic dynamics play a central role (Fogle, 2012; Poveda, Jociles & Rivas, 2014).
With the scenario of changing kinships in post-industrialized society as a backdrop, this panel addresses two
main gaps in the research literature. On one hand, discursive/linguistic/interactional research -- defined very
broadly and including traditions such as interactional sociolinguistics, conversation analysis, linguistic
ethnography, linguistic anthropology, etc. -- does not seem to have incorporated into its current research agenda
new and emergent family dynamics (Fogle & King, forthcoming; Frekko, Leinaweaver & Marre, 2015). On the
other hand, social research focused on these emergent family dynamics, often conducted using research
procedures such as participant observation, interviews, document analysis, etc; does not seem to have
incorporated the potentialities found in the analytical apparatus of the above discursive approaches to answer
key research problems (cf. Ochs & Kremer-Sadlik, 2015). Consequently, this panel will explore and realize the
interconnections between discourse-oriented research and the study of new families and kinship processes.
Papers in the panel will showcase either/both: (a) linguistic/discursive research focused on new family dynamics
(i.e. language socialization studies conducted in new family settings, the analysis of "naturally occurring
interaction" -oral and digital- within new families or institutional/professional/peer settings central to new
families, among other possibilities) or (b) the affordances in the linguistic/discursive analytical apparatus to
unpack data drawn from interviews, documentary sources, digital media, etc. In short, the goal of the panel is to
open an important and relevant dialogue in the study of contemporary kinship processes and underscore the
particular and necessary contribution linguistic/discursive research can make to these debates.

Matthew Prior & Jack Bilmes
Upgrading/downgrading in interaction

Up/downgrading (hereafter “regrading”) has been for some time dealt with in the linguistic (e.g., Sapir 1944;
Lyons 1977), sociopragmatic (e.g., Faerch and Kasper 1983; Barron 2007), and conversation analytic (e.g.,
Pomerantz 1984; Edwards 2000) literatures. In very rough terms, we might say that the linguistic approach deals
with how expressions are gradable; the sociopragmatic with how certain expressions can be viewed as
regradings of ‘normal’, unmarked forms, especially in relation to speech acts; and the conversation analytic with
how some actually occurring expression is regraded by the same or another speaker in the course of
interaction. The current panel adopts the conversation analytic, interactional perspective.

Although regrading is frequently mentioned in CA studies—for example, those dealing with prosody (Couper-
Kuhlen 2014; Ogden 2006; Plug 2014), extreme case formulation (Edwards 2000; Pomerantz 1986; Sidnell
2004), and second assessments (Ogden 2006; Pomerantz 1984)—rarely is it the primary subject matter.
Consequently, regrading remains conceptually and empirically underdeveloped. A number of open questions
surrounding regrading in interaction include: how it is formulated on the spot, what sequential and other
implications it has, what its formal properties are, how it operates within and across various institutional and
conversational settings and activities, and how it intersects with interactants’ other communicative resources.
To advance scholarly research and discussion, this panel will take up regrading and related scaling practices as
its central focus. Contributors will present papers on their original analyses of regrading based on interactional
data to examine the forms, functions, causes, consequences, and verbal and nonverbal resources for
accomplishing regrading in situ. A discussant, Elizabeth Couper-Kuhlen, will provide remarks on the papers and
issues raised.
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Ana Maria Relafio Pastor & Inmaculada M. Garcia-Sanchez
Critical perspectives on language socialization processes and trajectories in (bi-)
multilingual contexts

One of the most productive trends in language socialization research during the last two decades has focused on
multilingual contexts with contested sociopolitical histories, such as postcolonial nations and populations (e.g.
Garrett 2005; Meek 2011; Minks 2013; Reynolds 2008; Riley 2007), as well as communities characterized by
transnational mobility and large-scale language and culture contact, including both historical diaspora
populations (Fader 2009) and more contemporary immigrant communities (e.g. Baquedano-L 6pez 2004; Lo
2009; Rela fio-Pastor 2008 ; Zentella 2005). This body of work has documented and theorized a number of
crucial processes of multilingual language socialization, particularly in relation to children’s management of
multiple languages and participation in diverse communities and institutions. This research, for example, has
elaborated upon how children come to learn the political economic indexicality of different linguistic codes
(Paugh 2012); how they manage conflicts in religious and secular social identities (Ek, 2005; Klein 2009); how
they negotiate differential forms of citizenship and belonging across immigrant generations (Mangual Figueroa
2011); or how they deploy linguistic practices to produce radicalized exclusion in interaction (Garci a-S 4 nchez
2014) . Building on this wealth of research, the proposed panel attempts to open up the scope of language
socialization research in multilingual communities by addressing phenomena that impinge upon people’ s (bi-
)multilingual trajectories going beyond primary language socialization sites, i.e. home and school, to examine
other different social sites and institutions, as well as by incorporating the much less explored experience of
adult (bi-)multilingual speakers who increasingly find themselves having to manage languages and identities in
deterritorialized, transnational spaces. The panel capitalizes on the affordances of the language socialization
paradigm to understand how the experiences of individual and communities shape specific (bi-)multilingual
local contexts , and how, in turn, these contexts are impacted by global sociopolitical and economic trends. Yet,
in order to amplify these affordances, the panel also incorporates the “ new im/mobility” paradigm (Sheller and
Urry, 2006), as well as more overtly critical perspectives that place a stronger emphasis on how local practices
are (re-)produced in structurally unequal social fields, often with varying degrees of possibility for resistance
against them (e.g. Heller 2007). Some issues that the panel will consider more specifically are: What are the
multiple linguistic and interactional resources (bi-) multiligual individuals and communities (particularly non-
dominant ones) use and/or create in order to negotiate participat ion within local multilingual social encounters,
but also to lever up spaces of belonging within larger social collectivities, whether national or institutional?
What kinds of multilingual linguistic repertoires are allowed (or discouraged) in multilingual spaces? How can
the development of multilingual competence be understood as embedded in local and macro relations of power
and ideologies? Collectively, the presentations in this panel aspire to lay the groundwork for analyzing and
theorizing context-specific and global trends in the language socialization processes and trajectories in (bi-
)multilingual communities increasingly characterized by language hierarchies and sociolinguistic inequalities.
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Edward Reynolds & Jessica Robles
Emotion as an action oriented resource in interaction

According to Goffman (1978:813), in spoken interaction, perceivable affect or a seeable lack thereof, is a
necessary part of any spoken utterance. Pragmatics has thereby had a longstanding relationship with research
into displays of emotion in language (e.g. Jakobson, 1960; Wierzbicka, 1986) and interaction (Kendon, 1975).
An enduring contribution of Discursive Psychology (DP) to the field of pragmatics had been a respecification of
studies of emotion from emotion as an ends to emotion as a means to an end. That is, DP and related
interactional research has programmatically advanced a research agenda demonstrating the ways in which
emotion, constituted in interaction, is a resource for action. Research on emotion has traditionally taken a
cognitive, individualistic approach (Hepburn & Jackson, 2009). Even rigorous and empirical research from
interactional approaches has increasingly over-emphasised description of emotion as an interactional object to
the detriment of the analysis of the routine practices of action accomplished with displays of emotion (e.g.
Benitez-Quiroz, Wilbur, & Martinez, 2016; Chovil, 1991; Clift, 2014; Kendon, 2004; Samra-Fredericks, 2004).
Presented analytically as an ends, emotion loses traction as interactional means. Instead in this panel we aim to
contribute to a contrasting body of empirical work has interrogated what social actions and social structures are
constituted in and through displays of emotion(Perakyla & Sorjonen, 2012) Taking a sociologically grounded
perspective from DP, conversation analysis (CA) and ethnomethodology (EM) we aim to highlight work that
both describes the ways in which emotion is constituted interactionally and just what it is interactionally
constituted for. We aim to extend the program of Edwards (1999) and Per>4kyl>4 and Ruusuvuori, (2006)
presenting novel empirical research in the description of emotion as action-oriented resource. This panel
encourages contributions from scholars taking an action-oriented approach to some dimension of feelings,
emotions, and affect in interaction.

This panel considers

The social structures enacted with and in embodied displays of emotion

How embodiment, space, comportment are managed in doing emotion

Use of emotive language or feelings talk; me-talk about feelings and emotions

How affect and emotion are produced to accomplish social actions
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Catrin S. Rhys, B. Benwell, A. Irwin & K. Stapleton
Complaints in institutional settings: Accountability, affect and identity

Studies of complaints and complaining have frequently identified complaints as a response to some kind of
deviation from ‘normative’ or expected social practice. Complaining has been theorized (particularly in informal
settings) as an accountable, even stigmatised, activity which “holds powerful negative connotations at the social
level” (Dewar 2011: viii). It has been noted by many complaints researchers that moral and accounting work
frequently accompanies the activity of complaining (e.g. Drew and Holt 1988; Edwards 2005; Stokoe 2009).
Indeed, making a complaint carries social risks for the complainer and may involve emotional investment and
vulnerability.

Institutional settings make official provision for complaining as a legitimate social activity, often with explicitly
identified procedures and roles involved. Evidence suggests that complaining in these settings is nonetheless
interpersonally sensitive and potentially socially consequential. Complainers thus have been shown to engage in
a variety of practices oriented to these issues. These include:

- distancing from the activity of complaining (e.g. ‘we’re not really complaining people’)

- announcing explicit membership of particular kinds of ‘reasonable’ identity categories (e.g. ‘I'm not an
ignorant man’; ‘I'm the kind of person I say I'll not bother anybody”);

- using attributes or activities tied to the category ‘reasonable person’ (e.g. ‘don’t want anybody getting into
trouble’). (Benwell & McCreaddie, in press)

Similarly, complaints recipiency raises issues for the institutional and social identity of the complaints handlers
who may have “a delicate balance to maintain — to be friendly and helpful showing understanding and
appreciation of the complaint without endorsing the caller’s stance” (Weatherall 2015: 155).

The papers on this panel examine complaints in a variety of institutional setting (health service complaints calls;
consumer complaints calls about utility providers; performance appraisal interviews) and focus on aspects of
complaining interaction including the negotiation of epistemic rights; the role of affiliation; the relationship
between complaining and other concurrent activities; temporal formulations in complaint sequences; negotiating
complainer identity.
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Maria Sabaté Dalmau & Josep Maria Cots
High hopes for mobilities? Researchers’ and researchees’ discursive co-constructions of
expectations for mobility experiences

The internationalization of tertiary education institutions worldwide has propelled the emergence and
popularization of a relatively new type of global mobility: that of a heterogeneous cosmopolitan middling class
of university students who engage in multifaceted lifestyle mobility practices at the crossroads of tourism and
local/international student experiences (see, e.g., Cots et al. 2013, 2014; Vila 2015). Much has been written
about these young social players’ experiences concerning (a) personal educational attainment, (b) post-national,
modern identity practices and (c) individual language gains prospects. This has contributed to a better
understanding of multilingual European youth in Study Abroad (SA) contexts (see, e.g., Garrett & Gallego-
Balsa 2014; Llurda et al. 2015) — particularly in/to/from non-English speaking areas of the south, which have
traditionally remained unchartered (Huldren et al. 2015). Within the disciplines of sociolinguistics, critical
discourse analysis, narrative inquiry and interrelated fields, these experiences tend to be generally conceived of
as discursive constructions with which students apprehend, make sense of, present, negotiate and shape and re-
shape their positionings in situated communicative events, for example when narrating the Erasmus expectations
to peers face-to-face or via Facebook. One of such communicative events is the informal (peer-to-peer) or
formal (student-researcher/university staff/instructor) written/oral narrative interview, which has been
undermined as a site of discursive mediation — as an interactional act (see, e.g., De Fina & Perrino 2011;
Wortham 2001). From a socially-engaged, informant-oriented, critical reflexive perspective, this panel seeks
to contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the SA experience by delving into its dialogical,
transformative and mutually constitutive nature between students and instructors/researchers, particularly in
research contexts aimed at exploring individual and collective representations of myriad SA-related phenomena.
More specifically, we ask: 1) To what extent, and how, are the students’ expectations and outcomes revolving
around concepts such as “Europeanization”, “intercultural citizenship” or “multilingual competence” mediated
and shaped by our research instruments and reports and by the discursive constructions that we as researchers
bring into the field? 2) What are the consequences of understanding these students’ expectations as emanating
from the research project designs and from negotiations among the social agents involved in it? 3) Can this
interplay shed light on circulating global discourses on what to expect from an SA experience? What do these
global discourses consist of; who buys into them, who does not, for what purposes, and why? With these
questions we wish to understand and problematize what all this can tell us about the sedimentation of prevalent
discourses that get into, and influence, the SA mobility policies, programs, curriculums and designs from which
key Higher Education European institutions draw, trying to ultimately provide a realistic picture which may help
all actors involved to make the most of the SA experience. The panelists, who draw on mix-methods which
include long-term ethnographic observations, narratives, interviews and questionnaires concerning SA students’
expectations in bilingual regions of Europe, welcome contributions which may depart from (but do not stop at)
similar research motivations at the crossroads of research practice and research action, within the SA domain.

Toshiyuki Sadanobu & Andrej Beke$
Japanese-born “characters” meet European and American insights

This panel offers a unique opportunity to become familiar with the developments in “character” research, which
evolved in Japan mainly around and after the turn of the millennium, by gathering papers discussing the
potential contributions of "characters" research to general research in linguistics and communication, beyond the
Japanese-speaking community. Since the beginning of this millennium, there has been active discussion of
"characters" in Japan, with a steady stream of publications on the topic in various fields including manga studies
(e.g. Tto 2005, Iwashita 2013), contemporary philosophy (e.g. Azuma 2003, Uno 2008, Okamoto 2010),
psychoanalysis (e.g. Saito 2011), sociology (e.g. Senuma 2007; 2009, Doi , 2009), socio-cultural theory (e.g.
Aihara 2007, Kuresawa 2010, media studies (e.g. Ogiue 2008), linguistics, and communication theory (e.g.
Sadanobu 2006; 2011). But the content of the "characters" being studied is not uniform, and includes a uniquely
Japanese concept of "character" that cannot be translated by the English word "character." Sometimes a word
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“Kyara” is even coined in distinction with “character”. In this panel, we address the Japanese-born "characters"
issues that are directly related to language and communication. Naturally, there are differences in terms of subtle
nuance among the authors, but there are no large discrepancies in their use of the everyday word "character,"
which has been built up in the course of daily life by general Japanese speakers, especially young people. This
everyday word "character" signifies an image of humanity that is not incompatible with the traditional view that
"barring some extraordinary circumstance, such as the disintegration of personality, people do not change
depending on the situation. What changes is style; people change their style in response to the situation." In
other words this type of “character” pushes the limits of the traditional view of humanity and the speech-act
view, which assume intention (e.g. Grice 1957, Sperber and Wilson 1986). It is a taboo to overtly violate this
traditional view of humanity, so nobody will openly admit to "changing depending on the situation." However,
on anonymous electronic bulletin boards, young people are secretly coming out about the fact that they have
"different characters for school and for their part-time jobs." These are the main kind of "characters" discussed
here. This conception of “character” is, depending on the focus, intriguingly reminiscent of insights from
European and American literary criticism, social science and history, namely, from the Bakhtin circle, Bourdieu,
Goffman and Braudel among others. For example, "character" as a dynamic phenomenon seems to be closely
related with the notion of habitus, elaborated by Bourdieu (1982). Habitus is physical, psychological and
linguistic demeanor, unconsciously acquired throughout individual's dialectical interaction with his social
environment through one's whole life. Perceived stereotypes regarding collective habitus of an ethnic group or
social class play an important role in present treatments of both "role language" and of "character".

Scott Saft, Yoko Fujii & Sachiko Ide
Emancipatory pragmatics: Approaching language and interaction from the perspective of
Ba (1 of 5)

Emancipatory Pragmatics (EP) is an area of research that pushes the field of Pragmatics to incorporate the
voices and perspectives of languages that heretofore have rarely been considered within mainstream western
academia. Through panels at IPrA conferences in 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, and 2015, as well as in three special
issues in the Journal of Pragmatics (Hanks, Ide, and Katagiri 2009, 2012, 2014), EP has examined languages
such as |Gui, Hawaiian, Japanese, Javanese, Korean, Chinese, Laotian, Libyan Arabic, Mayan, Persian, Thai,
and Tibetan and has produced studies that sometimes challenge previous assumptions about human social
interaction. Sugawara (2012), for example, showed that multiparty interaction in |Gui commonly consists of
extending overlapping and thus does not follow the basic turn-taking principle of “one speaker at a time”.
Similarly, Intachakra (2012) has offered an indigenous Thai concept, abbreviated as KKJ, as a part of
questioning the universality of western-derived theories of politeness. Rather than begin with concepts already
accepted within Pragmatics, for example, turn-taking, implicature, politeness, and speech acts, and attempt to
apply them in non-western contexts, EP looks to illuminate key cultural concepts indigenous to lesser-studied
languages, even suggesting that these concepts may aid in understanding interaction in other cultures as well.
One such concept that has emerged is ba, commonly translated into English as “field”. Developed by the
Japanese philosopher Kitaro Nishida and the bio-physicist Hiroshi Shimizu, ba, unlike much western thought,
does not assume a Descartian division between body and mind nor does it consider the self as inherently
separate from the other. Instead, ba refers to a dynamic field in which interaction emerges, where the
participants as well as the surrounding environment stand as components that may be indistinguishable from one
another. Emerging research has not only described linguistic processes in Japanese that leave participants
merged in their ba (Fujii 2012; Ide 2011) but also suggested that the concept of ba may enhance understanding
of interaction in other languages such as Hawaiian (Saft 2015) and Korean (Kim 2015) where participants place
a high value on connectivity with their surrounding environment. This panel will further elaborate the EP
approach by exploring applications of ba to linguistic interaction in diverse parts of the world that include but
are not limited to Africa, East Asia, Europe, Polynesia, the Middle East, and Southeast Asia. Each panelist will
present an analysis of interactional phenomena, ground the analysis in the knowledge and belief systems of the
participants, and consider both how ba might serve as a model for describing social interaction in those contexts
and how the patterns of interaction themselves may inform understanding of ba. Does the notion of ba make it
easier to comprehend the use of Arabic in a hierarchically organized society such as Libya? How would an
investigation of deixis in a language such as Mayan enhance our conception of ba as a dynamic field that blends
selves and others? By speaking to such questions, this panel, for which we are planning to fill at least four
sessions, will increase knowledge of sociolinguistic contexts not often included in prior theories and thereby
make it possible to attain a deeper appreciation of the human capacity to employ language and organize social
interaction.
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Ryoko Sasamoto, Kate Scott & Tim Wharton
(Pragmatics) beyond verbal communication

In recent years, a wide range of communicative phenomena cross-cutting the verbal and non-verbal distinction
has begun to attract the attention of scholars in pragmatics. Some of these — emotional tone of voice,
interjections, onomatopoeia — have already been addressed within ‘traditional’ linguistics frameworks, and are
considered to be located at the edge of language with their roots in a form of sound symbolism. Others —
hashtags, emoji, typography — have only recently attracted attention as a result of an increasing interest in the
pragmatics of the interaction between verbal and non-verbal modes in a variety of media and communicative
genres, including participatory online communication, fandom, and face-to-face communication. In addition,
more and more communication is taking place with anonymous, non-singular hearers in mind. As a cognitively-
grounded theory of communication, relevance theory does not limit its application to specific communicative
phenomena or specific genres of communication. Rather, it provides a framework in which the interaction
between verbal and non-verbal stimuli, and the different ways such stimuli are put to use, might be explored. It
accounts for how each ‘mode’ plays a role in a particular context without relying on taxonomies and without
treating them as special cases. Indeed, the relevance-theoretic notion of the showing-saying continuum has been
applied in the analysis of tone of voice, interjections, and onomatopoeia. In addition, it has been shown that uses
of other items which would have been considered exceptions (for example online communication and digital
media devices such as hashtags), can also be explained in these terms. There are also many works that attempt
to unpack the strategies humans employ in online communication from the perspective of politeness or speech
act theory. The fact that many of the notions within pragmatics have been developed with verbal communication
in mind means that we are yet to establish precisely what the limits of pragmatic research are, and how existing
frameworks can be applied to the under-researched non-verbal communicative phenomena and/or societal
aspects of communication mentioned above. This panel will presents papers that discuss how insights and
concepts from relevance theory and other pragmatic approaches can be applied to the interaction between verbal
and non-verbal communicative stimuli.

Ulrike Schroder, Hans-Georg Wolf & Farzad Sharifian
Intercultural pragmatics and cultural linguistics

Recently, critique has been leveled against the primary focus of many pragmatic studies on functional aspects
such as action patterns, co-orientation and coordination in talk, while cognitive aspects concurrently involved in
the process of co-construction of meaning have been largely excluded (Deppermann 2012). Especially when it
comes to cross-linguistic, cross-cultural, and intercultural matters, this tendency often goes along with the
avoidance of entering the problematic field of tabooed claims about ‘culture,” since in poststructuralist
approaches to intercultural communication, group bearers and sharers of culture have fallen into disrepute due to
the suspicion of essentialism (Wolf 2015; Schroder 2015). Cultural Linguistics is a multidisciplinary field of
research that explores the entrenchment of language in culture-specific conceptualizations comprising schemata,
categories, prototypes and metaphors (Sharifian 2015: 474; Sharifian 2011). As opposed to the traditional view
of Cognitive Linguistics, Cultural Linguistics emphasizes the dynamic aspects of such concepts that emerge by
‘distributed cognition’ (Sharifian 2003) in the interaction of the participants of a speech community. This view
entails that conceptualizations do not necessarily correspond to the L1 of a speaker but can also represent the
result of a particular cultural environment where new cultural conceptualisations emerge as a synthesis of
intercultural contacts. English as a lingua franca is just one example of a research field where the emergence of
such concepts is actually being studied (Wolf & Polzenhagen 2006). In the field of intercultural pragmatics,
especially the work of Kecses (2013, 2015; Kecskes & Horn 2007) has called upon the exploration of the
sociocultural and cognitive dimensions of intercultural communication, showing how semantics and pragmatics
are intertwined by way of language use and context. Finally, we can observe interesting developments pointing
to possible interfaces in the work related to metaphor and gesture in real interaction (Cienki 2008; Miiller 2008;
Miiller, Cienki, Fricke et al. 2013), although there is still a need for bringing those studies to the realm of
culture. The aim of this panel is to bring together scholars who want to discuss the dialogue between
intercultural pragmatics and Cultural Linguistics from a theoretical and empirical perspective. Hence, we
welcome papers based on epistemological, theoretical and methodological questions related to this
interconnection, as well as those which present results of cross-cultural, as well as intercultural research.
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Lucas Seuren & Traci Walker
Linguistic structures and actions: Does function follow form? (1 of 3)

One of the major issues that participants in talk-in-interaction face is to determine what would be an appropriate
response to an utterance by a co-participant; that is, they need to establish what action the co-interactant has
implemented in the prior turn (Levinson, 2013; Sidnell & Enfield, 2014). The resulting question for analysts of
talk-in-interaction is the action formation problem: “how are the resources of the language, the body, the
environment of the interaction, and position in the interaction fashioned into conformations designed to be, and
to be recognizable by participants as, particular actions [ ] (Schegloff 2007: xiv). While a good deal of
research has investigated how language is used in action formation (e.g., Couper-Kuhlen, 2012; Raymond,
2010; Hayano, 2012; Hedberg, Sosa & Gorgiilii, in press; Heeren et al., 2015; Steensig & Heinemann, 2013),
the mechanism is still not well-understood.

Some recent work has argued that the contribution to action formation of linguistic characteristics of turn-
design, such as morphosyntax and intonation, is smaller than has often been assumed. Heritage (2012, 2013a,
2013b) and Stevanovic & Perdkyld (2014) have argued that participants primarily orient to the social orders of
knowledge, power, and emotion for interpreting utterances as specific actions. At the same time, research on
preference organization (e.g., Pomerantz, 1984), epistemics (e.g. Heritage & Raymond 2012), and on the
different designs of requests (e.g., Curl & Drew 2008; Rossi, 2014) has shown that participants do indeed orient
to the linguistic design features of utterances in their response. Therefore, the questions that drive this panel are:
how does the linguistic design of an utterance contribute to its interactional characteristics, such as action,
stance and preference? And why is it that a single language can have multiple linguistic forms that are co-opted
to perform what participants treat as "the same" action?
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Brett Sherman, Elaine Chun & Anne Bezuidenhout
Foreground and background: The conversational tailoring of content and context

The idea that conversational participants distinguish between what is in the foreground and what is in the
background appears in a variety of forms across a variety of subfields of linguistic research. For example,
research in the philosophy of language has long relied on a distinction between what is asserted and what is
presupposed, a distinction that has played an important role in formal semantics and pragmatics (e.g. Strawson
1950, Stalnaker 1974, Heim 1992). More recently, work in formal pragmatics has appealed to a specific
distinction between content that is “at issue” and content that is “not at issue” in order to explain a variety of
constructions, including evidentials, clefts, and appositives (e.g. Roberts 2012, Anderbois, Brasoveanu, and
Henderson 2015, Murray 2014). Along a similar vein, work in sociolinguistics and linguistic anthropology has
explored how explicitly realized content may invoke implicit sets of cultural assumptions, or contextualizing
ideologies (e.g., Mitchell-Kernan 1972, Hill 2008).

While these distinctions (assertions/presuppositions, at-issue/not-at-issue meanings, explicit content/implicit
ideologies) are ostensibly related, it is not obvious how they line up with one another. For example, it is unclear
whether they perform similar theoretical work, given possible differences in how they regard foreground and
background to be connected, how they address shifts of foreground and background over the course of
conversation, how they account for (or do not account for) either truth-conditional or non-truth-conditional
kinds of meaning, what evidence they use to determine background meaning, and what they consider to be the
scope of relevant background, or context.

The goal of this panel is to bring together related work in different subfields—work by linguists, philosophers,
and anthropologists who think about conversational foreground and background—to examine conceptual
convergences and divergences as well as to explore the interface between foreground and background in each
subfield. This interdisciplinary panel will seek to illuminate conceptual limits and possibilities as well as new
cross-disciplinary tools for analyzing the tailoring of conversational context. We will invite submissions from
philosophers of language and sociolinguists; we also welcome submissions from members of the general IPrA
community. Papers should address any of the following questions:

(1)What is the relation between various conceptualizations of background meaning, including context, ideology,
presupposition, and not-at-issue content? Do these concepts perform the same theoretical work? (2)What are the
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diagnostics for determining whether meaning is foregrounded or backgrounded and what counts as evidence for
relevant background meaning? Do the diagnostics apply equally well for different constructions and different
concepts of foreground and background? (3)How are foreground and background related? How does
background, such as cultural assumptions, shape what becomes foreground, when does background become
foreground, and when does foregrounded content become an accepted part of the background? (4)Are non-truth-
conditional meanings, such as sociocultural assumptions about honorifics, registers, and styles, necessarily part
of the conversational background? (5)How do participants challenge presuppositions or other parts of the
conversational background?
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Katsutaka Shiraishi & Kazuyo Murata
Exploring effective ways of group discussions for constructing a democratic society

In order to construct sustainable society, it is generally agreed that a democratic process plays an important role
and citizens’ participation into the process is necessary for the development of democracy. It is widely agreed
that increased citizens’ participation into a decision-making process produces many important benefits, and
there have been increasing opportunities for citizens to be involved in social-decision making such as forensic
settings and policy making processes. This panel focuses on the form of group interaction, which is a crucial
communicative activity for democratic participation and deliberation. Group interaction is a dynamic practice
whose processes and outcomes are affected by many factors, including participants’ roles and identities.
Especially in group discussions in (real) social settings, there are four issues that participants need to face: (1)
various stakeholders, (2) conflict of interests among participants, (3) potential or real power differences among
participants, (4) involving participants with asymmetric levels of knowledge or expertise. (e.g., Morimoto 2015,
Murata 2016). Given these challenges, the panel aims to explore both how to make group discussions more
meaningful and productive and how to overcome barriers in order to achieve the goals of the group interactions.
It also aims to contribute to developing “discussion designs” or the ways of designing the process of group
discussions in social decision-making. The panel specifically poses the following questions: (1) what problems
are found in discussions in real world (especially in social settings such as town meetings or (mock) jurors’
discussions), (2) how we can evaluate the quality of group discussions, and (3) what is ‘a good discussion’ in the
real world, i.e., from a viewpoint of citizens who actually participate and deliberate in the process. This panel
brings together empirical studies on various types of group discussions such as town meetings involving people
from various stakeholders, deliberations in judicial settings between professional judges and lay judges, science
communication between professional scientists and non-expert citizens, etc. We also welcome studies of online
discussions on social subjects which have been widespread in recent years through Social Networking Services
(SNS) as well as face-to-face discussions. In addition, the panel will invite research on educational programs to
foster discussion abilities.

Daniel Silva
On language users and their relations with others: Debating notions of the subject and
intentions in pragmatics

As the pioneer definition of Morris goes, pragmatics studies the relation of signs to interpreters. Currently a
highly heterogenous field, pragmatics finds its distinguishing feature in the activity of the language user among
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her peers, something visible both in its continuous boundary-making as in delineations of problems. Obviously,
users act together with others, a fact that requires pragmatics to not only explain individual constraints to speech
acting (e.g. cognition, memory, psyche) but also to devise theories about rules stemming from social aggregates.
Often pragmatics offer theories about the very nature of the individual and her relation to others. For instance,
Grice’s inferential model of communication cannot be disentangled from his assuming that (1) language users
are rational and cooperative subjects, whose intentions are made transparent in speech action; and that (2)
societies are composed of transactional exchanges grounded on cooperative precipitates.

Although idealized notions of the subject and the transparency (or opacity) of her intentions are helpful to
linguistic analysis, these notions prove to be problematic in many scenarios. For example, current language
practices such as transnational asylum seeking or hate speech litigation usually exceed the analytic model of the
rational individual. In asylum hearings, refugees may find their language resources subjected to ideologies of
referential accuracy that may not match with cultural norms of kinship and naming or with their mastery of the
national language of exile. Coming from traumatic experiences and sometimes bearing no documents, these
individuals may not fit in into the bounded model of the self that rationally seeks maximum benefit at least cost
in communication. In the adjudication of hate speech, conflicts between the attribution of intentions and the
effect of historically sedimented injurious tokens may affect the temporality and location of intentions: When
responding in court about original intentions, subjects accused of discrimination may relocate their intentions
from individual minds to convention, or deny their intentions altogether. What these cases show is that
ideologies of the human person and of the mental and affective binding of individuals to themselves and to
others should not be taken as givens; instead, evidence from linguistic practice is necessary if one wants realistic
explanations about language in the globalized world.

This panel invites scholars to engage in a critique of idealized models of the individual and/or her intentions in
pragmatics. Of particular interest is the scholar’s use of empirical or textual evidence to engage in a critical
explanation of particular ideologies of the subject and/or intentionality. Participants are invited to bridge their
textual analysis or empirical perspective and particular pragmatic understandings of individuals (as salient in
specific models of individuals’ intentions, in/conscience or aspirations). Opting for an understanding of
ideologies not as false conscience but as shared beliefs that bind peoples into groups, this panel therefore invites
a critical stance on particular ideologies of individuals and intentions in any (including the scholar’s own)
approach of pragmatics.

Valeria Sinkeviciute
From self to culture: Identity construction in humour-related discourses

The question of identity has become one of the most frequently raised not only in the areas of social psychology
and variationalist sociolinguistics, but also in conversation and discourse analyses and, consequently, in the field
of interpersonal pragmatics (Benwell & Stokoe 2012; Fitzgerald & Housley 2015; Spencer-Oatey 2005;
Mullany 2010). Even though some types of identity, especially those related to gender or ethnic background, can
be referred to as more fixed, it is in different social contexts and in interaction that most identities are
constructed and negotiated (e.g. Mullany 2008; De Fina 2010; Clift 2013). Taking into consideration that one of
the main functions of humour refers to interpersonal relationships, it is easy to conceive that humorous
interactions can contribute to the construction of identity in various ways (e.g. Schnurr 2010). For instance,
humour can help to establish one’s membership in a group (Boxer & Cortés-Conde 1997; Fine & de Soucey
2005; Haugh forthcoming) or maintain one’s individual or social identity at workplace (Schnurr 2009; Schnurr
and Holmes 2009; Holmes and Marra 2002). On the other hand, humour is a powerful tool for social exclusion,
when one can be easily positioned (or position him/herself) as an outsider (Moody 2014).

