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1. INTRODUCTION !

The development of pragmatics as an area of cowagnm linguistics has carried with

it a growing interest in what really happens whea @ommunicate linguistically.
Especially, the nature of interaction in spokengleage has come under increased
scrutiny. In this study, we want to examine a ranfepoken language phenomena
which we believe have their locus in the relatietween the individual speaker and the
ongoing spoken interaction. More precisely, we wantoncentrate on the externally
noticeable processes whereby the speaker managksrHinguistic contributions to the
interaction and to the interactively focussed infational content.

The general rubric for what we want to study weggast might be “speech
management phenomena” (SM). The concept of SM wagollinguistic and other
behavior which gives evidence of an individual nging his own communication
while taking his/her interlocutor into account. $hs done by such means as gaze
aversion, pausing, use of special morphemes, uspeadial gestures, repetition and
change of already formulated content and/or exmess The use of these means is,
above all, functionally related to the individuabeeds both of managing his/her
memory and of processing and articulating in tresence of an interlocutor.

More generally, on our view, the structure andcfiom of both spoken and
written language can be seen as a response ticwtios, needs and affordances which
are connected with at least the following six fast@f. also Allwood 1985):

1. the nature of the physical environment.
2. the nature of the cultural environment in tbherf of norms and conventions for
thinking, behavior, artifact manufacture and adifase (especially the norms for

spoken and written language).

3.  the individual participants in communicatiorpdakers and listeners) and their
biological, psychological and social charactersstic

4.  the nature of the activities the participanisspe together.

5. the communicative interaction between thesdiggaants as it unfolds in the
pursuit of different (common) goals and activiti@spects of the structure and

! This paper is an enlarged version of an articfeeaping with the same title in Nordic Jounial of

Linguistics 12. We would like to thank guest ediar Linell and an anonymous reviewer (for NJL)
for helpful comments and suggestions. In the prtegension, sections 2.2, 4.3.9 and 4.5 have been
added, and a few consequent revisions and minoec@ns have been made.



function of language which are related to this dacwill be referred to as
interactive (lA) in the sequel).

6. the informational content (topic) of the cobttions and interaction of the
participating individuals (the structures and fumes which are related to this
factor will be referred to as main message (MM)&uires/functions).

The actual structure and function of language aasdd to result from the combined

influence of at least these factors. For all thetdis it is furthermore possible to see
how each one can be connected with potential éifilees between uses of the spoken
and written medium.

In this study, our concern is primarily with theanifestation in spoken language
of the relationship between factors 3, 5 and 6 ab@here we take 3 as our point of
departure. Methodologically, we justify such a bation of perspective mainly on
grounds of complexity. Heuristically, even if foo wther reason, it seems hard to study
a complex phenomenon in any other way than by stgdgliscernible parts of the
phenomenon. This must, however, be done while bgan mind that the part one
studies is not, in fact, autonomous but has relati® phenomena that are not for the
moment being considered.

We have furthermore limited our analysis to theegih output of the participants.
We have not considered bodily signals (with thesgae exception of the influence that
lip movements might excerpt on a transcriber). Wecentrate on phenomena which
indicate ongoing spontaneously occurring speech agmment. Typical such
phenomena have been treated under headings suct(se§)repairs”, “(self-)
correction”, “hesitation phenomena”, “(self-)repien”, “(self-)reformulation”,
“substitution” and “editing”. Our focus is, thuspmnal spontaneous management of
speech. We have not included some other phenomierch &lso could provide us with
clues to the nature of the ongoing speech artiomaprocess, such as data from
psycholinguistic production experiments, childredeselopment of speech and features
of aphasic speech. Neither have we analyzed “spesdns” occurring without any
signs of external management, c. g. pure slipp@ftongue, cf. Fromkin (1973, 1980).
Finally, we have not included structures such aacaluthons where two phrases or
sentences share a constituent. Although typicaboken language, such structures are
not, according to our view cases of speech managerRather, they are regular MM
structures of spoken language that have been baonedormative grounds in the
written language form of many languages.



