COMMUNICATING IN PROFESSIONS AND ORGANIZATIONS

series editor: Jonathan Crichton

Talking at Work

Corpus-based Explorations of Workplace Discourse

N

Edited by Lucy Pickering, Eric Friginal and Shelley Staples



Communicating in Professions and
Organizations

Series Editor

Jonathan Crichton
School of Communication, International
Studies and Languages
University of South Australia
Magill, Australia



This series is a venue for research on issues of language and communica-
tion that matter to professionals, their clients and stakeholders. Books
in this series explore the relevance and real world impact of communica-
tion research in professional practice and forge reciprocal links between
researchers in applied linguistics/discourse analysis and practitioners
from numerous professions, including healthcare, education, business
and trade, law, media, science and technology.

Central to this agenda, the series responds to contemporary challenges
to professional practice that are bringing issues of language and commu-
nication to the fore. These include:

¢ 'The growing importance of communication as a form of professional
expertise that needs to be made visible and developed as a resource for
the professionals

¢ Dolitical, economic, technological and social changes that are trans-
forming communicative practices in professions and organisations

* Increasing mobility and diversity (geographical, technological, cul-
tural, linguistic) of organisations, professionals and clients

Books in the series combine up to date overviews of issues of language
and communication relevant to the particular professional domain with
original research that addresses these issues at relevant sites. The authors
also explore the practical implications of this research for the professions/
organisations in question.

We are actively commissioning projects for this series and welcome pro-
posals from authors whose experience combines linguistic and professional
expertise, from those who have long-standing knowledge of the profes-
sional and organisational settings in which their books are located and joint
editing/authorship by language researchers and professional practitioners.

The series is designed for both academic and professional readers, for
scholars and students in Applied Linguistics, Communication Studies
and related fields, and for members of the professions and organisations
whose practice is the focus of the series.

More information about this series at
http://www.springer.com/series/ 14904


http://www.springer.com/series/14904

Lucy Pickering e Eric Friginal e Shelley Staples
Editors

Talking at Work

Corpus-based Explorations of Workplace
Discourse

palgrave
macmillan



Editors

Lucy Pickering Shelley Staples
Literature and Languages English

Texas A&M University - Commerce University of Arizona
Commerce, Texas, USA Tucson, Arizona, USA
Eric Friginal

Applied Linguistics and ESL
Georgia State University
Atlanta, Georgia, USA

Communicating in Professions and Organizations
ISBN 978-1-137-49615-7 ISBN 978-1-137-49616-4  (eBook)
DOI 10.1057/978-1-137-49616-4

Library of Congress Control Number: 2016956908

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2016

The author(s) has/have asserted their right(s) to be identified as the author(s) of this work in accordance
with the Copyright, Design and Patents Act 1988.

This work is subject to copyright. All rights are solely and exclusively licensed by the Publisher, whether
the whole or part of the material is concerned, specifically the rights of translation, reprinting, reuse of
illustrations, recitation, broadcasting, reproduction on microfilms or in any other physical way, and
transmission or information storage and retrieval, electronic adaptation, computer software, or by similar
or dissimilar methodology now known or hereafter developed.

The use of general descriptive names, registered names, trademarks, service marks, etc. in this publication
does not imply, even in the absence of a specific statement, that such names are exempt from the relevant
protective laws and regulations and therefore free for general use.

The publisher, the authors and the editors are safe to assume that the advice and information in this book
are believed to be true and accurate at the date of publication. Neither the publisher nor the authors or
the editors give a warranty, express or implied, with respect to the material contained herein or for any
errors or omissions that may have been made.

Cover illustration: © XiXinXing / Alamy Stock Photo
Printed on acid-free paper
This Palgrave Macmillan imprint is published by Springer Nature

The registered company is Macmillan Publishers Ltd.
The registered company address is: The Campus, 4 Crinan Street, London, N1 9XW, United Kingdom



Endorsement

“The book’s subtitle doesn’t begin to express the diversity of the stud-
ies that are included. While the general workplace types will be familiar
to readers, many of the specific contexts are likely to be new — such as
office interactions that depend on augmentative and alternative commu-
nication devices and healthcare interactions that consist of teenagers and
medical providers on an advice website. The language foci and analytical
methodologies, too, are diverse. More typical quantitative techniques from
corpus linguistics and more qualitative approaches such as conversation
analysis co-exist comfortably in the book, and language is investigated at
all levels - words, grammar, pragmatic markers, speech acts, and more.
Readers interested in workplaces will find new perspectives on workplace
discourse. Corpus linguists—even those not focused on workplaces—will
be interested to learn about the expansion of corpora and corpus techniques
in recent years.’

— Susan Conrad, Professor, Portland State University, USA
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Introduction

The number of corpus-based studies of language use in the contemporary
workplace has grown significantly during the past 25 years. An important
goal of this volume is to demonstrate the breadth of these analyses, which
encompass a range of qualitative and quantitative approaches within
applied linguistics. The creation of corpora has similarly expanded, and
a second goal is to introduce readers to a number of specialized corpora
in the professional fields that we focus on and showcase their value in
improving our understanding of professional communication. The book
is organized into three parts comprising corpus-based studies in the fol-
lowing areas: (1) office-based workplace discourse; (2) call center work-
place discourse; and (3) health-care workplace discourse.

Huge national corpora such as the British National Corpus (BNC)
and the American National Corpus (ANC) containing millions of elec-
tronically stored spoken and written texts are now routinely used as
resources for a range of applications from dictionaries to natural lan-
guage processing. Text annotation tools such as Wordsmith Tools (Scott
1999) have now been supplemented by additional programs that allow
complex annotations of audio and video data such as the ELAN platform
from the Max Planck Institute (https://tla.mpi.nl/tools/tla-tools/elan/cit-
ing_elan/). There has also been increased interest in the development of
more specialized corpora designed to address specific contexts such as

academic spoken English (the Michigan Corpus of Academic Spoken

xiii
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English (MICASE)) or English as a lingua franca (the Vienna—Oxford
International Corpus of English (VOICE)). This volume focuses on cor-
pora that have been designed to investigate workplace talk. In its broad-
est form, workplace discourse research is interested in “identifying how
language is used to achieve both task and people-oriented goals” (Marra
2013, p. 175), and the studies presented here are united in that aim.

A number of specialized workplace corpora are introduced in this vol-
ume that allow the authors to explore domains of workplace communi-
cation not previously examined from this perspective. These include the
Augmentative and Alternative Communication (AAC) User and Non-
AAC User Workplace Corpus (ANAWC) (Pickering and Bruce 2009),
the Corpus of Outsourced Call Center Interactions (Friginal 2009a) and
the Nurse-Standardized Patient Corpus (NSP Corpus) (Staples 2015).
Additional workplace-based corpora analyzed by invited contributors
are also included, e.g., Trainline materials from the SPAADIA Corpus
(Leech and Weisser 2013), the Teenage Health Freak Corpus (Harvey
2013), and the Wellington Language in the Workplace Project (LWP)
(Holmes et al. 1998).

In concert with the continued growth of corpora, methods of analysis
applied to corpus data have also expanded. Typical quantitative designs
focus on the lexico-grammatical features of different registers via fre-
quency counts of lexical and syntactic items, and the examination of key-
word lists and concordance lines (see, for example, the multidimensional
analysis presented in Chapter 2). This has now been supplemented by
corpus-based discourse studies, which apply methods of qualitative dis-
course analysis to examine pragmatic and sociolinguistic questions using
data derived from corpora. For example, contributors to this volume have
used conversation analysis (Chapter 3), linguistic profiling (Chapter 5),
and register analysis (Chapter 8). Mixed method approaches are also used
in which frequency-based data are presented and matched with extensive
qualitative analyses to further interpret the various discourse features of
speakers in these workplace settings.

It is our intention in this volume to contribute both to the investiga-
tion of workplace interaction and the development of corpus-informed
discourse analysis. Thus, we anticipate that this volume will be infor-
mative for a broad academic readership that includes graduate students,
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researchers, and scholars investigating both professional discourse and
corpus linguistics. In addition, we encourage readers in areas directly
related to the components of the volume, i.e., research in health-care
communication, call center communication and office-based commu-
nication including workers with physical disabilities and cross-cultural
communication in international professional settings.

There are numerous people to thank in the production of this volume.
We owe a debt of gratitude to all the authors who have contributed so gen-
erously to this project and trusted us with their work. We owe consider-
able thanks to the anonymous reviewers of each of the chapters who gave
thoughtful feedback that has contributed importantly to the final quality
of the chapters, and the editors at Palgrave Macmillan without whom
this volume would not have been conceived. Finally, we acknowledge and
thank the many people in workplaces around the world whose willingness
to be studied and recorded lies at the heart of the work presented here.

Part |
Corpus Studies of Office-Based Interaction

A number of workplace corpora have focused on business or office-
based settings. Perhaps the most familiar to discourse analysts in the
UK is the Cambridge and Nottingham Business English Corpus
(CANBEC), which is a 1-million word subcorpus of the Cambridge
English Corpus (CEC). It covers a range of business settings from large
companies to small firms and both transactional (e.g., formal meetings
and presentations) and interactional (e.g., lunchtime or coffee room
conversations) language events. Both qualitative and quantitative stud-
ies have been derived from this corpus, including the extraction of clus-
ter lists or word bundles (McCarthy and Handford 2004; O’Keeffe,
McCarthy, and Carter 2007) and the investigation of typical discursive
practices used in business meetings from a genre analysis perspective
(Handford 2010).

A much smaller but similar corpus is the American and British Office
Talk Corpus (ABOT), which comprises mainly “informal, unplanned
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workplace interactions between co-workers in office settings” (Koester
2010, p. 13). Collected by Almut Koester, she has taken a primarily dis-
course approach toward data analysis; for example, investigating the per-
formance of communicative functions in the workplace using speech acts
(Koester 2002) and relational sequences (“transactional-plus-relational
talk”) using conversation analysis (Koester 2004).

There are also two large workplace corpora based outside the UK and
USA: the Hong Kong Corpus of Spoken English (prosodic) (HKCSE)
and the Language in the Workplace Project collected in New Zealand.
The HKCSE (prosodic) was collected between 1997 and 2002 and
includes a subcorpus of business English of approximately 250,000
words (Cheng et al. 2008; Warren 2004). It includes all types of for-
mal and informal office talk, presentations, conference calls, and service
encounters in the hotel industry. It is also an intercultural corpus as
the two main groups communicating in many of the workplaces are
Hong Kong Chinese speakers and native English speakers. The HKCSE
(prosodic) is unique in that it is transcribed for prosodic features using
Brazil’s (1985/1997) model of discourse intonation. A concordanc-
ing program—iConc—was specifically developed for the corpus and
allows quantitative analyses of intonational features (Cheng et al. 2000).
Research studies are ongoing and have focused on both linguistic and
pragmatic features of the interactions in the corpus. For example, the
intonation of “yes/no” questions, wh-questions, and declarative ques-
tions in service encounters (Cheng 2004); the intonation of disagree-
ment sequences in business discourse (Cheng and Warren 2005); and
the investigation of how participants give opinions in intercultural busi-
ness discourse (Cheng and Warren 2000).

The Language in the Workplace Project (LWP) based at Victoria
University in Wellington, New Zealand, includes a wide range of mainly
white-collar workplaces from government organizations to small busi-
ness settings as well as hospitals, I'T organizations, and publishing com-
panies, among others. An extensive amount of research work has been
undertaken using the LWP since the 1990s ranging from book-length
manuscripts to occasional papers. It is fair to say that the analyses have
primarily been qualitative and discourse based (although see Pickering
et al. 2013). They include analyses of cross-cultural pragmatics, gender
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and ethnicity, humor and small talk and speech acts such as directives
from multiple discourse perspectives (Holmes 2006; Marra 2012; Stubbe
et al. 2003; Vine 2009).

The workplace corpus introduced in Part I of this volume, the
Augmentative and Alternative Communication (AAC) User and Non-
AAC User Workplace Corpus (ANAWC) (Pickering and Bruce 2009)
most closely resembles the LWP corpus with regard to collection and
recording techniques. Participants in the workplace were given voice-
activated recorders and used them at their discretion; thus a wide range of
workplace events were captured. The ANAWC also broadly interprets the
definition of office-based settings, and recordings range from IT offices
to warehouse floors. Unlike the LWP corpus however, the ANAWC was
designed as a specialized corpus focused on the workplace experiences of
augmentative and alternative communication (AAC) device users. Using
comparison data from similar workplace contexts with non-AAC users,
ANAWC has made it possible to investigate salient linguistic patterns
of AAC-users’ discourse and compare their distribution to that of other
populations in the corpus (Friginal et al. 2013).

