Kerstin Fischer

University of Southern Denmark
IFKI, Alsion 2

DK-6400 Sgnderborg

Fax. +45 6550 1093

Tel. +45-6550-1220

kerstin@sitkom.sdu.dk

Running Head: Beyond the Sentence


mailto:kerstin@sitkom.sdu.dk

Beyond the Sentence: Constructions, Frames and Spoken Interaction
Kerstin Fischer, University of Southern Denmark

kerstin@sitkom.sdu.dk

Abstract

Construction grammarians are still quite reluctant to extend their description to units beyond the
sentence. However, the theoretical premises of construction grammar and frame semantics are
particularly suited to cover spoken interaction from a cognitive perspective. Furthermore, as
construction grammar is anchored in the cognitive linguistics paradigm and as such subscribes
to meaning being grounded in experience, it needs to consider interaction since grammatical
structures may be grounded not only in sensory-motor, but also in social-interactive experience.
The example of grounded language learning experiments demonstrates the anchoring of
grammatical mood in interaction. Finally, phenomena peculiar to spoken dialogue, such as
pragmatic markers, may be best accounted for as constructions, drawing on frame semantics.
The two cognitive linguistic notions, frames and constructions, are therefore particularly useful
to account for generalisation in spoken interaction.

Keywords: Construction grammar, frame semantics, interaction, automatic language learning,
grounding, pragmatic markers

1. Introduction
A grammatical description of a language is meant to describe the sentences speakers of that

language utter. Thus, it seems natural to assume that construction grammar also accounts for

utterances occurring in spontaneous spoken interaction.

In earlier theories of grammar, phenomena special to spoken language interaction were
discarded because they were understood to be due to performance rather than based on linguistic
competence (cf. Chomsky 1965: 3). Construction grammar rejects this perspective on language
use, yet also for construction grammarians the description of interaction poses some major
methodological challenges. For instance, in interaction, the underlying unit is not the sentence,
but the turn-constructional unit (TCU; Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974). These units may
consist of a clause, but also of units of smaller size, such as feedback signals, adverbs or

prepositional phrases (cf. Selting 1996, Ford, Fox and Thompson 1996). They are often co-
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constructed by different speakers, their meanings are interactively construed and they are
produced on-line, which renders timing crucial (cf. Auer 2005, Hopper 2008). For instance,
towards the possible end of a TCU, an interval occurs in which other participants may self-select
as next speakers — if that moment has passed and the other participant’s response has been
relevant, failure to respond ‘in time” may lead to interactional consequences (see, for instance,
Levinson’s (1983:331) discussion of the effects of an 0.8 second pause). Turn-taking is thus a
fundamental organizing principle that shapes both the gestalt of the units uttered and the
production of larger units (e.g. Schegloff 1982, 1996; Ford, Fox and Thompson 1996). Larger
structures, such as question-answer sequences, are organized furthermore on the basis of
normative expectations rather than on the basis of rules (e.g. Schegloff 1972, 1992), which

seems to resist a grammatical account, too (Levinson 2006).

Finally, language use in spoken interaction is always situated, allowing for ellipsis, deictic
reference and high context dependency. To conclude, many aspects of spoken interaction resist
an obvious procedure for incorporating them in a grammatical theory. However, the same
reservations that grammarians may have can also be found with scholars of interaction; they
hold the characteristics of interaction described above to be defining, rejecting any attempts to
pin the meanings and functions of linguistic structures down in a static description (Ford 2004,
Imo 2007, Hopper 2008). Thus, even the concept of a ‘turn-constructional units’ is rejected by

some authors:

Thinking in terms of ‘units’ seemed to allow us to miss building an account of what people are
doing in interaction, since these various practices that we have considered, syntactic, pragmatic,
prosodic, gestural, can be drawn upon in a wide variety of ways to frame conversational actions
as nearing, or not nearing, completion, and thus displaying participants’ understanding of

whether or not it is someone else’s turn to talk. (Ford et al. 1996 : 450).

Nevertheless, a synthesis is essential. Not only is spoken interaction quantitatively more salient
and grammatical description needs to be extended to spoken interaction for reasons of realistic
coverage, but also are infants confronted with spoken interaction from birth while they learn to

read and write only much later — if at all; there is little doubt that verbal interaction is prior to
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any other form of language use in many respects (cf. Fillmore 1981; Hutchby and Wooffitt
1998). Second, as | am going to show in section 2, a construction grammatical description of
interactional phenomena is in accordance with the theoretical premises of both construction
grammar and frame semantics. That is, even if the focus of construction grammatical research
has shifted in the past decade (as evidenced by publications entitled ‘Back to the Roots’ (Fried
and Boas 2005), for instance), the original theoretical motivations of construction grammar
invite a description of grammatical knowledge put to use in interaction. Third, | demonstrate
that core grammatical structures are grounded in interaction; on the basis of experiments in
automatic grammar learning I illustrate the crucial role of interaction for the understanding of
grammatical constructions, such as grammatical mood. That is, | report on attempts at
bootstrapping language in robotic experiments, which can only be successful in interactional
scenarios even for the learning of very simple utterances. Fourth, | show that phenomena from
spoken language interaction exhibit characteristics that can best be accounted for in a
construction grammatical approach, and using a frame semantic meaning representation. The
phenomena described do not only match the definition of grammatical constructions, but they
also go far beyond constituting simple recasts of pragmatic analyses in some kind of
construction grammatical representation (cf. Fried and Ostman 2005). Instead, they introduce
appropriate generalisations and clarify the kind of grammatical resources speakers in spoken
interaction rely on. The example thus illustrates a useful role of construction grammar in the

description of spoken interaction.

2. Construction grammar, frame semantics and the communicative situation

Constructions are form-meaning pairs which flexibly represent the variable characteristics of
larger units with different degrees of schematization. The starting point for construction
grammar, as outlined in Fillmore's early papers (e.g. 1988, 1989, Fillmore, Kay and O'Connor
1988), was the study of idiomatic expressions, which partly comply with the general
grammatical structures of English and partly exhibit exceptional characteristics on principally
all linguistic levels. Fillmore argues that larger structures, such as idioms, may be associated
with peculiar semantic and even pragmatic properties; construction grammar must therefore also

account for pragmatic information (Fillmore et al. 1988). Correspondingly, one of the first
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overviews of construction grammar appeared in a handbook of pragmatics (Kay 1995, see also
Kay 2003). In a recent overview, Kay and Michaelis (forthcoming) outline the types of meaning
which, in their account, construction grammar should cover: literal (i.e. propositional) meaning,
argument structural meaning, conventional implicatures and pragmatic presuppositions,
illocutionary forces and metalinguistic comments. Most importantly, however, meaning in

construction grammar is thought of in terms of frame semantics (Kay and Fillmore 1999).

Frame semantics replaces objectivist, for instance, truth-functional, accounts of meaning with a
semantics that relates to the conceptual contents connected to a linguistic form (Fillmore 1975;
Lakoff 1987). Fillmore outlines in various seminal papers (e.g. 1976, 1982, 1985; Fillmore and
Atkins 1992) the cognitive semantic approach to meaning that he calls a semantics of
understanding. He argues that a semantic theory should aim to account for "the relationship
between linguistic texts, the context in which they are instanced, and the process and products of
their interpretation™ (1985: 222). That is, "in determining the situated meanings of uses of the
sentence, one interprets the sentence's conventional meaning with its linguistic and
extralinguistic context™ (1985: 233).