The aim of this panel is to look at how identity is constructed in different humour-related discourses, e.g. in
conversations, story-telling or interviews, and to observe to what extent the concept of self (whether individual,
collective or culture-related) and the other are portrayed and negotiated by the interlocutors. The papers in this
panel are pragmatically-oriented analyses that look at the question of identity from different methodological
perspectives in various humour-related interactional practices as well as qualitative interviews. They primarily
include such topics as

- Humour and group membership;

- Humour and social, cultural, ethnic, professional identity;

- Humour, identity and gender;

- Humour, identity and (im)politeness;

- Humour and minority groups.
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Anja Stukenbrock & Karola Pitsch
Mobile eye-tracking in interaction

Linguistic research within the framework of Conversation Analysis (Schegloff 2007; Sidnell/Stivers 2013),
Interactional Linguistics (Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2001) and Multimodality (Goodwin 2000, 2003;
Streeck/Goodwin/LeBaron 2011; Pitsch 2006; Stukenbrock 2015), conceptualizes verbal interaction as an
embodied phenomenon in which speech is coordinated with other modalities such as gaze, gesture, body
movements etc. Among those resources, gesture has received by far the most attention with the participants’
gaze conduct increasingly coming into focus as well (Kendon 1967; Goodwin 1980; Rossano 2012; Streeck
2014). As the early reflections of Kendon (1967) already show, a key methodological problem concerns the
reliability and precision of recording the participants' gaze behavior. While most analyses are undertaken on the
basis of video data recorded by external video cameras, only very few studies so far have captured the
participants’ (visual) focus of attention more precisely when interacting with other co-participants. First
attempts have been made using Augmented Reality technology based on head mounted displays capturing the
participants’ field of view (Schnier et al. 2011, Pitsch et al. 2013). Most recently, studies on gaze-and-talk-in-
interaction have commenced to use mobile eye-tracking technology to record the participants' gaze conduct in
natural settings (Holler/Kendrick 2015; Gehle et al. 2015; Stukenbrock forthc. a, b). This panel brings together
researchers who use mobile eye tracking technology in order to closely examine the participants’ gaze conduct
in concert with other resources (talk, gesture, body orientation etc.) in various fields of spcial practice (everyday
conversation, visiting a museum, shopping on a market, way finding, human-computer interaction). Since the
use of mobile eye-tracking (MET) is highly innovative, it bears a range of risks (Clark/Gergle 2011), even more
so when recordings are undertaken in truly mobile settings "in the wild" (Stukenbrock forthc. a; Gehle et. al.
2015). The panel therefore also addresses the chances and challenges of in situ recordings as well as
methodological and theoretical issues of applying MET to research on social interaction.

References

Clark, A. T./Gergle, D. (2011). Mobile Dual Eye-Tracking Methods: Challenges and Opportunities. Paper
presented at DUET 2011: Dual Eye Tracking Workshop at ECSCW 2011 (Aarhus, Denmark, September 25,
2011.



76

Gehle, R., Amrhein, A., Krug, M., & Pitsch, K. (2015). Towards using eye-tracking data as basis for
Conversation Analysis in real-world museum interaction. In: Proceedings SAGA 2015 (Workshop on solutions
for automatic gaze-data analysis), Bielefeld, September 29-30, 2015 (2 pages).

Goodwin, C. (1980). Restarts, Pauses, and the Achievement of a State of Mutual Gaze at Turn-Beginning. In:
Sociological Inquiry 50 (3-4), 272-302.

Holler, J./Kendrick, K. (2015). Unaddressed participants’ gaze in multi-person interaction: Optimizing
recipiency. In: Frontiers in Psychology, 6: 98. Kendon, A. (1967). Some functions of gaze direction in social
interaction. In: Acta Psychologica 26, 22-63.

Kendon, A. (1990). Conducting Interaction. Patterns of behavior in focused encounters. Cambridge, New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Rossano, F. (2012). Gaze Behavior in Face-to-Face Interaction. Nijemegen: Max Planck Institute for
Psycholinguistics Series.

Pitsch, K., Neumann, A., Schnier, C., & Hermann, T. (2013). Augmented reality as a tool for linguistic research:
Intercepting and manipulating multimodal interaction. In: Multimodal corpora: Beyond audio and video
(Workshop at IVA 2013), Edinburg, August 29-31, 2013 (7 pages).

Schegloff, E. A. (2007). Sequence Organisation in Interaction. A Primer in Conversation Analysis. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Schnier, C., Pitsch, K., Dierker, A., & Hermann, T. (2011). Collaboration in augmented reality: How to
establish coordination and joint attention? In: Proceedings ECSCW 2011, 405-416.

Selting, M./Couper-Kuhlen, E. (eds.) (2001): Studies in interactional linguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Sidnell, J./Stivers, T (2013). The Handbook of Conversation Analysis. Malden, M: Wiley- Blackwell. Streeck, J.
(2014). Mutual gaze and recognition. Revisting Kendon's "gaze direction in two-person conversation". In: M.
Seyfeddinipur/M. Gullberg (eds.). From Gesture in Conversation to Visible Action as Utterance. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins, 35-56.

Streeck, J./Goodwin, C./LeBaron, C. (2011). Embodied Interaction. Language and Body in the Material World.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Stukenbrock, A. (2015). Deixis in der face-to-face-Interaktion. Berlin,
Boston: de Gruyter.

Stukenbrock, A. (forthc. a). Mobile dual eye-tracking in face-to-face interaction. The case of deixis and joint
attention. In: G. Brone/B. Oben (eds.). Eye-tracking in interaction. Studies on the role of eye gaze in dialogue.
Amsterdam: Benjamins (Advances in Interaction Studies).

Stukenbrock, A. (forthc. b). Forward-looking. Where do we go with multimodal projections? In: A.
Deppermann/J. Streeck (eds.). Modalities and Temporalities: Convergences and Divergences of Bodily
Resources in Interaction. Amsterdam: Benjamins (Pragmatics & Beyond New Series).

Satoko Suzuki
Nationalism, courtship, elitism, and enemy language: Linguistic ideologies in the Japanese
TV show ""Massan*

The panel will investigate language ideologies that frame issues of courtship, race, gender, and nationalism by
analyzing the morning serial drama (asadora), “Massan,” broadcast by Japan’s public television network, NHK
. “Massan” is a fictional account inspired by a true story of the Japanese whisky pioneer, Masataka Taketsuru,
and his Scottish wife, Rita Taketsuru (Masaharu and Ellie Kameyama in the drama, respectively). Analyses of
“Massan” would shed light on the position of non-Japanese people within the Japanese nation; in particular,
they illuminate the ways in which such individuals are positioned behaviorally and linguistically. They add to
the literature on non-Japanese in the media such as Miller (1985), Iwabuchi (2005), Yano (2010), and Doerr and
Kumagai (2014).

In Japan, race, language, and culture are considered inseparable (Gottlieb 2005:4) and only ethnically Japanese
people understand Japanese culture and speak the language. “Massan” challenges these folk beliefs by casting a
non-Japanese actor as the heroine, who is described as “more Japanese than the Japanese,” but it also elicits
questions such as the following:

Through the story of a Scottish wife and a Japanese husband, does NHK attempt to reflect Japan’s transition into
a more multicultural society? The characters speak Standard Japanese, regional dialects, and English. For
example, Masaharu speaks the Hiroshima dialect while Ellie, who supposedly learned Japanese from him, does
not. Katherine, an Osaka native and Ellie’s best friend, speaks “so-called” broken English. Do these portrayals
reveal and/or promote certain ideologies about these language varieties? Language ideologies are indexical of
particular sociohistorical contexts. What can the depiction of English (“the enemy language”) and the family
who uses it during WWII period scenes tell us about how contemporary Japan frames this historical period?
Romantic relationships, one of the most common themes of asadora, occur in “Massan” as well. Ellie’s use of
the English word “love” in her attempt to support a budding romance between the subordinate characters Toshio
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and Hana almost derails the courtship. What does her role in this romance mean?

Harvey (1998: 139) notes, “asadora have a definite educational content with regard to Japan and Japanese
culture. Education is [...] part of NHK’s mandate as a national broadcasting corporation.” Yano (2010: 220)
also writes, “The asadora genre [...] is particular to NHK and distinctively frames the way Japanese viewers
interpret what they see. [...] This is not reality as much as an NHK fiction that gives viewers a prescriptive dose
of programming for what is considered to be personal and national good.” Through an analysis of “Massan,” the
panel would provide a glimpse into the nation’s cultural and ideological landscape.

Polly Szatrowski
Food description and assessment in individual sensory evaluation, focus groups, and
spontaneous face-to-face and SKYPE conversations in English, ELF, Japanese and

German

In this panel, we analyze how people describe and assess/evaluate a variety of foods in individual sensory
evaluation, spontaneous face-to-face and SKYPE conversations, and focus groups in English, ELF, Japanese,
and German. Themes relate to multimodality (the use of verbal and nonverbal resources), food
evaluation/assessment, knowledge, identity, and storytelling in talk-in-interaction. Results contribute to research
on contextualized social and cognitive activity, and the growing body of research on language and food (Lakoff
2006, Gerhardt, Frobenius, & Ley 2013, Szatrowski 2014).

The first paper “The management of infants’ food preferences by parents during everyday weaning interactions”
investigates how parents orient to their infants’ food assessments and food preferences during weaning
interaction. Food preferences, interactionally managed through facial expresssions, vocalizations, and body
movements, are consequential for social actions.

The second paper “Laughing about food in CASE” found a significantly higher use of laughter in discussions of
food in SKYPE conversations between students in Europe/US speaking in English Lingua Franca (ELF).
Laughter used in explanations of culture-specific dishes, culinary stereotypes, etc. relieved potentially delicate
situations related to subjective views of food/culture and linguistic uncertainty.

The third paper “Comparative study of Japanese expressions used for individual versus group sensory
evaluation of dairy foods and drinks” found more texture expressions used to describe/evaluate milk, yogurt and
ice cream in individual sensory evaluations than in spontaneous Dairy Taster Brunch conversations, and shows
how expressions of taste, smell, texture and appearance correlate with positive versus negative evaluation.

The fourth paper “Japanese descriptions and evaluations of multiple types of specific dairy products at Dairy
Taster Brunches” shows how participants formulated their descriptions of 3 different types each of milk, butter,
yoghurt, cheese, whipped cream, creamer based on similarities and differences in features of each type, and
made relative rather than absolute evaluations, using deictic gestures, facial expressions and stories of past
experiences to support their evaluation.

The fifth paper “Describing the likes and dislikes regarding known and unknown food items in German Taster
Lunches” demonstrates how participants expressed their likes and dislikes using lexical and nonverbal
resources. Unknown food items led to the construction of experiential reference from known components giving
rise to an expert identity, while known food items were positioned in relation to personal and national identities.

The sixth paper “Emergence and co-construction of the identity ‘fresh cream lover’ through stories in Japanese
talk-in-interaction” demonstrates how identities can be triggered by food and co-constructed by participants
using verbal and nonverbal resources in stories about experiences with and expressions of knowledge of
different kinds of sweets and uses of fresh cream.

The seventh paper “Epistemic stance markers in the expression of dislike in focus groups on food” shows how
participants’ use of epistemic stance markers of high certainty (e.g., “I know”) when talking about their dislike
of food in conditional worlds, and markers with lower certainty (e.g., “T guess”, “I think”) to express their
dislike of food in the present, relate to face-saving and politeness.
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Kazuko Tanabe & Lala Takeda
The diachronic aspect of politeness: Value and form
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This panel is discussed in terms of historical linguistics or the transmission of politeness. Most of the research
and discussions on politeness have focused on the synchronic aspect. The papers of this panel focus on the
various forms of expressing politeness spanning different years and generations and tries to illustrate the causes
of the transmission of politeness in historical pragmatics and interactional sociolinguistics. The theme is
examined in terms of both macro and micro points of view, which are mentioned below.

1. The macro view

The surveys by Tanabe et al. (2015) focus on the dynamic transmission of the characters of the Japanese
politeness system. The system of adopting polite and honorific forms for upper status persons who is referred to
in conversation has historically been the outstanding feature of Japanese politeness in comparison with other
systems where politeness is conventionally shown toward the listener irrespective of his or her social standing.
However, according to the investigation by Inoue (1989), the Japanese system is gradually changing to a
listener-oriented system. This is a significant pragmatic change. According to Romaine (1997), the Nahuatl
language, spoken in Mexico, uses a special form to address persons who are not physically present but are
mentioned in a conversation; however, such a language convention is found to be diminishing. Romaine
attributes this change to the identity of race and development of egalitarianism. The presenter will illustrate the
remarkable socio-economic change that have occurred in in the Japanese society over the past two decades and
overlap them with the changes that have occurred in Japanese politeness usages over the same period.

2. The micro view

One of the presenters, Takeda focuses on the overlaps in the interactions between participants of different
generations (asymmetrical female dyads with different participant groups) by diachronically comparing talk
show data recorded recently and that recorded twenty years previously. This paper’s contribution to the panel is
that it examines how the functions of overlaps differ according to generation, as well as the level of intimacy
and hierarchy. In addition, it helps to clarify one aspect of the change in honorifics from referent to addressee by
broadening the scope of discussion from honorifics to politeness in an interaction. Tentative results showed that
the overlaps by the participants in the newly recorded data reflect a lesser sense of distance and concern for
silence in interactions than those in the data recorded twenty years before, clarifying opinions on commonality
in the content of overlaps, as well as expressing a sense of intimacy and empathy that helps the conversation to
progress.

It is hoped that this panel will offer sufficient opportunities to examine the universality of change in politeness
usages among various languages.

Sandra Thompson & Tsuyoshi Ono
The pragmatics of the ‘noun phrase’ across languages: An emergent unit in interaction

From functional grammars to language typology, the ‘NP’ appears to be one of the least controversial
grammatical units that researchers work with. Perhaps the strongest argument for postulating a grammatical unit
of ‘NP’ is the fact that NPs prototypically serve as arguments of predicates (Hopper and Thompson 1984, Dryer
2007, Genetti 2015), and in fact, for any given language and across languages, the range of items that can fill
argument slots in constructed sentences appears to be quite broad, but these items are taken by researchers to
represent a unit ‘NP’ based on arguments like the following: - The NP is a crosslinguistically stable unit
(compared to "VP' or even 'clause') in that it can be manipulated in constructed examples similarly across
languages of different structural types - The NP is a structurally robust unit within grammar in that, for any
given language its internal structure (order and type of modifiers) is comparatively fixed. Surprisingly, however,
the empirical basis for ‘NP’ has not been established; the category has simply been assumed and never
questioned. Motivating the research for this panel, then, is the conviction that we need to test this assumed
category against the pragmatics of everyday language use. Previous work testing such assumed categories
against interactional data has consistently shown that such categories are either unnecessary for an
understanding of the grammar of everyday interactions or in need of augmenting with richer and more realistic
accounts (Englebretson 2003 (‘complements’), Hopper 2004 (‘pseudo-clefts’), Miller 1995 (‘sentence’), Ono
and Thompson 2009 (‘adjective’), Pekarek Doehler et al. 2015 (‘dislocations’ and ‘topic
constructions’)). Perhaps not surprisingly, trying to identify ‘NPs’ in everyday interactions, in fact, proves quite
challenging. First, there are ‘fuzzy boundaries’, challenging traditional static views of grammar where the NP is
defined with a priori fixed set of criteria. Second, though the order of elements may be fixed within an NP,
multi-element NPs are in fact quite rare in spontaneous interaction. Third, various kinds of nominalization,
though they could be considered NPs, complicate the category membership by being markedly different from
other members pragmatically. Fourth, many 'NPs' do not appear to be serving ‘argument’ functions; languages
may exhibit numerous ‘free’ NPs (Helasvuo 2001a, b), and have NPs which are more or less ‘tightly’ tied to
predicates. Given these problems, a promising avenue for understanding the ‘reality’ of such a category for
interactants (thus also for analysts) is to see it as emergent, where items clearly used as arguments to predicates
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serve as ‘attractors’, towards which a dynamical, self-organizing system tends to evolve. We invite presentations
which examine what have been taken as ‘“NPs’ in interactional data from diverse languages, including minority
endangered languages, as well as the better-researched 'dominant' languages, and including conversations
among adults and children, internet-based spontaneous communication, and conversations with adults using
Augmentative and Alternative Communication devices. We explore how varied ‘NP’ is across languages and
interaction types, to determine how real such a category might be for participants actually engaged in
communicative encounters.
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Larissa Timofeeva-Timofeev & Leonor Ruiz-Gurillo
Exploring identities through humor

This panel aims to provide an interdisciplinary framework for a fruitful reflection on how linguistic humor is
used as an identity-building tool and as a psychosocial strategy. Humor, seen as a perfect combination of
subversion and fun, becomes a powerful means towards cultural and personal affirmation, since its format
allows speakers to voice opinions and ideas which would probably be inappropriate within a serious mode of
communication. Children learn to understand, to define and to state linguistically their different identities as a
part of their cognitive, psychosocial and metalinguistic development (Erikson 1968, 1996; Gombert 1992;
Eccles 1999; Santaemilla, Gallardo & Sanmartin 2002; Yus 2002; Litosseliti & Suderland 2012). Indeed, some
research reveals that as early as age 2 years, girls and boys exhibit incipient gender awareness through their
gender labeling (Zosuls et al. 2008, 2009). Different developmental achievements —such as physical
independence, an awareness and control over the closest environment, the ability to cope with relatives, social
and school demands, or the process of self-esteem building— enable the child to reflect on her or his individual
role(s) in society and to make decisions about their relations with peers and adults. The development of so-
called humor competence (McGhee 1979, 2002; Martin 2007; Hoicka 2014; Hoicka & Gattis 2008) runs parallel
to all of these phases, since humorous procedures are frequently drawn on this understanding of themselves and
the environment. Later, as adults, speakers use humor in order to shape their sexual, political, religious, cultural,
professional identity/ies (Lennox Terrion & Ashforth 2002; De Fina, Schiffrin & Bamberg 2006; Habib 2008;
Schwartz, Luyckx & Vignoles 2011; Jenks, Lou & Bhatia 2015), and a variety of linguistic procedures are put
into practice in their discourse with the aim to tackle many crucial social issues under an (apparently) humorous
format. Along this line, studies on genderlect-building through humor (Crawford 1995; Yus 2002; Martin 2007;
Ruiz Gurillo 2015) arise as one of the most promising research fields.
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Véronique Traverso & Anna CLaudia Ticca
Linguistic differences, interpreting and institutional re-shaping of non-natives’ talk in
social encounters

Presentations in this panel explore situations of interpreted encounters and focuses on how, in addition to the
proper activity of translation and linguistic mediation, interpreters as well as other institutional participants
perform a re-shaping of the non-native’s talk, aiming at increasing its conformity to the institutional format
expected in the specific context. This re-shaping work consists in casting what the non-native says into the
categories previously set up by the institution. Such categories are often materialized in paper forms that need to
be filled up during or after the encounter, or get manifest in terms of the institutional representative’s knowledge
about what specific conditions might lead the non-native to successfully accomplish her/his request. The re-
shaping work can be identified in how the non-native's talk is rephrased, translated, worked upon by the
institutional representative and the interpreter; in how the institutional representative formats the questions
addressed to the non-native in order to get the “appropriate” information; and in how a given information
offered by the non-native is selectively treated and filtered in order to comply with the institutional agenda. A
related issue concerns the non-native’s participation in these encounters, and whether they attempt to conform to
the institutional expectations, or they rather try to get their own talk (a story telling, a problem presentation, a
categorization activity, etc.) taken into account by their institutional interlocutors (through repetitions,
explanations, negotiations). In this panel we invite papers specifically aiming at understanding how the process
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of re-shaping the non-native’s talk is achieved in the detail of the actual development of the encounters, in its
progressive mode, and in the setting up of evolving participant configurations of the people involved in the
interaction. The topic of the panel raises issues related to participant categorization, participation framework
construction, epistemics, sequential organization of talk, interpreting. They will be dealt with from different
analytical and methodological perspectives, ranging from discourse and conversation analysis to interactional
sociolinguistics and linguistic anthropology.

Sylvaine Tuncer, Pentti Haddington & Christian Licoppe
Object-centered sequences: Recruiting objects and managing intersubjectivity in
interaction

Everyday interactions, a “primordial site for sociality” (Schegloff, 1986, p. 112), are embedded in a material
world, laden with objects to which co-participants pervasively orient in a tight articulation of embodied conduct
and talk-in-interaction. This has been acknowledged by the growing interest, in EM/CA research, in embodied
interaction (Streeck, Goodwin & LeBaron, 2011), and more recently in objects in action (Hazel et al., 2014;
Nevile 2015). It includes referring to, pointing to, showing, and manipulating objects in all kinds of way; but
also putting to the test the way we might relate to objects, i.e., our attitudes towards the world. This panel aims
to bring into a clearer focus this mostly unexplored aspect of social interaction. Some recent studies focus on the
ways physical objects can be made present and oriented to in interaction (see Nevile et al., 2014), in particular in
situations where they feature mostly as tools or instruments within an overall interactional project. It has been
shown, e.g. how an aphasic speaker can be understood as proposing going to the movies understandable by
pointing to schedules on a newspaper (Goodwin, 2003); or how auctioneers together with buyers can produce
the price of a good around the movements and strike of a hammer (Heath & Luff, 2013). A second strand of
emerging research, more relevant for this panel, concerns sequences where an object or objects are central to the
ongoing interaction and activity in a different way (Mondada, 2009; Fasulo & Manzoni, 2009; Oshima &
Streeck, 2015; Fox & Heinemann, 2015). One crucial characteristic of these sequences is that participants
constitute, describe and assess an object(s) in and through interaction, so that the consideration of the object is
elaborated and becomes the temporary focus of the ongoing activity. The sequential trajectories of such ‘object-
centered sequences’ are relevant to the task at hand but also raise specific issues regarding the joint achievement
of intersubjectivity and social relationships in the here and now. Building on this perspective, the panel aims at
gaining a better understanding of such object-centered sequences by bringing together a consistent series of
recent and innovative empirical studies in multimodal conversation analysis. The contributions are based on
video-recordings from various settings and activities, including, in institutional settings, designer workshops,
laboratory work and geologists; and in mundane settings, video-mediated interactions, interactions in cars and
mushroom picking.
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Graham H. Turner & Lorraine Leeson
Pragmatics in the real world of signed and spoken languages

Under a broad conception of pragmatics, whilst different theoretical perspectives arrive at differing accounts of
the relationships that pertain between linguistic structures, language in use, social actions and conceptions of
context, it is rarely the case that analysts move away altogether from a focus on speech. Though this has
increasingly been understood to include co-speech gesture, the field of pragmatics has to date had little to say
about signed languages. Conversely, the sign linguistics literature has been conspicuously quiet on the subject of
pragmatics. This panel session is therefore designed to consider the particular complexities of interactional
pragmatics at the interface between signed, spoken and gestural forms — prototypically, these converge in
interaction that is professionally interpreted between Deaf signers and hearing interlocutors. These are not only
'real world' contexts, but frequently arise in public service settings (eg medical and legal interaction) in which
the consequences are significant and the stakes correspondingly high. The interpreter's presence may be critical
in creating this analytical opportunity, but the panel's focus lies equally on each member of the interactional
triad: as Liu (2011: 89) notes, “examining how non-interpreter participants react in an interpreter-mediated
interaction can offer new perspectives on human communication” and is “a new direction that interpreting
research can take”. Whilst interpreter-mediated interaction plays an infrequent part of most hearing people's
lives, it is a common experience for Deaf people, and one which opens a rare window for interactional linguists:
interpreters — unlike partners in monolingual conversations — explicitly display their understanding of every
other turn at talk. Studying such interaction therefore casts fresh attention on intersubjectivity and the mutuality
of participants’ actions necessary to maintain experiences of communicative adequacy. We are afforded a
uniquely specific opportunity to investigate Hans-Jorg Schmid's key question (Schmid 2012) : what are the
cognitive abilities and processes required to be able to arrive at “what can or must be said” in order to get across
“what is meant”, and to arrive at “what is meant” on the basis of “what is said”?
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Tom Van Hout, Peter Burger & Otto Santa Ana
Political humor as social action: Verbal-visual attitudes towards politicians in late
modernity

At the intersection of discourse and media studies lies media linguistics (from German Medienlinguistik), an
umbrella term for the study of mediated language in society. Two approaches can be discerned within media
linguistics. Work on language of the media examines how (news) media use language to represent social life.
Work on language in the media investigates how language standards, ideologies, and change are represented in
the media. The popularity of media linguistics is spurred on by two developments: the shifting ecology of media
organizations and their fragmented audiences, and the proliferation of mediated communication in society, or
mediatization (Van Hout & Burger 2016).
This panel addresses the relationship between political humor and media(ted) language. In keeping with the
conference theme of ‘Pragmatics in the real world’, this panel examines the distinctive nature of the pragmatics
of humor as this involves

e news events such as sound bites (Lee 2012), bloopers (Silverstein 2011), or talk scandals (Ekstrom &

Johansson 2008)
e media genres such as cartoons (Swain 2012), fake news (Waisanen 2011), late-night comedic
monologues (Santa Ana 2009) or internet memes (Milner 2013)

e types of humor such as irony (Sanina 2014), and political satire (Reilly 2012)
The panel brings together empirically grounded contributions that show what social action is accomplished
when political discourse and media discourse are juxtaposed. Panel contributors explore political humor from a
variety of analytical approaches such as discourse analysis, rhetorics, multimodality, and linguistic ethnography.
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Leona Van Vaerenbergh, Sofie Van de Geuchte, Yvan Leanza & Betty Goguikian
The interpreter’s role in healthcare conversations: A multimodal analysis of a multimodal
reality (1 of 2)

Due to demographic changes, cities all over the world are developing rapidly into multicultural societies. As a
consequence, healthcare workers are frequently confronted with patients that do not share their language.
Especially in mental healthcare this can be problematic since the diagnosis is mainly based on the patient’s
narrative. The patient’s words are taken into account, but the way these words are expressed and gestures, gaze,
facial expressions, head movements, etc. are also part of the diagnostic instruments (Bouhuys 1989). The
importance of multimodality in interpreter-mediated discourse is highlighted mainly in the last decade (Mason
2012, Davitti 2013, Péchhacker 2016). This panel will focus on interpreter mediated conversations in healthcare
with special attention to mental healthcare. The focus is in particular on how interpreters, (mental) healthcare
professionals and patients manage the multimodal reality on the one hand, and how to analyse this multimodal
reality on the other hand. Interpreters are bound by codes of conduct prescribed by national and international
organisations. Often these codes are written for public service interpreters in general and not tailored to the
requirements of a specific setting, like (mental) healthcare. The traditional view in these codes is that
interpreters are neutral, discrete, passive and transparent (Mason & Ren 2012). An illustrative example can be
found in the Flemish code of conduct (Kruispunt Migratie-Integratie 2013 - translation): The interpreter has the
duty to interpret completely and faithfully everything that is said [...] without adding, omitting, or changing
anything. The interpreter uses the same register and the same intonation as the speaker [...] Moreover, the
interpreter does not show personal opinions, preferences, interpretations of feelings, not even non-verbally
[and] at any time refrains from taking part in the conversation. In reality many multimodal resources like
positioning, gaze and facial expressions make it almost impossible for the interpreter to be completely neutral
and passive. Instead, the interpreter seems to be a co-constructor of the conversation (Mason & Ren 2012: 233)
that can exercise power “by adopting various verbal and non-verbal strategies to negotiate, coordinate, check,
and balance power relations.” According to Pasquandrea (2012: 150) the three main functions of multimodal
resources are “monitoring the ongoing interaction, displaying engagement in the activities performed, and
reorienting the participant’s constellation”. The second focus of this panel is on multimodal analysis of the
multimodal reality, since this kind of analysis can enrich our understanding of the triadic interaction (Davitti
2015). Verbal and non-verbal resources should be seen as a whole and should be analysed as such if we want to
“gain a thorough understanding of the communicative dynamics of interpreter-mediated interaction”.
(Pasquandrea 2012: 150). The composition of a multimodal corpus implies the availability of video material,
which is not easy in the sensitive setting of mental healthcare.
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Astrid Vandendaele, Ellen Van Praet & Geert Jacobs
Research versus practice: Towards a stronger partnership between academia and the real
world in the study of institutional discourse

Research and practice are two innately different, and often separate worlds. The two pillars of this dynamic, i.e.
academics and practitioners, often stand apart in terms of dialogue, reciprocity and partnership (Barkho, 2013).
There are many reasons behind this academic-real-life disconnect. Research tends to produce briefs, reports, and
articles; but practitioners say they need strategies, techniques, and ideas arising from such research that is
applicable to their classrooms or programs (Bingham & Smith, 2001). Practitioners tend not to trust or will
downright discard scholars’ — i.e. ‘outsiders’ — findings on their daily routines. Researchers, too, have reflected
on their cooperation with practitioners, and have highlighted possible tensions and pitfalls. (cf. Amabile et al.
(2001: 425) who identify three variables mediating the researcher/practitioner divide, and Visconti (2010) who
reflects on increasing researchers’ and practitioners’ awareness in deploying ethnography for case study
research)

Both sides, however, express the growing need to bridge the gap between the growing academia-real world
divide.

In the long-standing tradition of institutional discourse studies, there is a clear need for the voice of the
practitioner to be heard. This panel intends to explore the opportunities and challenges of collaborative
associations between practitioners and researchers, in fields as diverse as healthcare, business, education and the
media. The goal of the panel is to foreground and document existing partnerships between practitioners and
researchers. We do this by expressly including the practitioner in the research process, not as a mere object of
study, but as a full partner.

The questions we ask in this panel’s papers include but are not limited to:

- What are (recurring) issues academics on the one hand, and practitioners on the other are faced with
before, during, and after research collaboration, and how can we address them?

- Which research methods can we employ to reduce the distance between academic researchers and
practitioners?

- What factors can be considered determinants of the potential success of academic-practitioner research
collaboration, when it comes to processes, environment characteristics, et cetera?

- In which ways can we strengthen existing partnerships between practitioners and researchers?

- How can we optimize the dissemination of research results so they are passed on in ways that are
useful to the field of practice under examination, and that satisfy the needs of practitioners who need to
evolve alongside a continuously changing world?

- What are the effects of sharing research experience on reciprocal expectations, and how can we better
align these expectations?

In this panel we present eight co-authored papers in which researchers in the field of institutional discourse
studies and practitioners from a wide range of settings work together. By presenting pilot-tested research in the
field, focusing on the practitioners’ need for the influx of practical recommendations from academia (Bruyer,
Jacobs & Vandendaele, 2016), or highlighting the need for more practice in research, this panel will help us to
come to terms with how communication is operating on a macro-level, and how to enhance it.

By looking at the researcher and the practitioner as equal partners in institutional discourse research, this panel
aims to move towards a better understanding of the discourses and their institutions that are active in society.
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Ilona Vandergriff
CMC pragmatics of L2 discourse

The enormous growth of multilingual content on the web calls attention to second/foreign language (L2) and
multilingual practices in computer-mediated communication (CMC). This panel will examine and discuss
pragmatic phenomena in L2 CMC in social media. As an “emerging interdiscipline” (Herring, 2015), CMC
pragmatics has applied the methods and approaches from traditional pragmatics, as well as from discourse
analysis and sociolinguistics to studying pragmatic phenomena in CMC. In the process, research on CMC data
has pushed the boundaries of pragmatics and expanded its scope, e.g., by accounting for medium effects (for an
overview, see Zourou [2012].) In addition, CMC pragmatics can promote a more complete understanding of
emerging social and linguistic practices. Because Web 2.0 has dramatically increased connections across
linguistic boundaries it provides fertile ground for multilingual practice in its many forms, e.g., for sustained L2
use but also for codeswitching between L1 and L2.

This panel brings together papers on “classic” pragmatic phenomena such as stance as instantiated in CMC and
on CMC-specific phenomena such as emoticons and hashtags. In their empirically-based investigations,
panelists critically reflect (a) on the interplay between form, function, and context and (b) on the theoretical
implications the empirical results may have.
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Camilla Vasquez & Tuija Virtanen
Analyzing Online prosumer discourses: Consumer reviews, customer feedback, and other
modes of eWOM

This panel explores online prosumer discourses, which evolve as users turn from readers to writers and adopt
the double role of consumer and producer of content. Although such discourses are increasingly present in our
everyday lives, little attention has been paid to the pragmatics of prosumer discourse (but see Vasquez 2014).
Electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) has, however, long been of interest to companies and organizations, and
large-scale quantitative studies have focused on ways of mining these data to inform marketing practices. Yet,
the meanings arising from eWOM are highly situated and tied to complex contexts, in which prosumers engage
in social action by posting written, audio, or video feedback about commercial products or experiences, and in
which users search, interpret and make use of myriad texts brought to their screens by sophisticated algorithms
and identification tools. This panel examines linguistic and multimodal indices of pragmatic variability,
negotiability and adaptability (Verschueren 1999) in consumer reviews and other types of prosumer feedback
appearing across various modes of computer-mediated communication (Herring et al. 2013).

As they produce consumer feedback, users grapple with some degree of ‘context collapse’ (Marwick & boyd
2010) in their efforts related to audience design and the social authentication of reviewer reliability (Vasquez
2014; Virtanen 2015). Analyzing language in context, panel participants will address questions such as: How are
implicit or explicit audience conceptions manifest in users’ discourse? How do users brand their prosumer
personae in view of imagined audiences? In what ways are the automatic self-commodification tools afforded by
various retail sites reflected in the discourse of customer reviews, or other forms of customer feedback? Of
special interest will be how prosumers construct coherent interactions with one another in a mode not
necessarily designed for these purposes; evidence of such interactions has been found in CMC-modes that were
not originally designed for reciprocity. Other relevant questions concern users’ playful actions in view of
emerging conventionalisation of such genres, as well as the online or offline roots of the phenomena identified
in prosumer feedback data. Still other matters of interest are user attitudes toward prosumer discourse, as well as
users’ metapragmatic awareness of the social meanings of the commercial and self-commodifying actions that
they are actively engaged in.