Chapter Introductions The four chapters in this section derive their
data from the LWP and ANAWC workplace corpora, and comprise both
quantitative and qualitative analyses. In Chapter 1, Bernadette Vine
explores the use of the pragmatic markers you know, eh, and I think in
office-based interactions taken from the LWP. Using a theory of cultural
dimensions (Hofstede 2001) to locate New Zealand workplaces on a
continuum of power and formality, this primarily qualitative, discourse
analysis study correlates the use of particular linguistic markers and per-
ceived formality of the discourse (e.g. informal conversations to formal
unscripted monologues). Normalized frequency counts of the markers
as they appear in the LWP in comparison to nonworkplace-based cor-
pora support the perception that NZ workplaces are more informal in
nature. Vine also shows that the vernacular marker ¢/ is more prevalent
in the corpus than might be expected for “middle-class workplace data.”
She suggests that this marker may be used increasingly by managers as
a way to index solidarity with their subordinates and downplay percep-
tions of power.
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The remaining three chapters in this part of the volume are based on
the ANAWC, which referenced the IWP corpus in its collection and
recording design. Chapter 2, by Friginal. Pickering and Bruce, presents
a linguistic analysis of the lexico-grammatical features characterizing the
discourse of AAC users compared to those of their non-AAC counter-
parts in office-based interactions. This is a quantitative study which draws
its design from the corpus-based multidimensional analysis proposed by
Biber (1988, 1995) and dimensions derived from Friginal’s (2015) analy-
ses of telephone-based interactions in business settings comprising (1)
informational vs. involved discourse features; (2) planned vs. narrative
production features; and (3) managed vs. nonmarked information flow.
The analysis shows that co-occurrence patterns in AAC texts mirror the
features of formal, informational language rather than the more inter-
actional, oral language features that characterize non-AAC user interac-
tion. Despite these differences, workplace communication between the
two groups is successful, and text excerpts included in the chapter show
that AAC and non-AAC interlocutors in the workplace use a range of
additional strategies such as vocalization and paralinguistic markers to
supplement their messages.

Following directly from this observation, Chapter 3 by Julie Bouchard
focuses specifically on an AAC user’s recourse to spelling aloud as a strat-
egy to communicate with his interlocutors. As Bouchard points out, the
production of spontaneous real-time voice output using AAC devices is
frustratingly slow in comparison to natural speech, and AAC users often
prefer to vocalize part or all of their message if they feel they can make it
intelligible. In this qualitative study of one AAC user from the ANAWC,
Bouchard uses a prominent model of discourse analysis, applied conver-
sation analysis (CA), to show how spelling is used in repair sequences to
negotiate understanding between AAC and non-AAC users. The contrast
in the methodological approaches used here and in the previous chapter
is noteworthy. Both studies are concerned with increasing our under-
standing of how language is used in the workplace in the context of AAC
use; however, their very different quantitative and qualitative approaches
to the corpus data demonstrate the broad application of corpus-based
research to a range of research questions. The final chapter in this sec-
tion by Laura Di Ferrante examines small talk interactions in workplace


http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-49616-4_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-49616-4_3

Introduction Xix

contexts. The analysis is based on the Small Talk in the Workplace sub-
corpus (STW) (Di Ferrante 2013), culled from the AAC and Non-AAC
Workplace Corpus. Using a discourse analysis approach within a social
psychology framework (Tajfel and Turner 1979), Di Ferrante focuses on
two linguistic strategies used by speakers as ways to build their social iden-
tities and affirm their positive image within their workplace community.

Part Il
The Study of Call Center Workplace Discourse

Transactional call center services in the USA and many “English-speaking”
counties (e.g., Australia, the UK, and Canada) have been outsourced to
overseas locations, primarily in order to lower operational costs incurred
in maintaining these call centers locally. “Outsourcing” is defined by the
World Bank as “the contracting of a service provider to completely man-
age, deliver and operate one or more of a client’s functions (e.g., data cen-
ters, networks, desktop computing and software applications)” (World
Bank E-Commerce Development Report 2003). From the mid-1990s,
various call center operations of several multinational corporations
have transformed the nature of telephone-based customer services glob-
ally, and the expectations about the types of communication exchanges
involved in these transactions (Beeler 2010; Friedman 2005; Friginal
2009a, 2011). Satellite telecommunication and fiber-optic technologies
allowed corporations to move a part of their operations to countries such
as India and the Philippines which offer viable alternatives to the high
cost of the maintenance of these call centers. In the USA, third-party call
centers specializing in training and hiring Indian and Filipino customer
service representatives (or “agents”) have increasingly staffed many com-
panies for very low salaries by current standards (Friginal 2013; Vashistha
and Vashistha 20006). In addition, routing a call or transferring an issue to
another group of call center agents outside of the USA has been cheaper
than routine service calls from Atlanta, Georgia, to Seattle, Washington,
for instance. This phenomenon has been made possible because India,
the Philippines, and other foreign nations offer tax breaks to outsourcers,
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allowing these companies to significantly reduce technical and opera-
tional expenses (Tuchman 20006).

Unlike in other intercultural business and workplace settings such as
teleconferencing in multinational company meetings or negotiations in
international commerce and trade, business communications in out-
sourced call centers have clearly defined roles, power structures, and
standards against which the satisfaction levels of customers during and
after the transactions are often evaluated (Cowie 2007; Cowie and Murty
2010; Lockwood et al. 2009). Callers typically demand to be given the
quality of service they expect or can ask to be transferred to an agent who
will provide them the service they prefer. Offshore agents’ “performance”
in language and explicit manifestations of pragmatic skills naturally are
scrutinized closely when defining “quality” during these outsourced call
center interactions. In contrast, for a foreign businessman in many inter-
cultural business meetings, there may be limited pressure to perform
following a specific (i.e., native-speaker or L1) standard in language, as
many business partners are often willing to accommodate linguistic varia-
tions and cultural differences of their counterparts in negotiations and
performance of tasks (Friginal 2009b; Hayman 2010). These transactions
in outsourced call centers, therefore, have produced a relatively new reg-
ister of workplace discourse involving a range of variables not present in
other globalized business or international and interpersonal communica-
tion settings.

It is clear that workplace discourse in customer service has become an
everyday phenomenon, especially in the USA, as callers come into direct
contact with agents who do not share some of their basic assumptions
and perspectives. Before the advent of outsourcing, American customers/
callers had a different view of customer service facilitated on the tele-
phone. Calling helpdesks or the customer service departments of many
businesses mostly involved call-takers who were able to provide a more
localized service (Friedman 2005). Interactants shared typically the same
“space and time” and awareness of current issues inside and outside of
the interactions. In most of these service interactions, there were not
very many language-based communication factors speakers had to deal
with in accomplishing their specific goals. Of course callers had common
concerns about overall quality of service, comprehension of technical and
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specialized information, wait times, and the agents’ content knowledge
of procedures and service persona; however, there were minimal cultural
divides and speakers were able to clarify or negotiate, often successtully,
in their exchanges. In contrast, for Indian and Filipino agents, this regis-
ter of communication requires, (1) language proficiency in English, (2)
cultural awareness related to customer contexts, (3) knowledge and skills
in transferring and understanding technical and specialized informa-
tion, and (4) pragmatic skills in localizing support and accommodating
requests or complaints and potential performance limitations of speakers
(e.g., in troubleshooting equipment) (Friginal 2009a). Both agent and
caller in this service encounter are constantly dealing with a combination
of these factors that generally affect the conduct and outcomes of the
transactions.

Call Center Research and the Study of Spoken
Intercultural Workplace Discourse

The study of outsourced call center discourse has direct connections to the
fields of intercultural rhetoric and interactional sociolinguistics. Studies
investigating intercultural spoken discourse between speakers partici-
pating in various kinds of communicative tasks have examined factors
such as intercultural miscommunication or cross-talk (e.g., Bailey 2000;
Hultgren and Cameron 2010; Scollon and Wong Scollon 2001), the role
of relative content knowledge in interactional negotiation between native
and nonnative speakers of English (e.g., Biber et al. 2007; Hood 2010;
Rithlemann 2007), as well as task-based interactions between native
speakers and nonnative speakers and how these native speakers perceive
nonnative accent and intonation (e.g., Lindemann 2002; Lippi-Green
2004; Sharma 2005). The wide variety of topics considered in these
studies often involves the interface between linguistic features of speech,
explicit purpose of talk, and social factors that influence the nature
and conduct of the interactions (e.g., Cameron 2001; Economidou-
Kogetsidis 2005). Common social factors frequently associated with the
analysis of spoken intercultural interaction include variables such as the
speakers’ first language background, language proficiency level, as well as
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power relationships. Studies of such demographic categories as gender
in professional settings (e.g., Cameron 2000; Kendall and Tannen 2001;
Koller 2004), power and speaker roles (e.g., Connor and Upton 2004;
Locher 2004; Scollon and Wong Scollon 2001), or age and educational
background of speakers (e.g., Drescher 2004) have helped in describing
the formulation of speech patterns necessary in carrying out purposeful,
intercultural interactions successfully.

Using Corpora in the Analysis Call Center
Workplace Discourse

Qualitative observations of spoken interactions, based on recorded data,
especially in the context of professional discourse (e.g., moves, turn-taking,
or repair and action formulation), have been used over the years to explore
various implications of a given utterance relative to the grammar of spoken
discourse and the influence of speakers’ cultural background and aware-
ness during the interaction. In addition to interactional studies that focus
on the demographics of speakers, the analysis of outsourced call center
interactions has also included explicit emphasis on discourse strategies
such as stance and politeness markers (Friginal 2009b; Pandey 2011), and
issues of national and social identity (Cowie 2007; Taylor and Bain 2005).

Because of currently prevailing expectations related to the language
of agents and callers in outsourced call centers, additional specialized
approaches that make use of corpora and corpus tools in the description
of linguistic characteristics of this register are needed to supplement the
predominantly qualitative focus of existing research. Arguably, the corpus
approach represents the domain of outsourced call centers more exten-
sively than studies based on only a few interactions (Friginal 2009b). For
example, correlational data between agents’ patterns of speech, language
ability, and success or failure of transactions contribute valuable insights
that could be used to improve the quality of training, and, consequently,
of service. Generalizable information derived from a representative cor-
pus of call center transactions will better inform and direct language
training programs and possibly support (or not) the viability of call cen-
ters outside of the USA.
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Chapter Introductions The three chapters that comprise this section
explore speech acts and speaker profiling, communicative strategies, and
miscommunication from three different specialized corpora of call center
interactions collected in the Philippines.

In Chapter 5, Weisser argues that it is possible to employ semi-
automated corpus-annotation techniques and ensuing analyses on a
number of pragmatics-relevant call center interactions. He explores dif-
ferent ways of profiling particular speaker or speaker groups through an
analysis and comparison of the speech acts and other linguistic features
used by Filipino agents and callers from American and British language
backgrounds. This chapter investigates the following three research ques-
tions: (1) is it possible to establish some (more or less) objective criteria
for measuring the pragmatic performance of call center agents? (2) if
so, can this be accomplished through the largely automated analysis of
call center data with regard to speech-act behavior and the use of appro-
priate formulaic expressions? and (3) are there any potential differences
between strategies or wordings used in the two major varieties of British
and American English, as well as the behavior of callers, that require
the agents to adapt their strategies for the different caller populations?
Weisser reports that an approach towards the analysis of speaker perfor-
mance and ensuing profiling in call center discourse is in fact already to
some extent possible using the pragmatic annotation format developed
for the Dialogue Annotation and Research Tool (DART).

Skalicky, Friginal, and Subtirelu (Chapter 6) explore interactions
between Filipino call center agents and American callers engaged in a
range of communicative tasks during a typical workday. Their primary
goal is to contribute to the knowledge base surrounding the phenom-
enon of miscommunication in intercultural Filipino—American call center
interactions. This chapter describes how instances of nonunderstanding
are initiated and repaired in these interactions supported by Filipino
agents. Qualitative coding of the interactions after extensive analyses of
frequency-based data is employed to identify how instances of miscom-
munication occur. The ensuing quantitative analysis of these instances
helps to visualize communicative patterns and to provide suggestions as
to what may be causing or resolving miscommunication between inter-
locutors. The authors report that different repair strategies demonstrate
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that interlocutors relied on repetition and confirmation the most. One
unique finding in this data is related to the check trigger and confirma-
tion repairs, which are probably present due to the transactional nature
of the telephone calls. Both agents and callers, when providing impor-
tant information, use checks in order to prevent nonunderstanding. This
demonstrates that interlocutors in these supposedly fragile conversations
are actively working to avoid nonunderstanding.

Chapter 7, by Lockwood, Finch, Ryder, Gregorio, Dela Cruz, Cook,
and Ramos provides an in-depth analysis of authentic texts from a special-
ized corpus that features angry and frustrated exchanges between callers
from the USA and the UK, interacting with Filipino agents. The authors
argue that despite the high English proficiency levels of Filipino agents,
dealing with angry and sarcastic native speaker callers is extraordinarily
difficult, not only from a language point of view but also from a cul-
tural standpoint. The chapter explores how culture is crystallized in these
workplace exchanges. The research questions specifically addressed by the
authors relate to the following: (1) how do native speakers express anger
and frustration in call center exchanges? (2) how do nonnative speaker
agents respond to angry and frustrated native speaker calls? and (3) how
might the responses be accounted for in terms of intercultural and lin-
guistic listening and speaking competence? The authors conclude that
training programs are needed where listening for key customer concerns
and strategies for dealing with these, even though it may mean confront-
ing anger early on in the call, may improve agents’ quality performance.
They strongly suggest that onshore management has much to gain from
applied linguistics studies, which reveal not just the symptom of the com-
munication problems in these workplaces, but perhaps also the cause.

Part i
The Study of Health-Care Discourse
Since the 1980s, applied linguists and sociolinguists have provided

extensive research on the ways in which language is used in health-care
communication. Studies have typically examined physician—patient
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interactions and patient narratives using qualitative methods, particularly
conversation analysis, ethnographic methods, and interactional sociolin-
guistics (Frankel 1984; Mischler 1984). These studies have provided valu-
able insight into the functional phases of health-care interactions as well
as the unfolding of discourse between patients and providers. However,
without quantitative analysis, there is an inability to generalize across
discourse contexts.