At the heart of this theory lies "the concept of interpretative frame™ (1985: 222). Such a frame is
a "presupposed structure of relationships"” (1985: 224), and alternative terms for it are, for
instance, "schema, script, scenario, ideational scaffolding cognitive model, folk theory™ (1982:
111). A frame is defined as "a domain of vocabulary whose elements somehow presuppose a
schematization of human judgment, and behaviour, involving notions of worth, responsibility,
judgment etc., such that one would want to say that nobody can really understand the meanings
of words in that domain who does not understand the social institutions or the structures of
experience which they presuppose” (1982: 116). Semantic knowledge is thus "what one knows
by virtue of being a speaker of the language™ (1985: 252). Obviously, semantic knowledge in
this framework comprises much of what other semantic theories consider to be encyclopedic
knowledge (e.g. Katz and Fodor 1963), but it also includes pragmatic and interactional
knowledge (e.g. Fillmore and Atkins 1992).

Regarding spoken interaction, Fillmore (1982: 117) writes that an "important framing is the
framing of the actual communicative situation." He continues: "knowledge of deictic categories

requires an understanding of the ways in which tenses, person marking morphemes,
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demonstrative categories etc. schematize the communicative situation; knowledge of
illocutionary points, principles of conversational cooperation, and routinized speech events
contribute to the full understanding of most conversational exchanges." Knowledge on the
communication situation thus constitutes a frame that figures prominently in the construction of
meaning on the basis of grammatical cues. As the quote shows, Fillmore takes this to include
not only core pragmatic principles (cf. also Kay 1995, 2003; Kay and Michaelis forthcoming),
such as speech acts (Searle 1969) and the cooperative principle (Grice 1975), but also sequential
structures as described in conversation analysis. Our understanding of conversational exchanges
constitutes an important part of “what one knows by virtue of being a speaker of the language”

and as such constitutes an important framing for language use.

The perspective on interaction suggested by Fillmore (1982) implies a cognitive point of view,
and Langacker's Cognitive Grammar (e.g. 1987, 1991, 2000, 2008; cf. also Croft 2009) takes a
very similar approach to Fillmore’s frame semantic perspective by evoking a ‘current discourse
space’, comprising representations of the speech event, the speaker and hearer, their interaction,
and the immediate circumstances (Langacker 2001: 144). Langacker makes the focus on
conceptualisation explicit in his description of the two language functions: "a semiological
function, allowing thoughts to be symbolized by means of sounds, gestures, or writing” and “an
interactive function, embracing communication, expressiveness, manipulation, and social
communion™ (Langacker 1998: 1). He holds that cognitive linguistics focuses on the crucial role
of conceptualization in social interaction (Langacker 1998: 1). In other words, cognitive
linguistics recognizes the interactional function of language, yet views it from the perspective of

the conversational participants' conceptualisations and background knowledge.

This is in contrast to most other approaches to interaction (e.g. Sacks et al. 1974; Schegloff
1992), which describe interactional phenomena from a social perspective, and which focus on
interaction as a social process, with 'rules' corresponding to normative orientations of the
participants (Hutchby and Wooffitt 1998). These approaches have their roots in sociology and
anthropology rather than in linguistics, and the relationship between conversation and cognition
constitutes an open question in the field (see, for instance, the volume edited by te Molder and
Potter (2005) which especially addresses this issue). Also the relationship between grammar and

interaction is controversial; one possibility is to regard grammar to supply the language-specific



resources of which context-free conversational procedures make use in ways determined by the
resources provided by the language in question (cf., for instance, Lerner and Takagi 1999).
Another possibility for the relationship between grammar and interaction is suggested by
interactional linguists who claim that interaction shapes grammatical structures as much as
grammatical structures shape interaction (e.g. Schegloff 1996; Couper-Kuhlen and Selting
2001). In this view, language structures are regarded as flexible, emergent entities which are
maximally adapted to the organisation of interaction. Thirdly, the relationship between grammar
and interaction can be described by means of common general principles, in particular, a
“homologous mechanism of projection” in interaction and in grammar (Auer 2002:1). That is,
Auer argues that both grammar and interaction are characterized by mechanisms that allow

maximal projectability, and thus predictability, of future events.

In contrast to these considerations, cognitive linguistics, and especially the frame semantic
approach described above, represents the language-specific resources, the context-free processes
speakers make use of, and general interactional principles in terms of the knowledge resources
speakers may bring into the interaction, focusing on, as Langacker (1998: 1) puts it, the role of
conceptualization in interaction (cf. also Deppermann 2006: 61). The cognitive linguistic
perspective is very well suited to account for features socially oriented approaches to interaction
tend to neglect, grounding and generalisation, and thus to complement pragmatic analyses of

spoken interaction.

In the following sections | illustrate how grammar is grounded in interaction and how a
construction grammatical account can express generalisations that tend to be overlooked in
pragmatic analyses. First, interaction may directly contribute to the meaning of grammatical
constructions (Section 3). That is, a study of grounded language learning shows that a
grammatical theory that takes a grounded, embodied perspective has to account for interaction
since grammatical structures may be grounded in social-interactive experience. Second,
interactional phenomena themselves can best be described in terms of constructions with a
frame semantic representation in the background (Section 4). A grammatical approach to spoken
interaction from a cognitive linguistic perspective thus allows accounting for generalisations
pragmatic approaches tend to overlook. I conclude that construction grammar can and should

extend to the description of social interaction.



3. Grammatical structures are grounded in interaction: Evidence from grammar

learning

In this section, | argue that interaction is not something that employs or stages grammatical
sentences that have been created by independent mechanism, but that the meanings of at least
some grammatical structures are grounded in interaction. Langacker addresses this by
introducing speaker and hearer in the representation of the clause (Langacker 2008: 261);
another possibility is a frame semantic approach: Just as the understanding of Sunday
presupposes a broad spectrum of socio-cultural background knowledge (cf. Fillmore and Atkins
1992), the understanding of core grammatical constructions presupposes some kind of
understanding of social interaction. The communicative situation thus provides the necessary
background for the understanding of grammatical structure, in accordance with the frame
semantic approach proposed by Fillmore (e.g. 1976, 1982). In order to illustrate how deeply
language structure is rooted in social interaction, | will make a brief excursion into grounded
language learning. By investigating the efforts being made by grounding a robot’s learning of
natural language utterances in its own perception, it becomes clear that interaction is not just an
add-on that one can take into account once ‘grammar’ is in place. Instead, understanding core
grammatical constructions can be demonstrated to be learnable only against the background of

social interaction.