2. PREVIOUS ACCOUNTS

2.1. The tradition of not studying SM phenomena iringuistics

First, perhaps should be mentioned the long t@ditn linguistics of more or less
explicitly excluding SM phenomena from the classpbienomena worthy of study.
Using Saussurean terminology (Saussure 1916) thmeytypical of “parole” and
therefore probably outside of the systematic actadirflangue”. Using Chomskyan
terminology (Chomsky 1965) they would be typicagéfformance errors” and therefore
also probably outside of the account of “competérdd&e say probably since the exact
empirical delimitation of phenomena of “parole” fmophenomena of “langue”, or
phenomena of “performance” from phenomena of “caempee”, has never been fully
settled. At least, the phenomena on which we warfbtus have been included on
many lists of performance phenomena. For exampleon@ky (1965: 4), as
performance phenomena, mentions “false startsatiems from rules, changes of plan
in mid-course and so on”.

There are several things that are unsatisfactotly Wwith the Saussurean and the
Chomskyan dichotomy, among them are the followirge:

1. In both cases it has never been sufficientlgrifttd what the criteria for
membership are in “langue” and “competence”, respely. The criteria could,
for example, be one or more of the criteria in fodowing definition. A
phenomenon X belongs to “langue™ and/or “competéiice
A. X exhibits a consistent connection between paldr structures and particular
functions. One should note that this is, in genexahany-to-many relationship
so that one structure can realize several functamms$ one function can be
realized by several structures. For exampdein English can realize third
person singular present tense, but also plural eunabnd genitive case of
nouns; conversely, both plural and genitive carrdadized by several other
structures thans (cf. Jespersen 1924: linguistic categories as s}ikel
entities).

B. X is repeatedly used by one or several speakimgending on whether one
wants to exclude idiolects).

C. there is variation between language communwigls regard to the structure
and function of X (if we use idiolects as our basslthen variation between
speakers).

If the criteria for membership in “langue” and/mompetence” could be accepted
as one or more of A, B and C then we suggest tlaga class of SM phenomena
belong to both “langue” (excluding the idiolectamretation) and “competence”.



2.  The two dichotomies have served as an excusgdiode certain phenomena of
spoken language interaction from serious study #nd, indirectly to preserve
what has been called “the written language biadinguistics; cf. Linell (1984)
and Volosinov (1932).

3. The exclusion of certain spoken language phemanfrom careful study have
prevented us from getting a realistic view of:

A. linguistic structure in spoken language,

B. the nature of interindividual interaction in &ea language and

C. the nature of the dynamics involved in the tretabetween the individual's
speech production, the interaction and its content.

It is to the investigation of topics 3.A and 3.C weant to contribute in this paper.
Before doing so let us, however, briefly turn tengocontributions which, in contrast to
the main current in linguistics, have been conagmigh SM phenomena.

2.2. Some examples of studies of SM phenomena withlinguistics
broadly construed

The first mentions of SM phenomena in western listigs, broadly construed,
probably occur in ancient rhetoric. Repetition,orefulation, etc. are discussed as
rhetorical devices in terms of their supposed ¢ffec an audience. Besides the
rhetorical tradition, SM phenomena were also disedsamong the possible causal
factors lying behind linguistic change proposedhia 19th century (see for example
Jespersen 1922: 255-301).

In the 1960s Charles Hockett discussed SM phenorfi¢oekett 1967) and also
criticized what he took to be Chomskyan views oeegih generation. He also describes
the sharp glottal “cutoff’ by a speaker “who isitny to start over again as if he could
erase what he just said”.

In the 1970s and 80s various subsets of what wealling SM phenomena have
been discussed and one can discern a divisionmioi@ psycholinguistically oriented
studies (Linell 1980, Levelt 1983, Levelt & Cutl#883, and Bock 1982) and more
socially oriented studies (Schegloff 1979). Below mow give an overview of these
studies.

A number of studies connect lexical search andasyic planning with SM
phenomena. Linell (1980), summarizing several ssidif the syntax of utterance
planning, points out that pauses and other hesitaghenomena occur where the
speaker has to choose words or structures, i.ferdorew constituents with a rich load
of information or during/after the first functionond of such a constituent. This would
apply especially to the “fundament” or the “nexusld”, where the choice of new
information or a “rheme” has to be made (for théiors of “fundament” and “nexus



field”, see Diderichsen 1964). This would also be site of self-repetition of function
words and of changes in construction, where thalsperetraces to the start of the
“rheme” (cf. also Saari 1975, Einarsson 1978, Cka®lark 1977).