On the other hand, quantitative methods to analyze health-care com-
munication have focused primarily on process analysis, dividing interac-
tions into functional units (e.g., positive talk). The most well-known and
widely used of these methods is the Roter Interaction Analysis System
(RIAS, Roter 1977; Roter et al. 1988). Such approaches have identi-
fied important behaviors adopted by physicians and patients and how
these behaviors relate to outcome measures such as patient satisfaction.
However, they do not allow researchers to investigate the actual language
used within interactions (RIAS, for example, forgoes transcription).

As Hamilton and Chou (2014) outline in their recent Handbook of
Language and Health Communication, three areas have current resonance
for the study of health-care communication in the field of applied lin-
guistics. First, communication in health-care contexts between physi-
cians and patients remains an important context for studies. Narrative
studies are also a continuing focus, with investigations of patients’ under-
standing of their health conditions as well as providers’ understanding
of their role in the overall process of patient care. A third theme that has
emerged is a focus on the impact of technology-mediated communica-
tion in health care, reflecting the growing number of ways in which tech-
nology is used in medical care, including online communication between
patients and providers as well as the use of computers in face-to-face
health-care interactions.

Corpus Linguistics and Health-Care Communication

Corpus linguistics adds to the previous analyses of discourse described
above to provide a novel way to combine both quantitative and quali-
tative approaches to investigate health-care communication. It allows
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researchers to establish patterns of language used in health-care contexts
as well as qualitative investigation of the quantitative findings in the dis-
course context. While corpus linguistic research is still relatively rare in
the study of health-care communication, there are a number of studies
that have focused on the three areas highlighted above by Hamilton and
Chou (2014). In a number of cases, corpus linguistic researchers have
also extended the contexts of study within these three domains to those
not traditionally examined in health-care communication, including
nurse—patient interactions and interactions between health-care provid-
ers and patients whose first language is not English.

First, corpus linguistics has added to the literature focusing on under-
standing patient—provider interactions, primarily doctor—patient interac-
tions, by extending it to quantitative analysis. The early work of Thomas
and Wilson (1992) illustrated the ability to examine multiple lexico-
grammatical features within interactions and connect these linguistic
features to more patient-centered communication styles. Drawing on
previous work by Biber (1988), Thomas and Wilson show how a doc-
tor who was identified by patient reports as more patient-centered used
more linguistic features associated with interactional involvement (e.g.,
pronouns, discourse markers, present tense). The work of Skelton and
colleagues in the late 1990s also introduced methods of concordanc-
ing and collocational analysis to examine key phrases used to mitigate
asymmetry within provider—patient interactions. Skelton and Hobbs
(1999) show how doctors use downtoners (e.g., just, little) when pro-
viding directives during physical exams. Modals and likelihood adverbs
have been identified as a method of providing suggestions to patients
and to discuss possible future states of affairs. A number of studies have
also emphasized the importance of conditionals in medical encounters
to perform some of these same functions (Adolphs, Brown, Carter et al.
2004; Ferguson 2001; Holmes and Major 2002; Skelton and Hobbs
1999; Skelton et al. 1999).

A few scholars have extended the use of corpus linguistic tools beyond
the doctor—patient context. For example, Staples (2015) investigates the
language used by nurses in interactions with patients, finding that nurses
use many of the same devices as described above (e.g., possibility modals,
conditionals, first and second person pronouns) to create a more patient-
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centered environment in the interaction. Additional findings include the
use of past tense, yes/no questions, and backchannels to discuss patients’
psychosocial issues, and the use of prediction modals to provide indica-
tions within the physical exam. Differences were found in the nurses’
communicative styles based on their background in terms of first lan-
guage, country of origin, and country in which they received training.

Hesson (2014) uses corpus linguistic methods to investigate features
of physician discourse in doctor—patient interactions across medical spe-
cialties (e.g., oncology vs. diabetes), physician characteristics (e.g., sex,
years in practice). Hesson identified adjective complement clause types
(finite vs. nonfinite) as representative of stronger and weaker statements
of importance: compare it is important that vs. it is important to consider
that, with the latter version more associated with patient-centered care.
She found that physicians with more years in practice used the stronger
statements, perhaps due to earlier socialization within a medical discourse
community less focused on patient-centered care.

Corpus linguistics has also been used to investigate technology-
mediated health-care environments. In an important study, Adolphs
et al. (2004) use keyword analysis to investigate interactions between
patients and health-care professionals through a phone-in hotline with
providers. Their analysis reveals the increased importance of features such
as backchannels to show involvement in settings where the patient can-
not physically see the provider. Harvey (2013) examines emails from an
adolescent health email corpus from the Teenage Health Freak website.
Using word lists, keyword analysis, concordancing and collocational
techniques, Harvey explores the ways in which adolescents experience
health and illness.

Finally, patient narratives have also been studied from a corpus-based
perspective. Cortes (2015) explores the linguistic features in patients’ sto-
ries about their management of diabetes. The study provides insight into
the ways in which patients understand and experience their disease and
how that relates to patient adherence.

Taken together, corpus linguistic analyses of health-care communica-
tion have begun to provide new avenues, particularly a mixture of quanti-
tative and qualitative methods, for understanding key issues in health-care
communication. These include how patients and providers interact and
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how this interaction may lead to more or less patient-centered/empathetic
care, how patients understand their diseases, and what factors may lead to
greater or lesser adherence. This volume showcases these new directions
in the analysis of health-care communication and also offers examples of
health-care communication in previously unexplored domains, such as
internet-based interactions and multilingual health-care environments.

Chapter Introductions As can be seen from the review of previous stud-
ies, many of the authors in this volume have already contributed to the
growth of corpus linguistic analysis of health-care communication. The
chapters in this volume, by using corpus linguistic approaches, provide
unique insights into health-care communication across contexts, medi-
cal providers, patients, and languages. They use various methods within
corpus linguistics, including lexico-grammatical analysis (using tagged
corpora), keyword analysis, and collocational analysis. The authors use
quantitative methods to identify patterns across corpora, but also investi-
gate the use of particular features in texts qualitatively.

Chapter 8 uses register analysis to examine the differences in the use
of particular lexico-grammatical features across conversation and two
health-care contexts: doctor—patient interactions in primary care settings
and simulated nurse—patient interactions in a hospital setting. Staples
investigates the frequency and function of interactive features (e.g., pro-
nouns and conditionals), narrative features (e.g., past tense), and stance
features (e.g., modals and stance adverbs). Similarities in the two medi-
cal contexts when compared with conversation are reflected in the use
of many of the linguistic features and their functions. For example,
both doctors and nurses use more prediction modals than are found in
conversation. The two main functions of these linguistic features are (1)
to provide indications to patients while giving a physical exam (e.g., /'m
just going to lift your arm) and (2) to provide information on the plan of
care (e.g., Well be running some additional tests). However, the differences
in roles (doctor vs. patient) and settings (primary care clinic vs. hospital)
are also reflected in the frequency and function of linguistic features used.
For example, doctors use more wh-questions to open the encounter (e.g.,
s0, what can we do for you today?), while nurses use a balance of wh- and
yes/no questions (e.g., are you still having chest pain?). This reflects the fact
that patients have already been initially assessed in the hospital and the
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nurse is following up from information reported on the patient’s chart.
These and other findings provide a greater understanding of the type of
communication found in medical interactions as well as functional dif-
ferences depending on setting and speaker role.

In Chapter 9, Brookes and Harvey report on online communication
between teenagers and medical providers in the Teenage Health Freak
corpus. Using keyword and collocational analysis, the authors identify
major concerns of teenagers, such as depression and self-harm, as well as
the ways in which teenagers negotiate their illness-related identities and
ascribe meanings to their illness experiences (Conrad and Barker 2010).
They find that teenagers use the two phrases I am depressed and I have
depression to convey two different ways in which the patients situated
themselves in relation to their illnesses. In using the first construction,
I am depressed, adolescents are interested in getting practical advice on
everyday concerns rather than specific medical advice; they also express
their lack of agency in relation to their mental distress. When teenag-
ers use the / have depression framework for understanding their illness,
they are viewing their condition through a medical lens, perceiving the
disease as an object intruding on the writer, and also something that is
a fixed, lived experience. In investigating teenagers  discussions of self-
harm, Brookes and Harvey reveal the contributors’ formulations as a way
to express self-harm as an addiction, even at the same time as it is thought
to be a means for adolescents to gain/maintain control of their lives and
feelings (Plante 2007). These and other findings emphasize the impor-
tance of analyzing adolescents’ language to understand their conceptual-
ization of mental health needs.

Chapter 10, by Cortes and Connor, provides an analysis of English
and Spanish discourse produced by patients with Type II diabetes in
a US health-care context. The authors examine a number of lexico-
grammatical features used by patients in narratives in which they describe
their experiences and conceptions of the disease. In addition to compar-
ing the features used across the two languages, the authors also investigate
the relationship between a patient’s level of adherence to medications
and the language they use in their narratives. The results show that for
English-speaking patients, there was a difference in the amount of first
and second person pronouns used, and not in typically expected pat-
terns. The nonadherent group used more first person pronouns, and
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the adherent group more second person pronouns. The second person
pronouns allowed the adherent group to show a nonpersonalized group
membership (7 went on medication and found out that you can control it).
Spanish-speaking patients also showed the same pattern, with nonadher-
ent patients using fewer second person pronouns than the adherent group,
for the same function. Nonadherent patients in both the Spanish- and
English-speaking groups used more demonstrative pronouns, indicating
a degree of imprecision about treatment and distance from the disease
itself (... esto es para la presion (NASP) (... this is for blood pressure)).
The other findings emphasize that while Spanish- and English-speaking
patients may use similar linguistic features to convey similar functions,
the distinctive ways in which adherent and nonadherent patients convey
their experiences vary across languages.

Finally, in Chapter 11, French and Lapointe explore the use of empa-
thetic/sympathetic responses by English- and French-speaking nurses in
Quebec, Canada, communicating in role plays with English- and French-
speaking patients. They first identify the most common types of responses
for the two groups, showing that although both groups of nurses used the
same four types of responses most frequently, francophone nurses used
significantly more validating responses than anglophone nurses (je com-
prends—I understand). They also preferred different forms (je comprends)
from the anglophone nurses ( kzow). Both groups of nurses responded
to patients by naming feelings at about the same rate, but again chose
different forms (you’re vs. vous avez—you have). Other findings illustrate
the fact that direct translations were often not used across languages, even
though similar functional response types were found.

Lucy Pickering
Commerce, Texas, USA

Eric Friginal
Atlanta, Georgia, USA

Shelley Staples
Tucson, Arizona, USA


http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-49616-4_11

Introduction XXXi

References

Adolphs, S., Brown, B., Carter, R., Crawford, P, & Sahota, O. (2004). Applying
corpus linguistics in a health care context. Journal of Applied Linguistics, 1(1),
9-28.

Bailey, B. (2000). Communicative behavior and conflict between African-
American customers and Korean immigrant retailers in Los Angeles. Discourse
and Society, 11(1), 86-108.

Beeler, C. (2010, August 25). Outsourced call centers return to US homes. NPR
Online. Retrieved 27 Aug 2010 from http://www.npr.org/templates/story/
story.php?storyld=1294065888& ps=cprs.

Biber, D. (1988). Variation across speech and writing. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Biber, D. (1995). Dimensions of register variation: A cross-linguistic perspective.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Biber, D., Connor, U., & Upton, T. (Eds.). (2007). Discourse on the move: Using
corpus analysis to describe discourse structure. Philadelphia: John Benjamins.
Brazil, D. (1997). The communicative value of intonation in English. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Cameron, D. (2000). Styling the worker: Gender and the commodification of
language in the globalized service economy. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 4,
323-347.

Cameron, D. (2001). Working with spoken discourse. London: Sage.

Cheng, W. (2004). //did you TOOK// from the miniBAR//: What is the practi-
cal relevance of a corpus-driven language study to practitioners in Hong
Kong’s hotel industry? In U. Connor & T. Upton (Eds.), Discourse and the
professions: Perspectives from corpus linguistics (pp. 141-166). Amsterdam:
John Benjamins.

Cheng, W., & Warren, M. (2005). //— well I have a DIFferent// THINking
you know//: Disagreement in Hong Kong business discourse: A corpus-
driven approach. In E Bargiela-Chiappini & M. Gotti (Eds.), Asian business
discourse(s) (pp. 241-270). Frankfurt: Peter Lang.

Cheng, W., & Warren, M. (20006). I would say be very careful of ...: Opine
markers in an intercultural business corpus of spoken English. In J. Bamford
& M. Bondi (Eds.), Managing interaction in professional discourse: Intercultural
and interdiscoursal perspectives (pp. 46—-57). Rome: Officina Edizoni.

Cheng, W., Greaves, C., & Warren, M. (2006). From n-gram to skipgram to
concgram. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics, 11(4), 411-433.


http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=129406588&ps=cprs
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=129406588&ps=cprs

XXXii Introduction

Cheng, W., Greaves, C., & Warren, M. (2008). A corpus-driven study of discourse
intonation. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Connor, U., & Upton, T. (Eds.). (2004). Discourse in the professions: Perspectives
Sfrom corpus linguistics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Conrad, P, & Barker, K. K. (2010). The social construction of illness: Key
insights and policy implications. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 51(1),
567-579.