Until recently, research in automatic grammar learning, i.e. language learning by artificial
systems, has focused on distributional learning, using statistical or connectionist methods. This
is in line with numerous findings showing that children are able to extract distributional
information from the speech signal from a very early age on (cf. Gdmez 2007). The results from
learning the distributional properties of language, such as co-occurrence relationships or the
distribution of words in word classes connected to certain syntactic positions, are very good
indeed (e.g. Mintz 2002; Alishahi and Stevenson 2008), especially if learning is carried out on
corpora of child-directed speech (Cartwright and Brent 1997). However, even though central
properties of natural language can be learned this way, there are intrinsic limits to learning
language from its distribution only, which are due to the fact that such learning is semantically
8



blind. Although semantic categories may emerge (cf. EIman 2006; Borovsky and Elman 2006;
Borensztajn et al. 2009), unlike the child, the system does not have its own representations of

the respective situation and thus does not 'understand' what it hears or produces.

A more recent approach holds therefore that language has to be grounded in perception to be
meaningful for the learner. This is in line with cognitive linguistic assumptions; in cognitive
linguistics, grammatical structure is taken to reflect cognitive categorization, and grammar and
cognition are taken to co-develop in the child during language acquisition (e.g. Langacker 1987,
2008; Lakoff 1987; Tomasello 2003). Langacker defines conceptualization in the following

way:

The term conceptualization is interpreted broadly as embracing any kind of mental experience.
It subsumes (a) both established and novel conceptions; (b) not only abstract or intellectual
‘concepts’ but also sensory, motor, and emotive experience; (¢) conceptions that are not
instantaneous but change or unfold through processing time; and (d) full apprehension of the
physical, social, cultural, and linguistic context. Thus, far from being either static or solipsistic,
conceptualization is viewed as the dynamic activity of embodied minds interacting with their

environments. (Langacker 1998: 3)

These assumptions are taken as the theoretical basis for a recent trend in cognitive science (e.g.
Steels 2004, 2005, 2008, Steels and Kaplan 2002; Dominey 2006, Dominey and Dodane 2004,
Dominey and Boucher 2005; Feldman 2006; Chang 2008); in these approaches to automatic
language learning, researchers use robots since, unlike disembodied computers, robots, i.e.
embodied artificial systems, interact with their environment. In language learning scenarios, the
robot does not learn large amounts of linguistic data, but pairs of utterances and scenes (Steels
2005, Sugita and Tani 2005, 2008). Pioneer in this kind of approach is Luc Steels who
demonstrated in various language emergence experiments that robots may negotiate linguistic
descriptions of perceived scenes, developing a set of intersubjectively shared conventions, and
that linguistic structure emerges from such interactions. That is, linguistic structures, such as the
ditransitive construction, may be developed by interactants as a result of communication

pressure only, rendering the assumption of innate linguistic categories superfluous.
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In the language learning paradigm, Sugita and Tani (2005, 2008) have shown that the system
can learn to break down holophrases into parts and recombine them to understand new sentences
if presented with pairs of actions and holophrases. The short-cut to meaning used by Sugita and
Tani consists in remote-controlling the robot’s behaviour, so that the robot can build up the
meaning of an action like push, point or hit from generalising over the sensory input it receives
from its own (remote-controlled) actions. This paradigm is called learning by demonstration.
Compared to human learning, it would mean that we know how to push something because we
remember what it felt like when someone took our hand and showed us how to push something.
Similarly, in addition to the learning of actions, the robot gets to know objects by means of their
tactile, perceptual and manipulative properties. The effect is that the robot builds up an internal
representation of linguistic categories consisting of generalisations over vectors of sensory data.
This learning paradigm has been very successful for investigating how the learning of linguistic
labels and perception co-determine each other (Cangelosi 2007; Cangelosi et al. 2007; Marocco
et al. in press).

In current experiments in the framework of the ITALK project,’ we are extending this
framework to increasing linguistic complexity, aiming at demonstrating the learning of several
different argument structure constructions and of more naturalistic verb-construction pairings
(Zeschel and Fischer 2009). The spectrum of constructions targeted comprises the intransitive,
the intransitive-resultative, the transitive, the transitive-resultative and the ditransitive
construction (cf. Goldberg 1995). The learning stimuli consist of holophrastic imperative
clauses, such as push-the-block. The robot learns to analyse the linguistic parts of the
holophrases and to carry out actions corresponding to novel combinations of these component
parts. Thus, asked to “push-the-block-to-the-left”, the robot will push the block to the left, even
if it has not seen this utterance before but has only been familiarized with utterances such as
"push-the-cup-to-the-left" and "pull-the-block™. It has its own, grounded, representations of cups
and blocks as well as of pushing and pulling. This corresponds to the grounding of objects and
events as suggested by, for instance, Langacker (2008: ch. 9). However, although the robot
possesses grounded representations of the action, the object and the caused-motion construction,

it has not fully learned the meaning of the utterance. In particular, it does not understand the

www.italkproject.org
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pragmatic meaning of the utterance as a whole, which includes an understanding of the
imperative, whose meaning involves two parties, one asking the other to do something (cf.
Wierzbicka 1988). Since argument structure constructions are underspecified for grammatical
mood, they have to be learned independently of their realization on the surface. The choice of
imperative mood provides plausible results in the scenario chosen, but its meaning is not
understood by the robot in a learning by demonstration scenario. An understanding of the
imperative construction involves at least an understanding of the difference between self and
other, volition and request-comply sequences — socio-cognitive prerequisites even very young

children bring into interactions with their caretakers (Tomasello 2003).

Other grounded learning scenarios are based on learning by observation (cf. Steels and Loetzsch
2008). Here, the robot’s utterances correspond to declarative sentences describing the scene
perceived. For instance, one robot will suggest to the other how to describe a certain scene, such
as Ken giving a book to Barbie. The other robot will either accept the description or propose
another one, until the robots have jointly negotiated the linguistic representation of the perceived

SCene.

However, since a robot in these experiments has no choice but to produce structures
corresponding to declarative sentences which are the indirect result of the in-built language
game the robot is designed to play, it does not understand the meaning of the declarative mood
either, i.e. that it is describing a scene to someone, communicating a certain state of affairs.
Thus, in both scenarios the robots ground actions, objects and argument structure constructions
in their perception, yet they do not possess a grounded understanding of the pragmatics of the

utterances as a whole.

This is particularly obvious for the interrogative — asking a question makes an answer by
another person conditionally relevant (Schegloff 1972). The understanding of grammatical
mood does not only concern an interrogative clause (the question) which is in some sequential
relationship to a declarative clause (the answer), but it involves a complex system of different
interaction partners who have both a sense of self and an understanding of the turn-taking
system. In particular, a grounded understanding of the meaning of a question presupposes an
understanding the notion of a turn and its projections beyond it. That is, understanding the

meaning of an imperative, interrogative or declarative clause presupposes an understanding of
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its role in interaction. The meanings of the sentence types would have to be grounded in

interaction.?

While the fact that grammatical mood presupposes some understanding of interaction® is trivial,
it is noteworthy that we cannot produce utterances without making a choice for the one or the
other sentence type. The only way for a robot to learn natural language utterances in a grounded

manner is therefore from interaction.

This excursion into automatic language learning has thus shown that interaction is a pervasive
aspect of even core grammatical constructions.* Interaction has an impact on the symbolic
structures of language, and to assume that grammar describes language resources which may or
may not be applied in interaction ignores a central aspect of the nature of language.