The studies in the panel are concerned with micro-pragmatic or macro-pragmatic issues. Methods vary from in-
depth, qualitative, textual analyses to corpus-based quantifications of particular linguistic elements or pragmatic
phenomena in terms of discourse practices, either within or across CMC-modes. The studies address several
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different languages. The panelists will make their theoretical framework explicit so that comparisons across
different approaches will offer insights to a wide audience. The concluding discussion will identify cross-cutting
themes across studies, and will highlight similarities and differences between the CMC modes and languages
under investigation, as concerns the pragmatics of online prosumer discourse. The panel aims to have an impact
on pragmatic theory while also adding to the understanding of the emerging linguistic and/or multimodal
behaviour of online users engaged in prosumption on commercial sites.

Laura Visapai, Marja Etelimiki & Ilona Herlin
Construal of person in interaction — a cross-linguistic comparison

Referring to people can be seen as a universal characteristic of human social organization (Enfield & Stivers
2007), but person systems in languages offer remarkably different strategies for construing person. In terms of
grammar, person systems differ, for instance, with respect to number, clusivity and gender marking, as well as
the ways in which they express impersonality or distinguish between human vs. non-human participants or
speech act vs. non speech act persons (Siewierska 2004). There has been a great number of research on these
grammatical properties in Indo-European languages, but a cross-cultural, empirical study of the construal of
person in interaction opens up new perspectives into the ways in which, for instance, agency and experience are
organized and distributed. For this panel, we invite presentations that focus on the empirical study of the
construal of person in interaction. The panel aims at a cross-cultural perspective that sheds light on the
interdependencies between culture, social action and language use. We aim to find similarities in the ways in
which participants organize joint-action as a constant "fission-fusion" process between the “I”, the “you”, the
“we”, and the “they” (Enfield 2013). Simultaneously, we want to explore the different ways in which agency
and experience are organized and distributed in the studied languages. The Finnish person system, for instance,
is similar to many European languages in that it comprises three persons and the 1st person plural form makes
no distinction between inclusive and exclusive reference. However, Finnish organizes person differently
compared to many other European languages (Helasvuo & Laitinen 2006). First, it has a personal passive that
always implies a human agent performing the action and is typically used for expressing first person plural
actions (Helasvuo 2006). Second, it has a zero-person construction with no overt subject where the predicate
verb appears in the third person singular form. The reference of a zero-person form can be interpreted as specific
or non-specific: it offers an open space for shared experience that anyone can enter (Laitinen 2006). Unlike the
passive, whose implied agent is typically collective, the implied agent of a zero is an individual, i.e. it treats its
referents distributively (Eteldméki & Herlin forthc.). Third, in standard Finnish, the person is marked on finite
verbs; therefore it is possible to leave out an overt pronominal subject. We encourage the view of empancipatory
pragmatics (Hanks et al. 2009) in the analyses of person systems. A key assumption in this approach is that
pragmatics has been dominated by Euro-American languages and ways of speaking, and that to overcome this
bias, there should be more comparative work on a wider range of languages, which would allow the possibility
for other ways of describing language. The panel is a continuation of the panel "I, you, we and the others:
dynamic construal of intersubjectivities in grammar and in interaction" (IPrA 2015).
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Ann Weatherall
Stage of life categories: Morality and identity work in talk in interaction
With an expanding older population by mid-century, this demographic shift has a range of implications for

society including what age and ageing means. Interactions occur in a range of settings, including health, family,
classroom, courtroom and aged care, where age may be more or less relevant to what is being done. The papers
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in this symposium investigate precisely how age is invoked and made relevant to participants in the context
of routine institutional encounters. In everyday life, parties routinely assemble versions of each other through
descriptive categories that implicate particular versions of social identity. These assessments are inferentially
laden, as they describe both the person and the describer. Sacks’ work on membership categorization analysis,
and particularly his lecture on ‘Hotrodders as a revolutionary category’ (Sacks, 1992, Vol. 1, p. 396-403), shows
how invoking categories does identity work and culture work, and requires relevant member knowledge. As
with everyday routine assemblages and assessments of others, category-bound activities also employ morality
accounts. In this symposium, we explore categorization deployment observed through the invoking of Stage of
Life categories. Papers will investigate how stage of life categories are made relevant by the parties involved in
the interactions, across a range of contexts, and how they work to show how meanings are invoked through
displays of common sense knowledge. A focus on "identity-in-action" involves investigating category work that
involves stage of life deployment, and the associated morality work. Through observation of how
participants constitute social identity and construct particular social realities, we canexamine how
they empower and promote the dignity, worth and well being of persons of all ages.
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Elda Weizman & Anita Fetzer
Constructing ordinariness across media genres

In on doing “being ordinary” Sacks (1984) examines the “event’s ordinariness, its usualness” (1984: 414) and
how “being ordinary” (ibid.) is done. Departing from the interactional-sociolinguistic premises that ‘being
ordinary’ is (1) an interactional achievement and thus constructed, reconstructed and deconstructed in
communication, and (2) that ordinariness is brought into the discourse and brought out in the discourse, this
panel investigates the (re-/de-)-construction of ordinariness, that is ‘being ordinary’, in the context of media
discourse, paying particular attention to its (re-/de-)-construction across media genres, and to its strategic use in
order to achieve particular goals in media discourse by both professional and non-professional participants.
Ordinariness may be a constitutive part of the media discourse, as is the case with reality shows , audience-
participation TV programmes and participatory journalism online; and it may also be (re-/de-)-constructed
locally to achieve particular perlocutionary effects, for instance when public figures such as politicians assign
their private lives the status of an object of talk in the context of political discourse, as in Prime Minister’s
Questions, political interviews and political speeches.

Media discourse has been described as public discourse, institutional discourse and professional discourse,
generally produced in accordance with institutional constraints on the macro level, genre-specific constraints on
the meso level and genre-specific contextual constraints and requirements on the micro level. Unlike face-to-
face interaction, media discourse allows the uncoupling of space and time and thus communication with distant
others. This also holds for the (re-/de-)-construction of ordinariness, which is also a public endeavour and which
is generally produced and interpreted in accordance with institutional and genre-specific constraints. The (re-
/de-)-construction of ordinariness is also frequently followed up in media discourse and may even be assigned
the status of an object of talk (Fetzer & al. 2015, Weizman & Fetzer 2015). The self- and other-positioning (
Harré & Van Langenhove,1999) as ordinary is generally done by foregrounding ordinariness and at the same
time backgrounding non-ordinariness anchored to professional or expert identities.

This panel examines the strategic construction, reconstruction and deconstruction of ordinariness across media
genres done by professional participants (e.g., politicians, journalists, scientists, artists) and by ordinary people
participating in media discourse (e.g., viewers, members of the audience, on-line commenters, bloggers etc.). It
focuses on contexts in which (1) professional and non-professional participants position themselves as ordinary,
(2) addressees and third party are positioned as ordinary, in various genres of public talk. The discursive
strategies discussed will include, for instance, small stories, quotations, conversational style, irony, naming and
addressing as well as references to the private-public interface.
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Marlies Whitehouse, Monika Kovarova-Simecek & Gabrielle Wanzenried
Financial literacy — a key to the real world

Over the last years, the study of communication in finance from a discursive, textual, and quantitative
perspective has attracted strong interest not only in economics and finance, but also in the humanities. This
panel intends to enhance the understanding of the pragma-linguistic aspects of financial communication in
general and financial literacy in particular from innovative perspectives. In line with the overall theme of the
IPrA 2017 Conference, “Pragmatics in the real world”, the panel focuses on the key role of financial literacy in
society and discusses research in which the various genres of finance (e.g., pension fund information, financial
analysts’ recommendations, corporate announcements, bank statements, insurance letters, tax forms, financial
advisors’ papers) are examined with inter- and transdisciplinary approaches that reconstruct, scrutinize, or aim
at improving the communication between financial experts and society-at-large ( Whitehouse & Perrin, 2015 ).
By doing so, this panel addresses theoretical, methodological and practical challenges of investigating the
intertextual dynamics and linguistic strategies at the interface of verbal, visual, and numerical languages.
Methods combined include text analysis, multimodal genre analysis, writing research, critical discourse
analysis, but also quantitative approaches such as correlation and regression analysis. We intend to contribute to
an enhanced understanding of what the characteristics of financial communication are, which strategies the
stakeholders use, and where there is a mismatch between the actual financial literacy — or even illiteracy — of lay
persons and the assumptions or policies of financial experts. By creating the occasion for close interdisciplinary
dialogue between complementary disciplines, the panel aims at developing a common agenda of joint research
on financial literacy as a key to an economically shaped world.
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Ying Yang
Deixis in discourse

Deixis (or indexicals) has long been one of the key research topics in pragmatics because it links the structure of
language and the context in which a deictic expression is used (Levinson, 1983). Apart from its canonical deictic
uses, it also has various kinds of extended discourse pragmatic functions. For instance, the second person
pronoun can be used impersonally in many languages (e.g. You see a crime, you report it); it can also be used
metalinguistically to elicit addressee’s attention and display the speaker’s strong stance (Biq 1991).
Demonstratives and possessive pronouns can likewise develop beyond their referential uses to convey different
shades of speaker emotion and attitude (e.g. Lakoff 1974; Rybarczyk 2015). For example, in addition to
developing into grammatical markers such as connectives, complementizers, definite articles, focus markers,
nonverbal copulas, etc. (Diessel 1999), demonstratives are often also used as markers of speaker’s subjective
and intersubjective stance (see Kratochvil 2011; Nagaya 2011; Schapper & San Roque 2011). In Vietnamese,
for instance, medial demonstrative ddy is also used to signal the speaker’s solidarity with the addressee (“it’s
relevant to you, so I’ll let you know’), while distal demonstrative kia (and its phonologically reduced form co) is
used by the speaker to offer a modified assessment of the addressee’s prior expectation (‘X is better/worse than
you expected’) (Adachi 2016). In modern Khalka Mongolian, postnominal possessive pronouns are frequently
used to signal familiarity, with the first person possessive pronominal enclitics =min’ and =maan’ additionally
expressing familiarity and solidarity respectively, while the second person honorific possessive pronominal
enclitic =tan’ additionally encodes deference (see Ayanga, Brosig & Yap 2016). An interesting question is
whether languages with postnominal indexicals tend to develop as stance markers at the right periphery (RP) of
an utterance, while languages with prenominal indexicals on the other hand tend to be recruited as stance
markers at the left periphery (LP). The pragmatic uses of demonstratives in some languages lend support to such
a hypothesis, with rightward scope expansion observed among Vietnamese sentence final particles derived from
postnominal demonstratives (Adachi 2016), and leftward scope expansion among Cebuano discourse markers
derived from prenominal demonstratives (Tanangkingsing 2016). On the other hand, evidence from postnominal
possessive pronouns in some languages indicate that postnominal possessive pronominal enclitics combine with
their host constituent to form epistemic, evidential and evaluative stance markers at the left periphery (e.g.
colloquial Malay and Indonesian agaknya ‘it seems’ (< guess=3SG.GEN), nampak=nya ‘it appears’ (<
see=3SG.GEN), sebaiknya ‘it’s best’ (< as.good=3SG.GEN); see Englebretson 2003, 2007; Yap 2011), though
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given the parenthetical status of these stance markers, they can also sometimes occur in utterance-medial and
utterance-final positions, the latter a right-periphery (RP) phenomenon often in the form of an utterance tag
(sometimes referred to as an after-thought). In the case of in modern Khalka Mongolian, the postnominal
possessive pronouns with stance functions remain encliticized to their head nouns, begging the question of how
scope expansion is to be construed. Indeed, numerous questions are raised with respect to the relationship
between the pre- vs. post-nominal positions of indexicals in their roles as determiners and their left- vs. right- vs.
non-periphery realizations. Among these questions are: How robust is the tendency (if any) for prenominal
indexicals to be recruited for stance marking functions at the left periphery, and for postnominal indexicals to
develop into stance markers at the right periphery? What accounts for such tendency (if any)? If there are
deviations from this tendency, what motivates such deviation? Are there differences in the roles between left
periphery and right periphery indexical-based stance markers? Are there differences in types of functions and
preferred grammaticalization/pragmaticization trajectories among indexicals, say between demonstratives and
possessive pronouns? How do the biases for left-periphery vs. right-periphery vs. non-periphery indexical-based
stance markers differ from the biases for stance markers derived from non-indexicals (e.g. stance markers
derived from complement verbs such as ‘think’, ‘say’, ‘look like’ and ‘feel’; see Thompson & Mulac 1991;
Karkkainen 2003; Endo 2010; Lim 2011; Yap, Chor & Wang 2012; Yap & Chor 2014). Recent studies have
also begun to explore the dynamic embedded properties of deixis in natural conversation. Among the questions
of interest in these discourse studies are how deictic expressions interact with bodily conducts such as gaze
orientations and gestures (Goodwin 2003; Stukenbrock 2014) and how indexicals such as demonstratives are
used to project possible upcoming actions in talk (Hayashi 2004). These dynamic properties of indexicals in
interactional talk have yet to be investigated in languages other than English. Using a variety of discourse
analytical frameworks, this panel explores the extended uses of versatile indexicals across a wide range of
languages to gain a fuller understanding of robust similarities and subtle language-specific variations in the
grammaticalization and pragmaticization of indexicals, including but not restricted to the non-deictic and non-
referential uses of demonstratives and personal pronouns.
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Magdalena Zabielska & Agnieszka Kielkiewicz-Janowiak
Interpreting and representing non-English language data in discourse studies

This session will be concerned with representing (and thus making accessible to international audiences) data
from languages other than English for the purposes of discourse studies. Scholars in international debates are
curious to compare — even if not explicitly — the specific findings about how different languages are used for
communication, identity construction, relationship building but also expressing emotions, perpetuating and
subverting ideologies, doing politics. Key researchers have emphasised the need to work on the original data,
that is data in the language in which they were produced and collected for analysis (e.g. Sarangi 2010). Nikander
and Egberts have called for setting up “guidelines on how data are translated, glossed and/or transliterated in an
accessible yet precise fashion”, so that the “analytic transparency is secured” (Nikander and Egberts IPrA2015
panel description). Discourse analysts have often questioned the possibility of capturing details of discursive
form and function in translation (e.g. Temple 2005; Temple et al. 2006) and trascription (Green at al. 1997,
Roberts 1997, Bucholtz 2000). In conversation analysis questions have been asked whether “conversational
actions such as “asking questions” or “giving directives” [are] present in every culture, or are these culture-
specific categories based on English (...)” (Dingemanse and Floyd 2014: 447). Ethnographic studies suggest
that not everything in (conversational) data is cross-culturally comparable (see Moerman 1988; Simon 1996:
137-138) and looking closely at original language data is a necessity. Additionally, the question has been posed
about how much background ethnographic knowledge is required of both researchers and audience members to
make sense of the data in its original contexts. Many cross-cultural studies (e.g. on migrants) often rely on data
from speakers who are not fluent in the dominant language of the community (and of the research context).
Dealing with the resulting cross-language material involves the help of translators and researchers familiar with
minority languages, and relies on their transmission and/or glossing of the primary data for analysis: Temple et
al. (2006) argue that the transmitted data should in fact be treated as secondary rather than primary.

The issues to be addressed by the panel contributors will include:
e transcribing non-English language texts for analysis
translation and/or glossing of non-English language texts for presentation of analysis
representing language contact phenomena (code-switching, borrowing) in the data
representing conversational data
issues in researching highly culture specific data and idiosyncratic communities (intimacy and/or
socially sensitive topics, specialised registers, etc.)
representing multilingual communication in media contexts
e  best practices and conventions in non-English data transcription and translation
e challenges in dealing with non-English interactional data

We hope this session will be relevant to researchers (and their audiences!) — linguists, social scientists,
translators, etc. — from an array of language backgrounds, who study narratives, conversations, institutional
texts, and their translation and transcription. We intend to debate and work towards a consensus on how original
language data should be represented and analysed to extend researchers’ access to diverse types of data and their
understanding of specific human communicative practices.
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Marta Zampa & Daniel Perrin
Beyond the myth of journalistic storytelling. Why a narrative approach to journalism falls
short

“Reports of new events are stories - no more, but no less”. This assertion by Gaye Tuchman (1976, 93) opened a
window onto a central issue in journalism studies, i.e., the conceptualization of events in the news as stories.
Since then, journalism research and education have further developed the concept of narrative journalism, which
has resulted in a plethora of approaches to journalism as storytelling. In our panel, we examine this “mantra to
think story” (Cotter & Perrin 2016) as relevant, but falling short and partly dysfunctional (Flath 2014). We
theorize and empirically investigate why news is much more - and at the same time less - than stories and why
this matters for both journalism research and practice (Perrin & Wyss, 2016). This panel offers space for
considering issues such as:

the reasons (e.g., historical, political, pragmatic) behind the conceptualization of journalism as storytelling

the relationship between storytelling and narration in journalism and other domains, such as literature,
organizational communication, and everyday conversation

the interplay of narration with description, exposition, and in particular argumentation

the role of this interplay in public discourse and in its constitutive processes, such as gatekeeping and framing
the theoretical and methodological instruments for investigating this complex interplay in the dynamics of
journalism in both mass and social media.

Beyond addressing such questions, we intend to contribute to better understanding and contextualizing the
narrative effort of journalists. Given the challenges these practitioners must face in the contemporary news-
overloaded world, it is fundamental to explore the limitations of the traditional narrative writing pattern and the
opportunities it offers.

Olga Zayts & Mariana Lazzaro-Salazar
Global transitions in health care

The proposed panel aims at bringing together an international group of pragmatics scholars working on health
communication, and in particular the issues related to global transitions in health care. In a broader area of
workplace communication transitions are typically understood as periods of change and discontinuity in
professional life space (e.g. Westerman, 2012: 11). Much has been written about transitions in the workplace,
particularly in the contexts of career change, novice-expert experiences, inter-organizational job change, and
organizational mergers and acquisitions. In this panel we take a more comprehensive view of transitions by
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acknowledging that transitions encompass both changes, discontinuities, advancement and development, as well
as preservation, continuity, and possibly even stagnation in professional life spaces. The focus of the panel is on
transitions brought about by globalization of healthcare, namely spatial and symbolic mobility brought about by
various social, historic and economic processes, and the effects of such mobility on healthcare deliveries. The
panel participants will investigate transitions that concern various participants of healthcare encounters (i.e.
healthcare professionals and patients/ clients), as well as transitions in the modes of provision of healthcare
services. A more comprehensive take on transitions will be reflected in the analyses of transitions at three
different levels, namely, how the global macro-transitions (e.g. spatial/ geographical mobility of healthcare
professionals’ and patients’ population around the globe; global healthcare services delivery across countries
and continents) are interrelated with and impact on (as well as are impacted on) by meso-transitions (within
specific institutions and communities) and micro-transitions that are manifest at the level of language use (also
see Angrouri et al., in press; Marra et al., in press). To investigate transitions, the participants of the panel will
draw on a range of empirical data. While previous research on transitions in healthcare has primarily drawn on
participants’ accounts of transitions experiences (e.g. in interviews or questionnaires), in this panel participants
will explore how transitions are actually experienced and managed in real life through talk and text.
Undoubtedly, managing transitions involves acquiring ‘new’ and adopting ‘old’ discourses and linguistic
resources, skills, and appropriate ways of doing things. The participants of this panel will examine how
transitions are represented and manifest in language use and the role of language in mediating transition
experiences. Among the issues that the participants will engage with are the effect of lingua franca on healthcare
service deliveries, the role of pragmatic competence in intercultural healthcare encounters, and healthcare
delivery via remote communication technologies. Importantly, the international group of panel participants will
contribute to illuminating perspectives on global transitions in healthcare from the main stream research on
English-dominant contexts, as well as the research on non-English dominant contexts that remains largely
underrepresented, thus providing an innovative comparative angle to pragmatic studies on transitions in
healthcare.
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Elisabeth Zima & Geert Brone
Multimodal turn-taking

As early as 1967, Adam Kendon argued for the relevance of gaze for turn-taking in conversation and throughout
the 1970’s and 1980’s occasional studies explored turn-taking in its natural, multimodal habitat (Argyle &
Cook 1976, Duncan & Fiske 1977, Goodwin 1980, 1981). Nonetheless, the purely verbal outline of the turn-
taking machinery (somewhat symptomatically referred to as the speech exchange system) as it was proposed in
the foundational paper by Sachs, Schegloff & Jefferson (1974) has remained largely unquestioned until very
recently. The growing interest in the multimodal dynamics of the turn-taking process has primarily concerned
gaze behavior (Jokinen 2010; Rossano 2012, 2013; Streeck 2014; Holler & Kendrick 2015; Oben 2015; Oben &
Br?4ne 2015; Br?4ne et al. 2017; Auer, to appear) but selected studies also demonstrate the need to take gesture
and posture into account (Schmitt 2005; Mondada 2007, 2013; Deppermann 2013; Selting 2013). However,
many issues remain to be explored to uncover the rules that govern the multimodal turn-taking machinery. This
panel brings together researchers working on issues of multimodal turn-taking from different theoretical
perspectives (most notably CA and cognitive multimodality research) with different methodologies (video
analysis and mobile eye tracking) and different empirical focus (dyadic and multi-party interaction,
experimental, private and instutionalsettings, and different activities such as e.g. storytelling versus discussing
or arguing). The panel addresses topics as diverse as:

- In which ways is the gaze behavior of dyadic interactions different from how speakers use gaze to claim and
allocate turns in multi-party interactions?

- Do the rules that Goodwin (1980) has argued to govern gaze behavior in dyadic interactions also apply to
conversations of more than two participants?

- Does the use of unobtrusive eye-tracking technology produce novel insights into the rules & dynamics of eye
gaze behavior as part of turn-taking?

- What role do hand and head gestures as well as proxemics play in the process of turn-taking? And how do they
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relate to the above-mentioned gaze patterns?
- Is the importance of gesture use affected by the number of participants of a conversation, their spatial
arrangement, their level of acquaintance, or the activity they are engaged in?

- Is there a hierarchy of multimodal cues in turn-taking, such as e.g. mutual gaze is obligatory to allocate a turn
while deictic hand gesture or deictic head nods are optional?
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PANEL CONTRIBUTIONS

Olga Abreu Fernandes

Language workout in bilingual parent-toddler interaction: A case study of Russian-
Swedish family talk (Contribution to Discourse, interaction, new families and contemporary
kinship processes, organized by Poveda David [et al.])

This paper examines language learning practices that are used to organize minority language training embedded
in mundane family activities. The data come from a video-ethnographic study in three Swedish multilingual
families with preschool children where mothers speak Russian. An analytical focus is on the organization and
accomplishments of so-called home language lessons and language workout as their variety in multilingual
family talk. This language learning practice resembles common language socialization practices in middle-class
families as mobilizes a teacher talk register. However, it is specific in its sequential organization and consistent
employment of a parent talk register, which dialectically invokes intimate and educational, task- and language-
oriented dimensions. The findings reveal that realization of the parental language policy to support heritage
language development rests not only on consistent language choice, but also on parental understanding of the
language learning process and who child is as a speaker vis-a-vis parent.

Mayumi Adachi
Stance-marking uses of sentence-final demonstratives in Vietnamese (Contribution to
Deixis in Discourse, organized by Yang Ying [et al.])

Based on conversation data, this paper examines how Vietnamese extends its three-way distance-oriented
demonstrative paradigm to other domains, in particular, the speaker’s subjective and intersubjective stance.
Proximal demonstrative ddy at the sentence-final position is used as a marker of subjective assessment on the
basis of the speaker’s direct experience (‘as I see it’). Both distal demonstrative kia (and its phonologically
reduced form co) and medial pronominal ddy are used by the speaker to present new information to the
addressee. The two particles, however, differ from each other in the speaker’s attitude toward the addressee. The
distal kia (or co) signals a difference in knowledge between the two interlocutors, with the speaker criticizing
that the prior information provided by the addressee is wrong (‘X is better/worse/more/less than you expected’),
while ddy highlights the speaker’s attempt to synchronize his or her utterance with the addressee’s prior
statement with a view to eliminating the current imbalance of knowledge between them (I’1l let you know). A
medial determiner dy (and its reduced form y) are the markers of shared knowledge, which recall an already-
known issue to the addressee’s mind (‘remember?’). The speaker often supplies more precise information with
dy or ¥ so that the addressee can retrieve it from memory (“to be exact’). These particles also serve as a common
grounding device, regarding previously unknown information as if it was familiar with the addressee, to
persuade him or her and elicit an agreement (‘you know”). Our findings reveal that the speaker’s consideration
for the addressee’s involvement in the conversation, i.e. the speaker’s intersubjective stance, expressed by the
Vietnamese particles discussed above is gradually increased in this order: proximal, distal and medial.

Umar Ahmed

Conceptualizing selves in media discourse: Metaphoric conceptualizations of femininity in
female-authored articles in Nigerian newspapers (Contribution to Language, Gender and
Cognition, organized by Alvanoudi Angeliki [et al.])

Scholars in linguistic anthropology (e.g. Mele 2010, Ellece 2012) note how gender can be constructed through
metaphors. These scholars further argue that metaphors are not just mere rhetorical ornaments or literary
devices, but rather a powerful means of constructing, producing and maintaining gender inequality. In this paper
I examine the many complex and subtle ways in which Nigerian women use metaphors to not only
conceptualize their gender but also, index it. I also discuss presuppositions and inferences associated with
indexing of gender and their role in communicating messages about the way Nigerian women perceive their
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gender. For example, the metaphor: ‘A woman is the engine room for the birth and upbringing of children’
(Dailytrust, 23 March 2012) does not only defines ‘womanhood’ in terms of child bearing but also, locates child
rearing as the sole responsibility of women. Methods of and insights from feminist critical discourse analysis,
conceptual metaphor theory and pragmatic notion of presuppositions are employed to analyze over 500
metaphors used by Nigerian women to describe or make reference to selves. The data are obtained from 200
female-authored articles on gender and related issues published in five Nigerian newspapers that enjoy wide
readership in Nigeria: The Guardian, Dailytrust, The Punch, New Nigerian and Vanguard from 1999 when
democratic governance returned to Nigeria after more than two decades of military dictatorship to the year 2014
(a period that has witnessed an unprecedented surge in the wave of gendered discourses in the Nigerian print
news media). The analysis demonstrates that Nigerian women still use metaphoric expressions which largely
keep in place a gender ideology, which upholds male dominance and female subordination. It also reveals that
the underlying cognition of the Nigerian woman seemingly indicates her consent to patriarchal hegemony. The
paper concludes that the dominant gender ideology in the society influences or constrains how individuals
perceive and index their gender in relation to others.
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Ayodele James Akinola
Crisis-motivated humour in computer mediated platforms in Nigeria: A pragmatic study
(Contribution to CMC Pragmatics of L2 Discourse, organized by Vandergrift [lona [et al.])

Humour, an established means of releasing stress and tension has attracted scholarly attention over the years. In
the Nigerian discourse context, studies on Crisis-Motivated Humour (CMH) via CMC platforms are scanty. This
paper, therefore, investigates humour composed and shared on the social media during the socio-
economic/political crisis in Nigeria with a view to identifying CMH as a genre of humour. Ethnography of
Communication and Pragmemic theory serve as the theoretical framework. Ten anonymous humourous
compositions were randomly selected from WhatsApp and Facebook. CMH is a creative composition of jokes
which also serves as a reflection of Nigerians’ experiences, perceptions, imaginations and assumptions. They are
purposefully composed by Nigerian, most especially, the middle-class, for Nigerians, in order to down-play the
effects of the crisis and bring temporary reliefs to the audience. These jokes elicit amusement, high-level wits
and satirise the crisis situation(s). CMH are composed mainly in the nation’s official language with a blend of
pidgin and a reflection of some Nigerianism, then circulated through the social media. These CMH are replete
with verifiable, but exaggerated facts. Use of the first person singular pronoun ‘I’ and second person
singular/plural ‘you’ with the use of simple present tense of verb among other grammatical elements, are a
norm. All these make some of the jokes believable and also establish CMH as a unique genre of humour with an
unlimited audience. CMH are often preservable and re-usable subsequently and thus serve as a relevant medium
through which political leaders can assess the plights of the populace and access first-hand information on the
‘real” impacts of the crisis.

Najma Al Zidjaly
Transforming food from a political action on Twitter to a health action on WhatsApp: An
example from Oman (Contribution to Food for thought and social action: Constructing

ideologies in food-related communication across digital and cultural contexts, organized by
Gordon Cynthia [et al.])

In this paper, as part of a larger ethnographic project on social media and Arab activism in the Arabian Islamic
social monarchy of Oman, I examine how Omani citizens used discourse to transform a failed political
campaign on Twitter—the boycott of a major food company--into a successful health campaign on WhatsApp.
To document this transformation, and to showcase the agency of the users of social media, I draw upon the
theory of mediated discourse (Scollon, 2001). My analysis highlights how health-related practices that emerged
in the Twitter campaign were reframed on WhatsApp to create a new health discourse in Oman. This discourse
is aimed at creating a new type of consumer, one who is aware not just of his or her rights but also of what kinds
of food he or she purchases and why. The practices that constitute this new health discourse and are constructed
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in the WhatsApp messages include: examining food labels, learning about various ingredients, and monitoring
food expiration dates. They are delivered using the traditional Omani discourse of preaching, where two voices
are constructed, an authoritative voice and a na>?ve voice, even though both voices are the voice of the public.
The data consist of posts from a long thread in Arabic on Twitter tagged with #BoycottKimjis and of WhatsApp
messages on the same topic. The #BoycottKimjis was created in May, 2016 when a food corruption scandal
broke out in Oman: It was revealed that a major Omani/Indian company that had been caught selling expired
food to Omanis for ten years was not being held accountable. Because corruption was a major catalyst for the
Omani Arab Spring in 2011, when this expired-food scandal came to light, the public took measures into their
own hands (instead of just letting the justice system deal with the company). They did so by launching a
rigorous Twitter campaign to boycott all Kimjis products, not just food. When the justice system declared that
the company was not liable (legal failure), and participation in the boycott was not widespread since Kimjis has
market saturation (social failure), instead of admitting defeat, the public turned the food scandal from a failed
political campaign against social corruption on Twitter into a major health campaign on WhatsApp. They did so
by creating, and sharing nationally, multimodal and verbal texts that voice health and food-related practices
aimed at introducing a new discourse that involves Omanis evaluating and thinking critically about food, not
just consuming it. The paper contributes to exploring how health food is introduced into a new community; it
also documents how social media users are able to discursively construct—through language and images--
certain health practices to empower themselves and create agency, instead of accepting a failed political
campaign. In addition, it adds to research on social media and Arabs by focusing on a less examined area--
activism and food-- to demonstrate the transformation of a political action on one social media platform into a
health action on another.

Marta Albelda Maria Estellés

Using evidentials indirectly. Strategy, mitigation and objectivity (Contribution to The
Interrelation between Evidentiality, Mitigation and Appraisal across Genres, organized by
Figueras Bates Carolina [et al.])

It is not infrequent in Spanish to find examples in which evidentiality is expressed formally in some way (for
instance, it is presented as reported discourse), but where the information was really acquired otherwise (for
example, it is actually obtained through reasoning). The present contribution analyses such examples and
attempts to explain them. We assume that evidentials are organised in scales of preference: some evidentials are
considered more preferable than others. This fact is not new in the literature, having been suggested, among
others, by Oswalt 1986, Willett 1988, Frawley 1992, Faller 2002 or McCrady 2015. However, two further steps
should be taken, theoretically speaking, since a) The degrees of preference are changeable and are determined
contextually, being evidentials not more preferable per se, but in a given context. The scale of preference is
flexible, it may change in some circumstances, genres, cultures, etc., and b) Speakers take advantage of the
above mentioned flexibility, accommodating their discourse to these scales (more or less) strategically,
depending on their intentions and goals, as well as on the expectations raised by the context; and they do so
by

(i) Choosing the evidence best ranked in a particular context and, if not available,

(ii) Concealing the (less preferable) evidence they have available in the guise of evidentials located higher in
the ranking. A corpus study has been carried out revealing that such indirect uses of evidentials are mainly used
by speakers to achieve two goals: convincing the audience, especially in objective genres, and mitigating,
especially in interactional genres. Special attention will be paid to the role of discursive genres in the use and
values of pragmatic indirectness in evidentiality.

References:

Faller, Martina (2002): “Remarks on evidential hierarchies”. In: David 1. Beaver, Luis D. Casillas Martinez,
Brady Z. Clark, and Stefan Kaufmann (eds.) The Construction of Meaning. Stanford: CSLI Publications.
Available online in [http://personalpages.manchester.ac.uk/staff/martina.t.faller/documents/semfest.pdf |
Frawley, William (1992): Linguistic Semantics, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Inc.

Willet, Thomas (1988): “A cross-linguistic survey of the grammaticalization of evidentiality”, Studies in
Language, 12/1,51-97.