Cortes, V. (2015). Using corpus-based analytical methods to study patient talk.
In M. Antén & E. Goering (Eds.), Understanding patients voices (pp. 51-70).
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Cowie, C. (2007). The accents of outsourcing: The meanings of “neutral” in the
Indian call center industry. Word Englishes, 26(3), 316-330.

Cowie, C., & Murty, L. (2010). Researching and understanding accent shifts in
Indian call center agents. In G. Forey & J. Lockwood (Eds.), Globalization,
communication and the workplace (pp. 125-146). London: Continuum.

Di Ferrante, L. (2013). Small talk at work: A corpus based discourse analysis of
AAC and Non-AAC device users. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation. Texas
A&M University-Commerce. Commerce, Texas.

Drescher, N. (2004). Sex, roles, and register: A corpus-based investigation of sex
linked features in wuniversity settings. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation.
Northern Arizona University, Flagstaft, AZ.

Economidou-Kogetsidis, M. (2005). “Yes, tell me please, what time is the mid-
day flight from Athens arriving?”: Telephone service encounters and polite-
ness. Intercultural Pragmatics, 2(3), 253-273.

Ferguson, G. (2001). If you pop over there: A corpus-based study of condition-
als in medical discourse. English for Specific Purposes, 20, 61-82.

Frankel, R. M. (1984). From sentence to sequence: Understanding the medical
encounter from microinteractional analysis. Discourse Processes, 7, 135—170.

Friedman, T. L. (2005). The world is flat: A brief history of the twenty-first century.
New York: Picador.

Friginal, E. (2009a). Threats to the sustainability of the outsourced call center
industry in the Philippines: Implications to language policy. Language Policy,
5(1), 341-3066.

Friginal, E. (2009b). 7he language of outsourced call centers: A corpus-based study
of cross-cultural interaction. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Friginal, E. (2011). Interactional and cross-cultural features of outsourced call
center discourse. [nternational Journal of Communication, 21(1), 53-76.

Friginal, E. (2015). Telephone interactions: A multidimensional comparison. In
V. Cortes & E. Csomay (Eds.), Corpus-based research in applied linguistics
(pp. 25-48). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



Introduction XXXiii

Friginal, E., Pearson, P, DiFerrante, L., Pickering, L., & Bruce, C. (2013).
Linguistic characteristics of AAC discourse in the workplace. Discourse
Studies, 15(3), 279-287.

Hamilton, H., & Chou, W. S. (2014). The Routledge handbook of language and
health communication. New York: Routledge.

Handford, M. (2010). 7he language of business meetings. Tokyo: Cambridge
University Press.

Harvey, K. (2013). Investigating adolescent health communication: A corpus lin-
guistics approach. London: Bloomsbury.

Hayman, J. (2010). Talking about talking: Comparing the approaches of inter-
cultural trainers and language teachers. In G. Forey & J. Lockwood (Eds.),
Globalization, communication and the workplace (pp. 147-158). London:
Continuum.

Hesson, A. (2014). Medically speaking: Mandative adjective extraposition in
physician speech. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 18(3), 289-318.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Cultures consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, insti-
tutions, and organizations across nations (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Holmes, J. (2006). Sharing a laugh: Pragmatic aspects of humor and gender in
the workplace. Journal of Pragmatics, 38, 26-50.

Holmes, J., & Major, G. (2002). Nurses communicating on the ward: The
human face of hospitals. Kai Tiaki, Nursing New Zealand, 8(11), 4-16.

Holmes, J., Vine, B., & Johnson, G. (1998). Guide to Wellington corpus of spoken
New Zealand English. Wellington: School of Linguistics and Applied
Language Studies, Victoria University of Wellington.

Hood, S. (2010). Naming and negotiating relationships in call centre talk. In
G. Forey & J. Lockwood (Eds.), Globalization, communication and the work-
place (pp. 88-105). London: Continuum.

Hultgren, A. K., & Cameron, D. (2010). Communication skills in contempo-
rary service workplaces: Some problems. In G. Forey & J. Lockwood (Eds.),
Globalization, communication and the workplace (pp. 41-58). London:
Continuum.

Kendall, S., & Tannen, D. (2001). Discourse and gender. In D. Schiffrin,
D. Tannen, & H. E. Hamilton (Eds.), Zhe handbook of discourse analysis
(pp. 548-567). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

Koester, A. (2002). The performance of speech acts in workplace conversations
and the teaching of communicative functions. Syszem, 30(2), 167-184.

Koester, A. (2004). Relational sequences in workplace genres. Journal of
Pragmatics, 36, 1405-1428.

Koester, A. (2010). Workplace discourse. London: Continuum.



XXXiv Introduction

Koller, V. (2004). Metaphor and gender in business media discourse: A critical
cognitive study. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.

Lindemann, S. (2002). Listening with an attitude: A model of native speaker
comprehension of non-native speakers in the United States. Language in
Society, 31, 419-441.

Lippi-Green, R. (2004). Language ideology and language prejudice. In
E. Finegan & J. R. Rickford (Eds.), Language in the USA: Themes for the
twenty-first century (pp. 289-304). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Locher, M. (2004). Power and politeness in action. New York: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Lockwood, J., Forey, G., & Elias, N. (2009). Call center communication:
Measurement processes in non-English speaking contexts. In D. Belcher
(Ed.), English for specific purposes in theory and practice (pp. 143—164). Ann
Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Press.

Marra, M. (2012). Disagreeing without being disagreeable: Neogitating work-
place communities as an outsider. Journal of Pragmatics, 44(12),
1580-1590.

Marra, M. (2013). English in the workplace. In B. Paltridge & S. Starfield
(Eds.), The handbook of English for specific purposes (pp. 175-192). Chichester,
UK: John Wiley & Sons.

McCarthy, M., & Handford, M. (2004). Invisible to us: A preliminary corpus-
based study of spoken business English. In U. Connor & T. A. Upton (Eds.),
Discourse in the professions (pp. 167-201). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Mischler, E. (1984). The discourse of medicine. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

O’Keeffe, A., McCarthy, M. J., & Carter, R. A. (2007). From corpus to classroom.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pandey, A. (2011). Hyperpoliteness versus hypopoliteness in the era of out-
sourcing: Crossing the continuum from the phonetic to pragmatic.
International Journal of Communication, 21(1), 13-52.

Pickering, L., & Bruce, C. (2009). The AAC and non-AAC workplace corpus
(ANAWC). [Collection of electronic texts). Atlanta, GA: Georgia State
University.

Pickering, L., Friginal, E., Vine, B., Bouchard, J., Clegg, G. (2013). 7he function
of stance markers in the workplace: Comparison of two workplace corpora in New
Zealand & the United States. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of
the American Association of Applied Linguistics, March 16. Dallas, TX.

Plante, L. (2007). Bleeding to ease the pain: Cutting, self-injury and the adolescent
search for self. Westport, Connecticut: Praeger.



Introduction XXXV

Roter, D. L. (1977). Patient participation in the patient—provider interaction:
The effects of patient question asking on the quality of interaction, satisfac-
tion, and compliance. Health Education Monographs, 5, 281-315.

Roter, D., Hall, J., & Katz, N. (1988). Patient—physician communication: A
descriptive summary of the literature. Patient Education and Counseling,
12(2), 99-119.

Rithlemann, C. (2007). Conversation in context: A corpus-driven approach.
London: Continuum.

Scollon, R., & Wong-Scollon, S. (2001). Intercultural communication (2nd ed.).
Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers.

Scott, M. (1999). WordSmith Tools version 3. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sharma, D. (2005). Dialect stabilization and speaker awareness in non-native
varieties of English. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9(2), 194-224.

Skelton, J. R., & Hobbs, E D. R. (1999). Concordancing: Use of language-
based research in medical communication. 7he Lancet, 353, 108—111.

Skelton, J. R., Murray, J., & Hobbs, E D. R. (1999). Imprecision in medical
communication: Study of a doctor talking to patients with serious illness.
Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine, 92, 620—-625.

Staples, S. (2015). The discourse of nurse—patient interactions: contrasting the com-
municative styles of U.S. and international nurses. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Stubbe, M., Lane, C., Hilder, J., Vine, E., Vine, B., Marra, M., et al. (2003).
Multiple discourse analyses of a workplace interaction. Discourse Studies,
5(3), 351-388.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict.
In W. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), 7he social psychology of intergroup relations
(pp- 33-47). Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Taylor, P, & Bain, 2. (2005). “India calling to the far away towns”: The call
center labour process and globalization. Work, Employment, and Society,
19(2), 261-282.

Thomas, J., & Wilson, A. (1996). Methodologies for studying a corpus of doc-
tor—patient interaction. In J. Thomas & M. Short (Eds.), Using corpora for
language research: Studies in honour of Geoffrey Leech (pp. 92—-109). White
Plains, New York: Longman.

Tuchman, K. (2006, August 1). Business nightly. ABS-CBN News Channel,
Manila, Philippines.

Vashistha, A., & Vashistha, A. (2006). Zhe offshore nation: Strategies for success in
global oursourcing and offshoring. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Vine, B. (2009). Directives at work: Exploring the contextual complexity of
workplace directives. Journal of Pragmatics, 41(7), 1395-1405.



XXXVi Introduction

Warren, M. (2004). //so what have YOU been WORKing on REcently//:
Compiling a specialized corpus of spoken business English. In U. Connor &
T. Upton (Eds.), Discourse and the professions: Perspectives from corpus linguis-
tics (pp. 115-140). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

World Bank E-Commerce Development Report. (2003). World Bank publica-
tions. Retrieved 12 Jan 2007 from http://publications.worldbank.org/.


http://publications.worldbank.org/

1

Pragmatic Markers at Work
in New Zealand

Bernadette Vine

Introduction

According to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory, which is based on a
worldwide survey of employee values, New Zealand workplaces score low
for power distance (Hofstede 2001, p. 87). This reflects a desirability to
have an equal distribution of power, and this is evident in the informal
way that people communicate in white-collar professional workplaces
(retrieved from http://geert-hofstede.com/new-zealand.html). From a
linguistic point of view, this informality can be signalled in a range of
ways, from the use of first names by all staff to the use and acceptance
of marked vernacular forms, and qualitative research in New Zealand
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workplaces has noted linguistic evidence of this informality; see for
example Holmes, Marra and Vine (2011).

In this chapter, I explore the use of ¢h, you know and I think in a
corpus of naturally occurring white-collar work-focused interactions
recorded in New Zealand workplaces, providing corpus-based evidence
for previous findings about workplace formality. The patterns observed
are compared to data from formal, semi-formal and informal genres col-
lected for the New Zealand component of the International Corpus of
English (ICE-NZ) (Vine 1999) and the Wellington Corpus of Spoken
New Zealand English (WSC) (Holmes, Vine and Johnson 1998). The
aim in providing these comparisons is to gauge how informal the New
Zealand workplace data is and whether these pragmatic markers provide
a useful indication of the formality level of the discourse.

Leech and Svartvik (2002, p. 30) define formal language ‘as the type
of language we use publicly for some serious purpose, for example in offi-
cial reports, business letters, regulations and academic writing’. In many
corpora, such as the components of the International Corpus of English
(ICE), both public and private categories of data are included with the
aim of sampling both formal and informal speech and writing styles
(Greenbaum 1996). The formal speech styles included in both ICE-NZ
and WSC include public unscripted monologues (Holmes et al. 1998,
p. 14; Vine 1999, p. 11); semi-formal genres include broadcast inter-
views; while the informal sections include private conversations (Holmes
etal. 1998, p. 14). For the purposes of this study, these three genres pro-
vide three reference points along what could be perceived as a continuum
of formality.

The workplace comparison comes from a specialised corpus; that is,
a corpus ‘delimited by a specific register, discourse domain, or subject
matter’ (de Beaugrande 2001, p. 11; see also Hunston 2002, p. 14). In
particular, it is drawn from workplace data collected by the Language in
the Workplace Project (LWP) (retrieved from http://www.victoria.ac.nz/
lwp). Since 1996, the L\WP has been collecting data from a range of dif-
ferent New Zealand workplaces. Data from white-collar workplaces is
examined in this study and involves both smaller informal meetings as
well as larger more formal ones. Communication between colleagues in
the workplace on work-related topics is a context where more formal
language could be expected compared to conversations between friends,
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but how does it actually compare to conversational data, broadcast inter-
views and public monologues? And is there a difference between smaller
informal and larger formal meetings?

Spoken Language and Pragmatic Markers

McEnery, Xiao and Tono (2006, p. 105) observe that spoken conversa-
tion is more ‘vague’ than written language, and Knight, Adolphs and
Carter (2013, p. 135) note that ‘a pervasive feature that relates to levels of
formality in discourse is the use of hedging’. They include you know and
[ think in the list of hedging devices they investigate in digital discourse.
Nikula (1997, p. 197) notes that hedging is characteristic of informal
speech, with an absence of hedging making non-native speakers sound
formal, while Brinton (1996, p. 33) notes that pragmatic markers are
associated with oral rather than written discourse and with informality.