4. Spoken language phenomena as constructions: Evidence from turn-initial pragmatic

markers

In the two sections above | have argued that construction grammar is theoretically well suited to
allow an integration of interactional phenomena and thus that it can account for knowledge on
conversation. Moreover, | have shown that grammatical structure may be grounded in
interaction, and thus that interaction should be integrated. In this section, | argue that it is even

profitable to do so.

Construction grammar holds that grammatical knowledge consists of a structured inventory of
form-meaning pairs, the so-called constructions, and that both form and meaning sides of these
pairs may be schematic and entrenched to varying degrees. Constructions are defined either by

non-compositional components (cf. Fillmore et al. 1988; Goldberg 1995: 4; Kay and Fillmore

> This discussion even ignores the fact that while the imperative, declarative and interrogative mood are
prototypically associated with certain speech acts, there is no one-to-one correspondence. In order to learn to
account for such a variability, far more complicated interactional knowledge would be required (Fischer
forthcoming).

¥ See also Halliday (e.g. 1985) who places sentence types, i.e. the mood system, within the interpersonal realm of
meaning.

* Cf. also Givon’s (2005) argument that core grammatical constructions, such as epistemic and deontic modality,
tense, aspect, and evidentiality, reflect the interlocutor’s mental states.
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1999), i.e. aspects that cannot be derived from their parts, or by routinization and entrenchement
(cf. Langacker 2006: 140; Goldberg 2006; Bybee 2007). That is, constructions describe
combinations of formal and semantic features of varying degrees of schematicity and with
idiomatic properties that suggest that the whole structure need to be stored as a unit. In the
following, | argue that typical phenomena of spoken language interaction can fulfil the defining
criteria of grammatical constructions; integrating them into a construction grammatical
description then has the advantage that generalizations can be expressed that would otherwise,

i.e. from a purely pragmatic perspective, remain unnoticed.

Pragmatic markers, also called discourse particles, discourse markers or discourse connectives,
for example, constitute a special phenomenon of spoken interaction, being, for instance, about
ten times more frequent in spoken interaction than in written discourse (e.g. Louwerse and
Mitchell 2003). They fulfill a broad functional spectrum with respect to different ‘planes of
discourse’ (Schiffrin 1987); that is, they contribute to various different functional domains of
discourse, and each pragmatic marker is highly polyfunctional. Moreover, most pragmatic
markers occur in different positions with respect to the clause, yet usually they occur outside the

sentence structure, constituting utterances by themselves or attaching to clause boundaries.

Yet, in spite of this functional and positional variability, the usage of pragmatic markers is
learnable, and individual utterances are interpretable. Thus, their usage has to follow general
principles or other regularities at least to some extent. My proposal is that much of the
polyfunctionality and positional variability of pragmatic markers can be accounted for in
reference to two explanatory concepts: constructions and the communicative situation frame. In
particular, the structural positions in which pragmatic markers occur carry meanings themselves
that are not derivable from the items in those positions, i.e. that are not derivable from the parts.
Thus, | argue, the structural positions pragmatic markers occur in constitute constructions in the
sense outlined in, for instance, Fillmore (1988), Fillmore et al. (1988) and Kay and Fillmore
(1999). Taking a construction-based approach thus allows us to state generalisations across

different discourse markers that would not be visible in a pragmatic description only.

Consider the following example from a math tutoring interaction:*

SAll examples are from the British National Corpus (BNC).
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1) <PS1SD>: put the K down right away so we'll keep that there. Now we're only
bothered about the X. I differentiated something and | finished up with X what did

| start from? What would you differentiate that would give you X? ...
<PS1SE>: Erm ... X squared.

<PS1SD>: Okay but that will give us too much

Here, the pragmatic marker okay takes up what the communication partner has just said, relating
the current utterance, the but-clause, to the partner’s utterance, indicating that it continues on the
same topic. Moreover, the speaker signals availability of the channel, i.e. contact (Allwood et al.
1993, 2007), that s/he perceived the partner's utterance successfully and that the utterance was
understood, accepted and added to the common ground (Clark and Schaefer 1989). The
utterance containing okay can also be argued to fulfil a politeness function because it is used to
acknowledge the student’s answer even though it is not the correct answer, thus saving the
student's face (Brown and Levinson 1987). This is particularly relevant since the following

utterance reveals the incorrectness of the student’s answer.

The following example of okay before a but-clause from a public debate illustrates a very
similar function of okay: even though the speaker provides challenging information to the
communication partner, by using okay in turn-initial position s/he initially acknowledges the
successful perception and understanding of the partner’s utterance and signals that her or his
utterance is oriented towards the previous. Thus okay serves here also to signal contact,
perception, understanding, and topic continuity and furthermore fulfils a face-saving function as

well:

(2) <D91PS000>: And cos the the studio is also used regularly for rehearsals for
example or as you know if er local amateur company is putting on a show in the

studio they're given the use of the studio a week before the week of the show.
<D91PS008>: Yeah but.
<D91PS000>: Cos that is an advantage of it.

<D91PS008>: Okay but you've

14



(3)

<D91PS000>: Your point sorry yes.

<D91PS008>: Got local advantage to them but that never used to happen okay so

why is it happening now?

It is noteworthy about the previous example that the speaker uses okay+but-clause and
yeah+but-clause interchangeably; that is, the okay+but-clause constitutes a reformulation of the
previous (unsuccessful) yeah+but-clause, which means that the yeah+but-clause fulfils a similar
function. Thus, while in our previous analysis all of the functions observed might have been
attributed to okay, the pragmatic marker yeah in this turn-initial position followed by a but-
clause seems to serve very similar functions; this hypothesis is verified in the next example of
yeah below, which also signals topic continuity, contact, perception, understanding (Allwood et

al. 1993, 2007), as well as the acceptance of the previous contribution:
<PSOK9>: | said Look, this bloody thing is five years old now,
<PS0JX>: Mhm.

<PSO0K9>: so anything little something like changing the pump, you know I pay about two
hundred pound plus his fucking labour. ... Is not worth it. | can buy a brand
newone.[..] erlwantto [...] wantto buy erer [cough] another

German one, and then the poxy er spare part [ ... ]

<PS0JX>: Yeah but they're er so well made you sh shouldn't really need to have to

change it very often.

Also in this example, speaker PS0JX acknowledges the partner’s reasoning for simply buying a
new device by means of yeah, before bringing forth his or her argument that even though buying
a new one may be cheap, one shouldn’t be forced to. Thus, yeah serves here to take up, and
relate to, the partner’s utterances, signalling successful perception and understanding, topic

continuity and also mitigating a possible face-threat and thus contributing to politeness.