Oswalt Robert L. (1986). The evidential system of Kashaya. en Chafe, Wallace L. y & Johanna Nichols (eds.):
Evidentiality: The linguistic coding of epistemology. Norwood: Ablex Publishing, 29-45.

Michaela Albl-Mikasa
Schemata for conventional interaction forms: The influence of (interpreters’) knowledge
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of doctor-patient encounter structure on (interpreter-mediated) medical interactions
(Contribution to Increasing mobility in health care and challenges to multilingual health care
communication, organized by Hohenstein Christiane [et al.])

The proposed paper is based on a larger-scale study funded by the Swiss Commission for Technology and
Innovation (KTI) and carried out by an interdisciplinary team comprising medical specialists from the
University Hospital of Basel and interpreting studies/applied linguistics researchers from the Zurich University
of Applied Sciences (ZHAW) in the German speaking part of Switzerland. On the basis of 19 video-recorded
and transcribed authentic doctor-patient interactions with interpretation into and from Turkish and Albanian,
interpreter (non-)accuracy and role behavior has been investigated (Sleptsova et al. 2014) as well as (non-
Jrendition of the mitigating effect or nuance of hedges by the interpreters (Albl-Mikasa et al. 2015).
This paper looks at the link between knowledge (representation) of medical conversation structures and its effect
on the interpreter-mediated interactions. A cognitive discourse analysis-based examination (van Dijk/Kintsch
1983) of the data suggests that the asymmetry between medical personal with specialist knowledge and patients
who lack such knowledge is similarly reflected in the interpreters’ lack of knowledge of encounter structures. It
can be shown how such lack of knowledge of not only the structure, but, more precisely, the intention and
purpose behind the different parts of a doctor-patient interaction (e.g. welcoming section -> rapport-building;
treatment discussion -> compliance generation), adversely affects interpreters’ renditions leading to detours and
partially unsuccessful communication between medical personnel and patients.

At the intersection of pragmatics and cognition, a cognitively based approach to the analysis of medical
interactions is proposed as a contribution to tackling the complexity of multilingual health care communication.
As such, it is an innovative approach in that community interpreting — contrary to conference interpreting — has
so far been looked into only from a sociolinguistic perspective, at the exclusion of the cognitive processing
dimension of interpreting (Englund Dimitrova/Tiselius 2016).
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Kate Alexander Shaw

The narrative as prison: A theory of the life-cycle of economic policy narratives
(Contribution to Economics & Language Use: The pragmatics of economics experts’
engagement with non-specialists, organized by O'Rourke Brendan [et al.])

Economic policymakers routinely operate under conditions of uncertainty, faced with competing and often
incompatible readings of the economy, incomplete data and expert disagreement. Politics, however, requires
governments to project certitude in order to foster both political and economic confidence. Governments resolve
this dilemma by the construction of narratives: causal stories that make sense of the economy and so provide a
basis for policy action. Over time, however, a tension emerges between two imperatives: on the one hand, the
need to explain changing economic conditions and, on the other hand, the need to preserve the internal
coherence of the narrative. This tension between the external and internal validity of the narrative is likely to
sharpen over time as events move away from the trajectory initially posited. However, since narratives reflect
not just pragmatic framings but ideational commitments, consistency is often prioritised over external fit.
Economic narratives therefore go through a life-cycle in which they move from empowering policy action to
potentially becoming its major constraint.

The paper situates the notion of a narrative life-cycle in foundational debates in political science. It argues that a
fuller understanding of the role of narrative in economic policy lends weight to the case for ideas and discourse,
rather than interests or institutions, as primary causal forces in political economy. However, it is argued that
ideas, often conceptualised in the theoretical literature as change agents, are in fact highly conservative, being
embedded in narrative claims that, because they are designed to master uncertainty, cannot easily admit change.
Empirical evidence from the New Labour government of the United Kingdom is presented to illustrate the
tenacity of narrative in the face of enormous economic change.
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Tanweer Ali & Eva Lebduskova
Primary definers in economic news reporting (Contribution to Economics & Language Use:

The pragmatics of economics experts’ engagement with non-specialists, organized by
O'Rourke Brendan [et al.])

Media reporting on economic news is not only created by journalists but also by institutions and experts who are
quoted as informed sources. These sources were termed primary definers by the sociologist Stuart Hall. We will
analyze articles in three UK broadsheet newspapers, The Financial Times, The Guardian and the Daily
Telegraph, on public finances in the six months leading up to the 2015 general election. The topics covered will
be the government deficit, public expenditure and debt - in summary the debate on austerity. Our aim will be to
elucidate which primary definers appear in the creation of news stories in these three publications. We will
compare the use of primary definers in each of the newspapers. We will set out to examine which institutions
appear most and which sectors are represented with a view to understanding what sets of vested interests and
what ideological positions were given the most prominence in the reporting. We will also examine if there are
any significant differences in the coverage by the three newspapers selected, and, if so, whether these
differences reflect their editorial positions.

Maria Alm & Kerstin Fischer

Using a systematic Discourse segmentation model for a construction grammatical
description of discourse particle functions (Contribution to From models of discourse units
to interactional construction grammar, organized by Pons Borderia Salvador [et al.])

In this talk, the Val.Es.Co model of discourse segmentation (e.g. Estellés Arguedas/Pons Borderia 2014) will be
used to refine and clarify a construction-grammatical description of discourse particle functions as construction
grammatical constructions, using the German word also (“s0”) as an example. In German of today, also is most
frequently used as a discourse particle with a general conclusive meaning (“so”). As a discourse particle, also
can be used in many different functions distributed over many different discourse positions (Fischer 2006b; Alm
2007; Fernandez-Villanueva 2007; Fischer/Alm 2013; Alm 2015). The host units of also and other discourse
particle can be of variable pragmatic and syntactic status. In Alm (2007), they are divided into “host units below
TCU-level” (e.g. comprising functions as a hesitation marker, repair marker and reformulation marker) and
“host units on TCU- or turn-level” (comprising thematic functions and turn-taking functions). Example (1)
illustrates a hesitation function with the expression searched for being interpreted as the host unit of also and
example (2) illustrates the framing of a whole new discourse activity, marking the transition from a phase of
unofficial small talk to the official pursuit of the experimental task:

(1)

Dirk: dass ich glaubte irgendwo (1 Sek) .h (.) also den (.) den GRABstein NIEtzsches vollig (.) ver- (.)
verMOdert zu finden (BRO01B) Dirk: that I thought that I would find (I sec) .h () PRT the (.) NIETzsche’s
GRAVEstone completely (.) de- (.) decayed

2

Instrl: ((Lachen)) katja? ((Lachen)) also du musst jetzt aus diesen wunderschonen bauteilen soll zum schluss
erstmal (ei)n flugzeug dabei herauskommen (..) so 'n propellerflugzeug. (Paarl) Instri: ((laughter)) katja?
((laughter)) PRT now you'll have to out of these ((clears her throat)) wonderful building bricks in the end a
there should be an air plane (..) a kind of propeller-driven plane.

In Fischer/Alm (2013), a first attempt is made at defining the relationship between discourse positions and
discourse particle functions as form-meaning pairings, i.e. as construction-grammatical constructions. However,
we believe that the systematic contribution of the discourse position to the functional interpretation of discourse
particles that we claim exist (e.g. Fischer 2000; Fischer 2006a; Alm 2007) could be described even more
precisely when basing it a differentiated and systematic model of discourse segmenting. The Val.Es.Co model
of discourse segmentation offers a wide choice of identifiable discourse positions by distinguishing between an
initial, medial, final and independent discourse positions defined with respect to seven different types of host
units. Using this differentiated model, we will try to cast new light on an old problem: When can also be used
postpositively with respect to its host unit? The final position of also is generally accepted when it is used as a
repair marker or reformulation marker but there is disagreement on the direction of its scope when used after
sentential discourse units (3). Should it be analysed as a final particle with a host utterance or as an initial
particle with an optionally realizable host utterance (cf. Mulder et al. 2009)?
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3)
Thomas: /.../ un un deshalb hi- hat mich das mit den mit den waffen nich so sehr liberrascht also. (BRO06A)
Thomas: /.../ and and therefore [ wasn’t that surprised by the whole thing with the weapons PRT.

Since previous attempts at determining the affiliation of utterance-final also (for example the prosodic approach
in Alm (2015)) have failed to yield a clear result, we will use the Val.Es.Co model of discourse segmentation to
re-analyse the spoken language examples from Alm (2015) to shed some light on the situation of also in
particular and to improve the construction grammatical description of discourse particles in general.

References

Alm, Maria (2007): Also dariiber ldsst sich ja streiten! Die Analyse von also in der Diskussion zu Diskurs- und
Modalpartikeln. Almqvist & Wiksell International: Stockholm.

Alm, Maria (2015): ALSO als finale Partikel im Deutschen. In: Vinckel-Roisin, Héléne (ed.): Das Nachfeld im
Deutschen: Theorie und Empirie. Berlin/Boston: Walter de Gruyter, 319-341.

Estellés Arguedas, Maria/Pons Borderia, Salvador (2014): Absolute initial position. In: Pons Borderia, Salvador
(ed.): Discourse Segmentation in Romance Languages. John Benjamins, 121-155.

Fernandez-Villanueva, Marta (2007): Uses of also in oral semi-informal German. In: Catalan Journal of
Linguistics 6, 95-115.

Fischer, Kerstin (2006a): Frames, constructions, and invariant meanings: The functional polysemy of discourse
particles. In: Fischer, Kerstin (ed.): Approaches to discourse particles. Amsterdam et al.: Elsevier, 427-447.
Fischer, Kerstin (2006b): Towards an understanding of the spectrum of approaches to discourse particles:
Introduction to the volume. In: Fischer, Kerstin (ed.): Approaches to discourse particles. Amsterdam et al.:
Elsevier, 1-20.

Fischer, Kerstin/Alm, Maria (2013): A radical construction grammar perspective on the modal particle-
discourse particle distinction. In: Degand, Liesbeth/Cornillie, Bert/Pietrandrea, Paola (eds.): Discourse markers
and modal particles: Categorization and description. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 47-87.

Mulder, Jean/Thompson, Sandra A./Williams, Cara Penry (2009): Final "but" in Australian English
conversation. In: Peters, Pam/Collins, Peter/Smith, Adam (eds.): Comparative Studies in Australian and New
Zealand English: Grammar and Beyond. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 339-359.

Hussain Al-sharoufi, Talal Al Mutairi & Ali Dashti

Using a novel triad for analyzing public relations discourse: Kuwait PR police . A case
study (Contribution to On language users and their relations with others: Debating notions
of the subject and intentions in pragmatics, organized by Silva Daniel [et al.])

This study is an attempt to apply a new model for analysing public relations discourse, the case of Kuwaiti
Public Relations police discourse. This new model of analysis is introduced by the first author to effectively
analyse public relations discourse. This paper hypothesizes that applying this novel method of analysis will
provide a more in-depth insight into the way public relation discourse uses language in the public sphere, carry
out messages of superior social agents, and implement the policies stipulated by higher authorities. The study
also emphasizes the importance and efficacy of the three elements of this novel triad: Cultural schemata,
naturalisation and legitimisation in public relations discourse, and pragmemic selections, situated action-
invoking verbs. A key officer in the Kuwaiti Ministry of Interior was interviewed and asked questions about the
role he plays in conveying particular political messages to the Kuwaiti public, the efficacy of the Public
Relations Administration at the Kuwaiti ministry of Interior, and the methods used to fulfil ordinances of the
Kuwaiti higher authorities. The authors found out that public relation discourse of the Kuwaiti Ministry of
Interior is stipulated and guided by the Kuwaiti higher authorities to preserve security, and safeguard the country
in the midst of one of the most volatile regions of the world.

Angeliki Alvanoudi
Gendered noticing and speakers' cognition in Greek conversation (Contribution to
Language, Gender and Cognition, organized by Alvanoudi Angeliki [et al.])

The present study explores the interface between referential indexing of gender, social action and speakers’
cognition at talk-in-interaction. Indexical processes through which identity is discursively produced include -
among others - the overt mention of identity categories and labels, and presuppositions regarding interlocutors’
identity positions (Bucholtz and Hall 2005). As a number of conversation analytic studies show (e.g. Hopper
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and LeBaron 1998; Kitzinger 2005, 2007; Speer and Stokoe 2011; Alvanoudi 2014), the use of gendered terms
can make gender interactionally relevant, and sustain tacit presuppositions and norms about the social gender
order. The present study builds on this strand of research and analyzes the relation between referential indexing
of gender (Ochs 1992) and speakers’ cognition in gendered noticing in Greek conversation (Corpus of Spoken
Greek). According to Hopper and LeBaron (1998), gender creeps into talk through an action series of three
phases: peripheral gendered activity whereby gender is implicitly indexed, gendered noticing whereby gender is
explicitly indexed, and extending of gender’s relevance. In Greek conversation, gendered noticings occur after
actions that invoke specific presuppositions about gender, such as the norm of heterosexuality and stereotypes
regarding ‘typical’ feminine and masculine attributes. Speakers employ items lexically or grammatically marked
as female or male to attend to gender as a relevant aspect of context, and position self and others as women or
men. The analysis demonstrates that via gendered noticing speakers uncover the 'conceptual baggage'
(McConnell-Ginet 2008) associated with referential indexes of gender and bring their covert assumptions about
social gender to the ‘surface’ of the talk.
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Jennifer Ament, Carmen Pérez Vidal & Julia Barén Pares

The effects of English-medium instruction on the use of interpersonal and textual
pragmatic markers. (Contribution to Functions of pragmatic markers: why should we care?,
organized by Crible Ludivine [et al.])

The effects of English-medium instruction on the use of interpersonal and textual pragmatic markers.

This study investigates the pragmatic learning of undergraduate English-medium instruction (EMI) students at a
Catalan university, specifically examining the effect of increased contact with English on the use of pragmatic
markers (PMs) in student’s oral communication. Previous research shows that context of learning significantly
impacts pragmatic competence (Taguchi, 2015). However, little research has been conducted investigating
language gains in EMI contexts. The study takes a functional-pragmatic approach to the analysis of PMs and
identifies two functional categories of PMs textual and interpersonal (Ajimer, 2013; Fraser, 2006; Del Saz
Rubio, 2007). Participants are two groups of EMI undergraduates, a full EMI group (N=21), a non-EMI group
(N=16) and a native speaker control group (N=10). Data were collected through two oral tasks, a monologue
and an interaction. Participants’ recordings were transcribed and PMs were coded according to their function.
Quantitative analyses reveal that the EMI group employed a higher frequency and variety of PMs when
compared to the non-EMI group. The EMI group reached target like levels for the variety of PMs used. Neither
group reached target like use for interpersonal markers. Both experimental groups overproduced textual markers
when compared to the native speaker group. The authors interpret the quantitative results through qualitative
analysis. In an effort to bring to light how learners and natives use PMs differently, which functions learners and
natives assign to PMs in the context of the study, and, in turn, how this sheds light on the acquisition of PMs
and pragmalinguistics. The authors discuss how the use of PMs reflects the context of learning, and importantly
metapragmatic competence in a second language.
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Emmanuella Bafua Annan, Cyrille Granget & Catherine Collin

The effect of nature of interaction during stay in France on the use of the tu and vous
forms of address (Contribution to Student mobility and pragmatic competence, organized by
Barron Anne [et al.])

The acquisition of fu and vous forms of address in French L2 is said to be facilitated by the nature and intensity
of interactions during a stay abroad (Dewaele, 2002, 2004b, Belz & Kinginger, 2002). These studies concentrate
only on student interaction with French natives. However, during study abroad, students do not only interact
with French natives. Using a Language Contact Profile, we found out that Ghanaian French Learners engage in
four different natures of interactions during study abroad: a) French with native speakers b) French with fellow
Ghanaian students (likely to code switch between English and Twi) c) French with other non-native speakers
(such as other study abroad students from other countries like China, Spain etc) d) English/Twi with fellow
Ghanaian students This study explores the effect of nature of interaction on the appropriate use of two variants
of you in French during a stay in France by Ghanaian French learners having previously acquired languages that
only have a single second person pronoun (example: wo: Twi, you: English). The study takes into account inter-
individual variations in the use of the forms of address as well as individual differences in the volume and nature
of contact with the French language. We analysed the use of the forms of address in everyday situational oral
exercises that we conducted before and after study abroad. We compared the context of usage with data from a
control group of native French speakers. The results show different uses of the forms of address: the use of both
forms of address in the same context, and the appropriate use of forms of address in certain contexts. The usage
of these two forms of address is sometimes in accordance with and sometimes different from how the native
French speakers use them.

Charles Antaki, Rebecca J Crompton, Chris Walton & W. M. L. Finlay
Ambiguities of initiation in adults with a profound intellectual disability (Contribution to
Entry and re-entry into interaction, organized by Antaki Charles [et al.])

How do you initiate and maintain an interaction, when you have no (recognisable) language? Using video
records of everyday life in a residential home, I report on the interactional practices used by people with severe
and profound intellectual disabilities. There were very few initiations, and all presented difficulties to the
interlocutor; most were highly ambiguous as first turns, and one ("blank recipiency") gave the interlocutor
virtually no information at all on which to base a response. Only when the initiation was of a new phase in an
interaction already under way (for example, the initiation of an alternative trajectory of a proposed physical
move) was it likely to be successfully sustained. Otherwise interlocutors (support staff; the recording researcher)
responded to potential initiations with verbal repair-initiators, as if to neurotypical speakers - but inappropriately
for people unable to comprehend, or to produce well-fitted next turns. This mis-reliance on ordinary speakers'
conversational practices was one factor that contributed to residents abandoning the interaction in almost all
cases. On the other hand, having some superordinate activity already in play seemed to help interlocutors both
make sense of residents"" otherwise ambiguous proto-initiations, and provide a more specified set of second
turns with which to respond.

Licia Arantes

Interpretation in the speech therapy clinical setting: Focusing diagnostic procedures
(Contribution to On ‘interpretation’ in the context of language acquisition and in clinical
settings: under the effects of speech errors and symptoms, organized by Lier-DeVitto Maria
Francisca [et al.])

This presentation aims at discussing some theorethical-methodological issues concerning the way speech data is
dealt with in the language diagnostic procedure (interview and language evaluation) in the speech-therapy clinic
with children. I share the idea, to be deepened in the panel proposal, that there is no continuity between “actual
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speech” and “data speech” and also support the argument that the striking difference between them determines
either the construction of descriptive tools to be projected on language corpora or the analytical treatment given
to speech. If we agree with the idea that an act of speech can fully sustain itself only in real time, the questions I
raise may sound proper: (1) “what — from the actual speech instance — remains accessible to the researcher?”
and (2) “what remains from live speech whenever the speech therapist deals with speech data?.” The main
aspect focused in this presentation calls attention to a polemic methodological issue concerning language
assessment procedures, i.e., the relevance of recording and transcribing clinical dialogues in order to build and
carry on language evaluation procedure. As I see it, such a controversy is misguiding because it seems to lead to
the somewhat naive idea that since transcriptions produce corpora and shade the effects of live speech and
efface subjectivity. My point is that, on the one hand, the effects of /ive speech remain live in the therapist’s ear
and do guide the diagnosis. On the other hand, if the clinician’s ear is not a theoretically constrained listening,
such an “ear” cannot be properly conceived of as a “clinician’s ear”. That being the case, neither can
transcriptions erase the vivid effects of live speech, nor can the clinician’s speech interpretation be held
equivalent to the native speaker’s intuitive judgment. In short, /ive speech is a sharp and permanent imprinting
in the body of the other and the therapist’s ear is special because it is (or should be) theoretically shaped. Thus,
the central issue of this presentation is interpretation in the specific context of clinical practice, which involves
speech in real time. In the field of Speech Therapy, interpretation is no doubt, inherent to dialogue itself.
Though extensively mentioned in the literature, the term “interpretation” is seldom followed by a clear
definition of its specific nature. Therefore, the different meanigs subsumed under the term “interpretation” in
that clinical field will be addressed, focusing, as mentioned in the title, the diagnostic process. Besides
discussing the clinicians’ theoretical positions which affect the diagnostic perspectives, segments of clinical
sessions will be presented to support my discussion. The theoretical background adopted here gives recognition
to the internal laws of /a langue (Saussure, 1916, 2002) which operate on la parole (Jakobson, 1960), i.e.
metaphoric and metonymic operations. The notion of the subject-speaker and of that of “speech interpreter”,
proceeding from such a viewpoint, is logically incompatible with that of an epistemic subject. For that reason,
the discussion to be presented implies the psychoanalytic notion of “the unconscious”, introduced by Freud
(1900).

Liudmila Arcimaviciene

‘Self’ and ‘other’ metaphors as the strategy of persuasion in populism discourse: A case
study of Obama and Putin’s speeches (Contribution to Personal and collective identities in
populist discourse, organized by Levonian Raluca Mihaela [et al.])

The role of populism in shaping current political reality cannot be underestimated. Today populism has become
an inseparable part of political reality, where politicians are appealing to populism or populist sentiment,
whenever its suits them. In linguistic research, it can be referred to as a kind of discourse that popularizes a set
of beliefs that are defending one’s stance and attacking the opposite view towards a specific issue, by thus
appealing to voters or supporters’ sentiments and making one’s position even more popular and likeable. This
study offers a cognitive socio-linguistic approach to evaluating the levels of persuasiveness in political
communication through the use of Self and Other metaphors. The specific aims of the study involve (1) the
identification of metaphors related to positive self-representation and negative other-presentation, (2) how their
use contributes to the persuasion strategy in populism discourse, and (3) how the metaphors of SELF and
OTHER are embedded in the discoursal space involving moral and political identities. To achieve the above
aims, political speeches delivered by Obama and Putin in the time span of two years (2014-2015) were collected
and analysed by using the analytical framework of Critical Metaphor Analysis and procedurally applying
Pragglejaz Group’s Metaphor Identification Procedure (2007) and metaphor power analysis (MP) by applying
De Landtsheer’s model (1994, 2009). The analysis of the collected speeches has demonstrated that metaphor use
significantly contributes to leaders’ populism strategies, and, more importantly, that the strategies of
legitimisation and delegitimisation are used in parallel but with different metaphoric intensity (positive
metaphor use vs. negative metaphor use). The populist discoursal space of President Putin is framed around the
Victim scenario, where Russia, Crimea and Ukraine are represented as close family members who are
continuously bullied by the US and the EU. The populist strategy of sounding right is contextualised through the
intensive use of the Personal Relationship metaphor with the emphatic Us As Good Neighbours/Friends and
Russia As the Defender of the Weak, in particular. By contrast, President Obama popularizes his leadership
stance through the Moral Argument Is War metaphor, whereby the US and the EU are represented as the
Defenders of the moral right, while Russia is positioned as the Other confronting and threatening the moral
order, and, more emphatically, as challenging the present with the past. The metaphorical analysis in terms of
its evaluative functions has shown that two leaders are creating two different kinds of populism discourse by
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thus offering ideologically different worldviews of political hegemony: (1) hegemonic intervention strategy and
(2) hegemonic activation strategy. The former is realised through creating an ideological distance between the
Self (Russia) and the Other (the US and the EU), by thus confronting the current political order; by contrast, the
latter is activated through emphasizing the Self (the US and the EU) and the positive context of the present
political order.

Birte Arendt
Kindergartner's arguing in peer-talk — and its acquisition supporting effects (Contribution

to Children’s explaining and arguing in different conversational contexts, organized by
Heller Vivien [et al.])

Peer-talk as a dominant practice of kindergartner's everyday life plays a prominent role in the acquisition of
discourse competencies (Zadunaisky Ehrlich/Blum-Kulka 2014, Morek 2014, Arendt 2015). This is due to its
specific characteristic: mainly absent adults. But how can the supportive effects of peer talk be explored and
described exactly? In the paper, I assume that the children themselves establish interactive contexts that provide
specific affordances for practicing discursive skills. Based on naturally occurring peer-talk of German speaking
kindergartners the study aims at describing both discursive competencies as well as resources supporting the
acquisition. The paper targets at addressing the following questions:

eIn which interactional contexts are kindergartners arguing (occasions)?

eWhich topical resources are used by the children to support their claims?

eWhich interactive resources support the acquisition of argumentative discourse competence (typical beneficial
mechanisms)?

Although arguing is known as a relatively complex technique of dealing with opposition, findings indicate that
kindergartners already use justification to support their positions. With regard to acquisitional resources it is
argued that affordances provided by peer talk play a crucial role: a) stipulating the other's arguments by
continuously displaying opposition - mainly in contexts of role play, b) dealing seriously and cooperatively with
the other's arguments and offering a model for doing so

utinsoftLocal.ByteClass e.g. in marking and c) interactively co-constructing complex arguments by keeping up
a coherent thematic focus.
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Mira Ariel
Constructions, cues and pragmatic inferences (Contribution to Pragmatics and
Constructions, organized by Finkbeiner Rita [et al.])

Constructions are conventional form-function associations, where at least some of the total meaning is not
compositionally computable from their parts (Goldberg, 1995). The functions associated with constructions are
not necessarily truth-conditional meanings. Indeed, nontruth-conditional meanings may very well be
conventional and hence, semantically encoded (Ariel, 2008, 2010). But as is well known, speakers" messages
are rarely exhausted by the semantically encoded meaning of their utterance. This is true for linguistic units on
any level, and constructions are no exception. Constructions above the lexical level are rampant in natural
language. For example, as many as 459/1053 of the or tokens in the Santa Barbara Corpus of Spoken American
English (43.6%) participate in some specialized or construction or sub(-sub)-construction. This raises a question
about the role of pragmatic inferencing. Does the fact that the construction incorporates noncompositional
meanings, nontruth-conditional ones included, mean that pragmatic inferences play no role in interpreting
constructions? Needless to say, ad hoc Particularized conversational implicatures are (nearly) always involved
in interaction. The question I will address concerns the role of so-called Generalized conversational
implicatures, namely pragmatic inferences that consistently though not obligatorily accompany specific
linguistic forms. I will focus on pragmatic inferences that constitute part of the explicature, namely ones that
combine with the linguistic meaning (constructional in this case) to create the propositional content of the
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utterance. I will propose that or constructions manifest a wide continuum with respect to the ratio of encoded
and inferred components. The basic [X or Y] construction can receive any one of 22 readings, since the super-or
construction only imposes an alternativity relation on "X" and "Y". naturally, heavy inferencing is involved.
However, the highly idiomatic more or less (= "approximately") and sooner or later (="bound to happen at some
point) require no pragmatic enrichments (except for ruling out the compositional meaning). In between is the
[either X or Y] construction, which is heavily skewed towards an Exhaustive reading ("none other than X and
Y"). While the 24 tokens of the construction gave rise to 4 different readings (via pragmatic inferencing), almost
80% of them (19) served a single, "Exhaustive" reading. But the picture is even more complicated in that
zeroing in on the intended interpretation does not depend only on inferencing and codes. Many of the basic,
super or constructions show a skewed discourse pattern, introducing linguistic cues which bias towards certain
but not other readings. For example, all 88 Choice-immediate readings (where the addressee is invited to make a
choice) occur within questions. Now, direct questions cannot be identified with Choice, because there are 259
such questions, distributed over 18 different or readings. Still, Choice is the one dominant reading associated
with direct questions. Direct questions serve as biasing cue for the Choice interpretation, then. The argument I
will make is that for the most part, interpretation is not a matter of only codes and pragmatic inferences. Biasing
linguistic cues, which can be seen as partial codes facilitate specific inferred interpretations.
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May Asswae & Daniel Kadar
Religious rituals in Arabic (Contribution to Ritual and ritualisation in interpersonal
pragmatics, organized by Kadar Daniel [et al.])

Religious rituals are believed to play a salient role in many Arab cultures; however, they have been understudied
in ritual theory (see e.g. Kadar 2013). The phenomenon of religious ritual consists, in our view, of interactional
actions that animate religious social values; from an etic perspective, they tend to be illogically frequent in the
given language and culture. From a pragmatics perspective, a noteworthy characteristic of these rituals is that
they tend to be highly standardised in spite of their high frequency of occurrence in both ceremonial and
mundane language use. As data we examine naturally occurring spoken interactions in Libyan Arabic, in
particular, conversations which take place in secular settings. We aim to demonstrate that even in such settings
the Arabs tend to use religious rituals. This raises an interesting typological question from a ritual theoretical
point of view, namely, that in some societies the category of religious ritual has a different scope than in others.
We attempt to define religious ritual from an etic point of view, hence contributing to ritual theory from a cross-
cultural perspective.

Hassan Atifi & Michel Marcoccia

The fabrication of ordinary people in French media discourse: When ordinary people are
not only ordinary (Contribution to Constructing Ordinariness across Media Genres,
organized by Weizman Elda [et al.])

The participation of “ordinary people” in the context of media discourse, particularly in political media
discourse (Fetzer, Weizman and Berlin, 2015) is a phenomenon which can be analyzed in relation to three
stages. The emergence of political talk-shows and TV forums in the 90’s brought to the forefront the figure of
“ordinary person”. Indeed, one of the most significant developments in media genres is to involve the
participation of ordinary people over the last 25 years, through the programs based on narratives, self-
disclosures and personal accounts (Livingstone & Lunt, 1992) Social TV can be seen as a reinforcement of this
phenomenon. “Social TV” refers to the hybridization of TV and digital communication (via social media); it
includes several functions that enrich the communicational nature of TV, for instance, systems of vote, the
integration of digital social media (Twitter, Facebook, etc.), the possibility for “ordinary viewers” to post
comments about the program, and, sometimes, the display of a selection of comments during this program (Atifi
& Marcoccia, 2015) Social media and digital video (YouTube, Facebook, Periscope) constitutes a third phase in
this media evolution: with the invitation to “broadcast yourself”, the distinction between media professionals,
experts and “ordinary people” is effectively becoming more and more blurred (Thornborrow, 2014). This paper
focuses on these three modalities of ordinary participation: on political talk-shows, on social TV and on
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Facebook / Youtube videos. From a pragmatic approach and a media discourse analysis perspective, this paper
will ask: how is the role of “ordinary participants” displayed and constructed within the context of French TV
programs, social TV and digital videos. Our data is constituted by three cases studies. We analyze the
participation of Wiam Berhouma, (defined as “Teacher and Muslim French Citizen”), who shouts at the French
Philosopher Alain Finkielkraut in the program “Des Paroles et des Actes” (France 2, 21 January 2016), the
participation of “displayed ordinary twitterers” in the same program (DPDA) and the video discourse of Héléne
(posted in her Facebook page), young Teacher who criticizes the French former Minister of economy Macron in
2016. This paper focuses on (1) the way participants position themselves as ordinary: how to “play” the
ordinary person (conversational style, self-presentation, politeness strategy, visual and non-verbal markers,
emotional discourse, illocutionary values, etc.). This paper focuses also on (2) the way these participants are
defined by media and audience. Are these ordinary persons always ratified as ordinary? This paper shows that
the ordinariness of these participants is often seen as questionable by media and audiences and that it can trigger
public debates and even institutional calls to order. For example, the ordinariness of Berhouma was called into
question (it seems that her identity of political activist was hidden). In 2016, following the Berhouma case, the
CSA (the French Independent Authority of Audiovisual Communication) ordered France Television to give
more precise information in the future about the identities of “ordinary participants”. When ordinariness is
challenged by media, audience or institutions, which arguments are used? From which criteria ordinariness is
ratified or denied? In conclusion, traditional media and digital media favor the participation of ordinary persons
but, at the same time, this ordinariness is more and more problematic. It results from processes of construction
and deconstruction, fabrication and denunciation.
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Rosa Attie Figueira

On the constant movement of language: Effects of divergent speech in language
acquisition. (Contribution to On ‘interpretation’ in the context of language acquisition and in
clinical settings: under the effects of speech errors and symptoms, organized by Lier-DeVitto
Maria Francisca [et al.])