Knight et al. (2013, p. 148) suggest, however, that the situation is
not quite this straightforward, commenting that ‘more formal spoken
and written contexts use more hedges than the informal ones’. Farr and
O’Keeffe (2002) found the hedge they examined (the modal would) was
most frequent in institutional settings, with lower frequencies occurring
in conversations between family and friends. The exact hedges being
examined are of relevance, as well as the specific contexts under exami-
nation. Knight et al. (2013) list 30 common hedges and a quick look at
the 15 most common of these in Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad and
Finegan (1999) shows that seven were more common in conversation
than in academic writing, four had similar frequencies, while four others
were more common in academic writing than in conversation. Before I
look at the specific pragmatic markers that are examined in this chapter, I
will briefly discuss issues related to terminology and definitions.

Pragmatic Markers

As is evident already from the discussion above, there are a number of
labels which are used for the items which are the focus of this study,
for example, pragmatic markers, discourse markers, hedges (see Brinton
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1996, p. 29; Fraser 1998, p. 301; Jucker and Ziv 1998). There are also
many variations in how the terms are defined. Some definitions focus on
structural aspects; for example, Schiffrin (1987, p. 31) defines discourse
markers as ‘sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of talk’,
while others include expressive factors; for example, how discourse mark-
ers ‘express attitudes and emotions’ (Bazzanella 2006, p. 449). Interactive
factors, that is, ‘the relationship between the speaker and the hearer’ may
also be highlighted (Mosegaard Hansen 1998, p. 42), together with cog-
nitive considerations, showing how the speaker signals their ‘understand-
ing of what the situation is all about with respect to the argumentative
relations built up in the current situation’ (Fischer 2007, p. 47).

The aspects of the particular items focused on and the perspective
taken also influence the label they are given. Schiffrin (1987) uses dis-
course marker as a label because she is focusing on the discourse-organising
functions of the items she examines. Others use the term hedge because
they examine tentativeness, politeness and affective aspects. Aijmer and
Simon-Vandenbergen (2006) use the label pragmatic marker as a broad
term which can then be subclassified further according to more func-
tional and formal characteristics; for example, discourse markers, adverbial
connectors and routines are all seen as subcategories of pragmatic markers
(Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2006, p. 3).

For the purposes of this chapter, I use the term pragmatic marker. In
studies on New Zealand English (NZE), the term pragmatic device has
generally been used (see Stubbe 1999; Stubbe and Holmes 1995) so prag-
matic marker is compatible with this. The term pragmatic rather than
discourse also highlights the use of language in context, which underlies
the approach taken in this chapter.

In defining pragmatic marker, 1 follow Aijmer (2015, p. 201) in acknowl-
edging the complex nature of pragmatic markers and their multifunc-
tionality in that they can ‘for instance be understood in relation to both
coherence (e.g. signalling a boundary in discourse) and to involvement (the
expression of feelings and attitudes)’. Politeness considerations are also of
relevance to pragmatic markers as they have ‘interactive functions such as
hedging, signalling face-threat or solidarity’ (Aijmer 2015, p. 201).

In 2006, Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen noted that research on
pragmatic markers had 'exploded in the last 20 years’ (2006, p. 1), and
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this area has continued to be a focus of research since then from a number
of different perspectives, including structural, interactional and cognitive
(see Aijmer 2015; Degand, Cornillie and Pietrandrea 2013). I will now
briefly look at research that has specifically focused on eh, you know and 1
think. Like pragmatic markers generally, you know and I think have been
studied from different angles and using a range of approaches. In the
brief review below, the focus is on research that highlights genre variation
and which is relevant for an investigation of formality in relation to the
use of these pragmatic markers.

Eh

In studies of NZE that have compared data from different genres, e/ is
used most frequently in conversational rather than interview data (Stubbe
1999; Stubbe and Holmes 1995). In fact, Stubbe (1999) had only one
occurrence of eb in her broadcast interview data from the WSC. As well
as being a vernacular form, Stubbe and Holmes (1995, p. 84) concluded
that e/ is ‘a marker of male working-class identity’. This pragmatic marker
is also associated with Maori' (Bell 2000; Meyerhoff 1992, 1994; Stubbe
1999), and more recent research by Starks, Thompson and Christie (2008)
has noted the adoption of e/ by young Niuean men in New Zealand.

According to Meyerhoff (1994), establishing and maintaining com-
mon ground between interlocutors is the primary function of b, and
Bell (2001) also notes the significance of ¢ as a facilitative, solidarity-
building device. Bell (2001) illustrates that intraspeaker variation in the
use of e/ is influenced by the dynamics of the speech context. Speakers
may converge or diverge in their e/ use in response to relative degrees of
social distance between themselves and their interlocutor.

You Know

Stubbe and Holmes (1995) and Stubbe (1999) also both found a higher

use of you know in their small NZE corpora of conversations compared

' Maori are the indigenous people of New Zealand.
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to broadcast interview data, suggesting that you know aligns with e/ in
indexing informality. Stubbe (1999) observed that Maori speakers showed
a greater use of this pragmatic marker than Pakeha® speakers (see also Bell
2000). Although you know was used by all groups in Stubbe and Holmes
(1995), young working-class speakers, in particular young working-class
males, had higher frequencies of you know in their speech.

Jucker and Smith (1998) examine the use of a number of discourse
markers including you know in conversations between friends and strang-
ers collected at an American university. Their investigation showed that
friends used markers such as you know more when conversing than strang-
ers did, again suggesting that formality was a relevant factor accounting
for the use of this pragmatic marker in the data they examined. Jucker and
Smith’s (1998) approach is both cognitive and interactional. They view
discourse markers as ‘giving processing instructions to the addressee’, as
well as being used to negotiate common ground between participants
(Jucker and Ziv 1998, p. 8).

From a functional point of view, Miiller (2005, p. 147) notes that you
know is the ‘most versatile and notoriously difficult’ of the pragmatic
markers she examines. In reviewing previous work on you know, she iden-
tifies almost 30 functions (Miiller 2005, pp. 147-157). In her own study,
there are 12 distinct functional patterns summarised into 10 categories.
Five of these functions are at the textual level; for example, marking a lex-
ical or content search, and five are at the interactional level; for example,

signalling a reference to shared knowledge (Miiller 2005, p. 157).

I Think

Several researchers demonstrate variability in the use of 7 think across
genres in corpus data. Stubbe and Holmes (1995) and Stubbe (1999)
both found a higher use of 7 #hink in broadcast interviews compared to
conversational data, and Stubbe (1999) observed that this pattern was
true for both Maori and Pakeha speakers. Simon-Vandenbergen (2000)
compared / think in British English conversations and political interviews,

*Pakeha is the Maori term for the majority group of European, mainly British, people who colo-
nised New Zealand in the nineteenth century.
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also finding a higher frequency of 7 think in the more formal context (61
occurrences per 10,000 words compared to 24).

Simon-Vandenbergen’s research also highlighted the importance of
context in another way, finding that / #hink was utilised in varying ways in
the two genres. Aijmer (2015) has explored this issue further in data from
the British component of ICE (ICE-GB), demonstrating that / think is
used for different functions in different contexts. In conversations, she
found that / think expressed ‘opinions which are unplanned and spon-
taneous’, as well as being used in ‘extended ways as a polite hedge with
a mitigating function’. It may also be used as the speaker hesitates and
tries to find the right word or as they initiate a self-repair (Aijmer 2015,
p- 215). This contrasts with broadcast discussions where 7 think is associ-
ated with discussants trying to convince an audience of their point of
view, and with ‘authority and objectivity’ (Aijmer 2015, p. 215).

Summary

Formality has been identified in previous research as affecting the use of
all three of these pragmatic markers, although in different ways. £/ is
a marked vernacular form so had very low frequencies in more formal
contexts and was used more by young working-class males than by other
social groups. It is also seen as a marker of Maori ethnicity. These pat-
terns of use were also evident for you know in earlier research, although
overall higher frequencies are reported for this pragmatic marker in com-
parison to eh. In contrast, / think has been associated with formal rather
than informal contexts. More frequent use of this pragmatic marker may
therefore index a higher level of formality.

Methodology
Choosing a Corpus for Analysis

The LWP has been collecting and analysing data from New Zealand work-
places since 1996. In that time, a large corpus of interactions has been
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compiled, including data from a range of different types of workplaces.
Initially, white-collar organisations were the focus of the data collection,
although as the project has progressed other types of workplaces have also
been included, such as factories and, more recently, building sites. The
resulting corpus contains a diverse range of workplace interactions from
a wide range of individuals in a number of different workplaces.

Unlike many other corpora, the aim with the L\WP corpus was not to
fill certain types of categories of data. Instead, the goal was for volunteers
within each workplace to record approximately four hours each of their
normal workplace interactions using small portable recording devices.
The actual type of data gathered varied between participants, even within
the same workplace. In white-collar workplaces for instance, some vol-
unteers collected only one-to-one face-to-face meetings, while others had
a combination of one-to-one meetings, informal morning tea gatherings,
telephone calls or meetings with three or more people. One or more
larger meetings were also video-recorded at each white-collar workplace.

Another feature of the LWP corpus that differentiates it from other
corpora, such as the WSC, is that there is often a substantial amount of
speech from single speakers. Because volunteers in each workplace aimed
to collect around four hours of interaction, they would typically contrib-
ute several interactions each. Often, the people they interacted with were
recorded by other volunteers as well, especially in smaller workplaces.
People recorded by individual volunteers would also often be present
in the video meetings recorded at each workplace. This means there is
speech from the same people collected in different settings, enabling the
effect of speech setting to be examined more closely.

Meyer (2002, p. 44) notes that the size of a corpus used for research
often relies on the researchers judgement and convenience, while
Flowerdew (2004) comments that there is no ideal size for a corpus, size
being dependent on the needs and purposes of an investigation. She notes
that the corpus ‘should be of adequate size such that there is a sufhcient
number of occurrences of a language structure or pattern to validate a
hypothesis’ (Flowerdew 2004, p. 18). McCarthy and Handford (2004,
p. 176) note that you know, I mean and I think are the three most frequent
two-word clusters in their study of a corpus of business English. £/, on
the other hand, is a fairly low-frequency item, so having a larger database
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makes it possible to examine this pragmatic marker more adequately than
is possible with a small sample. Having said this, ¢/ has a reasonably high
occurrence in the LWP data. It is actually more frequent than 22 of the
30 common hedges from English that Knight et al. (2013) examine, and
has a similar frequency to two others.

The data which is the focus of the analysis in this chapter is drawn
from the IWP database of interactions collected in professional white-
collar workplaces, hence they comprise a sample of middle-class busi-
ness talk. In particular, they include white-collar face-to-face interactions
between two people that are at least five minutes in length. The resulting
data set contains 182 dialogues involving over 100 hours of recordings
with 143 people across 12 different professional workplaces, with both
government and private organisations represented. The main purpose of
each interaction is to achieve work-related goals; for example, problem-
solving or feedback, although the exact nature of those goals changes
from one interaction to another, and of course may also change within
an interaction as well (see Vine 2004, pp. 221-222; Koester 2000, p. 22).

The data set for this study also includes 77 larger meetings from 14
workplaces. The inclusion of this data allows investigation of possible dif-
ferences between dialogues and larger meetings, the larger meetings pro-
viding data from a more formal context. These 77 meetings all involve at
least 3 people and include around 65 hours of data involving 212 people
(including 77 who are also recorded in the dialogue sample). Sections
from the larger meetings which precede the meeting proper, that is, sec-
tions of small talk before the meetings start, have not been included in the
analysis.

The majority of the people recorded by the LWP in this data set are
speakers of NZE, i.e. they have lived in New Zealand since before the age
of 10 (Holmes etal. 1998, p. 24). As is typical of New Zealand workplaces
generally, however, native and non-native speakers of other varieties of
English are included as well. Non-NZE speakers, however, account for
less than 10% of the participants in these workplace interactions.

For comparison purposes, data from the WSC and the New Zealand
component of the ICE (ICE-NZ) is also examined. The WSC was
designed to include at least 500,000 words of private conversations, so
analysis of this data provides an indication of the use of these forms in
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Table 1.1 Corpora genres, word counts and extract and speaker numbers

Corpus Formality Category Words # Extracts # Speakers
WSC Informal Conversations 500,363 226 462
WSC Semi-formal Broadcast interviews 96,775 40 55
ICE-NZ Broadcast interviews 21,810 10 22
Total Semi-formal 118,585 50 77
WSC Formal Monologue 30,406 14 14
unscripted lectures
ICE-NZ Monologue 69,509 30 33
unscripted speeches
Total Formal 99,915 a4 47
LwpP Dialogues 683,125 182 143
LWP Meetings 773,930 77 212

New Zealand conversational data. Semi-formal data in the form of broad-
cast interviews from ICE-NZ and WSC is also analysed, along with more
formal data comprised of unscripted monologues and lectures (see Table
1.1). Data from both WSC and ICE-NZ was included so that the inter-
view and monologue sections would have around 100,000 words each.

The informal and semi-formal data sets both involve dialogic settings,
with two or more people talking to each other. In contrast, the formal
data involves one person holding the floor. These samples will be referred
to as the NZE informal conversations, semi-formal broadcast interviews,
and formal unscripted monologues.

Approaching the Analysis

Over the years, the LWP has undertaken analysis on a variety of different
features of workplace communication, with the main approach involving
qualitative analysis. When quantitative analysis has been undertaken this
has tended to involve small subsets drawn from the larger corpus (see e.g.
Vine 2004).