Besides the pragmatic markers yeah and okay, examples of but-clauses can be found involving

interjections, such as oh and ah, which occur in the same positions as the adverb okay and the
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response token yeah in the examples above, that is, as a turn-initial pragmatic marker, followed

by a but-clause:

4) <PS0JJ>: Yeah but what could he do? | mean what's he gonna be like ina ...

couple of years time? ... He might say oh he
<PS0JL>: Don't know. But he's not bad at spraying. He's a good sprayer.
<PS0JJ>: Oh but that's the whole reason he stopped, because he couldn't

In this example, the speaker objects to the previous utterance with a but-clause, yet s/he
introduces this objection using turn-initial oh. Still, the functions of oh are very similar to the
ones exhibited by okay and yeah in this position: it serves as a signal of successful perception
and understanding of the partner’s utterance, in this case signalling a change of state, i.e. the
receipt of new information (Heritage 1984), rather than agreement with the other’s contribution.
Oh thus demonstrates an orientation to the partner’s turn, a continuation of the current topic and
the successful uptake of the previous utterance.® Thus, in spite of the subtle meaning differences
between the different pragmatic markers, there are functional similarities between their
occurrences due to the same structural contexts, i.e. their occurrence turn-initially before but-

clauses.

Similarly, in a discussion about foreigners' right to vote, a but-clause is introduced using the

interjection ah:

(5) <PS1EM>: Well no, not necessary. You're classed as a foreigner. As an

Englishman.
<PS1EP>: So all these Pakistanis and [ ...] they can't vote?

<PS1EM>: They're re once ... no. Ifthey [...] but they come to live here don't
they?

<PS1EP>: Well that's what | mean, if | went to live in Gambia. And | bought a

house [ ... ]

® Heritage (2002) has shown that oh may already preshadow a re-orientation in the current line of argumentation.
This is the case if the speaker is not orienting towards the newness of the information of the previous utterance
itself, but to the unexpected fact that the other speaker is not aware of the evidence to the contrary.
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<PS1EM>: Ah but you've got a British passport.

Also in this example, ah relates the current utterance to the partner’s turn’s topic and content,
signalling successful perception and understanding before continuing with the possibly face-

threatening but-clause.
Finally, the answer particle yes can be used in this position and thus in this function:

(6) < PS5MU>: You know at the top it was like sloping down here and the car's like
this and I'm having to try and get the car back down without it toppling over and it

was an abs
<PS5NO0>: Where were you?

<PS5MU>: | was on the erm [ ...] bypass at this point [clears throat] about erm

... less than an hour from home

<PS5NO0>: Yes but that's when your concentration flags.

Thus, even though the pragmatic markers under consideration are quite different in nature,
spanning from interjections (ah and oh) to full-fledged answer particles (yeah and yes) and even
adverbs (okay), they are similar in function because of their similar structural positions; their
interpretation therefore depends on the structural position in which they occur. The whole
sequential structure thus consists of a turn-initial pragmatic marker plus a but-clause in response
to a communication partner’s turn, where the meaning of the sequence is to provide evidence of
successful perception and understanding, to signal topic continuity, to acknowledge the
partner’s contribution (in the grounding sense, cf. Clark and Schaefer 1989), and to mitigate a
possible face-threat related to the content of the following but-clause. Because of its identifiable
form-meaning association, the structural context can be understood as a grammatical
construction in the sense proposed by Fillmore et al. (1988), Kay and Fillmore (1999) and
Goldberg (1995, 2006).

Evidence in support of the current pragmatic analysis comes from the lack of the functions
proposed in instances of but-clauses without an uptaking particle. In the spoken part of the BNC

queried, all instances of turn-initial but-clauses are examples in which the speaker either does
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not object to the communication partner’s utterance but rather to something he or she was just
outlining him- or herself, as in (7), or in which the contradicting information of the but-clause
constitutes a polite or flattering rejection of a humble self-presentation by the communication

partner, as in (8).

(7) <PS5M2>: What time of year do you cut the peats?
<K6NPS001>: Well er the best time is the month of May.
<PS5M2>: Aha.
<K6NPS001>: But this year you couldn't, the weather was so

In this example, the contradiction is not directed at the communication partner's turn, which
consists of a feedback signal only, but concerns a qualification of the speaker’s own earlier
claim. There is no evidence for any of the functional meanings proposed above: the but-clause
does not show any orientation toward the partner’s turn, thus not providing evidence of
successful perception and understanding of the utterance nor relating the current utterance to the
previous topic brought forward by the partner. Thus, turn-initial but-clauses not preceded by a
pragmatic marker do not exhibit the meaning components suggested. In the next example, the
but-clause is directed at the communication partner’s turn, yet the information presented is

rather flattering, rejecting the partner’s self-presentation as a ‘geriatric performer’:

(8) <PS000>: I didn't ever relish the thought of becoming a sort of geriatric performer,
going around clubs and summer seasons. Er I'd always wanted to act even as a kid
of fifteen sixteen er and I got into singing before | went into acting and so acting s

see that seemed to be a good period to break my life and start again. [ ... ]

<PS38F>: But you must you must have been asked dozens of times to go back into

the pop concert field?

Thus, in this example, the interviewer PS38F does not signal successful perception,
understanding and topic continuity because it is polite to reject the communication partner’s

self-demolishing statements (cf. Brown and Levinson 1987). Thus, the apparent lack of
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pragmatic functions identified for turn-initial pragmatic marker — but-clause constructions
serves a politeness function here, comparable to the use of imperative clauses in offers and

invitations (ibid.).

To conclude, pragmatic markers in turn-initial position before but-clauses carry a certain
pragmatic meaning which is independent of the respective particle. Instead, the meaning,
comprising information regarding topic management, successful perception and understanding
and the grounding of the information conveyed’ is encoded in the sequential position of the
pragmatic marker. That is, there is nothing in the meaning of ah that suggests an interpretation
with respect to the acceptance of the communication partner’s contribution, topic continuity, nor
a solidary interpersonal (politeness) function. These meaning aspects are rather connected to the
structure as a whole. Since these meaning aspects are unpredictable from the lexical items
involved, the structural context may be best described as a grammatical construction, a form —

meaning pair.®

’Also a turn-taking function may be suggested; turn-initial pragmatic markers usually provide an account for the
self-selection, see Fischer (2000Db).

® Self-evidently, each marker furthermore contributes additional meaning components; the constructional meaning
concerns only those meanings that are shared by all pragmatic markers in this construction.
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form:®

communication partner: turn (TRP) speaker: PM but-clause
meaning:

topic continuity

successful contact, perception, understanding

acceptance of contribution

solidary interpersonal function

The functional spectrum of the pragmatic markers in the uptaking construction described, as
well as of pragmatic markers in general, is not accidental. Instead, their functions correspond to
communicative tasks to which speakers can be shown to attend (Fischer 2000a: 178-193) and
which are determined by the affordances of the communication situation. Therefore, many
approaches to pragmatic markers assume a model of discourse that serves as the background for
the description of pragmatic markers (cf. Schiffrin 1987, 2001; Redeker 1990; Frank-Job 2006;
Pons Borderia 2006; Roulet 2006). These may be represented as the semantic frame on the basis
of which pragmatic markers are understood and produced (Fischer 2000a, 2006a). In particular,
the functional domains proposed, such as perception, understanding or topic continuity, can be
demonstrated to be membership categories in the sense suggested by, for example, Sacks (1972)
or Schegloff (1997, 2007). For instance, ensuring successful perception and understanding
constitutes a task to which participants in discourse attend not only by means of pragmatic
markers, but with a variety of other resources as well, such as tag questions, reformulation and
repair. Thus, securing perception and understanding constitutes one domain of discourse in a set
of domains which together form the background frame with respect to which the functional
spectrum of verbal interaction can be explained.