Grammar brings into light the knowledge of an idealized speaker-hearer, belonging to an assumed homogeneous
linguistic community. Whenever that idealization happens to be questioned, the admitted homogeneity of
language becomes nothing but a fiction (Lyons 1982). If linguistic theory must answer to variation in adult
speech, children’s flagrant instable and heterogeneous productions between 2 to 5-6 years should also interest
linguistic studies. The interpretation of the so called “errors” leads to the investigation of divergent unexpected
occurrences, conceived of as rich empirical evidence which enlighten dynamic aspects involved in each subject-
speaker relationship with language. Saussure, in the second lecture given in Genéve, states that: “son [de
I’enfant] langage est un véritable tissu de formations analogiques” (Ecrits de Linguistique Générale 2002: 160).
Such an assertion was taken as an invitation to reflect innovations in children’s speech under the lens of
analogic movements — or what it is retained from it as an activity of mise en rapport (Figueira 2015), i.e., the
constant movement of language at the touch of relations. Innovations as real by-products of language itself
indicate the route to a correlated research issue i.e., their vivid effects on the other within the complex
interaction scene that call one’s attention to the intrinsic relationship between listening and interpretation. This
presentation focuses on 2 to 5 years old Brazilian children’s divergent speeches, including both predictable and
unpredictable occurrences. Morphological processes affect both verbs and nouns. A researcher is no doubt
confronted with the surprising impression of dissolution of expected boundaries between distinct verbal
conjugation classes (1st, 2nd, 3rd verbal conjugation). Such glaring instability can be envisaged as unpredictable
"moving pieces" during the building up of a system. When you leave aside the domain of verbs, our analysis
take into account original designations for situations in which the child names somebody (by what this person
does) or names her/himself (for what s/he is doing). Benveniste (1948) is called upon because he enriches that
discussion with his theoretical proposal concerning both action nouns (noms d’action) and agent’s nouns (noms
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d’agent), as indicated by Milner (2002: 94). First person sentences (I am NP), comprising a nom d"action or a
nom d"agent in the predicate perform original acts of speech. It seems worth mentioning the fact that the child
presents her/himself as the author of an actual act, which is creatively named. From a discursive point-of-view,
at the same time that the child performs an act, s’/he expresses what s/he is doing at that very moment (a
perfomative act). This empirical segments to be discussed, constituted of self-referential episodes, shall
highlight such dimensions of language use in the language acquisition process. In addition to the above data, we
also include anecdotal dialogue situations in order to identify particular “creations” borrowed from the so called
diarists. What is remarkable about those utterances is the particular children’s apprehension of the world and of
language as well they show. The effects of those utterances are immediately felt in the other’s laughing out loud
or showing pleasant smiles.

Helen Attwood Andrew John Merrison

“So let’s get the doors open and have some fun!”: Investigating rapport management in
work place briefings from a conversation analytic perspective (Contribution to The
Pragmatics-Conversation Analysis Interface, organized by Clift Rebecca [et al.])

Within institutional settings, and within the roles that are born from these institutions, conversation analysis is a
valuable tool in understanding the sequential organisation (Schegloff, 2007) of the talk at work (Drew &
Heritage, 1992). So, too, is an understanding of socio-pragmatic issues such as (mock) im/politeness (Haugh &
Bousfield, 2012) and rapport management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000). This paper thus serves to offer insights into
exploring how the interface between each of these areas can be of mutual benefit to the other. This paper
investigates talk at work using socio-pragmatic and conversation analytic frameworks. The data set we draw
upon consists of 18 morning briefing sessions from a U.K. high-street target-oriented electrical retailer.
Specifically, we use these data to demonstrate how the assistant manager and duty manager each attempts to
manage rapport with their employees. Some of the CA-relevant aspects to be explored in this research include
second position silences (Jefferson, 1989) after addressing a collectivity (Lerner, 1993); third position action
following the response to open questions; third position action following the response to closed questions
(Pomerantz, 1984; Stenstrom, 1984); and the ways in which the participants manage speaker selection (Sacks,
Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974). Subsequently, this paper provides analyses of how these CA-relevant aspects of
manager—employee interactions inter-connect with Face Theory (Goffman, 1967) and, more specifically, with
humour (Holmes, Marra & Vine, 2011) and (mock) im/politeness, as well as common ground (Clark, 1996).
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Nazli Avdan

Positioning in the Blue-card question and answer sequences in the European Parliament
(Contribution to Questioning-answering practices across contexts and cultures, organized by
Ilie Cornelia [et al.])

The paper focuses on the linguistic and discursive behavior of the Members of the European Parliament (MEPs)
in their use of the Blue-card Question and Answer Procedure. Blue-card Q&A sequences constitute the only
"naturally occurring" interactional situations in the EP, allowing the MEPs to provide "spontaneous" responses
to prior or projected future stance actions. The corpus of the paper comprises a collection of Blue-card Q&A
sequences from the plenary debates held in the EP in 2011, when the Sovereign Debt Crisis had just been
stabilized but still evoked plenty of controversy. Theoretically the paper builds on Stance Theory (Du Bois,
2007), Positioning Theory (Davies & Harré, 1990) and research on Q&A practices in institutional settings. The
pragmatic analysis of Blue-card Q&A sequences in the present paper is informed by, on the one hand,
conversation analytic approaches to courtroom interaction (Archer, 2005) and to news interviews (Clayman and
Heritage 2002; Haddington, 2005) on the other hand, pragmatic and pragma-rhetorical approaches to
parliamentary interaction across cultures (Ilie, 2010a, Ilie, 2010b, 2015a, 2015b). The paper displays that there
are certain types of question design that are recurrently deployed in the EP. The MEPs use these schablone-like
question formats to package their often-adversarial stances (see also Harris 2001; Heritage 2002; Ilie 2003;
2015c¢). The primary function of Qs in the EP is, thus, not to “do questioning”, but instead to make assertions
that are meant to place constraints on the projected answer, to propose candidate positions for the Other vis-a'-
vis the Self, to force the Other into self (re)positioning, which may eventually damage the Other’s public image.
The paper argues that the MEPs use the Blue-card Q&A Procedure as a vehicle for stance-taking, thereby for
managing interpersonal as well as intergroup positioning. Key words: Question and Answer Sequence, Stance-
taking, Intergroup Positioning
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Muzna Awayed-Bishara

EFL Narratives: Creating agents or interpellating subjects? (Contribution to About
subjectivity and otherness in language and discourse, organized by Garcia Negroni Maria
Marta [et al.])
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This article deals with how the texts included in English textbooks shape and construct the English learner’s
national identity, attitudes towards the Other, and ideological stands regarding the Israel-Palestine conflict. This
topic is particularly significant in Israel, as the English curriculum is uniform for all populations, including
Palestinian Arabs.

Discourse analysis of English textbooks in Israel has shown how through the recurrence of Western — and
specifically American and Jewish — culturally-based issues, the textbooks interpellate English learners as
Western-oriented Jewish Zionist subjects, thus contributing to the reproduction and perpetuation of Western and
Jewish hegemony (Awayed-Bishara 2015). Concomitantly, these English schoolbooks disregard the identity of
the Palestinian Arab minority, its culture and communal traditions.

The present study presents a discourse analysis of interviews with 30 high school students (mainly secular Jews
and Christian/Muslim Arabs). Analysis indicates that learners recurrently use re-contextualization, indexical
pronouns, and positive-self or negative-other narratives to associate/disassociate themselves from the texts and
narratives included in English textbooks. Interviewees’ responses also indicate how discourse may contribute to
the construction of a hybrid identity (Bhabha 1994). Analysis of responses to an article on a black teenage
dropout, for example, reveals a constant shift in the self through differentiating a “positive self” from a
“negative other” or going against and hence doubting “negative” representations coming from the text. In other
words, the discourse about blacks presented in this text interpellated most respondents into reproducing and
perpetuating the idea that blacks, as a minority, are deprived and in need of the West (more specifically whites)
to help them manage in this world. Most of the Hebrew speakers" responses generally demonstrate how superior
they feel towards the Other, how ignorant they are about who the other is, and how fully they accept the
legitimacy of the Jewish-Zionist values promoted in the texts. Conversely, most Arabic speakers demonstrated
an understanding of how marginalized they are in the Israeli educational system and other spheres, how cultural
and religious narratives may be contradicting national narratives within their Palestinian Arab community, and
how they seem to accept their role as victims of discrimination .

To conclude, identity seems to be constructed dialogically and in reference to the Other (Blommaert 2005;
Wodak et al. 2009). This work examines the general assumption that EFL discourse in Israel has a constructive
role in shaping people’s ideologies, attitudes, and identities.
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Anna Baczkowska
Losing weight, bodybuilding and compliments in the context of social media (Contribution
to Complimenting behaviour in social media, organized by Das Anupam [et al.])

While still skimpy, compliments expressed online have received some attention in recent studies into the
language of social media, focusing primarily on Facebook (see among a few others, Placencia & Lower 2013;
Placencia, Lower & Powell, in press). Verbal praise in theme-specific portals, on the other hand, has not been of
much interest so far. The purpose of the present study is to analyse the language used on selected websites
dedicated to health and fitness-related issues (e.g. healthy diets, sport). Specifically, complimenting behaviour
on portals revolving around the problem of (1) dieting and losing weight and (2) those devoted to fitness and
bodybuilding will be under inspection with the view to uncover (i) the linguistic structure of compliments (cf.
Holmes, 1986; Manes & Wolfson 1980), (ii) the types of compliments most often involved (direct vs indirect),
(iii) the most common topics used in both thematic areas, (iv) any similarities or differences in the act of
complimenting used in the context of dieting vs. fitness (e.g. objects of complimenting), allowing for gender-
specific variations. Thus the methodological framework employed in the analysis combines structural analysis
of the compliments used, typological differences (direct vs. indirect compliments) and the topics of
compliments. The study is corpus-based and the current corpus size oscillates around 5000 tokens yet it is still
growing as part of an ongoing research project devoted to the analysis of compliments used in the social media.
The tentative results seem to suggest that there are differences between the topics and the linguistic structures
used by men and women in the two thematic groups (fitness vs dieting).
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Mehri Bagheri

The speech act of responding to dard-e-del ‘sympathy’ in Persian A cultural Linguistic
Perspective (Contribution to Intercultural Pragmatics and Cultural Linguistics, organized by
Schréder Ulrike [et al.])

Using the framework of Cultural Linguistics (Sharifian, 2011), this study unpacks the -cultural
conceptualizations that underlie the speech act of responding to dard-e-del (lit. pain of the heart) in Persian.
Cultural Linguistics employs a multi-layered hierarchical framework to analyze the relationship between
cultural pragmatic schemas, speech acts, pragmemes, and practs (collectively termed a "pragmatic set")
(Sharifian, 2016). This multi-layered framework draws on the three analytical tools of Cultural Linguistics
(cultural schemas, cultural categories, and cultural metaphors) and in particular the concept of ‘cultural schema’.
Analysis of the data from a number of Persian online forums reveals that native speakers of Persian draw on the
cultural pragmatic schema of hamdardi (lit. co-suffering) in responding to dard-e-del. The instantiation of the
cultural pragmatic schema of hamdardi includes listening to people who are suffering or experiencing
unpleasant circumstances, verbally responding to what they say (responding to their dard-e-del ‘sympathy’), and
helping them. The speech act of responding to dard-e-del is reflected in a number of pragmemes which are
informed by the cultural pragmatic schema of hamdardi and are expressed via different practs. The table below
exemplifies this hierarchical analysis: Cultural pragmatic schema: [Hamdardi] Speech act/event: Responding
to Dard-e-del (e.g. in case of an unwanted break-up or divorce) Pragmeme 1: Showing willingness to
suffer/be sacrificed for what happened to the sufferer Practs: 1. Eldhi man bemiram in roozo nemididam
[may I die and not see this day 2. Kdsh koor mishodam nemididam enghadr azib mikeshi [1 wish 1 was blind
and would not see you suffer this much] Pragmeme 2: Praying/wishing for God’s intervention Practs: 1.
Khodd khodesh haldle hameye moshkelate [God himself is the key to all problems] 2. Hameh chizo bespor be
khoda [Let God act on all your problems] Pragmeme 3: Praying/wishing that the one/ones who caused the
pain pay for their unfair deed Practs: 1. Omidavaram be haghe Ali ndbood beshe [1 hope, in Ali’s name, he is
liquidated] 2. Omiddvarm har chi saret dvordeh saresh bidd [I wish whatever he did to you someone else does
to him]

Fabienne Baider & Monika Kopytowska
Hate speech and the youth: Intracultural beliefs, attitudes and affects (Contribution to
Current issues in intercultural pragmatics, organized by Kecskes Istvan [et al.])

Drawing on the results of research carried out within an EU Action project on hate speech and hate crime
(CONTACT), this presentation focuses on the analysis of data gathered with questionnaires and interviews
conducted to qualitatively investigate attitudes towards homophobic and racist speech in Cyprus and Poland.
After presenting a general overview of the socio-political and legal context of hate speech in the EU, we present
our custom-designed methodology and the linguistic data relevant to the intra-cultural perception of hate speech
among a sample of the youth population (aged 18-35) in each culture. The contrastive study of Cypriot and
Polish data shows the impact of contextual parameters, such as religion, history, and legal framework, as well as
the role of certain structural-functional features of online communication. The data will also be framed within
the results of previous research on the mainstream and social media, along with their discourses related to
sexual, ethnic and religious identities. The data will also be discussed from the perspective of psychological
research examining the influence of anonymity and accountability on the complexity of the thinking process and
verbal incivility of Internet users (Bandura et al. 1975, Santana 2013, Tetlock 1983). Intra-cultural beliefs,
attitudes and affects, which are salient within the two communities, will be identified and analyzed, using the
concepts of salience (Giora 1997, 2003; Kecskes 2013) and common ground (Stalnaker 1999, Kecskes & Zhang
2009).
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Heike Baldauf-Quilliatre
“Pf” as stance marker in French interactions (Contribution to Stance-Taking in Interaction,
organized by Imo Wolfgang [et al.])

French studies of interjections or French dictionaries mention frequently “pf’ as interjection used to
express anger (Fraisse & Paroubek 2015), sadness, desperation (Halté 2013), indifference (Le Grand
Robert de la Langue frangaise), annoyance or disapproval (Trésor de la Langue frangaise). Interactional studies
of “pf” confirm this variety of functions, but argue at the same time that analysis have to take into account the
phonetic realization of the sound (length and articulatory force of the plosive and the fricative), the multimodal
environment (mimics, but also changes in body posture or gestures) and its position in turn and sequence
(Baldauf-Quilliatre 2016, in press). It seems that turn-initial “pf” is mostly related to disengagement (from a
previous action, a previous topic or from the on-going interaction), appears frequently in repair-sequences or
downgrading turns and is used to indicate an affective stance (ibid.).

In this presentation I want to show how the sound object (Reber 2012) “pf” in turn-initial position or as stand
alone token shows the speaker’s unwillingness or inability to produce the next turn or action. “pf” appears
frequently after questions and requests and may be followed by accounts indicating that the speaker is not able
to produce the projected turn (e.g. “I don’t know”) or after longer periods of silence to show that the speaker
reluctantly selected himself. In mid-turn position “pf” displays the speaker’s difficulty to continue the turn.
According to Du Bois (2007) I consider “pf” in these cases as stance marker. It displays a specific affective-
laden position of the speaker, that is, it indicates that the speaker is not being able to continue as one could
expect him or that he is not willing to do so and, simultaneously, shows a kind of disengagement: the speaker
does not try to produce the turn or the action, which are required, neither he apologize or recognizes a mistake
of any kind whatsoever. He rather displays annoyance about what he or she has asked to do or to produce.

The study is based on a linguistic, sequential and multimodal analysis of collections from the French database
CLAPI ( www.clapi.ish-lyon.cnrs.fr ) and focuses on the emerging of the stance in the unfolding interaction (cf.
Goodwin 2007, Goodwin / Cekaite / Goodwin 2012).

Claudio Baraldi & Laura Gavioli

On migrant patient participation opportunities in healthcare interaction: A comparison of
data with and without language mediation support (Contribution to Increasing mobility in
health care and challenges to multilingual health care communication, organized by
Hohenstein Christiane [et al.])

Studies on healthcare interaction with migrant patients have highlighted that language barriers, as well as a lack
of competence of healthcare professionals in managing those barriers, increase the hierarchical distribution of
authority in talk, which makes the migrant patients’ participation difficult and calls for the necessity of
removing linguistic obstacles (e.g. Baraldi & Luppi 2015; Harmsen et al. 2008; Moss & Roberts 2005). While
healthcare interpreting has been regarded as a solution to the problem, research in interpreter-mediated
interaction has shown that interpreters’ actions too may produce strong discourse asymmetry, in that interpreters
may side with the healthcare operators in their exercise of authority (e.g. Bolden 2000; Davidson 2000; Hsieh
2007). More recently, however, a number of papers have shown that while managing the consequences of
asymmetries in talk may require professionalism and engagement, there are ways in which language interpreting
contributes to re-balance the hierarchy and give migrant patients voice (e.g. Angelelli 2012; Baraldi & Gavioli
2014, 2016). Our hypothesis is thus to see if and how different conditions of language negotiation affect
patients’ participation in the interaction and give them actual possibilities of contributing to talk by providing
information on their own health conditions.
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Our study is based on a collection of audio-recorded and transcribed interactions involving healthcare
professionals and migrant patients. The collection is divided into two sets, one with, one without interpreting-
service support. We analyse the interactional distribution of the participants’ rights and responsibilities in
claiming knowledge in talk; examples of such claims may concern medical knowledge of health and illness or
knowledge of patients’ history, symptoms and worries. Drawing from a concept introduced in research by John
Heritage, what he has called “epistemic authority” (Heritage 2012, 2013; Heritage & Raymond 2005), we look
at the ways in which participants express or withdraw their claims for knowledge in order to favour or inhibit
claims for knowledge by their interlocutors. Our aim is to compare the negotiation of rights and responsibilities
for access to knowledge in interpreter-mediated vs. non-mediated interactions.

The presentation deals with two types of interactional structures. First, we look at the positioning of healthcare
operators in the interaction and their consequences in giving more or less support to the patients’ production of
knowledge about their health conditions. Here, we focus on the dynamics which seem to be at the basis of the
distribution of epistemic authority between the healthcare operator and the patient, in particular whether the
operator’s actions do (not) support participation by the patient. Second, we analyse the mediators’ contributions
distinguishing between those which give more or less support to the production of knowledge by the “main”
participants, the operator and the patient. Here, we look at the distribution dynamics of epistemic authority
involving the operator, the mediator and the patient. It seems that explicit negotiation based on clear
coordination of rights and responsibilities among the participants plays a crucial role as for the management of
the hierarchy in talk and consequent participation of the migrant patients.
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Federica Barbieri

Exploring stance-taking beyond the classroom in the university: Student talk in study
groups. (Contribution to Stance-taking in educational contexts, organized by O"Boyle
Aisling [et al.])

Previous research on stance-related phenomena in educational contexts has focused primarily on classroom
settings, particularly in university settings (Csomay, 2005; Barbieri, 2015). These studies have typically
investigated variation in the use of a comprehensive set of lexico-grammatical features (Cosmay, 2005), or of a
comprehensive set of lexico-grammatical and discourse-pragmatic features associated with stance and
involvement (Barbieri, 2015), across university classrooms representing different disciplinary domains and
levels of instruction. Studies of spoken academic talk have also investigated variation across a range of registers,
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including study groups, service encounters, office hour consultations (Biber et al., 2002). Overall, however, we
know relatively little about the use of stance-related lexico-grammatical features in academic contexts beyond
the classroom. Furthermore, because most previous research on the linguistic characteristics of academic talk
has not separated the talk of instructors from the talk of students, we know relatively little about how the
expression of stance in educational contexts might vary in association with different speaker characteristics.
This study aims to begin to address this research gap by investigating the expression of stance in university
student study groups. The study is based on the ‘Study Groups’ subcorpus (ca. 130,000 words) of MICASE and
employs a range of exploratory corpus linguistics techniques in order to identify stance-related features in
students’ talk in this particular academic speech event. Stance-related features by students in study groups are
compared with stance-related features in other academic speech events representing lecturers and guest
speakers, such as monologic (large) lectures and colloquia. Preliminary findings reveal important differences in
the way that university students, and lecturers and guest speakers, express stance in these academic speech
events. University students draw to a large extent on the same lexico-grammatical features they use in informal,
non academic talk, such as casual conversation, thus displaying limited ‘register sensitivity’. :
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Leon Barkho & Vin Ray

How to bridge the chasm between institutional discourse theory and practice in the
newsroom? (Contribution to Research versus Practice: Towards a Stronger Partnership
between Academia and the Real World in the Study of Institutional Discourse, organized by
Vandendaele Astrid [et al.])

There is an urgent need for institutional discourse research to connect with the organizations it studies. This
paper suggests three steps to bridge the chasm. The first is for researchers to agree their topics with the
practitioners in the institutions they study. The second calls for scholars to agree to have practitioners helping
them in gathering the data, the analysis of data and drawing of implications. In the third step, the sides will agree
on which implications are practical, relevant and useful to the organization. The scientists would ensure the
rigor of investigation, particularly in terms of distance. Practitioners would help explain the real world of their
organizations. The paper designs a method on how to operationalize the three steps by investigating institutional
discourse of four major newspapers: two English-speaking and two Arabic speaking. The investigation shows
that the dailies rarely consult academic work and are in the dark about the implications institutional discourse
studies may have on their practice. The practitioners in the four newspapers acknowledge the credibility and
worthiness of academic research, but they find its language difficult to read and its analysis and findings
directed at peers rather than subjects of academic investigation. Based on the three steps above, the paper charts
a path on how to bridge the gap and provides a roadmap to bring the two separate worlds together through
dialogue, reciprocity and partnership. It provides examples and citations from the critical analysis of selected
samples of the four newspapers’ discourse to illustrate how scholars and practitioners can cooperate and
reciprocate interpretations of organizational world for mutual benefit. Finally, the paper highlights the hurdles
preventing the sides from entering into a useful dialogue to bridge existing gaps and proposes new ideas on how
to sustain links between the academia and the real world of institutional discourse.

Michael Barlow

Gender and identity in TripAdvisor posts (Contribution to Analyzing Online Prosumer
Discourses: Consumer Reviews, Customer Feedback, and other modes of eWOM, organized
by Vasquez Camilla [et al.])

In this presentation we examine the differences in the content and style of TripAdvisor hotel reviews with the
main focus being gender differences. To carry out the study, the username, location, heading, and comment
from over 1500 Tripadvisor postings from a selection of 2-star and 5-star hotels in several US cities were
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extracted and saved to a spreadsheet. The entries were filtered to include only those from contributors in
America whose gender can be identified with reasonable certainty. The headings and comments sorted by
gender were amalgamated to create four sub-corpora based on gender and type of hotel. The sub-corpora are
analysed in various ways. For example, a keyword analysis of the headings highlights the most distinctive words
and we find that the top-ranked words used by women are lovely, love, charming, wonderful, comfy, here. For
the men, the top-ranking words are: inexpensive, new, experience, my, terrific, classic. We can proceed in a
similar way to examine the language of the comment section of the reviews. The keyword analysis provides a
useful starting point in understanding the themes and style preferred by men and women in this type of
discourse. It is, however, necessary to follow up the results with a further fine-grained examination of individual
variation in the way men and women approach the writing of TripAdvisor reviews. Further dimensions to the
analysis are added by making use of POS-tags and semantic tags. The aim is to use the techniques of corpus
analysis to provide insights into both the differences (and similarities) in the phraseology and discourse of
online hotel reviews constructed by men and women. We examine both central tendencies and individual
variation to give an account of both the linguistic features of this genre and the ways in which contributors
project an online identity.

Anne Barron
Developing pragmatic competence in a study abroad context (Contribution to Student
mobility and pragmatic competence, organized by Barron Anne [et al.])

Within interlanguage pragmatics, r esearch into the effects of study abroad on the development of L2 pragmatic
competence remained scant for many years. In recent years, however, study abroad has come into its own, as
attested by current overviews of the area (cf. Bardovi-Harlig 2013, Barron forthcoming, Xiao 2015, Taguchi
2015, 2016 ). The present paper opens the panel on student mobility and pragmatic competence and in this
context reports on a systematic meta-analysis of empirical studies of the development of pragmatic competence
in a study abroad context. The meta-analysis reports on research design and levels of analysis, on the study
abroad informants investigated and on major findings from a variety of perspectives, including those on
differing study abroad contexts and learner profiles. It does so with an aim to situating the papers in the panel on
student mobility and pragmatic competence within the broader research area and also to highlighting research
desiderata and future potential research questions.
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Dagmar Barth-Weingarten

Discourse units in English interaction: A prosodic-phonetic perspective (Contribution to
From models of discourse units to interactional construction grammar, organized by Pons
Borderia Salvador [et al.])

The view that spoken language is produced in chunks, or units, is widely held (e.g., Chafe 1980: 13; Ladd 2008:
288; Szczepek Reed 2010, cf. Deppermann/Proske 2015). However, less scholarly consensus has been reached,
at least in the anglophone "unit approach" (Barnwell 2013), with regard to defining what exactly these chunks
are, which language-organizational dimensions create them, and how exactly they are indicated. Thus,
"chunking" has been observed with regard to various linguistic dimensions, such as syntax, semantics, the
accomplishment of actions, and prosody (see, e.g., Chafe 1994, Ladd 2008: 288, Szczepek Reed 2012), and
there have also been various attempts to capture more Gestalt-like discourse units, such as "turn-constructional
units" (e.g., Schegloff 2007: 3-4) and "talk units" (e.g., Halford 1996) (cf. Pons Borderia ed. 2014). At the same
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time, there is still some disagreement on relevant linguistic resources (e.g., Szczepek Reed 2010, 2012), and —
more importantly — linguists, in particular interactional linguists, point out that, next to numerous cases of
convergence of the various linguistic dimensions forming the more Gestalt-like chunks, we also have to deal
with a considerable number of instances of divergence, in which the boundaries of turn-constructional units, for
instance, are hard to determine without ignoring obvious linguistic facts (cf. Ford et al. 1996, Ford 2004). While
some solutions question whether we can exhaustively segment discourse at all (Auer 2010), units do have
relevance for the participants, not only for speaker change (e.g. Sacks et al. 1974) but also with regard to a
number of cognitive issues (e.g., Bybee 2010). This paper therefore advocates pursuing the issue of chunking,
but it proposes to do so in a different way:

. the linguistic dimensions need to be treated separately, to be able to do justice to each dimension and
its specificities, so that we can pay attention to all at least potentially relevant details.
. the approach should provide for various degrees of granularity, to allow us to capture both the fine

details of talk as well as the "bigger picture".

This paper will lay out such an approach for the prosodic-phonetic dimension. The cesura approach (cf. Barth-
Weingarten 2016), which was developed with interactional-linguistic methodology, argues that prosodic-
phonetic chunking is best treated in terms of what creates the chunks and promises to be able to deal with neat
chunks as well as cut-off units and fuzzy boundaries in everyday talk exhaustively, non-circularly, and truthful
to linguistic facts. While it focusses on prosodic-phonetic parameters, this approach will also be shown to prove
fertile for the description of grammatical units, viz. the basis of constructions, on the word, phrase, clause, and
sentence level as well as beyond.
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Rebeca Bataller & César Félix-Brasdefer

Intra-lingual pragmatic variation in Mexico City and Bucaramanga (Colombia): The
negotiation of service in small shops (Contribution to Service Encounters in the Spanish-
Speaking World from a Variational Pragmatics Perspective, organized by Placencia Maria E.
[etal.])
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Research on service encounters (SE) has looked at different aspects of transactional and non-transactional talk in
commercial and non-commercial settings (Félix-Brasdefer 2015; Placencia 2008; Placencia & Mancera Rueda
2011). While transactional talk refers to the negotiation of the request for service, non-transactional talk looks at
how metalinguistic and small talk enhances the interpersonal relations between the customer and the service
provider. In the present talk, we adopt a variational pragmatic approach to examine three levels during the
negotiation of service: actional, interactional, and stylistic (Schneider 2010). We examine the negotiation of
service in two varieties of Spanish, namely, Mexico City and Bucaramanga, Colombia. The data included 140
face-to-face interactions in corner-stores (70 in each region). Results: At the actional level, most frequent
Mexican requests were realized in the form of assertions, ellipticals, and imperatives, while in the Colombian
data, requests were mainly made in the form of imperatives and simple interrogatives. At the stylistic level,
Mexican requests showed a deferential interactional style by means of formal pronominal form (usted), while in
the Colombian data a deferential interactional style was shown by means of the formal pronominal form, the use
of formal address terms, and the selection of verb lexical downgrading (regalar instead of dar). Presence or
absence of internal modification of the request for service is also analyzed. We also examine the interactional
resources used to negotiate the request for service-response. Finally, this presentation looks at relational
sequences (non-transactional talk) as a way to express involvement or affiliation between the vendor and the
customer.
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Yasemin Bayyurt

Forms of address in e-mail communication between university instructors and students at
an English medium university in Turkey (Contribution to Address Forms across Cultures: A
Cross-Cultural Comparison of Address Terms in Indo-European, Uralic and Altaic
Languages, organized by Bayyurt Yasemin [et al.])

In today's world, online communication has become part of our daily lives through social networking,
online/offline learning and similar. Thanks to technological advances and the Internet, we can now access to
information faster than we did not more than ten or fifteen year ago. This necessitates us to adapt and learn new
ways of communication. In this respect, without any doubt we can say that e-mail communication is one of the
earliest and most popular modes of electronic communication (Berghel, 1997; Sevingil & Bayyurt, 2010). We
write e-mail messages to people for different purposes almost everyday — e.g., request messages, complaint
messages, application messages and similar. While writing an e-mail message, we choose our words carefully in
order not to offend the receiver of the message. In other words, we take into consideration how the receiver of
the message would feel when s/he reads the message (Derks and Bakker, 2010; Izadi & Zilaie, 2012; Vinagre,
2008). When people come from different cultures their expectations about a polite e-mail exchange might be
different (Watts, 2003). Ideally in an intercultural e-mail exchange, the expectation is to make the e-mail
message polite according to politeness norms acceptable by both parties (Nistorescu, 2012). In this paper, the e-
mail exchanges between undergraduate native/non-native English speaking students and their native/non-native
English speaking instructors/tutors at an English medium university in Turkey are analyzed. Fifty-five
university students and four university instructors participated in the study. Data were comprised of
student/instructor e-mail messages, and a usability and user experience survey. In this paper, the results of the
analyses of address forms in e-mail exchanges are presented. In these e-mail exchanges, the choice of which
language to use in the e-mail message depends on the nationality of the instructor. The preliminary results of the
study showed that the participant students addressed their instructors differently in their English and Turkish e-
mail messages. To address both native and non-native instructors, they used deferential address terms, such as,
“dear sir/madam”, “dear dr. xxx”, and similar. In some cases, the participants did not use an address form when
the topic was a sensitive one like asking “what the grade of an exam was” or “why the instructor was not
accepting her/him to her/his class”. In these kinds of cases, in the opening and closing parts of the e-mail
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messages, the participants avoided using any address terms. This finding may be partially due to the increasing
use of social media networks on smart phones, iPads/tables and so on (Eshghinejad & Moini, 2016; Miller et al.,
2010). In conclusion, it can be said that factors like collective references drawn from the past experiences, the
language choice of the parties, the relationship between the participants and the background of the participants
might influence the way the participants prefer to use an address term in the opening and closings of the e-mail
messages and what forms of address they use in their messages.
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William Beeman

Creating Ba in discourse through modal pragmemic triggers (Contribution to Emancipatory
Pragmatics: Approaching Language and Interaction from the Perspective of Ba, organized
by Saft Scott [et al.])

The term “modality” has been used to describe the attitude of a speaker toward the propositions expressed in an
utterance. Lyons elaborates on this, stating that modality is “having to do with possibility or probability,
necessity or contingency, rather than merely with truth or falsity.” (Lyons 1970:322). In this paper I would like
to extend the concept of modality to include expressions that demonstrate the attitudes of speakers toward other
speakers and to their environment. In particular I wish to show how modal expressions can be used to indicate
empathy, community and interconnection. This is the essence of what has been explored in Ba theory, as
articulated in the philosophy of Kitaro Nishida and Hiroshi Shimizu. Ba can be thought of as cognitive space for
developing relationships—both interpersonal and in relationship to shared environments. However, ba does not
arise sui generis. It arises in social interaction, and for individuals to enter this state there need to be pragmatic
signals—something 1 have termed “pragmemic triggers” in other publications—to initiate creation and
sustaining of a ba state. I will demonstrate in this paper the role that modal structures play to carry out this
function in Japanese, Persian, German and English. The modal pragmemic triggers I will be exploring include
not only specific indexical and deictic vocabulary, but also performative dimensions of discourse, including
supra-segmental markers such as tone, pitch, emphasis and length as well as kinesics, including facial
expression, bodily attitude, proximity and gesture.

Kristy Beers Féigersten

The role of swearing in creating an online persona: The case of YouTuber PewDiePie
(Contribution to The new normal: (Im)politeness, conflict and identity in digital
communication, organized by Beers Fagersten Kristy [et al.])

Social media websites are a relatively new development within the Internet context, and despite the emergence
of communication protocol and ‘netiquette’, not all users adhere to prescriptive guidelines for online interaction,
nor do they necessarily apply established practices of face-to-face interaction. Instead, the Internet context
seems to encourage users to rebuke or challenge linguistic norms. Consequently, face-to-face interaction and
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computer-mediated communication can differ substantially with regards to that which constitutes ‘normal’ or
‘standard’ interactional practices. In this paper, I continue previous investigations of new media contexts as e-
communities of practice (Graham 2007) where impolite language use constitutes a norm.