The LWP team has generally taken a social constructionist approach
to analysis within an interactional sociolinguistic framework (see Holmes
and Vine 2016). In this approach, interaction and identity construction
are viewed as dynamic processes, typified by negotiation between par-
ticipants in an interaction as they enact and reinforce their workplace
identities. Norms at a number of levels are considered to be important,
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including societal as well as minority group norms (Holmes et al. 2011,
p- 19). Research on pragmatic markers and formality is compatible with
this approach as speakers’ use of these markers can be seen to reflect their
perceptions of the interaction context and the way they construct them-
selves as professionals in their workplace interactions.

Stubbe and Holmes (1995) and Stubbe (1999) both used small cor-
pora so were able to closely examine each occurrence of the pragmatic
markers they investigated and include only those that satisfied two cri-
teria: they all had to have an epistemic and/or affective function, as well
as being able to be removed ‘without substantially affecting the seman-
tic or syntactic structure of the utterance’ (Stubbe 1999, p. 43). Miiller
(2005) was also careful to exclude you know which was not functioning
as a discourse marker from her analysis, with syntactic optionality being
crucial to her definition (see also Brinton 1996). The large amount of
data in the current study and the lack of syntactic markup make this
approach impractical, although e/ as a simple clarifier has been omitted.
Cases where you know is part of a phrase that is easy to search for, such as
‘do you know ... or ‘did you know ...’, have also been removed.

The situation is slightly more complicated for / zhink. Kaltenbock
(2015, p. 126) notes that / think as a pragmatic marker tends to lose the
‘that complementizer’ and becomes movable to non-initial position (2015,
p. 126). The first person pronoun subject may also be omitted at times
(Kaltenbock 2015, p. 126). In the current study, all cases of 7 think are
included in the overall analysis since a screen-by-screen check with a large
number of tokens is not practical. Cases where the pronoun is omitted are
not captured by the search method, and neither are variant forms. Variant
forms such as ‘I just think’ also function as pragmatic markers (Kaltenbock
2013, p. 287; see also Van Bogaert 2010), but in this preliminary investiga-
tion of pragmatic markers in the LWP data they are not included.

Results

The NZE corpus samples were examined first to find the frequency of the
three pragmatic markers present in this data (see Table 1.2). All figures
are normalised to one million words so that they can easily be compared
and both raw figures and normalised scores (in brackets) are shown.
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Table 1.2 Number of tokens and normalised figures for the three pragmatic
markers in the NZE corpus samples

Pragmatic Informal Semi-formal Formal unscripted
marker conversations broadcast interviews monologues
Eh 1,031 8 2
(2,061) (67) (20)
You know 2,612 541 97
(5,220) (4,562) (970)
I think 1,312 370 195
(2,622) (3,120) (1,952)
Table 1.3 LWP data set Pragmatic LWP overall white-collar
results marker professional corpus
Eh 1,769 (1,214)
You know 7,197 (4,939)
I think 4,538 (3,115)

As expected, as the formality increased from conversation to broadcast
interviews to unscripted monologues, the use of these pragmatic mark-
ers varied. £h was used least in the most formal context and most in the
conversations. You know showed a similar pattern, although normalised
frequencies for the conversations and interviews were much closer. The pat-
tern for / think showed that it was used least in the most formal context and
that between the two types of dialogic data, the normalised figures show
that the semi-formal context had higher rates of use than the informal data
(in keeping with Stubbe (1999) who used a small subset of this data).

Based on the comparisons of the different genres of the NZE corpus
samples, low frequencies of e/ would be expected for this vernacular form
in the workplace data. We would also expect higher frequencies for you
know and I think in the workplace data compared to the monologues,
with you know more frequent than 7 think. Table 1.3 provides the results
for the pragmatic markers in the overall LWP data set. The results for the
three NZE samples and the overall LWP workplace interaction data set
are shown in Fig. 1.1.

The patterns for you know and eh show that these pragmatic markers,
which have been considered to have a strong link to informality, support
the view of New Zealand workplace data as being a reasonably informal
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Fig. 1.1 Comparisons for you know, eh and I think in the NZE and LWP cor-
pus samples

context. The L\WP figures for you know and eh position this workplace
data set about halfway between the interview and conversational styles.
The comparative frequencies of ¢ are particularly interesting, since e/ is
a salient vernacular feature, and its use in middle-class workplace data
demonstrates the move of this pragmatic marker into a wider range of
domains than might be expected given the results from the NZE corpus
data.

1 think is associated with formal rather than informal contexts in stud-
ies comparing conversations and interview data (e.g. Stubbe 1999) and
this was also true of the dialogic styles for the NZE corpus data, with /
think® more frequent in the interviews. The use of this pragmatic marker
in the WP data corresponds to its use in the semi-formal interviews and
it is clearly differentiated here from the more formal monologue context
(see below). These results suggest that these four contexts can be placed
on a continuum of formality as shown in Fig. 1.2.

3The frequency of / think in the NZE sample conversations in the current study is similar to the
conversations from the BNC.
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Table 1.4 Use of eh, you know and I think in LWP dialogues and meetings

Pragmatic marker Dialogues Meetings LWP (overall)

Eh 997 772 1,769
(1,459) (997) (1,214)

You know 4,042 3,155 7,197
(5,916) (4,076) (4,939)

I think 2,343 2,195 4,538
(3,429) (2,836) (3,115)
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Fig. 1.3 Use of eh, you know and I think in different types of workplace data

The LWP data involves both dialogues and larger meetings. Part of the
aim in collecting data from both contexts was to have informal meetings,
as well as formal ones (Holmes and Stubbe 2003, p. 13). In Table 1.4 and
Fig. 1.3, the results for each pragmatic marker in the LWP data are given
for dialogues and for larger meetings.

In each case, there is variation between the workplace dialogue and
workplace meeting results, with more occurrences of each pragmatic
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marker in the dialogues compared to the meetings. For e/ and you know
this mirrors the pattern found in the NZE samples, with the frequency
rising as the formality decreases. The pattern for / think on the other
hand, in terms of relative frequency, reflects the difference between the
dialogic NZE styles (conversation and broadcast interview) and the more
formal monologue style, which has a lower frequency for this pragmatic
marker. Each pragmatic marker is now discussed in more detail.

Discussion

Eh

and while I was doing it I was thinking we really should sit Anna down
and have a similar sort of discussion eh you know and um (Pakeha
Male Manager — Dialogue)

well lets think abour it a bit further eh (Pakeha Female

Manager — Dialogue)

say we got to hear about the education one and some had finished and
some hadn’t eh and but they wanted to see them (Maori Female Policy
Analyst — Meeting)

Of the three pragmatic markers examined in this study, e/ is the
one that is most strongly associated with informal speech. Stubbe and
Holmes (1995) and Stubbe (1999) both found very few tokens in the
broadcast interviews they examined, and this was also true of the larger
NZE data set of broadcast interviews examined in the current study (see
Table 1.2). The high use of e/ in the workplace data in relation to the
NZE samples suggests that the workplace context is more informal than
the semi-formal data, although not as informal as the conversations.

As Aijmer (2015) notes, identity also plays a part in how speak-
ers utilise pragmatic markers. With a pragmatic marker such as e
identity issues are foregrounded, as this marker has been associated
with what Bell (2000, p. 222) calls Maori Vernacular English. It has
also been seen to be associated with men and working-class speakers

(Stubbe 1999).
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The LWP data included in this study is a corpus of middle-class speech,
so the relatively high use of ¢/ in this data seems unexpected. This result sug-
gests that this pragmatic marker has spread to a wider range of domains and
is being used by a wider range of speakers than was evident in earlier studies.
Andersen (2015, p. 144) notes that discourse markers are ‘characterized by
much innovation’ and the adoption of ¢/ in the New Zealand workplace
seems to demonstrate the innovation that is typical of pragmatic markers.

The LWP corpus analysed in this study includes data from four work-
places where we examined the enactment of leadership (Holmes et al.
2011). This leadership sample consisted of interactions involving 12 focus
leaders. A closer look at their speech in the current study shows a high use
of eh in the speech of three of the managers (over the normalised average
of 1,214), and in particular three of the male managers. Two of these men
are Maori, and one is Pakeha. The use of ¢/ by the Maori managers can be
seen as an aspect of the way they enact their identity as Maori males. And
for all three of these men, e/ is a useful device to mark informality and
relates to how they present themselves as leaders (see Holmes et al. 2011).
Eb holds significance as a means of expressing the affective, interpersonal
dimension of communication and its use in the workplace context reflects
the values indexed by this pragmatic marker, i.e. informality, an easy-
going stance, solidarity and social cohesion (see Vine and Marsden 2015).

The importance of formality level in terms of the differences
between the dialogue and meeting data is also evident for the three
male managers. All three men contribute over 10,000 words of dia-
logue and over 10,000 words of meeting data to the LWP corpus so
we can see what effect the different contexts have on their use of ¢h.
For each of the men their use of ¢/ drops in the more formal meeting
data.

You know

... and she went through those you know the [namel case in England
(Maori Female Senior Staff — Meeting)

so these three themes are you know things that need to be indelibly
imprinted on our minds (Maori Male Manager — Meeting)
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if we were asked to tender on this job you know we would need
to take a little bit more of a look at it you know so we sort of
flagged that

(Pakeha Male Manager — Dialogue)

For you know, the link with informality is clear in the NZE sample,
with a much lower use of this pragmatic marker in the formal unscripted
monologues than in the conversations and broadcast interviews (Fig. 1.1).
Although not as high as the usage observed in the conversational data,
the LWP data showed higher frequencies of you know than the broadcast
interviews. Again, this supports the view that New Zealand workplace
discourse is relatively informal and that use of this pragmatic marker can
signal and index this informality.

We can explore more fully the different types of data, and factors that
may affect speakers’ rates of usage. The conversational, broadcast inter-
view and workplace data sets are all dialogic, with two or more people
talking together; no one person has exclusive possession of the floor. The
role of you know as an interactive device is thus of relevance (Brinton
2008; Miiller 2005).

In contrast to the broadcast interviews, however, the conversations
and workplace data involve people who generally know each other well.
This factor means that relationship management is an important con-
cern, even while transactional goals are the reason each interaction takes
place in the workplace data set. Rapport management is also important
in broadcast interviews, but without the added need to maintain ongoing
relationships.

When examining the LWP data more closely, the contrast between
dialogues and meetings further supports the influence of formality level
on speakers” use of you know with lower figures in the larger meetings.

You know was found to be present more in the speech of Maori than
Pakeha in both Stubbe and Holmes (1995) and Stubbe (1999). Once
again looking at the 12 focus managers from Holmes et al. (2011), 7
individuals stand out as using a high frequency of this pragmatic marker
in their speech in one or both of the contexts (using more than the nor-
malised average of 4,939 occurrences per million words). Three of these
are women, although once again the highest users are men. Two of the
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three managers who use you know most often are Maori men, but the
person who has the highest frequency for this pragmatic marker in his
speech is Pakeha. Again, leadership style is important, with none of these
men enacting leadership in an authoritative manner. They all downplay
status differences, and the strategic indexing of informality through the
use of pragmatic markers such as you know is part of how they enact their
professional identity. These 3 men also had the highest use of ¢ of the 12
managers. Each of these men use you know a lot less in the meetings as
opposed to the dialogue data, further reinforcing the association between
informality and the use of you know.

It has been suggested in the literature that the use of you know (and eh)
and other addressee-oriented features by Maori indicates the value placed
on cooperation in Maori society (e.g. Stubbe 1999). Use of these features
is also compatible with the observation that New Zealand workplaces
have low power distance, with both managers and employees expecting
to be consulted (Hofstede 2001) and with the fact that New Zealand
society values egalitarianism (Holmes and Stubbe 2003; McLeod 1968).

I Think

1 think were really fortunate in health cos you know ...
(Maori Male Policy Analyst — Dialogue)

1 think we might as well do it in here eh and. ...
(Pakeha Female Manager — Meeting)

well I think I mean anyone would’ve been a you know breath of fresh
air really after [name) (Pakeha Female Junior Staff— Meeting)

The results for / think in the four contexts show that the semi-formal
NZE sample and the overall LWP data set have very similar frequencies
for this pragmatic marker. 7 think was less frequent in conversations than
in the other two dialogic genres and even less frequent in the unscripted
monologues. This suggests that for this item there is not a one-to-one
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correlation with formality, with lower usage of this pragmatic marker in
both the most formal and least formal contexts.

The most formal context in this study involves unscripted monologues.
This is a non-interactive context and the samples in this category are lec-
tures on a range of topics. A check of the British National Corpus (BNC)
shows that 7 #hink is more frequent in arts and social science lectures
than conversations* but has a much lower frequency in law, natural sci-
ence and commerce lectures. The NZE samples contain monologues on a
range of subjects, so the topics covered may influence the usage of / think.

The result for broadcast interviews in comparison to the workplace
data shows that these two categories have the same rate of usage for /
think. Using the frequency of / think as a measure of formality, there-
fore, supports the suggestion that New Zealand workplace contexts are
semi-formal.