Similar analyses involving sequential contexts as constructions and a communicative situation
frame are presented in Deppermann (2008) for constructions of understanding and in Fischer
(forthcoming) for grammatical mood. Thus, the model presented is general enough to account
for various interactional phenomena. The construction grammatical perspective thus introduces

%Given the as yet unsolved problems regarding the representation of the notions of turn, transition relevance place
(TRP) and features like turn-initial occurrence, | refrain from any attempts at formalization here, but see, for
instance, Fischer (2000a), Fried & Ostman (2005), Lindstrdm & Londen (2008) and Wide (2009). The figure thus
shows simply the pairing of an informal description of the structural context with the meaning components
identified in the linguistic analysis. PM is short for 'pragmatic marker".
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an explanatory perspective that exceeds by far the simple recast of pragmatic analyses in
construction grammatical terms by providing a generalisation across different pragmatic
markers. While pragmatic analyses usually focus on subtle differences in the uses of particular
markers (see, for instance, Schiffrin 1987, Jucker and Ziv 1998 or Aijmer and Simon-
Vandenbergen 2006), a construction grammatical perspective can shed light on the
commonalities between different markers and on the contribution of their uses in certain
structural contexts, i.e. in certain constructions, on the resulting interpretation. The construction
grammatical perspective on interaction can thus provide accounts of the learnability of the use
of pragmatic markers as well as shed light on their interpretability in novel occurrences.

5. Conclusion
To conclude, | have shown that

a) construction grammar and frame semantics, like cognitive grammar (e.g. Langacker
2001, 2008), provide a theoretical framework for the grounding of language in discourse
and social interaction; especially the early papers in construction grammar invite an
extension of construction grammatical description to cover spoken interaction, including
units beyond the clause. That is, construction grammar allows the integration of units of
spoken interaction beyond the clause;

b) every clause exhibits grammatical properties that are grounded in interaction itself —
there is no way these interactional meaning aspects can be left out in a grounded account
of language. That is, our excursion into automatic language learning has shown that
there is no natural language utterance without meaning components that are grounded in
social interaction. These meaning components evokes an interactional frame that
constitutes an essential part of a semantics of understanding; therefore, construction
grammar should integrate units of spoken interaction;

c) the description of many interactional phenomena can profit from a grammatical
representation because their regularities can be accounted for on a constructional level,
accounting also for their learnability and interpretability.

Construction grammar, as a cognitive linguistic grammar theory paired with a semantics of
understanding, thus has to take steps to incorporate interactional notions like the turn, the turn-
constructional unit and the turn-taking system in the description, even if that means to desert the
playgrounds of formal grammarians, and even if this means not always to have an appropriate
reply to 'mainstream’ syntacticians (see Michaelis forthcoming). This loss however pays off with
respect to naturalistic coverage and more realistic grounding of grammar in social interaction. If
we consider the flourishing literature on interaction in construction grammar produced by
interactional linguists, conversation analysts or pragmaticians (for instance, Fried and Ostman
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2005; Fischer 2006b; Deppermann 2006, 2007; Imo 2007; Imo and Gunthner 2007; Brone and
Zima in preparation, and the contributions to this special issue), it becomes clear that this
paradigm shift, rooted in its founders' own writings (e.g. Fillmore 1975, 1976, 1982, 1988; Kay
1995, 2003), is already happening.

Acknowledgements

This research has been partly funded by the European Union in the framework of
the ITALK project under grant number 214668. | would also like to thank the
editors and the anonymous referees for their valuable suggestions.

References
Aimer, Karin & Anne-Marie Simon-Vandenbergen (Eds.) (2006). Pragmatic markers in
contrast. Bingley: Emerald.

Alishahi, Afra & Suzanne Stevenson (2008). A computational model of early argument structure
acquisition. Cognitive science, 32.789-834.

Allwood, Jens, Stefan Kopp, Karl Grammer, Elisabeth Ahlsén, Elisabeth Oberzaucher &
Markus Koppensteiner (2007). The analysis of embodied communicative feedback in
multimodal corpora — a prerequisite for behaviour simulation. Journal of language
resources and evaluation, 41.3-4.255-272.

Allwood, Jens, Joakim Nivre & Elisabeth Ahlsén (1993). On the semantics and pragmatics of
linguistic feedback. Journal of semantics, 9.1.1-26.

Auer, Peter (2002). Projection in interaction and projection in grammar. InLiSt - Interaction and
linguistic structures 33.

Auer, P. (2005). Syntax als Prozess. InLiSt - Interaction and linguistic structures 41.

Borensztajn, Gideon, Jelle Zuidema & Rens Bod (2009). The hierarchical prediction network:
towards a neural theory of grammar acquisition. Proceedings of CogSci 2009.

Borovsky, Arielle & Jeff EIman (2006). Language input and semantic categories: a relation
between cognition and early word learning. Journal of child language, 33.4.759-790.

Brone, Geert & Elisabeth Zima (in preparation). Interactional discourse in cognitive linguistics.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Brown, Penelope & Stephen Levinson (1987). Politeness. Universals in language use.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bybee, Joan R. (2007). Frequency of use and the organisation of language. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

22



Cangelosi, Angelo (2007). Adaptive agent modeling of distributed language: Investigations on
the effects of cultural variation and internal action representations. Language sciences,
29.633-649.

Cangelosi, Angelo, Vadim Tikhanoff, Jose F. Fontanari & Emmanouil Hourdakis (2007).
Integrating language and cognition: A cognitive robotics approach. IEEE Computational
intelligence magazine, 2.3.65-70.

Cartwright, Timothy A. & Michael R. Brent (1997). Syntactic Categorization in Early Language
Acquisition: Formalizing the Role of Distributional Analysis. Cognition, 63.121-170.

Chang, Nancy (2008). Constructing Grammar: A Computational Model of the Emergence of
Early Constructions. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley.

Chomsky, Noam (1965). Aspects of the theory of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Couper-Kuhlen, Elizabeth & Margret Selting (2001). Introducing Interactional Linguistics. In
M. Selting & E. Couper-Kuhlen (Eds.), Studies in interactional linguistics. Amsterdam,
Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Croft, William (2009). Toward a social cognitive linguistics. In V. Evans & S. Pourcel (Eds.),
New directions in cognitive linguistics (395-420). Amsterdam: John Benjamins

Depperman, A. (2006). Construction Grammar - Eine Grammatik fur die Interaktion? In A.
Deppermann, R. Fiehler & Th. Spranz-Fogasy (Eds.), Grammatik und Interaktion (43-65).
Radolfzell: Verlag fiir Gespréachsforschung.

Deppermann, Arnulf (2007). Grammatik und Semantik aus gesprachsanalytischer Sicht.
Berlin/New York: de Gruyter.

Deppermann, Arnulf (2008). Lexikalische Bedeutung oder Konstruktionsbedeutungen? Eine
Untersuchung am Beispiel von Konstruktionen mit verstehen. In A. Stefanowitsch & K.
Fischer (Eds.), Konstruktionsgrammatik I1: Von der Konstruktion zur Grammatik.
Tubingen: Stauffenburg.