Dynel (2012) has suggested that in the YouTube context, “cursing is commonplace” but perhaps only offensive
to those not acclimated to the culture of impoliteness that characterizes this e-community of
practice. Continuing this line of argument, I propose that impolite language in the form of repeated swearword
usage can be considered a new media norm. Furthermore, this "new normal" has been established most
prominently by Youtuber, PewDiePie. PewDiePie is the alias of Felix Kjellberg (born 1989 in Gothenburg,
Sweden) whose YouTube channel, started in 2010, is the most subscribed channel on the site, currently with
over 48 million subscribers. PewDiePie’s videos, now numbering nearly 3000, feature him playing and
commenting on video games, using English to do so. Despite an early, noticeable accent and occasional code-
switches to Swedish, PewDiePie"s language has instead drawn public attention for the frequent use of
swearwords. In this paper, I consider his swear word usage in three example videos, arguing that the use of
English allows the Swedish Kjellberg to perform his online persona of PewDiePie, which is characterized most
saliently by English-language swearword usage. The use of English in general, and the use of English
swearwords specifically are analyzed according to the theories of lingua franca English as lingua
emotiva (Phillipson 2006), the use of English swear words in Swedish media (Beers Fagersten 2014) and the
neuro-psycho-social aspects of swear word usage (Jay 1999). Finally, I use Horton and Wohl’s (1956) theory of
para-social interaction to approach YouTube as a new form of mass media that gives “the illusion of face-to-
face relationship” with a media performer, arguing that PewDiePie’s excessive use of swearwords ultimately
creates a "bond of intimacy" with his viewers.
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Andrej Beke$
Japanese '"characters'’ meet ‘habitus’ (Contribution to Japanese-born “characters” meet
European and American insights, organized by Sadanobu Toshiyuki [et al.])

Linguistics has always profited from insights from the ‘outside’. Work in literary sciences (Bahtin),
anthropology (Malinowski), social sciences (Goffman), etc., has in important ways contributed to deeper
understanding of how language is related to and how it functions in society.  In Japan there is, from about the
turn of the new millennium on, an interesting ongoing research on linguistic variation stemming from and
inspired by popular genres such as mange and anime but reaching deeper into discursive reality and its
connection with society - namely, the research on kyarakuta (character) and its not necessarily only linguistic
manifestations, and the related notion of yakuwarigo (role language). Toshiyuki Sadanobu plays the central role
in the former and Satoshi Kinsui in the latter. Several monographs by these researchers or inspired by them have
already been published, more recent ones being Sadanobu (2016) and Kinsui (ed. 2012), but their efforts have
been almost unknown outside Japan. The insights of this research should be more widely known and dialogue
with the similarly motivated research in Europe and America

Bourdieu’s research, with his stress on empirical and aversion towards apriori abstractions and rationalisations
shares a lot with preoccupations of the research on kyarakuta (character). Indeed, Bourdieu’s notions of habitus
and capital, focusing on the relationship between the individual and the social, seem to be prime candidates for
such a dialogue. The goal of my research is to explore possible relations of the notions of Aabitus and
capital and their relevance to the aforementioned research on kyarakuta (character) and by implication,
yakuwarigo (role language). I argue that Bourdieu’s notion of habitus can shed light on the research on
kyarakuta and that this research is relevant more widely in language research. With research on kyarakuta
gaining impetus and scope there is also necessity of more ambitious theoretical considerations, going beyond
description. Bourdieu"s work may provide directions in which to continue (structuring of kyarakuta, symbolic
capital, more precise understanding of social space). On the other hand, research on phenomena related to
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Japanese popular fiction and other genres may provide a rich new challenge and opportunity also for Bourdieu-
inspired social scientists, or those working in cultural anthropology or conversation analysis.
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Nancy Bell , Michael Haugh & Roslyn Rowan
Jocular deception and pretence in interaction (Contribution to Trickery, Cheating, and
Deceit in Language Play, organized by Bell Nancy [et al.])

While it is now increasingly recognised that teasing constitutes a heterogeneous category of behaviour (Keltner
et al. 2001), there has been little systematic investigation of different teasing practices in pragmatics (Haugh
forthcoming), with the primary focus being on the extent to which the teasing is taken to be serious through to
joking (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997). In this paper, we examine forms of teasing that have received little
attention to date, namely, instances where the tease producer engages in some form of jocular deception or
pretence that is subsequently revealed to be just that to the recipient.

Quick Laura someone has messed up all your organisation in the pantry and even ripped off all the label.
ARE YOU SERIOUS?

Ha-ha nah just stirring you up. Knew I’d get a reaction.

God you’re such a shit-stirrer. (Rowen 2012: 69)

While a limited number of studies have noted instances of playfully deceptive forms of teasing (Dynel
forthcoming; Haugh 2016; Hopper and Bell 1984; Rowen 2012; Sherzer 2002), the interactional mechanics of
jocular deception and pretence are not yet well understood. In this paper, drawing from interactions amongst
American and Australian speakers of English sourced from a range of different corpora (Bell 2015; Haugh 2014,
2016), we examine the pragmatics of teases that are accomplished through jocular deception and pretence,
including:

e  How are jocular forms of deception and pretence constructed in interaction?

. How do interlocutors respond to such practices?

. What linguistic resources are drawn on in order to construct and cue these practices?

e  What (serious) interpersonal and instrumental goals do they achieve?
We suggest in the course of our analysis that jocular pretence involves teases designed to occasion shared
laughter, while jocular deception involves teases designed to provoke ostensibly negative affective responses
from the target, in the latter case the negative response appears to be all too real in some instances. We also
reflect on the interactional and interpersonal effects of these different forms of teasing in different relational
settings.
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Erika Bellingham, Sang-Hee Park, Juergen Bohnemeyer, Anastasia Stepanova,
Kazuhiro Kawachi

Causality in discourse: Crosslinguistic patterns (Contribution to Linguistic Expressions and
Devices that Yield the Implicature of Cause and Effect, organized by Hanazaki Miki [et al.])

This study examines crosslinguistic patterns in the encoding of everyday causal chains in narrative discourses,
focussing on lexical underspecification and reliance on conversational implicatures for the representation of
subevents and causal relations.

Video stimuli (N=43) depicting short causal chains (e.g. a woman tearing a piece of paper; a man being startled
when a woman sneezes behind him) were created to test variables including volitionality, control and animacy
of event participants, type of resulting event, and the presence of an intermediate participant (Causee). 12-22
speakers per language (English, Japanese, Korean, Russian, Sidaama, Yucatec) viewed each stimulus video, and
were asked to describe the events depicted in response to the prompt ‘What happened?’. To date, data has been
coded and analysed from 5-12 speakers per language for a subset of the stimulus items (N=23).

52% of descriptions did not entail a causal relation between Causer action and resulting event (e.g. the pushing
and the ripping events in (1)). In another 15% of cases, responsibility for the outcome was explicitly attributed
to the Causer (e.g. as the subject of caused in (2)), but the description of the Causer’s action (pushed the girl in
(2)) was still only implicitly causally linked to it.

(1) The first girl [CAUSER] pushed the second girl [CAUSEE], and the second girl ripped her paper
[AFFECTEE].
(2) She [CAUSER] pushed the girl [CAUSEE], and caused the girl to rip the paper [AFFECTEE].

We identified three distinct operations hearers can rely on to recover the causal chain from the descriptions
(which correspond to three related types of underspecification in the descriptions). Underspecified subevent
recovery is required when only a semantically underspecified representation of one of the causal chain
subevents is encoded (e.g. the causing event of a causative transitive verb, a morphological causative or a
periphrastic causative). Causal link recovery is required when two causally related events are encoded without
an entailed causal relation. Subevent unification is required when the same event is encoded more than once in
the description (often one of these is semantically underspecified), and the hearer must infer that these refer to
the same subevent in order to recover the causal chain. All three operations were found in every language,
although with considerable distributional variation between languages (Table 1).

Language English |Japanese |Korean |Russian |Sidaama |Yucatec |Total
Underspecified 20.99

subevent 28.46% |35.48% o ’ 43.61% 60.16% |60.78% 38.43%
recovery °

Causal link |37 8604 50.00% |77.77% (52.63% 80.49% (52.94% |56.63%
recovery

Subevent 19.92% |37.90% (9.26% |18.05% 21.95% |24.51% |19.66%
unification

No operations

: 34.96% |13.71% |9.88% |21.80% |1.63% [0.00% |16.85%
required

Table 1. Percentage of descriptions which require at least one application of the specified operation, by
language. Multiple operations may be required per description.

Both causal link recovery and subevent unification involve a gap in the encoding of the causal chain, in which
the representation of causality is implicit. The gap was most frequently located following the first event in the
causal chain even in chains involving representations of more than two subevents. Chains involving two human
participants were most strongly correlated (compared to the other causal chain variables) with a gap occurring
after the first event in the causal chain (j=0.36, p<0.001).

A model of production strategies utilizing these pragmatic operations will be proposed: speakers leave out
information (semantically specific subevent information, explicit encoding of the causal relation) when the
hearer can readily recover such information. Our research is informed by the working hypothesis that these
patterns may ultimately be reducible to one or more underlying heuristic algorithms speakers apply when
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narrating causal chains. Such algorithms would make significant contributions to theories of discourse
representation and coherence and the development of human-machine-interaction systems.

Diana ben-Aaron

Provided or provisional endings? Narrative closure in news (Contribution to Beyond the
myth of journalistic storytelling. Why a narrative approach to journalism falls short,
organized by Zampa Marta [et al.])

In dematerializing economies where ever more jobs are constructed in terms of attracting and keeping consumer
attention, it is not surprising that journalists should be valorized for their ability to “tell stories.” However, the
production of stories that can be formulated in an Aristotelian beginning-middle-end scheme sits uneasily with
other models treating the desired role of news media as moderators in a dialogic news sphere, for example
“public journalism” as described by Rosen (1999). This paper investigates the notion of closure in news stories
as compared to other narratives, with particular attention to models informed by the organization of digital texts.
This paper will suggest that news can be viewed as a hypertextual narrative in which “fuzzy coherence” (Tyrkko
2007) is sufficient for producing satisfactory meanings. This model requires treating individual “stories” as part
of a complex intertextual network through which readers form idiosyncratic paths without necessarily reaching
closure or consensus, as with literary hypertexts whose aesthetics are based on irresoluble aspects of cognitive
experience (Aarseth 1997); in particular, providing local rather than global endings. The narrative view of news
has already been counterposed to “chronicle” functions in which the news provides colonistic or encyclopedic
information such as crime news in brief, events listings or meeting minutes that may be reassembled into
narrative by news producers or by readers (Bird and Dardenne 1988). Chronicle and story are not sharply
divided; traditional hard-news stories vary in the degree to which order, completeness, and evaluation are
present, sometimes to the discomfort of readers and analysts.

As Bird and Dardenne have pointed out, the telling of one story from the evidence tends to foreclose others;
media systems are still asymmetric and whose story is told is critical. Ethnographically informed studies of news
such as Cotter (2010), have described the practices by which journalists strive for their conception of balance
and the constitution of their position as neutral or at least neutralistic authority. Different spatiotemporalized and
specialist news cultures vary in the degree to journalists are expected to draw conclusions for the reader, as
opposed to acting neutralistically or representing difference. In some cases such as economic reporting and
sports reporting there are often practices of seeking consensus with other news sources on the reasons for
outcomes. Such examples will be examined along with narratives whose early framing was contested and
ultimately overturned on new evidence, including the Hillsborough disaster and the Central Park jogger case, as
well as the ongoing Brexit referendum coverage, which has so far been in large measure a narrative of
indeterminacy on multiple levels. The extent to which genres can apprentice and scaffold news consumers as
opposed to catering for their anticipated preferences will also be considered in arguing for a less “storified”
treatment of news discourse both within the profession and in studies of it.
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Bethan Benwell & Catrin Rhys
The role of affiliation in responses to complaints to the NHS (Contribution to Complaints in
Institutional Settings: Accountability, Affect and Identity, organized by Rhys Catrin S. [et al.])

In this paper we use Conversation Analysis to examine telephone complaints to the NHS which focus on a
variety of issues raised by patients or their families. The Patient Relations department is the first point of contact
for patients wishing to register a formal complaint and one of its key functions is to manage and resolve discord
between patient and health service. Previous analyses of the activity of complaining have demonstrated how
complaining occurs in extended sequences that emerge in a collaborative stepwise fashion in which



121

complainants may engage in elaborate interactional work oriented to securing recipient affiliation (Drew and
Curl 2008). These sequences also display variations in participation frameworks that are closely tied to the
restrictions of the recipient’s institutional role and influence the trajectory of the sequence as well as the action
orientation and stance of the complaint recipient (Heinemann and Traverso 2008). While callers to the NHS
complaints helpline are overarchingly oriented to “telling their story”, the call handlers are oriented to the
institutional requirement to gather information and identify an appropriate outcome. Intricately enmeshed within
these orientations is the participants’ negotiation of the normative preference for alignment and affiliation
(Stivers et al. 2011). Our analysis has focused specifically on the sequential and epistemic environments and
forms of talk through which callers pursue affiliation and call handlers display or withhold affiliation. One of
our key observations is that the receipt of complaints is not simply a matter of gathering information. The act of
complaining in this particular institutional setting is socially and emotionally consequential for callers. Our data
shows that a range of often quite subtle interactional resources are employed by complaints handlers to negotiate
the interaction between epistemic stance and affiliation but in cases where affiliation is sought but withheld,
complaints are often heightened and the grievance escalates.
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Evelyne Berger & Simona Pekarek Doehler

A longitudinal study of L2 interactional competence: Practices for self-initiating other-
repair in French talk-in-interaction (Contribution to Interactional competence: CA
perspectives on second language development, organized by Pekarek Doehler Simona [et

al.])

This paper investigates the development of second language (L2) interactional competence as it is observable in
how an adult speaker of L2 French changes her repair practices over time while sojourning as an au-pair in a
French-speaking host-family. Repair has been shown to be a pervasive feature of everyday interactions. It is a
central vector for the maintenance of intersubjectivity (Schegloff, Jefferson & Sacks 1977) while sometimes
putting at risk the progressivity of talk (Schegloff 2007, Heritage 2007). And it is a potential site of L2 learning
(Brouwer 2003). Repair practices have been studied in terms of their local accomplishment, mainly in classroom
contexts (e.g. Seedhouse 2004; Fasel Lauzon & Pekarek Doehler, 2011). Yet, how practices for accomplishing
repair change over time as part of speakers’ developing L2 interactional competence, has so far remained
unexplored (but see Hellermann 2009, 2011). This paper presents a longitudinal case-study of an au-pair girl’s
practices for self-initiating other-repair during word-searches. Based on a corpus of 20 dinner table
conversations (a total of 7h) between the au-pair (Julie, whose L1 is German) and her host family, the study
documents how Julie’s ‘methods’ for self-initiating other-repair change over time. Julie had followed 12 years
of French instruction before her sojourn, yet her practices of self-initiating repair undergo a remarkable
development within the nine months of her stay: Results show a shift from the use of ‘heavy’ resources that
temporarily suspend the ongoing course of action (such as explicit calls for help), towards the use of more subtle
resources (e.g. paraphrase) that maximize the progressivity of talk while still allowing the speaker to overcome
lexical problems with the help of others. It is argued that these changes indicate the speaker’s developing L2
interactional competence.

Lawrence Berlin

The positionality of post-truth politics: Claims and evidence in the 2016 US Presidential
Campaigns (Contribution to Position and Stance in Politics: The Individual, the Party, and
the Party Line, organized by Berlin Lawrence [et al.])

The phrase “post-truth politics”, widely attributed to a blogger in 2010 (Roberts), derived from the concepts of
“post-truth era” (Keyes, 2004), “post-truth political environment” and “post-truth presidency” (Alterman,
2004)—the latter referring to the American presidential administration of George W. Bush whereby misleading
statements were made to justify the invasion of Iraq in the post-9/11 era. Essentially, post-truth politics refers to
a shift in the discourse within the political domain where assertions appeal to emotion (cf. Berlin, 2012) rather
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than logic. Moreover, when assertions are suggested to be untruths, counterclaims (i.e., those asking for support
for the claim, pointing out a lack of evidence, or even outright denying the veracity of the original claim) are
largely ignored and/or simply dismissed. As an ongoing theme in pragmatics, the manipulation of language
(e.g., by politicians) occurs as intentional attempts to sway the opinions of hearers. In an article from The
Economist (September 10-16, 2016), for instance, a claim made by Donald Trump, the Republican candidate for
the US Presidency in 2016, is given as an example of post-truth political discourse. Trump uses an emotionally-
charged syllogism when he proffers the conclusion that US President Barack Obama is the “founder of Islamic
State”, and that Hillary Clinton, his Democratic opponent and former US Secretary of State during Obama’s
first term, is the “co-founder” (of ISIS) by association. The fallacy in his logic can be reduced to the deductive
argument that Obama ordered the withdrawal of US troops from Iraq which, ostensibly, led to the vacuum that
allowed ISIS to emerge. Using Positioning Theory (Harré & van Langenhove, 1991, 1999), statements made
by the two candidates who represent the two major American political parties in the run-up to the 2016
Presidential Election are examined as potential exemplars of pragmatic acts in an ostensive post-truth era.
Comparisons will be made between the candidates regarding their use of first-, second-, and third-order
positioning in political speeches (Berlin, 2012) versus debates (Berlin, 2015). Additionally, their claims will be
explored for uses of evidential markers (Berlin & Prieto-Mendoza, 2014; Chafe, 1986) and logical argument
forms.
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Martina Berrocal

Corpus-based study of turn-initiators in Czech (Contribution to Creating worlds from the
inside: Turn-initial positions as Creators of Discourses and Worlds, organized by Kosta
Peter [et al.])

This study aims to scrutinize the use of turn-initiators in spoken Czech. Turn-initiators have many forms and
several conversational and pragmatic functions. They can signal an alignment or disalignment with the previous
turn by providing the preferred reaction or, on the contrary, by resisting to the present presupposition or by
posing some sort of reticence. Moreover, as far as the conversational structure is concerned, turn-initiators occur
in a variety of sequence positions (initial, middle, closing) (Heritage 2013). This rather complex situation is only
hard to grasp with a purely qualitative pragmatic research. For this reason, this study opts for a corpus-based
approach which enables us to assess the frequency (as a factor of observation) and the regularity of occurrences
(as a factor of predictability) in Oral 2013 which is a lemmatized and tagged corpus of spoken Czech containing
2,8 Million tokens. After developing a general picture of some selected turn-initiators, a special focus will be
dedicated to the many functions of the turn-initiator “no”.
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Anne Bezuidenhout

The direct challenge test of “At-Issue” content (Contribution to Foreground and
Background: The Conversational Tailoring of Content and Context, organized by Chun
Elaine [et al.])

Previous studies suggest that New Zealand English speakers tend to strongly mitigate or even avoid the direct
expression of disagreement (e.g. Holmes, 1995; Holmes & Marra, 2004; Marra, 2012). In other words, they
display a strong preference for agreement, implicitness and softening strategies such as tag questions, hedges,
gambits and hesitations. Adopting a multimodal perspective, Stadler (2006, p. ii) notes that “New Zealanders’
non-verbal behaviour in disagreements differs little from their behaviour in neutral speech”, which consists, for
example, of looking at the recipient less directly than in other cultures (e.g. in Germany). However, Stadler’s
analysis is purely quantitative and no attention is paid to the situated coordination of verbal and non-verbal
resources.

Drawing on a descriptive and language oriented approach to argumentation (Doury, 1997, 2012; Jacquin, 2014;
Jacquin & Micheli, 2012; Plantin, 1996, 2012), this paper explores the multimodal dimension of argumentation
in talk-in-interaction by looking at the various resources that are used by the speaker to “disagree without being
disagreeable” (Marra, 2012). Data are taken from a video-recorded corpus of management meetings held in
2005 in New Zealand and recorded by the Language in the Workplace Project (e.g. Holmes, Marra, & Vine,
2011).

Linguistic, sequential, and multimodal analysis of various extracts shows the crucial importance — for the
expression and accountability of the disagreement — of polyphonic negations combined with shifts in gaze
direction and/or pointing gestures. While verbal negative formulations allow the speakers to uncover (and
contest) contextually relevant points of view without having to attribute them to other participants in an explicit
way (e.g. Ducrot, 1984; Nolke, 1992), shifts in gaze direction and/or pointing gestures are used to refer to
participants who actually or potentially endorse such contested points of view. These complex multimodal
resources appear as a politeness strategy to indirectly refer to the origin of the disagreement and therefore to
counterbalance the New Zealand preference for mitigation.

This combination of resources taken from different semiotic repertoires in salient, sequential points of turn-at-
talk — i.e. what Stukenbrock (2015) calls “Multimodaler Verdichtungsraume” [Multimodal Compaction Zones]
— suggest the relevance of potential “Multimodal Gestalts” (Mondada, 2014) whose identification and
description consist of interesting theoretical and analytical challenges for Politeness Theory and for Pragmatics
in general.
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Rukmini Bhaya Nair

Famous politicians, infamous progeny: being ordinary onscreen when you are a dynastic
heir apparent in the Indian context (Contribution to Constructing Ordinariness across
Media Genres, organized by Weizman Elda [et al.])

Constructing ordinariness onscreen can routinely signal ‘trouble’ (Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks 1977;
Schegloff 1987) wherever public figures are involved since the presupposition is that they are up there precisely
because they are not ordinary. This quasi-paradox is especially marked in the case of political leaders who have
inherited their leadership roles by virtue of being dynastic scions. Indeed, one of the commonest features
attributed to the structure of political parties in India, which is by far the world’s largest democracy, is that
powerful positions within a party are inherited rather than earned. Since this is hardly the most democratic of
procedures, the progeny of political leaders in India also inherit a major conversational burden whenever they
face the media. They have constantly to ‘prove’ in speeches, interviews and other public forums that they are
ordinary folk who understand the aspirations of ordinary people and the difficulties they face, even though they
are themselves often extremely well off and highly privileged. Based on a microanalysis of the videotaped
speeches and interviews of two of the most prominent political inheritors in India, who appear to be indelibly
cast in the public consciousness as the undeserving progeny of justly famous forefathers, this paper tracks their
efforts at conversational mitigation (Fraser, 1980) in episodes where references to their birth and status are
anticipated, implied or directly mentioned. These relatively youthful politicians are Rahul Gandhi (b. 1970),
Vice-President of the historic Indian National Congress, despite being much less experienced than others in that
party; and Varun Gandhi (b. 1980), Rahul’s estranged first cousin, member of Parliament and General Secretary,
no less, of the Congress’s major opposition party, the right-wing Bharatiya Janta Party (BJP) which is currently
the ruling party in India having won a thumping electoral victory in 2014. In Rahul Gandhi’s case, his great-
grandfather (Jawaharlal Nehru), grandmother (Indira Gandhi) and father (Rajiv Gandhi) were all Prime
Ministers of India; and it was the same with Varun Gandhi although his father, while being groomed for a major
political role, was not Prime Minister since he died early in a plane crash. So, how do this politically prominent
pair of first cousins, belonging to rival political parties, adjust their speech styles to mitigate the very public
facts about their personal identity in an age of intense media scrutiny? How different are the conversational
stances they adopt and why? Using a ‘mixed methods’ approach that combines conversational analytic
techniques with Goffman’s notion of face-work extended in this instance also to non-verbal cues, within the
broad parameters of a Gricean theory that allows for a contextual examination of presuppositions, implicatures,
metaphors and perlocutionary effects as well as speech acts such as apologies, this paper identifies foci of
‘trouble’ in certain conversational sequences produced by Rahul and Varun Gandhi that seem to necessitate
repeated onscreen displays of ordinariness in the Indian political context.

Sarah Bigi & Mariagrazia Rossi

Collaborative deliberation and metaphors as processes for effective healthcare provision in
multicultural medical settings (Contribution to Increasing mobility in health care and
challenges to multilingual health care communication, organized by Hohenstein Christiane
[etal.])

Changing geo-political scenarios, especially in Europe, Northern Africa and the Middle East, are displacing
populations and reshaping societies. In this context, the provision of health care becomes even more challenging
as the cultural and linguistic gaps add complexity to the institutional asymmetry of roles and knowledge, typical
of medical interactions. In the effort to propose evidence-based indications regarding communication strategies
for the effective provision of health care, researchers can be overwhelmed by the complexity of the context they
are observing and by the need for appropriate models and methodological tools. The paper aims to reflect on a
model of communication that could be particularly appropriate to tackle the challenges implied in the new
scenarios offered by multicultural and multilingual medical settings. We propose that such model could be the
‘socio-cognitive approach’ (SCA) outlined by Kecskes (2008, 2010) and Kecskes and Zhang (2009). The model
describes the process of meaning construction and comprehension as it develops around three different types of
knowledge: ‘collective prior knowledge’, ‘individual prior knowledge’, and ‘actual situationally created
knowledge’. It also highlights the dynamics between intention and attention in the process of meaning
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production and the role of salience and relevance for the interpretation of meaning (Kecskes, 2014). In this
respect, the SCA focuses on discourse segments, instead of utterances, as the level of analysis for intercultural
interactions, and pays attention to the verbal and nonverbal means through which interlocutors create sense out
of apparently meaningless units. The focus on the dynamics between salience and relevance is useful to explain
cases of misunderstanding that can be traced back to the different ‘collective prior knowledge’ each interlocutor
proceeds from, often generated by insufficient competence regarding the meaning of single words or phrases in
the L2. On the backdrop of such a model, we consider in particular the role of collaborative deliberation (Elwyn
& Miron-Shatz, 2010; Street, Elwyn & Epstein, 2012; Bigi, 2014a) and metaphors (Rossi, Macagno & Bigi,
2016) as pivotal strategies for the construction of common ground (Bigi, 2016a). Both dimensions are
exemplified through the analysis of excerpts taken from a corpus of video-recordings of consultations in an
Italian diabetes setting (Bigi 2014b). The discussion of collaborative deliberation and metaphors aims to clarify
the mechanisms by which these two processes can contribute to bridge the cultural gap in multicultural and
multilingual medical contexts (Bigi 2016b). We propose that a deeper understanding of the pragmatic and
cognitive mechanisms that rule both intracultural and intercultural communication can be the starting point for
designing new theoretical and methodological agendas to address the complexity of multilingual health care
communication.
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Liora Bigon & Yossi Katz

De-colonising place-name historiographies: (Urban) Africa via Europe and
Israel/Palestine (Contribution to The Pragmatics of Place: Colonial and Postcolonial
Perspective, organized by Levisen Carsten [et al.])

Embracing a synoptic perspective, we shall analyse research tendencies in place-name studies (toponymy)
regarding sub-Saharan Africa, in light of their wider interference with other area-studies research traditions in
toponymy, that is, of Europe and Israel/Palestine. While the last two decades are characterised in a 'critical turn'
in place-name scholarship and self-conscious engagement with critical theories of space and place, only meagre
number of references touches sub-Saharan Africa (and Latin America and Asia). In addition, the recent research
is over-concerned with the understanding that place naming reflects the power of modern political regimes,
nationalism and ideology. The preoccupation with political power's control over both landscape and history is
especially true for publications in English, which tend to be centred on the West and Eastern Europe, with only
few geographic exceptions. The Euro-centrism is even enhanced considering the manifested uni-directionality of
some of the research, such as that on street-renaming policies in European cities following revolutionary
changes of political regimes, often disconnected from bottom-up responses on the part of the urban residents. It



126

is also enhanced because of the classical methodological problem within the field of human geography, of the
reliance on maps and gazetteers to study place names, on the expense of participant observation, interviews, and
ethnographic methods. Similarly, in the case of the highly ideological and contested environment of
Israel/Palestine, the Jewish-Arab conflict has engendered not only a divided and split space along status, ethnic
and national lines -- but also split place-name historiographies with a remarkable contextual arrogance. By
referring to some recent pioneering collective projects in place-name studies regarding the global South and by
showing their potential enriching quality in terms of methodology and content, we strive to contribute for a de-
Eurocentrisation of toponymic scholarship. This is through pointing on some inspiring and inclusive research
directions, highlighting urban histories and colonial legacies.

Jack Bilmes
Regrading as a conversational practice (Contribution to Upgrading/Downgrading in
Interaction, organized by Prior Matthew [et al.])

The purpose of this paper is to initiate the topicalization of upgrading and downgrading (regrading) in
conversational interaction; that is, to offer some fundamental considerations for viewing regrading as an object
of study rather than as a taken-for-granted conversational practice. I begin by noting that regrading is a
manifestation of scaling. Regrading, from the CA (as opposed to linguistic or linguistic pragmatic) perspective,
involves the relocation on a scale of some object or expression—it involves a positioning followed by a
repositioning, and so is inherently sequential. The regrading makes a scale salient even as the positing of a scale
is what makes it possible to perceive regrading. I first consider a couple of basic issues involving types of
regrading and the nature of regrading as an analytic notion. Then, through the examination of a transcribed
segment of talk, I comment on the prevalence of regrading as a conversational practice, and on scales as
constituting, to a large extent, the underlying structure of talk. I try to show that looking at conversational
exchange with a special sensitivity to regrading produces a particular and analytically interesting description. I
want to claim that (1) Interaction consists, to some considerable extent, of movements on various scales. (2)
Understanding of those scales guides interpretation, especially implicature and implication. And (3)
understanding word choices as scaling choices is a key to the analysis of how utterances function. Regrading is
one way in which scales are made evident in talk and are made to do interactional work.

Polly Bjork-Willén & Asta Cekaite
Multimodality and affectivity in adults’ storytelling for children (Contribution to

Storytelling in adult-child and children’s peer interactions, organized by Burdelski Matthew
[et al.])

The present paper examines storytelling activities routinely enacted in adult-child interactions in Swedish
preschool settings. The study is based on a video-ethnography (20 hours of recordings) conducted in two
Swedish preschool groups for 1-4 year olds. The story-telling activities were analysed by using multimodal
interaction analysis (Goodwin, 2000). Whereas children’s narrative skills and linguistic capacities have received
considerable attention in pragmatics (Hickman, 2006), children’s (interactional) participation in storytelling as
an audience has thus far not received much attention. A growing number of studies have examined how adults,
during storytelling, ask questions and initiate children’s verbal responses (Heath, 1983; Markova, 2015). In the
present study, we direct attention to the multimodal and affective features of storytelling for children. We
investigate in detail how the participants, adults and children, draw upon a range of modalities, such as voice,
intonation, facial expressions, gaze and gestures in the affective indexing of the story (soliciting attentive
listening, inviting affective alignment, enacting story events and modelling audience’s affective responses). By
directing our focus towards multimodal features of children contributions (e.g. audience responses) to the story
told, we highlight the ways storytelling is permeated with and involve a close coordination of children’s and
adults’ affective stances.

Oscar Bladas Marti
Teaching formulaic language: The case of discourse markers (Contribution to Teaching
Formulaic Language to L2 Learners, organized by Bladas Marti Oscar [et al.])
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To date research in Second Language Acquisition suggests that L2 learners tend to use discourse markers (DM)
differently from native speakers. In general, L2 learners seem to use fewer DMs, and less frequently, than native
speakers, and to use these particles for a limited set of pragmatic functions only (Miiller 2004, 2005; Fung and
Carter 2007). As a result, non-native spoken discourse may seem disfluent in the eyes of native speakers
(Romero Trillo 2002, Aijmer 2004, Hellerman and Vergun 2007). However, research in the field tends to focus
on DMs as isolated elements, that is, without taking into consideration that DMs are prototypical examples of
formulaic language. Typically, DMs are formally fixed; they can be highly idiomatic, and they are associated
with a variety of pragmatic functions. Yet these particles are rarely analysed as a type of formulaic language,
particularly in relation to non-native spoken discourse. This paper aims to shed light on this issue by analysing
how DMs, as prototypical formulaic elements, are used in non-native spoken discourse. To do so, L3 English
discourse produced by bilingual Catalan/Spanish speakers is examined. A total number of 36 spoken tasks from
Corpus Audiovisual Plurilingiie (Payraté and Fit6 2008) are analysed quantitatively and qualitatively. Findings
indicate that participants produce coherent L3 discourse but a) they do not master completely the usage of DMs,
and b) they generally make limited use of formulaic elements. Consequently, participants’ L3 spoken discourse
is coherent, but non-typical. It is argued that participants’ underuse of DMs is a consequence of a limited use of
formulaic elements in general. In terms of language learning and teaching, these results suggest that a greater
focus is needed on the teaching of typical formulaic elements, including DMs, among bilingual Catalan/Spanish
learners of English, particularly in the area of spoken discourse.
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Cornelia Bock

Reaching out to everyone — language use and regulation in multicultural and multilingual
churches in Germany (Contribution to Language regulation in professional contexts,
organized by Nissi Riikka [et al.])

Church services have mainly been monolingual in Germany. With the decline of members over the last decades,
many churches have tried to change the style of worshipping to be more attractive, incorporating different styles
of speech into the traditional ritual (e.g. services for bikers, for young people). Yet, the services remain
monolingual. There are, of course, many religious communities with a non-German background that use their
heritage language in services. But joint services of communities with different linguistic and cultural
backgrounds are still an exception.

Many elements in services can be understood without knowing the language in use because they are part of the
shared religious knowledge and are performed similarly in all languages (e.g. the Lord’s Prayer). But in order to
follow the sermon — the ‘horizontal communication’ between the pastor and the congregation — and to fully
understand the message for one’s own life, it is crucial to know the language in which it is presented (Paul
2009). The pastor has to decide when to use which language to convey certain meanings, values and opinions to
everyone.