The lower usage of / think in NZE conversational data, and in particu-
lar in the speech of Maori, has been attributed to this pragmatic marker
being a speaker-oriented device (Stubbe 1999; Stubbe and Holmes 1995;
see also Coates (1987) and Ostman (1981) in relation to conversation
and other varieties of English). Avoidance of speaker-oriented markers
has been seen as an indication of the value placed on cooperation in Maori
society (see also Britain’s 1992 study of high rising terminals). An avoid-
ance of speaker-oriented devices is also compatible with New Zealand
values more generally (as discussed in regard to addressee-oriented devices
above). In New Zealand workplaces inequalities are minimised and there
is a tendency to avoid standing out or bringing attention to yourself,
as with the use of 7 think. A check of the BNC (http://corpus.byu.edu/
bnc/) gives a normalised figure of 4,060 per million words for 7 think in
meetings, so the New Zealand workplace data shows a lower frequency
for 1 think.

The situation for / think may also be further complicated by other
factors. Firstly, a decline in the frequency of / think has been observed in
more recent decades in other varieties of English, linked to the simultane-
ous rise of variant forms such as i thinking, I just think. These variant

“The frequency of / think in the NZE sample conversations in the current study is similar to the
conversations from the BNC.
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forms also function as pragmatic markers (Kaltenbock 2013, p. 287; see
also Kaltenbock 2015; Van Bogaert 2010). In this preliminary investiga-
tion of pragmatic markers variant forms are not included, but their inclu-
sion may show a wider variety of forms is being used.

A second complicating factor is that research has suggested that / think
has lost its speaker-centred connotations. Traugott (1995, p. 39) com-
ments that ‘in the case of / think where the subject is first person, the
subject is losing referential (objective) properties and becoming simply
the starting point of a perspective’. Kaltenbock also notes that /7 think is
a starting point or launching pad for a new proposition (2015, p. 118).

Thirdly, research has shown differences in the way 7 #hink is being used
in different contexts (Aijmer 2015; Simon-Vandenbergen 2000). Simon-
Vandenbergen (2000) found variability between political discourse and
casual conversations in terms of functions, syntactic positioning and
intonation (these last two may be linked to or indicative of different func-
tions; see Aijmer 2015; Kirkkiinen 2003). To fully understand the way
[ think is patterning in relation to formality, the range of functions and
meanings needs to be examined, although this is beyond the scope of the
current chapter.

A possible indicator of whether the functions of / think in the work-
place data align it more with the conversational data or with more formal
contexts can be found by considering the wider context. The view of New
Zealand workplaces as ones where power differences tend to be mini-
mised suggests that / think would not be used primarily to exert authority
(as seen in the broadcast discussions examined by Aijmer 2015). When
examining directives, requests and advice in a small subset of the data
included in the current study, Vine (2004, pp. 198-199) noted that the
managers involved more often minimised rather than exerted power
differences.

Holmes et al. (2011, p. 90) also highlight the importance for the 12
leaders in their study of integrating relational and transactional goals in
the workplace. A closer look at the results for these 12 managers shows
5 of them use high frequencies of 7 think (over the normalised average of
3,115). Four of these managers are women and one of these women is
Maori, as is the only male manager in this group. The male manager was
one of the men who also had high frequencies for both e/ and you know
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in his speech, this being associated with his informal leadership style. This
suggests his use of / think aligns more with conversational rather than
more formal functions. All five of these managers use / #hink less in the
more formal meetings as opposed to the dialogues, mirroring the pattern
for the informal pragmatic markers e/ and you know.

Conclusion

On a continuum of formality, New Zealand workplace data falls between
informal and semi-formal genres. £ and you know have both been associated
with more informal speech contexts and their frequencies in the LWP work-
place corpus support the assertion that communication in New Zealand
workplaces is informal. The finding that 7 #hink functions differently in dif-
ferent contexts (Aijmer 2015; Simon-Vandenbergen 2000) means that there
is not a clear correlation between the use of this pragmatic marker and for-
mality. If the functions of 7 #hink in the workplace data more closely align
with those found in conversation rather than more formal contexts, then
this pragmatic marker could also be seen to index informality.

The association between informality and these pragmatic markers means
that the presence or absence in a speaker’s discourse provides information
about how they enact their professional identity. A brief look at data from
12 managers suggests that speakers may strategically use ¢/ and you know
(and possibly 7 think) to index informality. In holding a position of power,
the managers have control of how that power is expressed and the use of
these pragmatic markers is one way they can downplay their power.

This preliminary investigation suggests that a fuller examination of
each of these pragmatic markers is warranted, along with other features
that may index informality. The examples at the beginning of each sec-
tion in the discussion, for instance, illustrate a range of other linguis-
tic features that may be relevant and the way that features can cluster
together. The perceived formality of the context may vary for speakers
depending on a number of factors, such as their role, so examination
of other aspects of the context which may affect the use of b, you know
and [ think could provide useful insight on speakers” choices to use these
pragmatic markers (or not).
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2

Narrative and Informational Dimensions
of AAC Discourse in the Workplace

Eric Friginal, Lucy Pickering, and Carrie Bruce

Introduction

For the thousands of working-age adults with complex communication needs
in the USA, some form of augmentative or alternative communication
(AAC) device or strategy can enable them to interact in the workplace in real
time (Beukelman and Mirenda 1998; Blackstone 1993; Bryen et al. 2006).
The most advanced type of AAC devices are portable speech-generating
technologies housed in laptops, tablets, or smartphones that enable a person
to formulate messages by selecting pictures, letters, words, or sentences and
that can be accessed using a range of methods such as touch, eye gaze, or
switch input. One such device is shown below in Fig. 2.1. Despite what has
been described as an “AAC explosion” following the expansion of cheaper
and more user-friendly technology (Wilkinson and Hening 2007, p. 58),
these AAC modes are limited in terms of providing quick access to context-
specific language, particularly in the workplace (Bryen et al. 2007).
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Fig. 2.1 A screenshot of AAC device “pathfinder”

Although technologies have increased user expression from 15 words
per minute to 65, this still falls far short of the average conversational rate
of 180 words per minute (Dominowska 2002; Tonsing and Alant 2004;
Venkatagiri 1995). In addition, prestored language (sentences or para-
graphs) that could increase the speed of message delivery often needs to
be edited in some way to fit the specific ongoing context (Bedrosian et al.
2003). Thus, AAC device users in the workplace most frequently need
to rely on spontaneous novel utterance generation (SNUG) which pro-
vides the broadest access to contextual vocabulary through the construc-
tion of messages through letters, individual words, sequences of words/
terms that typically co-occur, and commonly used phrases (Hill 2001).
Although this allows them to customize their message, the drawback is
a lack of efliciency as users’ selection speed is impacted by their visual,
auditory, and/or motor skills (Simpson et al. 2000).
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Our current understanding of how AAC users actually communicate
in the workplace is meager and little is known about how the linguistic
features of AAC-based discourse used in job situations may differ from
those of non-AAC discourse in comparable work contexts. This study is
a follow-up to one published in 2013 by Friginal, Pearson, DiFerrante,
Pickering and Bruce in which we explored linguistic co-occurrence
patterns in the language of AAC users in the workplace compared to
those of their non-AAC, job-equivalent counterparts using the ANAWC
(Pickering and Bruce 2009).

Workplace Discourse

Previous studies of AAC workplace discourse have focused primarily
on differences in interactional norms (e.g., wait times, question/answer
turns). The use of SNUG creates gaps and pauses in the interaction that
can be frustratingly long (Wisenburn and Higginbotham 2008). This
can sometimes result in non-AAC interlocutors attempting to anticipate
the completion of AAC users’ utterances in progress and often failing
to understand AAC users’ intended topic shift, word selection, or even
the end point of an utterance (Bloch 2011). While Balandin and Iacono
(1998, 1999) and Ténsing and Alant (2004) found that in work break
discussions with interlocutors around an AAC user, conversation topics
demonstrated little variation, Simpson et al. (2000) reported that, due
to the degree of effort required for speech production, AAC users often
did not make use of “initiators” (e.g., salutations, markers indicating
topic introduction and maintenance, topic shifts) in interactions. Most
AAC users also avoided small talk and narratives focusing on events not
directly related to work. Our earlier study (Friginal et al. 2013) showed
that in contrast to non-AAC spoken workplace discourse, the linguistic
co-occurrence patterns of AAC texts potentially take on more features of
formal, informational language (e.g., less involved or less personal, non-
narrative, and more explicit) similar to most written texts. Linguistically,
these dimensions are defined by the high co-occurrence of nouns, prepo-
sitions, and nominalizations, while features such as past tense verbs, per-
sonal pronouns, and emphatics are limited.
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More is known about the linguistic features of workplace discourse in
non-AAC user work contexts due to the creation of a number of corpora.
CANBEC (the Cambridge and Nottingham Business English Corpus)
comprises approximately 1 million words of recorded business meetings
(Handford 2010); a considerably smaller corpus of approximately 34,000
words, the ABOT corpus (American and British Office Talk) includes
informal workplace interactions in office settings (Koester 2010). The most
relevant corpus with regard to the one used for this study is the Wellington
Language in the Workplace (LWP) corpus that comprises over 1.5 mil-
lion words from hundreds of interlocutors in various professional work-
places across New Zealand (Holmes 2000). The IWP does not include
AAC users as far as we are aware; however, investigations conducted by the
researchers of interactions involving workers with intellectual disabilities
may have some correlates particularly with regard to the ways in which
interlocutors respond to these workers. For example, Holmes (2003) and
Holmes and Fillary (2000) followed workers with intellectual disabilities
in order to investigate their participation in small talk (i.e., discussion of
topics that are unrelated to workplace tasks) and their use of formulaic
responses with coworkers. These studies reported that workers with intel-
lectual disabilities tend not to engage in social talk and often give short,
monosyllabic answers when they are involved in social interactions.

It is clear that AAC device users in the workplace are typically dif-
ferent from workers with intellectual disabilities. Workers requiring
AAC devices for more complex conversational needs generally have no
intellectual impairment and are likely fully aware of the importance and
functions of social talk; however, their devices may not be sufficiently
“augmented” to allow them to interact as they would like. For this reason,
research-informed technology may allow them to better access and utilize
the sociolinguistic and pragmatic competence that they possess but are
unable to express. Comparison of the characteristic linguistic features of
AAC vis-a-vis non-AAC workplace discourse in very similar contexts can
provide the data needed to develop and advance the technology that will
maximize AAC device users’ successful participation in communicative
exchanges at work. In ongoing studies analyzing the ANAWC, we are
working to fill that gap by exploring linguistic co-occurrence patterns in
the language of AAC users in the workplace compared to those of their
non-AAC, job-equivalent counterparts.
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We use a corpus-based, multidimensional approach to discourse analy-
sis pioneered by Biber (1988, 1995, 2006) and in this study specifically,
we utilize the dimensions extracted by Friginal (2008, 2015) from oral,
telephone-based interactions in a business setting. Linguistic patterns
and trends within three dimensions from Friginal’s model are analyzed
turther to identify contributing factors and features characterizing these
two groups of workplace interactions. Analysis of these features enables
us to determine in what ways AAC discourse can be clearly differentiated
from non-AAC discourse along textual and functional domains.

Methodology
The AAC and Non-AAC Workplace Corpus

The AAC and Non-AAC Workplace Corpus (ANAWC) (Pickering and
Bruce 2009) used in this study and also analyzed in Chapters 3 and 4 in
this book was collected in workplace settings in the USA in the spring
of 2009. It comprises over 200 hours of spoken interaction (approxi-
mately 1 million words) involving 8 focal participants and more than
100 interlocutors in 7 different work locations. The eight focal partici-
pants wore speech-activated voice recorders for five consecutive days in
the workplace. Four participants were AAC users and four were paired
non-AAC users working in a similar environment. Each participant had
control of their own recorders and was able to turn them off at any time
for any length of time if they chose to do so (Holmes 2000). The criteria
for these central eight participants were minimal, comprising (1) a native
English speaker background, (2) employment in an office or warehouse
setting, and (3) daily interaction with coworkers and/or other interlocu-
tors. Table 2.1 provides biographical information for each participant.
The audio data were transcribed orthographically following a transcrip-
tion scheme based on the T2K-SWAL (TOEFL 2000 Spoken and Written
Academic Language) corpus (Biber 2006) and any identifying character-
istics such as names and places were anonymized. These machine-read-
able text files were also partly annotated for nonverbal markers and other
markups (e.g., length of pauses, number of filled pauses). The data con-
tinue to undergo an ongoing “cleaning” and annotation process (Chafe


http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-49616-4_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-49616-4_4

32 E. Friginal et al.

Table 2.1 Participant information

Participant® Agerange Gender AACstatus Job description

Saul 46-55 M AAC user IT specialist

Katie 46-55 F Non-AAC IT specialist

Sarah 36-45 F AAC user Grant administrator

Paula 56-65 F Non-AAC Grant administrator

Ron 36-45 M AAC user Parks and recreation manager
Tony 56-65 M Non-AAC Parks and recreation manager
Lenny 46-55 M AAC user Administrative assistant

Alex n/a M Non-AAC Administrative assistant

2All participant names have been replaced with pseudonyms

et al. 1991). Two subcorpora comprising approximately 464,000 words
in total were used for this study: one with AAC users in the workplace
(214,619 words), and one from their non-AAC counterparts (249,503).

Linguistic Tagging and Analysis

The ANAWC was tagged for part-of-speech (e.g., nouns, prepositions,
past tense verbs) and additional semantic categories (e.g., semantic cat-
egories of verbs: private verbs, suasive verbs, communication verbs) using
the Biber tagger (Biber 1988, 2006). The Biber tagger was designed to
incorporate a large number of linguistic features and return an output
that can be easily processed for automatic tag-counting and norming.
Grieve, Biber, Friginal, and Nekrasova (2009) reported that this tagger
has a 94% accuracy rate for formal written registers. Every tagged feature
was counted and normalized per 1000 words and inputted on a spread-
sheet for statistical analyses. Other linguistic features such as type/token
ratio, average length of words, total words per target participant, and
various z-grams were also included in the dataset.