Dominey, Peter F. & Jean-David Boucher (2005). Learning to talk about events from narrated
video in a construction grammar framework. Artificial Intelligence, 167.1-2.31-61.

Dominey, Peter F. (2006). From holophrases to abstract grammatical constructions: Insights
from simulation studies. In: E. Clark & B. Kelly (Eds.), Constructions in acquisition (137-
162). Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Dominey Peter F. & Christelle Dodane (2004). Indeterminacy in language acquisition: The role
of child directed speech and joint attention. Journal of neurolinguistics17, 2-3.121-145.

Elman, Jeff (2006). Computational approaches to language acquisition. In K. Brown (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of language & linguistics, Second Edition, volume 2 (726-732). Oxford:
Elsevier.

Fillmore, Charles J. (1975). An alternative to checklist theories of meaning. Proceedings of BLS
1.123-131.

23



Fillmore, Charles J. (1976). Frame semantics and the nature of language. In Annals of the New
York Academy of Sciences: Conference on the origin and development of language and
speech 280.20-32.

Fillmore, Charles J. (1981). Pragmatics and the description of discourse. In Cole, Peter (Ed.),
Radical pragmatics (143-166). New York: Academic Press.

Fillmore, Charles J. (1982): Frame semantics. In Linguistics in the Morning Calm (111-137).
Seoul, Hanshin Publishing Co.

Fillmore, Charles J. (1988). The mechanisms of ‘construction grammar’. Proceedings of the
fourteenth annual meeting of the Berkeley Linguistic Society, 35-33.

Fillmore, Charles J. (1989): Grammatical construction theory and the familiar dichotomies. In
R. Dietrich & C.F. Graumann (Eds.), Language processing in social context. Amsterdam:
Elsevier.

Fillmore, Charles J., Paul Kay & Mary O’Connor (1988). Regularity and idiomaticity in
grammatical constructions: the case of let alone. Language, 64. 3.501-538.

Fillmore, Charles J. & Beryl T. Atkins (1992). Towards a frame-based lexicon: the case of
RISK. In A. Lehrer & E. Kittay (Eds.). Frames, fields, and contrasts (75-102). Mahwah,
N.J.: Erlbaum.

Fischer, Kerstin (2000a). From cognitive semantics to lexical pragmatics: The functional
polysemy of discourse particles. Berlin, New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Fischer, Kerstin (2000b). Discourse particles, turn-taking, and the semantics-pragmatics
interface. Revue de Sémantique et Pragmatique, 8.111-137.

Fischer, Kerstin (2006a). Frames, constructions, and invariant meanings: The polysemy of
discourse particles. In K. Fischer (Ed.), Approaches to discourse particles (427-447).
Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Fischer, Kerstin (2006b). Konstruktionsgrammatik und Interaktion. In K. Fischer & A.
Stefanowitsch (Eds.), Konstruktionsgrammatik: Von der Anwendung zur Theorie (129-
146). Tlbingen: Stauffenburg.

Fischer, Kerstin (forthcoming). Accounting for the role of situation in language use in a
cognitive semantic representation of sentence mood. In K. Fischer & D. Glynn (Eds.),
Quantitative methods in cognitive semantics. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Ford, Cecilia E. (2004). Contingency and units in interaction. Discourse studies, 6.1.27-52.

Ford, Cecilia E., Barbara A. Fox & Sandra A. Thompson (1996). Practices in the construction of
turns: The TCU revisited. Pragmatics, 6.427-454.

Ford, Cecilia E., Barbara A. Fox & Sandra A. Thompson (2003). Social interaction and
grammar. In M. Tomasello (Ed.), The new psychology of language. Cognitive and
functional approaches to language structure (119-143). Vol. 2, Mahwah, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Frank Job, Barbara (2006). Discourse marker research and theory: revisiting and. In K. Fischer
(Ed.), Approaches to discourse particles (359-374). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Fried, Miriam & Hans C. Boas (Eds.) (2005). Grammatical constructions: Back to the roots.

24



Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Benjamins.

Fried, Miriam & Jan-Ola Ostman (2005). Construction grammar and spoken interaction: The
case of pragmatic particles. Journal of pragmatics, 37.11.1752-1778.

Feldman, Jerry (2006). From molecule to metaphor: A neural theory of language. MIT Press.

Goldberg, Adele E. (1995). Constructions: A construction grammar approach to argument
structure. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Goldberg, Adele E. (2006). Constructions at work. The nature of generalization in language.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gomez, Rebecca L. (2007). Statistical learning in infant language development. In M.G. Gaskell
(Ed.), The Oxford handbook of psycholinguistics (601-615). Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Grice, Paul (1975): Logic and conversation. In P. Cole & J. Morgan (Eds.), Syntax and
semantics (41-58), vol 3. New York: Academic Press.

Halliday, Michael A.K. (1985). Introduction to systemic functional grammar. London: Arnold.

Heritage, John (1984). A change-of-state token and aspects of its sequential placement. In J.
Atkinson & J. Heritage (Eds.), Structures of social action: Studies in conversation analysis
(299-345). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Heritage, John (2002). Oh-prefaced responses to assessments: A method of modifying
agreement/disagreement. In C. Ford, B. Fox & S. Thompson (Eds.), The language of turn
and sequence (196-224). New York: Oxford University Press.

Hopper, Paul (2008). The openness of grammatical constructions. In N. Adams, A. Cooper, F.
Parrill & T. Wier (Eds.), Proceedings from the 40th annual meeting (2004) of the Chicago
Linguistic Society (153-175). Chicago: The Chicago Linguistic Society.

Hutchby, lan & Wooffitt, Robin (1998). Conversation analysis: Principles, practices and
applications. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.

Imo, Wolfgang (2007). Der Zwang zur Kategorienbildung: Probleme de Anwendung der
Construction Grammar bei der Analyse gesprochener Sprache. Gesprachsforschung, 8.22-
45,

Imo, Wolfgang & Susanne Ginthner (Eds.) (2007). Konstruktionen in der Interaktion. Berlin,
New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Jucker, Andreas & Yael Ziv (Eds.) (1998). Discourse markers: Descriptions and theory.
Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Katz, Jerry & Jerry Fodor (1963). The structure of a semantic theory. Language, 39. 2.170-210.

Kay, Paul (1995). Construction grammar. In J. Verschueren, J.-O. Ostman, J. Blommaert & C.
Bulcaen (Eds.), Handbook of pragmatics, Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Kay, Paul (2003). Pragmatic aspects of grammatical constructions. In L. Horn & G. Ward
(Eds.), Handbook of pragmatics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Kay, Paul & Charles J. Fillmore (1999). Grammatical constructions and linguistic

25



generalizations: The What’s X doing Y? construction, Language, 75.1. 1-33.