Focusing on language use in two African churches in Germany, my research aims to analyse how pastors deal
with their multilingual congregations and especially how this influences the design of their sermons. While still
in the process of data collection (audio and video recordings of sermons, interviews, participant observation),
some preliminary findings show similarities as well as differences in language regulation: Both communities use
two languages in the services. Although the pastors decide on all issues concerning the worship, including
language use, it is not a pure top-down regulation. They have to be in close contact with the church members
and consider their linguistic competences as well as preferences.
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In one church, the second generation’s growing lack of competence in the heritage language Akan and — as a
consequence — the declining interest in the services was the reason to add English; but not yet German. The
other church offers a joint service with the resident German community, where two pastors preach together in
dialogue form in English and German. Each is supposed to use only one language and to give a gist translation
of what the other one said before. In the course of the sermon, however, this structure is not always followed.
Phenomena such as code-switching and forms of language negotiation can be noticed and will be analysed in
detail.
The language regulation is closely intertwined with the aim of the institution ‘church’: to transmit the message
of the sermon to everyone in the congregation in order to strengthen the belief in God as well as to attract new
members and to keep the old ones. The use of two or more languages does serve this goal in that more people
have access to the service in general and the sermon in particular.
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Grit Bohme

“He just sounded like he wanted to go home” — Speech styles of radio presenters described
by German and Danish listeners (Contribution to Intercultural Pragmatics and Cultural
Linguistics, organized by Schroder Ulrike [et al.])

According to insights from cognitive science, frequently encountered patterns of associations among features we
perceive, are represented by stronger connections between neurons, which have a greater influence on our
cognitive processes. A common culture tends to lead us to experience certain regular occurrences, and may
thereby result in schemata we share with people who were socialized in a similar fashion. Linguistic styles are
being perceived and categorized in this manner as well. The meaning of such styles is learned through subjects
interacting with each other and in so doing synchronizing their stylistic resources. One way of approaching these
meanings empirically, is through metapragmatic labels people use to describe their impression of a certain style.
These labels, however, are also learned through socialization processes.

If one is to research the meaning of styles, this can lead to methodical issues. The same stylistic features can be
of varying degrees of salience for language users, depending on their previous experiences. They may be
categorized in different ways, different meanings could be attributed to them and they may be described with
differing labels

utinsoftLocal.ByteClass and even the same label does not necessarily have the same meaning for everyone. This
makes it hard to compare subjects with diverse social and/or cultural backgrounds, and even harder to do so in
the form of quantitative surveys. The same goes for qualitative approaches if there cannot be found a structured
way of comparing.

An attempt to address the issue will be presented here. The aim of this project is to find out how radio listeners
differentiate among presentation styles of different radio stations and formats. Today’s radio formats are highly
influenced by US-American and British traditions, while simultaneously great efforts are made to cater to the
needs of local audiences. In a first study, a sample of 32 German radio listeners had been interviewed, using the
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Repertory Grid technique: Participants listened to three presentation takes at a time, which were randomly
selected from a number of different radio stations. After listening, they were asked to decide which two of these
takes they perceived as being more similar, which one was different, and then to describe these similarities and
differences in their own words. This way, it is possible to collect metapragmatic descriptions from a specific
target group, building a network of perceived differences and similarities that is being grounded by the stimuli
they refer to. This method can give insight into how stimuli are spontaneously categorized and which features
might be especially salient. In an additional pilot study, 6 Danish radio listeners of the same age and educational
background as the German sample were interviewed in the same manner, using the same German radio
presentation takes. Comparing both samples, remarkable similarities were found in the descriptions the
participants used, even though the Danish subjects spoke little or no German. This indicates that voice and
prosody may be an important cue to differentiate among presentation styles, which had so far been somewhat
underappreciated in “disembodied” linguistic research.
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Alexa Bolaios-Carpio

“Could you be so kind and help this man?”: Entitlement and contingency in requests for
help to the 9-1-1 (Contribution to Orientations to Low Entitlements and/or High
Contingencies During Request Sequences, organized by Kent Alexandra [et al.])

This study examines the practices that callers use when requesting help to the 9-1-1. The data for this study
come from audio-recorded telephone calls to the 9-1-1 Costa Rica. The corpus consists of a random selection of
7300 audio files recorded during the 2013; however, not all of them are emergency calls (e.g. some are just the
institutional automatic recording). Preliminary findings show that callers use various practices when requesting
help: (a) practices orienting to contingencies of the outcome via the phrase “para ver si” (“to see if”), (b)
practices orienting to less entitlement in the request via the “favor” construction, and (c) practices orienting to
low contingencies via presenting the incident as self-evident. For example, one practice that callers use when
requesting help orients to the contingencies of the outcome via the phrase “para ver si” (“to see if”’; excerpt 1
below). The caller explicitly requests an ambulance (line 5). The linguistic composition of the request using the
verb “ver” (“to see”) and the conditional “si” (“if””) build upon a request that shows low entitlement and high
contingency (Curl & Drew, 2008).

Excerpt 1. (ECR-87 Vaginal infection)

001 CT: Emergencias nueve uno unog
Emergencies nine one one
Nine one one emergencyy,

002 (0.7)
003 C: Bue:nasg

Good
Good dayg,
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004 (.)

005 C: Es para ver si nos mandan una
Is for see.INF if to-us send.2PL an
I’m calling to see if you send us an

006 ambulancia aqui a Dulce Nombre
ambulance here to NEIGHBORHOOD
ambulance here in Dulce Nombre

007 of San Isidro de Alajue:lag
of DISTRICT of COUNTY/PROVINCE
of San Isidro of Alajuela;

008 (3.7) ((typing sounds))

009 CT: Y la direccidn exacta?

And the address/direction exact
And the exact location?

Other practice that callers use when requesting help orients to less entitlement in the request via the “favor”
construction. In excerpt 2 below, the caller requests the help (lines 3-5). The composition of the request is made
as “a favor” showing low entitlement (“el favor”; line 4) and acknowledgement of high contingencies (“if”;
“could do”; lines 3-4). In the data, this lexical choice was found only in cases where the callers called a second
time to request the help (that was not delivered in the first call). In such cases, the callers seem to be
acknowledging the contingencies for not getting the assistance in the first call, and displaying low entitlement in
the request by soliciting the assistance in the second call as “a favor”.

Excerpt 2. (ECR-02 Papaya color house)
001 CT: Emergencias nueve uno unog

Emergencies nine one one
Nine one one emergencyy

002 (0.5)
003 C: Si buenas muchacho.=Para ver si
Yes good young-man For see.INF if

Yes good-day sir.=1"m calling to see if

004 usted me puede hacer el favor de
you to-me can.2S do.INF the favor of
you can do me the favor of

005 mandarme una ambula:ncia?
send.INF-me an ambulance
sending an ambulance?

006 (0.7)
007 CT: >Cudl es su nombre?<

What is your name
>What is your name?<
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Other practice that callers use when requesting help orients to low contingencies of the outcome via presenting
the incident as self-evident (excerpt 3 below). The caller presents the problem (lines 6-11). The request of help
is build up in the form of a description, since the caller provides information about the context: the type of
incident (lines 5-6), the victim (lines 6-7), and the condition of the victim (line 7). The composition of the
request for help shows high entitlement and low contingency, as it presents the problem as self-evident.

Excerpt 3. (ECR-96 El Jobo beach)

001 CT: Emergencias nueve uno unog
Emergencies nine one one
Nine one one emergencyy,

002 (0.5)
003 C: Gracias mire, =estoy llegando al
Thank-you look.2S am arriving to-the

Thank you look,=1"m on the way to

004 Jobo en La Cruz de Guanacaste,
TOWN in COUNTY/DISTRICT of PROVINCE
El Jobo in La Cruz of Guanacaste,

005 (0.3)
006 C: Y me acabo de encontrar, (0.7) un
And I Jjust-end.lS of find.INF an

And I have just come upon, (0.7) an

007 accidente con un, (0.7) cuadraciclo,
accident with a ATV
accident with an, (0.7) ATV,

008 (0.5)
009 C: Hay un hombre herido,
There-is a man wounded

There is a wounded man,
010 (0.7)
011 C: Sangra mucho por la cabeza,

Bleed.3S much by the head
bleeding a lot from his head,

012 (0.7)
013 CT: Entonces [qué distrito seria eso?
So what district would-be it/that

So what district would this be?

This paper sheds light on the interactional functions of the composition of the request for help in calls to the 9-1-
1, and a potential to improve provision of 9-1-1 services by having a better understanding of the practices that
callers use when requesting help. Examining other languages rather than English will also help us understand
culture-specific practices within broaden activities that occur in social interactions (e.g., understanding different
ways to formulate place, or variations in the opening sequences of emergency calls such as greetings).
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Galina Bolden , Beth Angell & Alexa Hepburn

Requesting medication changes in psychiatry (Contribution to Orientations to Low
Entitlements and/or High Contingencies During Request Sequences, organized by Kent
Alexandra [et al.])

In psychiatry, as in other medical fields, practitioners are encouraged to adopt a patient centered approach that
emphasizes the sharing of decisions with their clients. In this paper, we shed light on this process by analyzing
how clients with severe mental illnesses (schizophrenia, bipolar disorders, etc.) advocate for their treatment
preferences. Our focus is on how clients request changes in their medication regimen, e.g. request to eliminate
or lower dosages of psychotropic medications or to prescribe a new medication. The paper uses Conversation
Analysis to examine audio-recorded consultations between a psychiatrist and her clients in a long-term intensive
community treatment program. We show that clients launch medication change requests opportunistically at
activity transitions and may do so in several distinct ways. First, clients may directly request a change.
Participants orient to such requests as requiring an account that grounds the request in the client’s negative
experiences with the medication; and if none is offered, the psychiatrist will solicit one:

CLT: I wanna be taken off Seroquel.

PSY: >Why’s that.< )

CLI: Because I don’t like the side effect that makes me eat like horse

While here the client’s request is designed as a demand, a majority of requests for medication changes are
mitigated (e.g., “T was wonderin’ if you could take it awa:y”) to convey a stance of low entitlement, high
contingency, and low deontic authority (Curl & Drew, 2008; Stevanovic & Perdkyld, 2012). Second, medication
changes may be requested indirectly by reporting a problem: e.g., by reporting a possible side effect (“I'm
having a tremendous tremor”) or by reporting an issue with a medication (“Geodon is the problem now”).
Problem reports preserve the boundaries of medical authority and expertise, inviting the psychiatrist to offer a
solution to the client’s problem. We show that the psychiatrist treats all such reports as (virtual) requests for a
medication change.

Overall, the paper advances our understanding of patient advocacy in psychiatry and across medical contexts
(Angell & Bolden, 2015, 2016; Kushida & Yamakawa, 2015; McCabe, et al., 2013; Quirk, et al., 2012), as well
as, more generally, of requesting as a social action.

Catherine Bolly & Guillaume Duboisdindien

“And... and... you see, sweetheart?”: Verbal and gestural pragmatic markers to remain
involved in the conversation at very old age (Contribution to Functions of pragmatic
markers: why should we care?, organized by Crible Ludivine [et al.])

It is now recognized that Pragmatic Markers (henceforth, PMs) can contribute to the cohesion and coherence of
speech by revealing expressivity and stance and regulating intersubjective processes (Fitzmaurice, 2004).
Through their indexical and metalinguistic dimension, they help the speakers co-build a contextualized
representation of the ongoing discourse (Aijmer & Simon-Vanderbergen, 2011: 224). By contrast, we still know
very little about how PMs can also be instantiated by gestural and prosodic features (Fernandez, 1994). Early
psychosocial and therapeutic support for old people in situation of cognitive frailty (Rockwood, 1994) requires
the ability to decipher their pragmatic, emotional and conversational abilities to ensure individual care. Studies
in applied linguistics have shown that frail older people develop compensatory strategies to maintain their
involvement in the exchange (Davis, Maclagan & Cook, 2013; Taconnat & Lemaire, 2014) as well as their
psychological identity, by using verbal and gestural PMs (either together or separately) that could inform about
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their cognitive resources. With respect to Halliday’s (1970) threefold categorization, PMs are thought to be used
by older people (i) to organize their speech and structure the information conveyed (structuring function), (ii) to
express their views and feelings as to preserve their identity through narration (expressive function), and also
(iii) to optimize the interaction between speakers (interactive function). We assume that the use and combination
of PMs in various communication modes can provide relevant information about methods to preserve empathic
and conversational abilities in late life. It can also give useful insight into the preferential strategies used by the
aging person as cognitive deterioration develops, depending on the discursive task at stake. Our study is based
on the CorpAGEst protocol, which includes a multimodal tool (Allwood, 2008) designed to analyze the verbal
and nonverbal behavior of very old people (75 y. old and more) in their natural environment. The corpus is
twofold: (i) the transversal subcorpus comprises 16.8 hours of audio and video recordings, corresponding to 18
interviews in Belgian-French (9 old speakers; mean age: 85; sex: 8 F, 1 M; average MoCA-Test score: 25/30);
(i) the longitudinal subcorpus includes 20 hours of audio and video recordings, corresponding to 36 interviews
in French-French (9 old speakers; mean age: 83; sex: 9 F; average MoCA-Test score: 20/30). The present study
focuses on the comprehensive analysis of 4 video samples per subcorpus (total duration: 53 min.). The
longitudinal data under investigation correspond to 2 video samples from a reminiscence task based on a visual
stimulus and 2 video samples based on the narration of past remembering (old speaker 1: Constance, 86 y. old,
MoCA 17/30; old speaker 2: Tristane, 81 y. old, MoCA 21/30). The transversal data correspond to 2 video
samples based on the narration of milestones in aging and 2 video samples whose topic is about the old person’s
self-perception of aging today (old speaker 3: Albertine, 84 y. old, MoCA 29/30; old speaker 4: Anne-Marie, 82
y. old, MoCA 28/30). Among the physiological articulators involved in the interaction, we will examine hand
gestures and head movements produced by the old speakers to uncover how these nonverbal cues combine with
speech, and especially with verbal PMs. Preliminary results emerged from two exploratory studies. First, the
analysis of a 5 min. sample among the longitudinal data indicated functional patterns in the use of PMs and an
increase over time in their use and combinations of verbal and gestural markers. These results tend to confirm
the hypothesized role of PMs used by frail old speakers to compensate for cognitive decline, in order to remain
involved in conversation. Secondly, the analysis of some data from the transversal subcorpus showed that
cognitively unimpaired old speakers tend to use recurrent combinations of multimodal PMs to fulfill specific
functions in use (e.g. expression of common-ground vs. planning device), but that they also vary from each
other in their gestural choice to express the same function (e.g. palm-ups vs. shoulder shrugs to express
common-ground). This functional approach to PMs in very old people’s speech, as well as approaches induced
by linguistics and specifically pragmatics, undoubtedly contribute to the urgent need for non-medicinal and
psychosocial methods (Van der Linden & Juillerat Van der Linden, 2014). We also believe that such evidence-
based methods will contribute, in the end, to ensure older people’s well-being by answering more closely to
their ‘real’ needs with respect to their ‘real’ behavior in ‘real’-world settings.
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Eniola Boluwaduro
Translating Yoruba medical interactions to English: Problems and prospects for a
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conversation analysis based research (Contribution to Interpreting and representing non-
English language data in discourse studies, organized by Zabielska Magdalena [et al.])

This paper discusses the implications of translating and adopting Non-English language data for analysis in the
English language. Specifically, I focus on the problems of adequately translating select transcripts of medical
interactions in the Yoruba language to English language, and adopting the translated data for analysis with
Conversation Analysis (CA) approach. Data for the study is derived from audio recordings of 70 doctor/patients
encounters, i.e., interactions between female HIV positive patients and doctors within HIV specialized
outpatients’ clinics in general and state hospitals in Southwestern Nigeria.

The translation procedure usually involves mediating between source-text (source language, SL) and target-text
(target language, TL) elements and transferring these text elements in small linguistic parts from the SL to the
TL (Schaftner 2001; Nord 2007). During this process, translation problems may occur. And by translation
problems, I refer to what Nord (2007) describes as “objective or at least intersubjective” problems. She further
categorizes translation problems into pragmatic, intercultural, interlingual and text-specific problems. This paper
focuses on interlingual translation problems which centers on the structural/linguistic differences (including
vocabulary, syntax and suprasegmental features) between two languages. In my corpus for example, I find that
during the translation process, lexical items which did not exist in the SL sentences were transported to the
interlinear gloss and the final translation (FT) strands in the TL. The following questions and declarative
sentence in Yoruba, and their FT in English, exemplify this. Q1: ‘Sékosi i e fi bewa wo 0?’; FT: ‘Hope no
problem has necessitated your visit with us?’ Q2: ‘Sékosi nkankan? ‘Sékosi iyonu?’; FT: ‘Hope there are no
issues or problems?’ S1: ‘Epélé ma’; FT: ‘Well done madam’. The FTs in Q1&2 and S1, have gone through an
explicitation process. While certain information was compounded in the SL clauses, the FT de-compounds
them. For Q1&2, the compound word Se+kosi is derived from a full clause and needed to be explicated into
several lexemes in English i.e., “Hope no problem’ and ‘Hope there are no issues...” respectively. And for S1,
the compound word E+pelé, ‘to greet’ is also represented with more than one lexeme in the FT. Probably the
most crucial aspect of the translation process is that the word ‘Hope’ (as in Q1 & 2) and clause ‘Well done’ (as
in S1) are not literally present in the SL, but are inserted in the translation process, to fit the translation purpose.
Other possibilities for the translation are possible without the lexical insertions. However, the derivations were
found to suit the context of the talks within the medical institutional setting.

The method used for data analysis is conversation analysis (CA; for review see Atkinson and Heritage 1984;
Drew and Heritage 1992; Heritage and Maynard 2006). The basic structures of CA, which include turn-taking,
adjacency pairs and interactional sequences, describe the rules that apply in analyzing data in any interactional
contexts. Central to these rules, is that talks should be examined, of naturally occurring interactions. In other
words, the data and its analytic representation must reflect as closely as possible, what the research subjects are
naturally using the talk for. And here lies the conflict between the translation process and the actual use of the
translated data. For the transcriber, the translation process may initially pose no challenges but for data analysis,
the FT may distort how utterances are interpreted, different from how the research subjects mean them. This
paper discusses this interconnectedness between the translation process and its use for data analysis. The
discussion will therefore focus on these two objectives.
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Topics of empractical communication (Contribution to Empractical speaking and knowledge
construction, organized by Hauser Stefan [et al.])
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Utterances like the following are frequent in empractical communication: 1) eighty (captain to first officer, US
Airways Flight 1549, 2009) 2) A-D-I (second officer to captain, Birgenair Flight 301, 1996) 3) lengere ned
(Gliding instructor to student glider pilot, True, 2016) ‘further down’ 4) it’s three thousand RVR (Captain to
first officer, Southwest 1248, 2007) 5) der trakkes kun med fem en halv bar (Hang glider pilot to airfield
attendant, Fasterholt, 2015) Lit: there pul[PRESENT-PASSIVE] only with five and a half bar ‘the pull force is
only five and a half bar’ 6) der er abent fra den side (Sports director to riders on a semiprofessional cycling
team, Hobro, 2014) ‘there is open from this side’ 7) hold hastigheden (Gliding instructor to student glider pilot,
True, 2016) ‘keep the speed’ 8) flyv rent (Gliding instructor to student glider pilot, True, 2016) Lit: fly purely
‘keep it straight’ 9) sé skyd for helvede ude fra (Handball coach to handball players, Nordsjelland, 2016) Lit:
so shoot bloody hell from outside Within the established descriptions of natural language message structure
utterances like 1-9 have primarily been negatively characterized. The common trait of 1-9 in this perspective,
thus, is the absence of a referential subject. In line with this, holophrases and short forms like 1-3 have been
characterized as elliptical/incomplete; thetic constructions like 4-6 have been characterized as topic-less; and
imperatives like 7-9 have simply been left out of the descriptions. The starting point of this paper is that these
characterizations and exclusions are based on the assumption that the categorical judgment is the fundamental
cognitive unit, and thus, that the predication is the basic semantic structure. This assumption might be warranted
in the analysis of communication where the listener is a spectator to the activity that the utterances relates to
semantically and has no activity specific knowledge and no activity specific need for information. But it is not
necessarily so when we are dealing with communication where the listener participates in the activity that the
utterances relate to semantically: Skilled performers of activities are actively seeking information in order to
select and control actions; their ability to perform the activity consist in knowing which variations in the
environment that are relevant to attend to. The main point of this paper is that participants of activities are using
utterances to regulate attention and share information about the state of known variations in the environment.
Thus, 1 is about velocity, 2 is about attitude, 3 is about altitude, 4 is about runway visibility range, 5 is about
pull force, 6 is about topographical effect on wind speed, 7 is about velocity, 8 is about sideslip angle, and 9 is
about shooting distance. The observations and suggestions presented in this paper is based on a study of
empractical speech in scheduled air transport, semi-professional cycling, hang gliding, recreational scuba
diving, glider pilot students training and handball. The paper suggests two new semantic distinctions: mode-
value and sharing-nesting. These distinctions serve as an alternative to the subject-predicate distinction and
enable a description of utterances like 1-9 as full-blown messages.
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"Tute mir Leite, ich verstehe IThre Akzente nicht" - English and ethnolectal accents in the
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U.S. original and German dubbed versions of "South Park" (Contribution to Films in
Translation — all is not lost: Pragmatics and Audiovisual Translation as Cross-cultural
Mediation, organized by Guillot Marie-Noelle [et al.])

Research on linguistic variation in fictional discourse is a recent phenomenon (cf. Stamou 2014: 6f.).
Sociolinguistic comparisons of fictional TV-shows and their dubbed or subtitled counterparts are particularly
rare. A useful object to study the problems and strategies involved in rendering linguistic variation
crossculturally is South Park, a U.S. animated TV-series about a town in Colorado and its inhabitants. The show
is famous for its provocative humor and satire, and contains a wide range of accents which prove difficult to
reproduce in dubbed versions.

An earlier study on South Park in English and German was conducted by Keseberg (2010). However, Keseberg
focuses more on the translation of culture-specific elements and puns than on linguistic diversity as such. To fill
this gap, my presentation will (a) take stock of the most frequent accents in both the original version and its
German dubbed counterpart and (b) systematize the translation strategies applied to different accents.
Regarding the translation of different languages in a single source text, Zabalbeascoa and Corrius (2014: 256)
distinguish two strategies:

(1) L1 +L38T --> L2, where both the “unmarked” (L1) and “marked” language (L3) of the source text (ST)
are translated by the same language (L2) in the target text (TT), basically ignoring the linguistic diversity in the
original;

2) L1 + L35T > L2 + L3, where the language used in the TT to translate the “marked” language in the
ST is also “marked”, in an attempt to preserve the linguistic diversity of the original. L35 does not necessarily
equal L3TT,

By analogy, these two strategies can also be applied when translating different accents:

(1) Al +A35T -> A2;

(2) Al + A35T > A2 + A3TT,

The present study analyzes four South Park seasons (= 21.3% of all episodes) for linguistic variation and
compares the most frequently occurring “marked” accents in both versions, distinguishing between English and
ethnolectal accents. The English accents are British, New Yorker, and Southern U.S.; the ethnolectal accents are
Chinese, Japanese, and German.

The data shows that different strategies are used for different accents. All English accents are simply translated
into Standard German (A1 + A3ST --> A2), whereas all ethnolectal accents under investigation are rendered by
“marked” varieties in the dubbed version (A1 + A35T --> A2 + A3"T). Not only does the use of these accents
provide insights into dominant indexicalities, language ideologies, and stereotypes in both source and target
cultures; the translation strategies also reveal which accents have functional equivalents in the two cultures, thus
making them “transferable”, and which ones don’t. Thus, German has functionally equivalent accents indexing
Chinese and Japanese stereotypes, but none indexing British, New Yorker, and Southern U.S. stereotypes.
Primary Source

Parker, Trey / Stone, Matt, et al. (production, 2001, 2002, 2011, 2012): South Park: Seasons 5, 6, 15, and 16
[TV-show]. USA: Parker-Stone Studios, Comedy Partners. Accessible online at: southpark.cc.com and
www.southpark.de.
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Patricia Bou Franch & Pilar Garcés-Conejos Blitvich
Spanish retailer-consumer interactions on Facebook: A variational pragmatics perspective
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(Contribution to Service Encounters in the Spanish-Speaking World from a Variational
Pragmatics Perspective, organized by Placencia Maria E. [et al.])

This presentation examines the multimodal ways in which service providers communicate with their clients on
Facebook. Language research in the areas of service encounters and Facebook interaction have very seldom
intersected. Service encounters have received great scholarly attention over the years, with studies mainly
investigating the transactional and interpersonal aspects of face-to-face and telephone-mediated communication
(M>1rquez Reiter & Bou-Franch in press). However, the world of business has currently increased its presence
in the social media, among these, in Facebook. Paradoxically, there is hardly any language-based research into
corporate communication on Facebook (but see Bou-Franch 2016), as Facebook researchers have mostly
explored personal sites (Tagg & Seargeant 2016). This talk seeks to bring together these areas of research by
examining retailer-consumer interactions on Spanish commercial Facebook. More specifically, it focuses on
multimodal markers of (in)formal and interpersonal communication in the status updates of four stores based in
Spain. We hypothesized that these will vary depending on social factors like the affluence of the store or the
type of product. To carry out this research, a corpus of 40 commercial wall interactions from different stores
was compiled and analysed from a variational pragmatics perspective (Barron & Schneider 2009; Félix-
Brasdefer 2015, Placencia 2008, 2015). Findings reveal multimodal variation, which can be related to the
identity the corporations wish to construct for themselves and for the consumers they target.

Sofian Bouaouina & Lorenza Mondada
Early responses to requests: The precise timing of first vs. second actions (Contribution to
Early responses, organized by Deppermann Arnulf [et al.])

This paper deals with embodied actions that emerge in a sequential environment in which requests are produced.
Requests are a first action that projects the relevance and normative expectation of a response granting them.
These responses are often formatted in a silent embodied way (Mondada, 2011, 2014, De Stefani & Gazin 2014,
Goodwin & Cekaite, 2013, Lindwall & Ekstrom 2012) — such as when a surgeon directs the hand of his assistant
and the assistant, in response, silently moves his hand. Here, we focus on actions that are made by a participant
in an environment in which requests occur, and that are achieved within a specific temporality, as ,early’
responses to requests and even as responses ,anticipating’ requests. Typical settings in which these actions are
observed in our data are surgical operations as well as sports and games — which are activities undertaken in a
context of temporal pressure — but also non urgent actions such as in commercial encounters. In all these
settings, requests are often uttered (to coordinate the surgical procedure, instruct gamers, ask for a product, etc.)
and formatted thanks to verbal resources as well as embodied ones. The analysis focuses on actions that could
be seen as responses to requests (as second pair parts) but could also be seen — because of their early temporality
— as first actions. In the latter case, these actions can be described as orienting to the same circumstances and
contextual features as the request and as being produced at the “same time” as the request, resulting in the
achievement of an action that is the same as the one requested. These particular cases are interesting to study
because a) they address the importance of fine-grained temporality in the analysis of sequentiality (Deppermann
& Giinthner 2015), b) they show the consequences of the temporal organization of complex multimodal Gestalts
(Mondada, 2016), c) they discuss key concepts such as ‘responsivity’ and ‘firstness’/’secondness’, d) they
consider what the participants do within a continuous stream of actions, and their orientation to previous actions
and context as a source for the emergent formation of the next action.
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Catherine Bouko

Reactions to the Brexit on Facebook and Twitter: A multimodal content analysis of shared
images, in search of European identities (Contribution to Mediatizing emotion in reactions
to global events and crises, organized by Giaxoglou Korina [et al.])

On 23 June 2016, Britain voted to leave the European Union, which lead to the greatest political crisis since
World War Two, also known as the Brexit (White 2016). In this context, our research question is the following:
After the Brexit announcement, what were the images which citizens posted on social media to share their
feelings and opinions? Our corpus is based on images posted and shared in different European languages
(English, French, German, Spanish and Italian). With such a multilingual corpus, we seek to identify possible
differences between language-based practices, in order to analyse the different approaches to European identity,
intensified in such political watershed moments.

Methodology We aim to analyse Flickr messages posted between 24.06.06 and 23.07.16, that contain images,
gathered under the international hashtag #brexit. We decided not to use hashtags such as #UKIP or #LeaveEU,
as they are mostly exclusively used in Great Britain.

Our work is a content analysis based on a grounded theory approach. We aim to classify the images into three
types of categories: Firstly, we will see how our dataset responds to the claims developed during the campaign.
Stevens and Banducci (in Jackson 2016 : 22) identified two claims made by the Leave and Remain camps
during the campaign. “First, there were arguments that reflected fundamental values and revealed differences in
visions for the UK. These were about regaining sovereignty or maintaining a shared destiny and security within
Europe. A second type of claim rested on dystopian visions of remaining (unbridled immigration for the Leave
side) or leaving (economic devastation by the Remain side).” Secondly, beyond the topic of the post as such, we
aim to frame the dataset according to two frames that reflect the tone of the post: -

- Which performative functions are fulfilled by the post? Fact, opinion, and/or emotion? (Seo 2014) -

- Are the posts embedded in personal stories or not? (Papacharissi 2015)

Thirdly, additional categories will undoubtedly emerge from the corpus, as this study is merely exploratory for
the most part. One hypothesis that we would like to verify is whether these shared images show an approach to
European identity that is based on nation states, in which national points of view are up against each other, or on
Europe as a collective community, beyond national stances. Multimodality is a key concept in our work (Jewitt
2014, Rose 2016) : the images will not be considered as separate entities but as part of posts, which means that
the comments that accompany the images will be analysed with discourse analysis tools. Our research is
qualitative and manual, without automatic image annotations.

Antonio Bova & Francesco Arcidiacono

Children’s acquisition of argumentative and explanatory discourse competence:
Examining the contribution of family interactions at mealtime (Contribution to Children’s
explaining and arguing in different conversational contexts, organized by Heller Vivien [et

al.])

Mealtime practices represent privileged moments to investigate how family members interact, since they can
bring all family members together daily (Blum-Kulka, 1997; Bova & Arcidiacono, 2015; Fiese, Foley &
Spagnola, 2006; Pontecorvo, Fasulo & Sterponi, 2001). This study sets out to examine the contribution of
family interactions at mealtime to support children's acquisition of argumentative and explanatory discourse
competence. The data corpus is composed of 48 discussions between parents and children aged 3-6 years
selected from 30 video-recorded meals (constituting about twenty hours of video data) of 10 middle to upper-
middle-class Swiss and Italian families. The criteria adopted in the selection of the Italian families were the
following: the presence of both parents and at least two children, of whom the younger is of preschool age (3 to
6 years). All participants are Italian-speaking. The method of analysis relies on the integration of two theoretical
and methodological approaches: the first one is the model of a critical discussion, derived from the pragma-
dialectical perspective (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004). It represents an ideal argumentative discussion
against which real-life interaction can be analytically reconstructed and evaluated. The second one is the
conversational and discursive approach that aims at identifying the sequential patterns of discourse produced by
participants (Antaki, 1994; Edwards & Potter, 1992; Psathas, 1995; Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson, 1974). The
findings of this study indicate that discussions at mealtime appear as areas of language socialization in which
children have frequent opportunities to engage in argumentative and explanatory discussions with their parents.
On the one hand, the presence and involvement of children in family discussions represents a stimulus factor,
inducing parents to reason with their children. For example, parents engage in argumentative discussions with
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their children to teach them how to behave appropriately not only at the meal-table, but also in all situations in
which children can be in contact with other people outside the family context. On the other hand, through their
continuous questioning, in particular why-questions, children request their parents to explain the — often implicit
— reasons on which their standpoints are based. It is a responsibility of parents to take advantage of the
opportunity offered by children’s questions, providing the responses, i.e., arguments and explanations, that
children need. This feature is connected to the value of family discussions as spaces in which dynamics of
generational positions can be developed as part of language socialization and interactional events. Further
research in this direction is needed in order to better understand specific potentialities of language in the
everyday process of socialization within the family context.
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Ruth Breeze

The politics of anti-politics: Three populist parties in the transition to mainstream politics
(Contribution to Personal and collective identities in populist discourse, organized by
Levonian Raluca Mihaela [et al.])