In total, AAC users produced far less speech as measured by number
of words (a range of 614 to 5676 words) than their paired counterparts
(a range of 18,057 to 45,312). Based on the labor-intensive nature of
SNUG, this is not surprising; however, the AAC word count does not
include any vocalization that these participants used (transcribed as [voc]
in the corpus) which frequently substituted for linguistic responses or
backchannels during interactions (see Chapter 3 in this volume for more
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discussion). It is interesting to note that there was no major difference
between the total word counts of interlocutors (i.e., coworkers) in the
two subcorpora.

Multidimensional Analysis

Biber’s (1988) multifeature, multidimensional analytical (MDA) frame-
work has been applied in the study of a range of spoken and written regis-
ters and used in the interpretation of various linguistic phenomena. MDA
data come from factor analysis (FA), which considers the sequential, par-
tial, and observed correlations of a wide range of variables, producing
groups of occurring factors or dimensions. According to Tabachnick and
Fidell (2001), the purposes of FA are to summarize patterns of correla-
tions among variables, to reduce a large number of observed variables to
a smaller number of factors or dimensions, and to provide an operational
definition (i.e., a regression equation) for an underlying process by using
these observed variables. The purposes of FA support the overall focus of
corpus-based MDA which aims to describe statistically correlating (i.e.,
co-occurring in the dataset) linguistic features and group them into inter-
pretable sets of linguistic dimensions (Friginal and Hardy 2012). The pat-
terning of linguistic features in a corpus creates linguistic dimensions that
correspond to salient functional distinctions within a register, and allows
cross-register comparison. MDAs of spoken registers have covered topics
such as gender and diachronic speech (Biber and Burges 2001; Rey 2001),
stance and dialects (Precht 2000), televised cross-cultural interaction
(Connor-Linton 1989; Scott 1998), agent and caller telephone interac-
tions (Friginal 2008, 2009), and job interviews (White 1994).

Friginal’s (2015) Dimensions of Telephone Interactions

For the purposes of this chapter, established dimensions from Friginal
(2015) were adapted to compare the distribution of linguistic features
from AAC and non-AAC speakers, including their interlocutors in the
workplace. The composition of the tag-counted features for Friginal’s
(2015) FA was based primarily on prior studies, especially Biber (1988),
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Friginal (2008, 2009), and White (1994). Additional discourse features
of oral interactions (e.g., filled-pauses, politeness markers, length of
turns) were included in this dataset. Table 2.2 shows the complete list of
tagged features (38 total lexical and syntactic features) used in this FA.
The composition of the three extracted factors (i.e., linguistic dimen-
sions) of business telephone interactions is presented in Table 2.3. Factor
loadings and subsequent functional interpretations of each dimension

Table 2.2 Complete list of linguistic features used in Friginal (2015)

Linguistic features

Type/token

Word length
Word count
Private verbs

That deletion
Contractions
Present tense verbs

2nd person pronouns
Verb do

Demonstrative pronouns
1st person pronouns

Pronoun it

Verb be

Discourse particles
Possibility modals
Coordinating conjunctions
Wh clauses

3rd person pronouns
Nouns

Prepositions
Attributive adjectives
Past tense verbs

Perfect aspect verbs
Nominalizations

Adverb—time
Adverbs
Prediction modals

Number of words occurring in the first 400 words
of texts

Mean length of words in a text (in letters)

Total number of words per agent/caller texts

e.g., anticipate, assume, believe, feel, think, show,
imply

e.g., I think [@] he’s gone.

e.g., can’t, I'm, doesn’t

All present tense verbs identified by the tagging
program

you, your, yours, yourself (and contracted forms)

do, does, did (and contracted forms)

that, those, this, these

I, me, my, mine, myself (plural and all contracted
forms)

Instances of pronoun it

Forms of be verb

e.g., oh, well, anyway, anyhow, anyways

can, could, might, may

and, or, but

Clauses with WH (what, which, who) head

he, she, they (and all contracted forms)

All nouns identified by the tagging program

All prepositions identified by the tagging program

e.g., the small chair

Past tense verbs identified by the tagging
program

Verbs in perfect aspect construction

Words ending in -tion, -ment, -ness, or -ity (and
plurals)

Time adverbials e.g., nowadays, eventually

Total adverbs (not time, place, downtoners, etc)

will, would, shall




2 Narrative and Informational Dimensions of AAC Discourse...

Table 2.2 (continued)

35

Linguistic features

Verb have

Average length of turns

Filled pauses

Respect markers

Politeness markers—Thanks

Politeness markers—Please

Discourse markers—OK

Discourse markers—/ mean

Discourse markers—Next/
then

Discourse
markers—Because

Let’s or let us

has, have, had (and contracted forms)

Total number of words divided by number of turns

uhm, uh, hm

ma‘am, Sir

thank you, thanks, [I] appreciate [it]
please

ok (marker of information management)

I mean and You know (markers of participation)

next, then (temporal adverbs)
because, ‘coz, so (markers of cause and result)

Instances of let’s or let us

Table 2.3 Summary of the linguistic features from Friginal’s (2015) three factors

Dimension Features

Dim 1: Positive: Addressee-focused, informational discourse
2nd person pronouns .683
Word length 612
Nouns 515
Possibility modals 445
Nominalizations .394
Length of turns .376
Type/token ratio .325
¢
Negative: Involved and simplified discourse
Pronoun it -.687
1st person pronouns -.663
That deletion -.506
Private verbs -.439
Perfect aspect verbs -.345
I mean/you know -.338
Verb do -.321

Dim 2: Positive: Planned, procedural talk
Word count .821
Length of turns .678
Type/token .630
2nd person pronouns .515
Next/then 417

(continued)
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Table 2.3 (continued)

Dimension Features
Word length 422
Adverb—time 409
Prepositions .383
Present tense verbs 341
Nominalizations 321
Because/so 310
¢
Negative:
1st person pronouns -.663
Past tense verbs -.609
Pronoun it -.578
3rd person pronouns -.571
Private verbs -.563
Discourse particles -.397
Dim 3: Positive: Managed information flow
Discourse particles 947
OK .865
Adverbs .845
Let us/let’s .563
I mean/you know 422
¢
Negative:
Length of turns -.349

are also presented and summarized in this table and the following subsec-
tions below. Discourse particles, second person pronouns, average word
length, total word count, length of turns, and type/token ratio loaded
highly in the three factors. Friginal’s (2015) FA reported that the Kaiser—
Meyer—Olkin Measure for Sampling Adequacy (KMO = .711 middling)
and Bartlett’s Test for Sphericity (approx. chi-square = 12,101.415, df =
652; p < .0001) were sufficient for exploratory FA with principal axis fac-
toring. Results from a three-factor solution were deemed to be the most
interpretable merging of features, with 33.16 cumulative percentage of
initial eigenvalues (total variance explained).

A comparison of AAC and non-AAC texts across the three dimen-
sions from Friginal (2015) is presented in the Results section below. Data
were obtained by computing an average dimension score based on the
co-occurring linguistic features per dimension from four groups of speak-
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ers: (1) AAC users, (2) non-AAC users, (3) all coworkers of AAC users (col-
lected into one subcorpus), and (4) all coworkers of non-AAC users (also
collected into one subcorpus). See Biber (1988), Biber and Conrad (2001),
and Friginal and Hardy (2014) for detailed instructions and procedures for
running a multidimensional analysis or computing dimension scores.

Results

For each of the three dimensions, four average scores comprising ANAWC
texts are shown along comparison figures below. These figures describe
cross-register linguistic distributions and relationships per dimension.
Text samples with high or low dimension scores are provided in the fol-
lowing sections to better understand the functional characteristics and
significance of these distributions.

Dimension 1: Addressee-Focused, Informational
Discourse Versus Involved, Simplified Discourse

Fourteen (14) linguistic features comprise this dimension with seven fea-
tures on each of the positive and negative sides. Positive features include
markers of elaboration and information density (e.g., long words and
turns, nominalizations, and more nouns), and second person pronouns
(e.g., you, your), which indicate “other-directed” focus of talk. Possibility
modals (can, could, may, might) also loaded positively on this factor.
The features on the negative side, especially the pronoun iz, first per-
son pronouns, that deletion, private verbs, WH clauses, and the verb do,
resemble the grouping in the dimension “Involved Production” identi-
fied by Biber (1988), Friginal (2008, 2009), and White (1994). These
features are typical of spoken texts and generally contrast with written,
informational, and planned discourse. Also on the negative side of the
factor are past tense verbs, perfect aspect verbs, and the use of discourse
markers / mean and You know. These elements point to an accounting of
personal experience or narrative that tries to explain the occurrence of a
particular situation or event. Schiffrin (1987) considers / mean and You
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know as markers of information and participation; / mean marks speaker
orientation toward the meaning of one’s own talk while You know marks
interactive transitions.

These co-occurring sets of features represent the contrast between
the dominant objectives of speakers’ utterances. Speakers in business,
telephone-based exchanges who use more positive features are likely aim-
ing to give details, explanations, or solutions. In the process, these inter-
actants use more nouns, nominalizations, and longer utterances or turns
to deliver the information. The information density in these turns is high
because of higher average word lengths in the texts. Participants’ turns are
elaborated with detailed explanations, likelihood, or risks through the use
of a high frequency of possibility modals. In addition, the high frequency
of second person pronouns indicates that the transfer of information is
highly addressee-focused.

In contrast, the grouping of features on the negative side of the dimen-
sion illustrates personal experiences and simplified information. The
combination of perfect aspect verbs, private verbs, the pronoun 7, and
discourse markers / mean and You know demonstrates the typical goal
of utterances which is to provide a personal account of a situation or an
event. Involved production features such as first person pronouns, WH
clauses, that deletion and I mean or You know serve a communicative
purpose to establish personal orientation (White 1994). Most utterances
on the negative side of the dimension have fewer word counts and are
significantly shorter in length. To summarize, the combination of positive
and negative features of Dimension 1 differentiates between addressee-
focused and elaborated information and involved and simplified discourse
portraying how informational content is produced in speakers’ turns.
Figure 2.2 shows the range of variation across the four corpora.

This comparison of speaker groups shows that texts produced by AAC
users averaged on the positive side of Dim 1 (dimension score = 8.661)
compared to the other three speaker groups in the corpus. Workplace
interactions with non-AAC users and their interlocutors and spoken texts
produced by coworkers of AAC users all averaged on the negative side.
Speakers who do not rely on AAC devices maintain a consistent use of
personal pronouns (including the pronoun 7#), private verbs in the pro-
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Addressee-focused, informational discourse
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Fig. 2.2 Comparison of AAC and non-AAC texts in dimension 1: Addressee-
focused, informational discourse vs. Involved, simplified discourse

duction of egocentric sequences (e.g., I think, I believe) and informal fea-
tures of speech (that-deletion, contractions).

In contrast, AAC users rarely use involved and personal production
features as this requires additional “typing” into their devices; thus, they
focus on nouns and noun phrases in their responses to questions. This
necessity also results in far fewer AAC user-initiated topics and very few
lengthy responses or responses to small talk (Di Ferrante 2012; Friginal
etal. 2013).

In the text excerpt below, AAC user Ron communicates with a
coworker primarily by using short phrasal or nominal responses (e.g.,
lose power, Saturday). In some cases, these can function as an auditory
cue built into the device interface to indicate to the AAC user that the
utterance selection was made (and what that selection is). Some AAC
users also employ this type of auditory cue as a method to maintain the
conversational floor during the time it takes to produce their message. In
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addition, Ron uses vocalizations (indicated in the transcripts by [voc])
and nonverbal responses to complement his speech-generated utterances.
Text Excerpt 1. AAC User Ron

AAC-Ron:  lose power

Coworker: I'm all powerful?

AAC-Ron:  Saturday

Coworker: Lost power?

AAC-Ron: Did you lose power Saturday morning?

Coworker: mm we did lo- well sometime during the night cuz when we
woke up on Saturday the clocks were flashing and then our
internet was out all day Saturday uhm our power kept on
flashing you know like kind of surging [+] Saturday morning
[+] and Saturday afternoon [+] and it kept on knocking my
router out my wireless router and then I get that going I tried
plugging directly into the modem and it still wouldnt uhm
come across so I don't know it’s working now but [+] yep lost
power [0:09] did you stay home all weekend?

AAC-Ron: [voc]

Coworker: alright Ron see ya

Dimension 2: Planned, Procedural Talk Versus
Narrativity

The linguistic features loading on the positive side of Dimension 2 include
lexical specificity and information density features (type/token ratio,
average word length), temporal adverbs (next/then) and specific time
adverbials (e.g., eventually, immediately), complex and abstract informa-
tion features (word count, length of turns, and nominalization), second
person pronouns, prepositions, and cause and result discourse markers
(becauselso). First and third person pronouns, discourse particles (e.g., 04,
well, anyway), past tense verbs, the pronoun iz, and private verbs loaded
on the negative side.

The positive side of this dimension signifies a one-way (addressee-
focused) transfer of a large amount of planned, abstract, and technical
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information. In this case, the information appears to be procedural or