Kay, Paul & Michaelis, Laura A. (forthcoming). Constructional meaning and compositionality.
In C. Maienborn, K. von Heusinger & P. Portner (Eds.). Semantics: An international
handbook of natural language meaning. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Lakoff, George (1987). Women, fire, and dangerous things. What categories reveal about the
mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Langacker, Ronald W. (1987). Foundations of cognitive grammar, Vol 1: Theoretical
prerequisites. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Langacker, Ronald W. (1991). Concept, image, symbol. Berlin, New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Langacker, Ronald W. (1998). Conceptualization, symbolization, and grammar. In M.
Tomasello (Ed.), The new psychology of language: Cognitive and functional approaches
to linguistic structure. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Erlbaum.

Langacker, Ronald W. (2000). Grammar and conceptualization. Berlin, New York: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Langacker, Ronald W. (2001). Discourse in Cognitive Grammar. Cognitive Linguistics, 12.2.
143-188.

Langacker, Ronald W. (2006). Construction grammars: Cognitive, radical, and less so. In F.
Ruiz de Mendoza Ibafiez & S. Pefia Cervel (Eds.), Cognitive linguistics: Internal
dynamics and interdisciplinary interaction (101-159). Berlin/New York: Mouton de
Gryuter.

Langacker, Ronald W. (2008). Cognitive grammar: A basic introduction. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Lerner, Gene H. / Tomoyo Takagi (1999). On the place of linguistic resources in the
organization of talk-in-interaction: A co-investigation of English and Japanese
grammatical practices. Journal of Pragmatics, 31.49-75.

Lindstrom, Jan & Anne-Marie Londen 2008. Constructing reasoning: the connectives for att
(causal), sa att (consecutive) and men att (adversative) in Swedish conversations. In J.
Leino (Ed.), Constructional reorganization (105-152). (Constructional Approaches to
Language 5.) Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Benjamins.

Levinson, Stephen C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge University Press.

Levinson, Stephen C. (2006). On the human "interaction engine"”. In N. J. Enfield & S. C.
Levinson (Eds.), Roots of human sociality: Culture, cognition and interaction (pp. 39-69).
Oxford: Berg.

Linell, Per (2009). Grammatical constructions in dialogue. In A. Bergs & G. Diewald (Eds.),
Contexts and constructions (97-110). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Louwerse, Max M. & Mitchell, Heather H. (2003). Towards a taxonomy of a set of discourse
markers in dialog: a theoretical and computational linguistic account. Discourse
Processes, 35. 199-239.

26



Marocco, Davide, Angelo Cangelosi, Kerstin Fischer & Toni Belpaeme (in press). Grounding
action words in the sensory-motor interaction with the world: Experiments with the iCub
humanoid robot. Journal of neurorobotics.

Michaelis, Laura A. (forthcoming). Making the case for construction grammar. In H. Boas & I.
Sag (Eds.), Sign-based construction grammar. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Mintz, Toben H. (2002). Category induction from distributional cues in an artificial language.
Memory and cognition, 30.5.678-686.

te Molder, Hedwig & Jonathan Potter (Eds.) (2005). Conversation and cognition. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Pons Borderia, Salvador (2006). A functional approach to the study of discourse markers. In K.
Fischer (Ed.), Approaches to discourse particles (77-100). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Redeker, Gisella (1990): Ideational and pragmatic markers of discourse structure. Journal of
pragmatics, 14.367-381.

Roulet, Eddy (2006). The description of text relation markers in the Geneva model of discourse
organization. In K. Fischer (Ed.), Approaches to discourse particles (115-132).
Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Sacks, Harvey (1972). An initial investigation of the usability of conversational data for doing
sociology. In D. Sudnow (Ed.), Studies in social interaction (31-74). New York: Free
Press.

Sacks, Harvey, Emanuel Schegloff & Gail Jefferson (1974). A simplest systematics for the
organization of turn-taking for conversation. Language, 50.697-735.

Schegloff, Emanuel A. (1972). Notes on a conversational practice: Formulating place. In D.
Sudnow (Ed.), Studies in social interaction (75-119). New York: Free Press.

Schegloff, Emanuel A. (1982). Discourse as an interactional achievement: Some uses of 'uh huh'
and other things that come between sentences. In D. Tannen (Ed.), Analysing discourse.
Text and talk. Washington: Georgetown University Press.

Schegloff, Emanuel A. (1992). To Searle on conversation: A note in return. In J. R. Searle, H.
Parret & J. Verschueren (Eds.), (On) Searle on conversation (113- 128). Amsterdam:
Benjamins.

Schegloff, Emanuel A. (1996). Turn-organisation: One intersection of grammar and interaction.
In E. Ochs, E., E.A. Schegloff & S. Thompson (Eds.), Interaction and grammar (52-133).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schiffrin, Deborah (1987). Discourse markers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schiffrin, Deborah (2001). Discourse markers: language, meaning, and context. In D. Schiffrin,
D. Tannen, H. Hamilton (Eds.), The handbook of discourse analysis (54-75). Blackwell,
Oxford.

Searle, John (1969). Speech acts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Selting, Margret (1996). On the interplay of syntax and prosody in the constitution of turn-
constructional units and turns in conversation. Pragmatics, 6.3. 357-388.

27



Steels, Luc (2004). Constructivist development of grounded construction grammars. In D. Scott,
W. Daelemans & M. Walker (Eds.), Proceedings of the annual meeting of the association
for computational linguistics conference (9-16). Barcelona: ACL.

Steels, Luc (2005). The role of construction grammar in fluid language grounding. Unpublished
manuscript.
http://wwwa3.isrl.illinois.edu/~junwang4/langev/localcopy/pdf/steels_constructionGramma
r.pdf

Steels, Luc (2008). The symbol grounding problem has been solved. So what's next? In M. de
Vega (Ed.), Symbols and embodiment: Debates on meaning and cognition (223-244).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Steels, Luc & Frederic Kaplan (2002). Bootstrapping grounded word semantics. In T. Briscoe
(Ed.), Linguistic evolution through language acquisition: formal and computational
models (53-74). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Steels, Luc & Martin Loetzsch (2008). Perspective alignment in spatial language. In K.
Coventry, T. Tenbrink & J.A. Bateman (Eds.), Spatial Language and Dialogue (70-89).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sugita, Yuuya & Jun Tani (2005). Learning semantic combinatoriality from the interaction
between linguistic and behavioral processes. Adaptive behavior, 13.3.211-225.

Sugita, Yuuya & Jun Tani (2008). A sub-symbolic process underlying the usage-based
acquisition of a compositional representation: Results of robotic learning experiments of
goal-directed actions. In Proceedings of the 7th IEEE international conference on
development and learning (ICDL2008), Monterey, USA (127-132).

Tomasello, Michael (2003). Constructing a language. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press.

Wide, Camilla (2009). Interactional construction grammar: Contextual features of determination
in dialectal Swedish. In A. Bergs & G. Diewald (Eds.), Context and constructions (111-
142). (Constructional Approaches to Language 9.) Amsterdam/Philadelphia: Benjamins.

Wierzbicka, Anna (1988). The semantics of grammar. Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

Zeschel, Arne & Kerstin Fischer (2009). Constructivist grammar classifications for grounded
language learning. Deliverable 3.1, ITALK Project www.italkproject.org.

28


http://www.benjamins.com/cgi-bin/t_bookview.cgi?bookid=CAL%209
http://www.italkproject.org/