A stance favouring “the people” against mainstream political parties has been a recurring theme in recent
European politics, understood by many commentators as representing a “populist turn” (Taggart 2000). By
positioning themselves discursively against the political establishment, parties situated at different points along
the political spectrum have been able to capitalise on broad dissatisfaction with local, national or European
politics, and attract substantial numbers of disaffected voters to their cause. However, it is clear that such a
strategy is hard to maintain: as such parties gather momentum and parliamentary representation, they effectively
come to form part of the establishment that they have denigrated. This paper considers three recent examples of
parties that have crossed the divide into mainstream politics in the last four years: Alternative fiir Deutschland
(AfD), UKIP, and Podemos. Despite their contrasting histories and ideologies, these parties all construct
politicians as at best, out of touch, at worst, traitors. AfD was launched in 2013 to combat “die Zwangsjacke der
erstarrten und verbrauchten Altparteien” (the straitjacket of the paralysed, burnt-out old parties), but now
couches its accusations in terms that are more theoretical, alluding to sinister collusion: “the inviolable
sovereignty of the people has been shown to be fiction”, since power secretly lies in the hands of “a small,
powerful political elite group” within the different parties. Their campaign literature attacks “Berufspolitiker”
(“professional politicians”) motivated by self-interest, while claiming a special status for AfD"s own
representatives. Podemos initially launched highly inflammatory attacks on Spain"s established parties, which it
grouped together as “la casta” (“the caste”), but stopped using this word altogether in the run up to the 2015
general election, when it was able to gain a substantial proportion of the vote. Since then, it has replaced this
word with subtler allusions, as in their current slogan “nunca mas un pais sin su gente” (“never again a country
without its people”), backed up with promises of greater grassroots democracy. UKIP has maintained its barrage
of criticism of politicians — especially MEPs — with direct attacks delivered orally (“you’ve never done a proper
job in your lives”), but has adopted a written style which favours a narrative-based approach: “the establishment
parties have repeatedly and knowingly raised the expectations of the public, only to let us down, time and time
again”. In all three cases, it seems that the discourses of these parties are more extreme in spoken genres than in
webs or manifestos, and that their strategies for attacking established politicians become more subtle as they
come closer to gaining real power.
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Bernhard Brehmer

Variability of Russian forms of address in authentic oral speech (Contribution to Address
Forms across Cultures: A Cross-Cultural Comparison of Address Terms in Indo-European,
Uralic and Altaic Languages, organized by Bayyurt Yasemin [et al.])

Forms of address in Russian have been studied from mainly two perspectives in previous research: (i) with
regard to recent changes in the address system after the Perestroika (cf., e.g., Krouglov 1996, Krongauz 1997,
2004); (ii) concerning the inventory of nominal and pronominal address forms in Russian. The latter studies
often take a contrastive perspective (cf., e.g., Afonin 2011, Berger 1995, Buchenau 1997 or Rathmayr 1992) and
rely on data obtained from questionnaires, corpora of literary language or random observations. Another
common feature is that they try to systematically investigate the impact of contextual factors (social distance
and status of interlocutors, degree of formality of speech situation) on the distribution of forms of address in
Russian. By doing so, they suggest a certain kind of sociolinguistic stability and predictability in the selection of
address forms in different types of encounters. However, if these predictions are confronted with actual
addressing behavior, the limited value of existing accounts gets evident. The purpose of the present paper is to
shed new light on Russian addressing behavior by adopting a microanalytic perspective. Our goal is to
investigate the variability in the use of nominal and pronominal forms of address in contemporary Russian.
After introducing the main components of verbal address in Russian, we will use data from the “One Day of
Speech Corpus” (ORD) to document and explain the variability of forms of address in authentic everyday
discourse. The “One Day of Speech Corpus” contains recordings from individual speakers who were equipped
with a micro digital voice recorder throughout a whole day. This offers excellent insights into the use of various
forms of address by a single speaker depending on the persons addressed, but also with regard to forms of
address used to address the speaker him/herself. These data attest a wide variety of address forms, among them
forms that are not mentioned in existing surveys on address in Russian. Furthermore, they reveal an extremely
flexible degree of combinability of nominal and pronominal address forms which allows for expressing very
fine-graded shades of (temporary) social and personal relationships between interlocutors. Russian address, thus,
seems to be governed much more by pragmatic considerations of speakers than is commonly assumed. They are
definitely not just encodings of (presumably rather stable and predictable) social semantic properties of the
interlocutors.
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Agnese Bresin, John Hajek & Heinz L. Kretzenbacher

Umbria: Attitudes and practices of address (Contribution to Address Forms across Cultures:
A Cross-Cultural Comparison of Address Terms in Indo-European, Uralic and Altaic
Languages, organized by Bayyurt Yasemin [et al.])

In the diverse linguistic landscape that characterises Italy, the repertoire of a native speaker may include a local
dialect, i.e. one of the many languages that developed from Latin parallel to Italian, as well as a ‘regional
Italian’, i.e. a regional variety of contemporary spoken Italian (Tosi, 2001). This contribution has the main
purpose of investigating a potential relationship between address practices in local dialects and address practices
in regional varieties of Italian. Within a large scale research on language variation in service settings in Italy,
restaurants in particular, Umbria has been selected as a case study for this purpose. The reason for this choice is
the documented distribution of two distinct systems of address pronouns in the local dialects spoken in two parts



141

of Umbria (Moretti, 1987). In north-western dialects, three address pronouns are used: the local versions of the
T pronoun ‘tu’ (2sg) and the local versions of the two V pronouns ‘lei’ (3sg) and ‘voi’ (2pl). In south-eastern
dialects, in contrast, ‘tu’ is traditionally used to address any single interlocutor, without a T-V distinction in
pronouns.

Do respondents in north-western Umbria report different address practices from respondents in south-eastern
Umbria? If so, to what extent? This investigation addresses the questions above based on quantitative data from
84 local speakers surveyed, as well as qualitative data originating from 7 interviews and 2 focus groups
conducted on site.

Results show differences in the address practices reported in the two parts of Umbria. Results also suggest that
different pragmatic behaviours reported in regional varieties of Italian could be related to different address
resources in local dialects. However, many more variables could be at play, including perceived social prestige.
Umbrians’ perceptions of dialect use show various degrees of dialect stigmatisation in the two geographical
areas.This issue of prestige and stigmatization is of relevance to this study, because it can influence the way
speakers report on language practices.
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Susan Bridges , Gloria HM Wong, Cynthia KY Yiu, Colman McGrath, Terry KF Au,
Olga Zayts & Paul Drew

Diasporic healthcare providers: An analysis of multilingual healthcare interactions in
Hong Kong (Contribution to Global Transitions in Health Care, organized by Zayts Olga [et

al.])

This presentation examines the underexplored intersection of two international research agendas: the impact of
globalization on healthcare, and health literacy and communication. Researchers in the fields of health,
psychology and sociology have established a causal relationship between clinical communication and patient
outcomes in general healthcare, both in terms of satisfaction and health status, with work also examining the
relationship between real-time interactions and such outcomes (Heritage at al 2007). Research exploring
diasporas has predominantly examined the issue of macro transitions and healthcare provision from the patient
perspective (Crosby, 2013). Our interdisciplinary team’s publicly-funded project (GRF: 760112) is examining
the notion from the perspective of the clinical provider, specifically, the globally mobile clinical academic using
English as the lingua franca in an Asian hospital. Recent findings on ‘mediated interpreting’ have indicated
how the assisting para-professional, in this case a bilingual or multilingual Dental Surgery Assistant (DSA),
performs the dual capabilities of clinical assistant and interpreter for expatriate clinical academic dentists in
Hong Kong (Bridges et al., 2011, 2015). In this presentation, we explore the overarching question, how do
global intersections impact on the health literacy and clinical communication of multilingual communities in
Asia? We adopt a multivariate framework (Heritage et al., 2007) to examine the relationship between patient
functional oral health literacy, patient satisfaction and interactional analysis from a video corpus of multilingual
primary care consultations (n=120). In a sub-set of 61 recorded multilingual consultations, patients agreed to
undertake additional instruments measuring oral health literacy and satisfaction. Conversation Analysis (CA) of
interactional patterns supports detailed analysis of the layers of complexity involved in the management of
communicative and social interactions critical to effective healthcare delivery, in the specific case of clinical
dentistry.
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Saskia Brockmann, Susanne Riecker, Irene Rapp & Jonas Bozenhard
Pragmatic enrichment in drama (Contribution to Pragmatic Approaches to Literary
Analysis, organized by Chapman Siobhan [et al.])

The present research project is concerned with Grice’s (1975) account for pragmatic meaning with considering
dramatic texts as a data source. Drama is especially fit for this investigation as here, two communicative layers
interact: the internal level of communication among characters (IC), and the external level of communication
between the play and the audience (EC). Specifically, we hypothesize that the cooperative principle and the
conversational maxims are valid in drama, but that the two levels give rise to different kinds of pragmatic
enrichment that each trigger different effects. The following example shall illustrate our point:

(1) Liebelei, Arthur Schnitzler (Situation: The audience knows that Fritz is having an affair with the lady in
the black dress)

Christine: Wer war denn die Dame im schwarzen Samtkleid?

Christine: Who was the lady in the black velvet dress?

Fritz: Kind, ich hab gar kein Gedéchtnis fiir Toiletten.

Fritz: Child, I don’t have any recollection for dresses at all.

Fritz’s utterance in (1) is a violation of the maxim of relevance, as he is not directly answering Christine’s
question. Christine and the audience still deem Fritz to be cooperative. The implicature arises that Fritz is not
familiar with the lady. However, the audience is aware that the implicature itself violates the maxim of quality:
Fritz knows the lady. Here, on the external level EC, the audience is able to detect this violation and identifies
Fritz as an uncooperative speaker: He intentionally wants to deceive Christine. On IC, the internal level,
Christine is not aware of the violation of quality. Instead, she considers the implicature to be true. The difference
between IC and EC captures that on each level, a different pragmatic enrichment takes place: While in IC,
Christine draws the implicature that Fritz does not know the lady, in EC, the audience observes the false belief
of Christine and the resulting deception of Fritz. On the global level of the overall dramatic text, the pragmatic
enrichment in EC contributes to the meaning of the play: Here, the implicature drawn by Christine and the
resulting deception of Fritz are part of the overall meaning and serve to characterize Fritz as deceptive.
Furthermore, the interaction between the two layers and their respective pragmatic inferences serve to reinforce
the tragedy of the play. By considering a wide variety of plays, we aim at clarifying Grice’s account by
including a theoretical explanation of additional pragmatic effects that come about because of the embedding of
several communicative levels. We want to substantiate this theoretical investigation by differentiating between
the “Common Ground” (Stalnaker 1987), the shared information state of all participants in the conversation, and
“Individual Grounds,” which we define as the information states of each participant. Furthermore, we seek to
systematize which specific effects arise because of this embedding. Possible effects as identified in the example
above serve as characterization, generic markers, or to trigger emotional effects such as tension for the audience.
We will discuss whether the same effects can be observed across the board.
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Geert Brone , Jelena Vranjes, Annelies Jehoul & Kurt Feyaerts

Multimodal microphenomena. On the co-occurrence and synchronization between gaze
events, speech and gesture (Contribution to Mobile Eye-Tracking in Interaction, organized
by Stukenbrock Anja [et al.])

Research in a variety of fields, including conversation analysis, human-computer interaction research and
cognitive psychology, has focused on the role of human eye gaze behavior, both as an index of cognitive
processing and as a communicative instrument in face-to-face conversation (see Van Gompel et al. 2007,
Rossano 2012, Risko et al. 2016 for overviews). With the development of mobile eye-tracking systems (in the
form of eye-tracking glasses or table-top systems), researchers can now collect fine-grained information on
people’s eye movements while they engage in natural action and interaction. In a series of recent studies, mobile
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eye-tracking was used to investigate the distribution of visual attention of speakers and hearers in multiparty
interactions (Vertegaal et al. 2001, Jokinen 2010, Holler & Kendrick 2015, authors 2016). These studies, at least
in part, confirm some of the early findings based on video analysis, reported by Kendon (1967), Goodwin
(1980) and Argyle & Cook (1976), while at the same time presenting more detailed temporal information on
gaze patterns, based on aggregated data of multiple speakers and addressees engaged in face-to-

face conversation.

This talk will continue on this novel line of investigation and explores the potential of mobile eye-tracking for
research on multimodal microphenomena, for which highly detailed temporal information is needed. Using a
multimodal video corpus which consists of two- and three-party interactions, with head-mounted scene cameras
and eye-trackers tracking all participants’ visual behavior simultaneously (authors 2015), we first singled out all
participants’ micro-gaze events, i.e. short gaze aversions or gaze shifts between interlocutors with a maximum
duration of 500 ms. In a second step, we looked at which (micro)phenomena typically co-occur with these gaze
events, both at the level of speech and gesture. This co-occurrence analysis yielded a range of recurrent
multimodal pairings, of which the following are treated in more detail in this study:

1. Speaker gaze behavior:

- gaze + speech: fillers (uh, uhm)

- gaze + gesture: gestural holds

2. Hearer gaze behavior:

- gaze + speech: listener feedback (uhum, yeah)
- gaze + gesture: feedback (headnod, headshake)

What this set of phenomena shows, is that gaze and other (non)verbal markers build strong multimodal
pairings that are used in the realization of specific interactional functions, even within a minimal time-frame.
This time-frame was explored in more detail in a third step, in which we measured the temporal synchronization
between eye gaze and speech/gesture in the above-mentioned phenomena, using the technique of cross-
recurrence quantification analysis. This analysis, based on a comparison of recurrent patterns in two time
series, set off against a baseline, reveals a minimal time-lag between the onset of the gaze event and the co-
occurring phenomena. This provides additional evidence for a tight coordination of multiple communicative
resources in spontaneous social interaction.
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Lucien Brown
“Doing deference” through nonverbal behavior in Korean (Contribution to Multimodal
(im)politeness, organized by Brown Lucien [et al.])

Doing deference, defined as “submitting to or showing regard to a superior” (Haugh, Chang, and Kadar 2015),
is a pervasive relational practice in Korea. Korean indexes deference through an honorific speech register:
contaymal. Recent studies show that deference is also indexed through voice quality, since contaymal speech is
slower, lower-pitched and breathier (Winter and Grawunder 2012). However, the role of nonverbal behavior in
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the expression of deference has not been studied until now. The current paper examines how Korean speakers
use nonverbal behavior to do deference by examining both clips from Korean televised dramas, and video
recordings of natural interactions. The position of the body and head, as well as bodily orientation, were the
most common nonverbal indices of doing deference. The subordinate typically oriented their body towards the
status superior and maintained eye contact on them, whereas the status superior oriented their body slightly
away from the subordinate and withheld eye contact. This finding mirrors Burgoon and Saine’s (1978: 181)
observation that being faced by other interlocutors while withholding eye contact is a marker of power.
However, it complicates the assumption that eye contact indexes a lack of respect in East Asian cultures.
Consistent with previous studies on non-manual gestures in Japanese sign language (George 2011), we found
that a lowered and forward leaning chin and head position was associated with deference, whereas status
superiors used a heightened chin and head position as a sign of power. The analysis showed that manual
gestures, self-touching and physical contact are indices of casual/informal behavior, which are therefore not
used when doing deference. Superiors initiated these forms of behavior, but they were not reciprocated by the
subordinates. The absence of these gestures confirms to Winter and Grawunder’s (2012) observation that
deferential speech is acoustically more restrained and less animated. Thus, words, acoustics and gestures work
together in “doing deference.”

Silvia Bruti & Serenella Zanotti

"Don't talk out loud, you lower the IQ of the whole street": Representation of impoliteness
strategies in Sherlock across AVT modes and languages (Contribution to Films in
Translation — all is not lost: Pragmatics and Audiovisual Translation as Cross-cultural
Mediation, organized by Guillot Marie-Noelle [et al.])

As is widely recognized, the language of television is a relevant area for investigation for a plurality of reasons:
TV series in particular, be they dramatic or comic, have gained in popularity all over the world, as the
phenomenon of fandom clearly testifies (cf. blogs, fanfiction, etc.), and have developed their own narrative
strategies and conversational features, which have often become so popular and well spread that some set
phrases have promptly been adopted in spontaneous speech too (Richardson 2010). Quite often these products
are viewed and enjoyed by a wide if not global audience in translation, mainly as dubbed or subtitled products,
whose challenging aim is that of mediating a representation of a lingua-cultural scenario from a source to a
target-domain by replacing the spoken dialogues. In this contribution, we will investigate into the representation
and mediation of impoliteness strategies in the British drama series Sherlock (Hartswood Films, BBC Wales,
WGBH, 2010 - in production). This series boasts a huge international fandom, not only due to the interest of
spectators in the narrative and the cast, but also for its remarkable qualities, i.e. setting Holmes and Watson’s
adventures in present-day London and adopting contemporary English preserving at the same time some typical
landmarks of the Conan Doyle saga, most notably a plotline which abounds in twists and turns. In addition, as
happens for other TV dramedies (e.g. House), Sherlock “represents a return to the hero-based format” (cf.
Richardson 2010: 171). The fact that Sherlock behaves oddly, shows very little emotion - when dealing with
murders -, ignores social conventions and even labels himself as a “high-functioning sociopath” directly
impinges on his idiolect (Porter 2012, Stein and Busse 2012). He often results abrasive or sarcastic so much so
that he can be defined as a good provider of impoliteness events (on impolite characters in TV series cf
Richardson 2010 and Mandala 2012). After highlighting the narrative function and stylized effect of
impoliteness strategies at work (Culpeper 1996, 2005, 2011; Culpeper, Bousfield and Wichmann 2003; Leech
2014) in Sherlock’s speech, the paper will scrutinize linguistic and cultural (a)synchrony between the English
source and various target texts (Guillot 2016), i.e. the Italian dubbed version, the Italian subtitles and a selection
of subtitles in different languages, in relation to impoliteness dynamics (Bruti 2009a, 2009b, Gartzonika and
Serban 2009, Pinto 2010). The research avails itself of a corpus of the scripted dialogues (original and dubbed)
and of subtitles in different languages, which will be analyzed through a corpus-linguistic methodology, relying
on different software, i.e. W-Matrix and AntConc. In particular, the construction of the character of Sherlock
will be compared in the different modes and languages by means of both qualitative and quantitative analysis
(see Bednarek 2010, 2012; Mahlberg 2013; Mclntyre 2012). We will thus evaluate whether the visual cues,
which remain inevitably the same in mediated texts, are compatible and coherent with the aural code, verbal and
non-verbal (e.g. prosody and voice qualities), in the target texts.

References

Bednarek Monika, 2010, The Language of Fictional Television. Drama and Identity, London, Continuum
International Publishing Group.

Bednarek Monika, 2012, “Constructing ‘Nerdiness’: Characterisation in The Big Bang Theory
31, 199-229.

999

, Multilingua



145

Bruti Silvia 2009a, “The Translation of Compliments in Subtitles.” Jorge Diaz Cintas (ed.), New Trends in
Audiovisual Translation, Clevedon, Multilingual Matters, 226238

Bruti Silvia 2009b, “Translating Compliments and Insults in the Pavia Corpus of Film Dialogues: Two Sides of
the Same Coin?”, in M. Freddi and M. Pavesi (eds), Analysing Audiovisual Dialogue: Linguistic and
Translational Insights, Bologna, CLUEB, 143-163.

Culpeper Jonathan, 1996, “Towards an Anatomy of Impoliteness”, Journal of Pragmatics 25, 349-367.
Culpeper Jonathan, 2005, “Impoliteness and Entertainment in the Television Quiz Show: The Weakest Link”,
Journal of Politeness Research 1,35-72.

Culpeper Jonathan, 2011, Impoliteness: Using Language to Cause Offence, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Culpeper Jonathan, Bousfield Derek and Wichmann Anne, 2003, “Impoliteness Revisited: With Special
Reference to Dynamic and Prosodic Aspects”, Journal of Pragmatics 35, 1545-1579.

Gartzonika Olga and Serban Adriana, 2009, “Greek Soldiers on the screen: Politeness, fluency and audience
design in subtitling”, in Jorge Diaz Cintas (ed.), New Trends in Audiovisual Translation, Clevedon, Multilingual
Matters, 239-250.

Guillot Marie Noelle, 2016, “Cross-Cultural Pragmatics and Audiovisual Translation”, Target 28(2), 288-301.
Leech Geoffrey, 2014, The Pragmatics of Politeness, New York: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Mabhlberg Michaela, 2013, Corpus Stylistics and Dicken’s Fiction, New York, Routledge.

MclIntyre Dan, 2012, “Prototypical Characteristics of Blockbuster Movie Dialogue: A Corpus Stylistic
Analysis”, Texas Studies in Literature and Language 54 (3), 402-25.

Mandala Susan, 2011, “Star Trek: Voyager’s Seven of Nine: A case study of language and character in a
televisual text”, in R. Piazza, M. Bednarek and F. Rossi (eds), Telecinematic Discourse. Approaches to the
language of films and television series, Amsterdam, Benjamins, 205-223.

Pinto Derrin, 2010,“Lost in Subtitle Translations: The Case of Advice in the English Subtitles of Spanish
Films”, Intercultural Pragmatics 7(2), 257-2717.

Porter Lynnette (ed.), 2016, Who is Sherlock? Essays in Identity in Modern Holmes Adaptations, Jefferson,
North Carolina, MacFarland.

Richardson Kay, 2010, Television Dramatic Dialogue, Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Stein Louisa Ellen and Busse Kristina (eds), 2012, Sherlock and Transmedia Fandom. Essays on the TV Series,
Jefferson, North Carolina, MacFarland.

Michael B. Buchholz
Change in psychotherapy needs dyadic states of consciousness (DSC) (Contribution to The
Pragmatics of Change in Therapy and Related Formats, organized by Graf Eva-Maria [et

al.])

The DSC-hypothesis was developed for the details of proto-conversation between mother-infant interaction by
Ed Tronick (Boston) before infants speak. Infant observation showed that there is a coupling needed between
baby and caregiver so that the insufficient problem solving capacities of the baby can be enriched by another
consciousness offering more complexity in problem solving capacity. However, this must happen in a way not
to endanger the infant’s self coherence. Thus, a balance between coherence and complexity enrichment is to be
handled by both participants. Tronick’s hypotheses includes that the same “dyadic state of consciousness” is to
be achieved in psychotherapy sessions between adult persons. However, this hypothesis was never documented
via transcribed sessions nor tested in experimental designs. Clinical intuition of many psychotherapist leads to
the assumptiopn that Tronick’s general idea can be extended to therapeutic conversations between adult
participants. To achieve a state of DSC is a singular experience for most patients. This can be documented in
transcripts if one uses Tronick’s concept in a combination with Tomasello’s concept of “joined attention” and
linguistic concepts of “common ground”. It can be shown how the achievement of mutually recognized states of
joined attention contribute to the establishment of a common ground. Entire “technical” procedures of
psychotherapy can be applied in a meaninful way only if these important precursors of establishing “contact”
are considered as consistent and mutually confirmed by participants. Testing technical operations in
psychotherapy process designs without this important precursors of establishing a dyadic state of consciousness
should be reflected in process research, then. Analyses of transcripts taken from the Berlin CEMPP-Project
conducted at IPU, Berlin, form the empirical base analyzed by conversation analysis.

Kristin Buehrig
Diabetes and (multilingual) communication: Towards a difficult liaison (Contribution to
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Increasing mobility in health care and challenges to multilingual health care communication,
organized by Hohenstein Christiane [et al.])

In this paper I would like to explore the communicative challenges of so called “diabetes education” encounters.
A rough review of research shows that successful communication plays a very important role with respect to the
patients’ adherence. Nevertheless conceiving and performing a communication of ‘empowerment’ (Rappaport
1987) seems to be rather delicate. The focus of my analyses will encompass the way in which recommendations
and requirements which are addressed to the patients are communicated. Within a detailed analysis (in terms of
the framework of ‘functional pragmatics’ cf. e.g. Rehbein 2001, Redder 2008) the effects of the different
medical doctors’ verbal communication will be reconstructed. The data stem from monolingual and multilingual
audiotaped situations .A part of them belongs to the corpus Interpreting in hospitals (https://www.corpora.uni-
hamburg.de/sfb538/de_k2 dik.html, cf. Biihrig et alii 2012) which includes doctor-patient interaction where so
called ‘adhoc-interpreters’ are involved.
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Peter Bull & Anita Fetzer

Calling Mr Speaker Mr Speaker: The strategic use of references to the Speaker of the
House of Commons (Contribution to Ritual and ritualisation in interpersonal pragmatics,
organized by Kadar Daniel [et al.])

Prime Minister’s Questions (PMQs) is the central British parliamentary institution and its highest profile
parliamentary event. Every week in the House of Commons, Members of Parliament (MPs) have the
opportunity for half an hour to pose questions to the Prime Minister (PM) on any topic of their choice,
frequently utilizing quotations from various sources, e.g. allies from the quoter’s political party, political
opponents, experts, or ordinary people. The Speaker presides over the House"'s debates, determining which
members may speak, and is also responsible for maintaining order during debate, There are a number of
ritualistic conventions governing the discourse of PMQs. In particular, MPs must address their remarks to the
Speaker of the House rather than directly to the PM. MPs must also refer to other MPs in the third person (rather
than as “you”), and may use formal and honorific titles, such as the Right Honourable Gentleman, or the Foreign
Secretary. These conventions are enforced by the Speaker, who may suspend a Member from sitting in the
House (referred to as “naming”). So, for example, a left wing Labour MP (Dennis Skinner) was suspended for a
day (11 April, 2016) from the House of Commons for persistently referring to David Cameron not as Prime
Minister but as “Dodgy Dave®, in relation to a controversy over Cameron’s personal tax affairs.
This paper examines interactional rituals in PMQs, utilising illustrative examples of third party language,
especially forms of address and references to the Speaker. So, for example, David Cameron when Leader of the
Opposition (LO) launched this wholesale attack on former Labour PM Gordon Brown (Bull & Wells, 2012):

Mr Speaker, for 10 years the PM plotted and schemed to have this job—and for what? No conviction, just
calculation; no vision, just a vacuum. Last week he lost his political authority, and this week he is losing his
moral authority. How long are we going to have to wait before the past makes way for the future?

If Cameron’s comments had been addressed more directly to the PM (e.g., you have plotted and schemed to
have this job ......... you have lost your political authority, and this week you are losing your moral authority”), it
would make the attack much more personal, and would be regarded as beyond the bounds of acceptable
parliamentary language. Certainly, Cameron would have been corrected for not addressing his remarks to the
Speaker. In this paper, our illustrative examples will show that the inherent formality of third person language
occurs primarily in loaded contexts coloured by a high degree of controversy. In other situational contexts, such
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practices might suggest a high degree of formality and deference; however, in PMQ discourse they are often
combined with intentional face-threatening acts (FTAs). In the context of PMQs, they arguably serve to
mitigate FTAs. Thereby, they keep the discourse within the bounds of acceptable parliamentary language
(Harris, 2001; Bull & Wells, 2012), and help to avoid mud-slinging, name calling, and personal abuse.
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Matthew Burdelski

Embodied socialization in preschool: Preparation for a graduation ceremony in a
Japanese as a heritage language classroom (Contribution to Touch in Social Interaction:
Integrating Haptics into Embodied Interaction Research, organized by Cekaite Asta [et al.])

Schools are central sites for socializing children’s bodies. As the sociologist Chris Shilling (2003 [1993]) has
observed, “schools are not just places which educate the minds of children, they are also implicated in
monitoring and shaping the bodies of young people” (p. 19). From mundane actions such as raising a hand
before speaking and standing in line to formal actions such as participating in school ceremonies, children
acquire various ‘techniques of the body’ (Mauss, 1973 [1936]), that is, the ability to use their bodies in
culturally specific ways as part of their ‘habitus’ (i.e. set of dispositions for acting and being in the social world)
(Bourdieu, 1991).

This paper explores embodied socialization in a Japanese as a heritage language preschool classroom in the
United States. The analysis is based on audio-visual recordings made during three months of ethnographic and
linguistic research in this classroom. While previous research on Japanese preschools has shown how children’s
bodies are operated upon and socialized within a range of everyday activities (e.g., Ben-Ari, 1997; Burke &
Duncan, 2015; Hayashi & Tobin, 2014), this research primarily examines more ‘everyday rituals’ (Enfield,
2009), such as co-sleeping, bathing, mealtime, and play. This paper, in contrast, considers a more ‘formal
ritual,” which occurs only once during the academic year but is nevertheless a powerful site of socialization.
This ritual is a graduation ceremony in which children will receive a certificate one-at-a-time from the school
principal on the auditorium stage. The ritual entails the performance of a fixed series of embodied moves
involving gaze, posture, hand and foot work, bowing, and handling of the certificate. The analysis focuses on
the rehearsal in the classroom on how to receive this certificate from the school principal. It shows how teachers
use touch and guided manipulation of children’s body parts in instructing and correcting their bodily moves and
bodily orientation at various points during the rehearsal. The paper also considers how touch and guided
manipulation socialize children to deeper socio-cultural meanings of their heritage culture, especially to pay
attention to the details of (embodied) form.

Marcel Burger

When world leaders react to terrorist attacks: A multimodal analysis of discursive
affectivization in statements addressing multiple audiences. (Contribution to Mediatizing
emotion in reactions to global events and crises, organized by Giaxoglou Korina [et al.])

In the wake of the Charlie Hebdo attacks, there was a strong political reaction from around the world in a
symbolic act of “joining together in condemnation of the terror attacks on Charlie Hebdo in Paris”
(http://www.telegraph.co.uk/) . As that case showed terrorist attacks constitute a particular type of tragic event
which not only leads to a critical situation, but also puts the political and public sphere into global crisis. In
these specific contexts, it is the role of world leaders to react quickly by the means of public statements that are
multi-functional and multi-faceted in terms of the emotions and affect encoded as they address multiple
audiences.

So far there has been increased scholarly attention to reactions on social media and less so to reactive discourses
of politicians themselves. This paper examines the statements of politicians from around the world immediately
after the terrorist attack in Nice on 14th July 2016, that killed 84 people attending the French National Day. It
looks at the co-patternings of verbal and non-verbal affect cues deployed in front of cameras and relayed by
written statements e.g. on Twitter in an attempt to convey a balanced stance of empathy, compassion and
resilience.
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The paper first theoretically anchors the political statements into the domain of public communication and social
media which implies conventional modes and genres of discourse and conventional modes of staging the body
language of the politicians and the overall setting (Burger 2013). It is suggested that the frame of public
communication in a digital era favors specific emotions to be displayed. They have to match with the
expectations of news media and at the same time align on sharing practices (e.g. Androutsopoulos 2014) and
modes of affectivization (e.g. Giaxoglou 2015) proper to digital communication and social media (Papacharissi
2015). The analysis presented focuses on the statement made by the French president Fran>70is Hollande right
after the attack and on the reactions that followed immediately by Barack Obama, Angela Merkel, David
Cameron, Boris Johnson between 14th and 15th July 2016 via their government’s official media and on Twitter.
A multi-method approach is used combining argumentation & mediated discourse analysis (Burger & Delaloye
2016; Jones 2015), multimodality (Jewitt 2017) and small stories narrativity in digital communication
(Georgakopoulou & Spilioti 2016). The close examination of Hollande’s multi-faceted statement and
comparative considerations of the data set show emerging common properties of a public statement “in the
critical context of a terror attack” beyond stylistic singularities. The research in progress could therefore lead to
question these political statements as part of a new communicative practice based on the link between politics,
the news media and social media.

Sina Burghardt & Selina Schmidt

Laughing about food in CASE — "Little green round ones' and other delicate topics
(Contribution to Food description and assessment in individual sensory evaluation, focus
groups, and spontaneous face-to-face and SKYPE conversations in English, ELF, Japanese
and German, organized by Szatrowski Polly [et al.])

This paper investigates laughter in the context of Skype conversations about food in the Corpus of Academic
Spoken English (CASE, forthcoming), compiled at Saarland University, Germany. CASE consists of
conversations between English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) speaking students from Europe and the US. For the
purpose of this study, we analyse instances in the transcript where participants discuss food with their
conversation partners. These instances include explanations of culture-specific dishes, the discussion of culinary
stereotypes, food preparation methods, and evaluative comments, for example about the consumption or the
quality of food. The conversations occur in the absence of the food item in question, and without a shared
sensory experience.

CASE conversations about food contain a statistically significant amount of laughter, when compared with
conversations concerning other topics. As laughter fulfils various functions in the conversations and is an
essential element of meaning construction, its frequent occurrence in food discourse will contribute to meaning-
making. Laughter is not only motivated by humorous contexts, but is also used to reduce situational
awkwardness (cf. Chafe 2007) and create rapport (Schmidt 2015). Its functions can roughly be grouped into
three main domains: metalinguistic, evaluative, and joking (Stewart 1997). Laughter often creates ambiguity, as
it allows for a possibly non-serious interpretation of the interaction by interlocutors without having to affirm
their stance (Brunner et al. forthcoming). Delicate situations can thereby be mitigated and diffused and harmony
established. This relates to the social, interactional effect of laughter (cf. Gervais and Wilson 2005, Warner-
Garcia 2014). In CASE, we differentiate between nine easily retrievable types of laughter. The taxonomy used
for the transcription of laughter in CASE merely describes the laughter form, but leaves the analysis of its
function to the researcher’s interpretation (Schmidt et al. 2014, Schmidt 2015, Brunner et al. forthcoming).
Results suggest that laughter often occurs not directly in relation to food itself. Conversations about food often
contain cultural expectations and stereotypes. The unacquainted speakers mix descriptive and evaluative speech
and are prone to develop diverging stances (Du Bois 2007). In a corpus such as CASE, where there are many
non-native English speakers, subjective views on food and culture and uncertainty about (English) food
terminology (Brunner et al. 2014) create possibly delicate situations which draw, among other things, on
laughter to reframe situations as non-serious or unproblematic. The positive effect on the communicative setting
is visible in the creation of rapport between individuals and their increasing ability to understand each other’s
culture. Laughter within food discourse therefore rather reflects the necessity to continually reframe and
reinterpret situations.
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