Levelt (1983) treats the structure and function self-repairs in a corpus
consisting of 959 repairs in 2809 descriptionsistial patterns. He uses the following
taxonomy of self-repairs: difference repairs (whéne message is replaced by a
different message), appropriateness repairs (wherexpression is changed because of
possible ambiguity or adjustment of level, or favherence reasons), error repairs
(where a lexical, syntactic or phonetic error isrected), and covert repairs (consisting
of either an interruption plus an editing term gepetition of one or more lexical units.

Levelt suggests that there are three phaseseif-eepair:
Phase 1: monitoring and interruption when an asdetected.

Phase 2: hesitation, pause, editing term. HereelLediscusses the relation of
specific “editing terms” to the specific nature thie speech problem. The semantic
differences between such terms have also been hgtéddaclay and Osgood (1959),
Hockett (1967), James (1972, 1973) and DuBois (L9THhe “editing terms” which
have been discussed by these authorslareh, ah, that is, rather and | meanLevelt
discusses the termuh, of (or), dus (so),nee (no), sorry, nou ja (how yes)wat zeg ik
(what say landlk bedoel(I mean) in the Dutch database. The tetmis mentioned as
a possibly universal symptom of “actuality or recgrof trouble”, which may have
become lexicalized, occurring mainly in covert riepa

Phase 3: the actual repair. Here Levelt pointstbatsimilarities between the
wellformedness of self-repairs and coordination &edgives a rule for well-formed
repairs.

A repair <A C> is well-formed if and only if theie a string B such that the
string <A B and* C> is well-formed, where B is a completion of the
constituent directly dominating the last elemenfAof* and to be deleted if
C's first element is itself a sentence connectiftavelt 1983: 78)

Example: A C B
to the right isa green a blue node node and

Levelt further claims that the listener is alwaygeg a semantic cue by the relation of
the first word of the repair to the original utteca.

Bock (1982) discusses how syntax is affected l®eslp planning phenomena. In
her opinion, reference, lexical accessibility, &=#i search and also other factors
belonging to the communicative setting influence $lyntax of the speech output. She
favors Hermann Paul's view of speech planning dsterminate in that an utterance is



started without any definite plan for its complsteucture (Paul 1886). The speaker
chooses which part of information is to be delidefiest in the utterance. According to
Bock, the unmarked case in interaction would bstaot with given information, which
means taking the listener into account. One cawgher, also choose to start with the
most focussed or salient information of the utteeaiBock argues that this would imply
more hierarchical planning.

The choice of phrases or single words can posbkduproblems. Bock postulates
a model where lexical and phonology cal/phonertiltience from the context results in
certain “priming” effects, i. e. there are lexicahits, syntactic and phonological
patterns which are, at a given point in the disseumore easily accessible to a speaker
than others. They can be automatically producesbme contexts, typically when there
IS a cognitive overload or cognitive problems. Hrening effect might then result in
the production of something which is more or legarget. This is perceived by the
speaker, who makes a repair in order to retrievexgression which is less easy to
access but closer to the target. Bock sees herapproach as a compromise between
autonomous and functional syntax, where processingually mostly autonomous, but
where working memory governs the processing as asahnis needed.

A more social perspective on repairs than that igexl by the majority of the
previous authors is given by Schegldffo79) who points out that a syntax-for-
conversation would have to include self- (and ojinepairs and the ways in which they
affect the syntax of a turn. He is, however, unsuhether the description of repairs
should be part of a “super syntax” interacting wantential syntax or whether it
should just be a part of sentential syntax.

Schegloff describes some of the “orderly” featuoésepairs. (He characterizes
“repairs” as the ways in which “troubles in spea@kihearing and understanding of 'talk
are dealt with in an organized fashion in convésgdt i. e. not necessarily implying
error correction.) Repairs can, for example, expandoun phrase by inserting a
descriptor or “modifier”, put a sentence in a “frehor “unframe” it, convert a sentence
into a subordinate clause, convert a question arioassertion, convert a wh-type
guestion into a yes-no question, reorder elemeht$pmjected talk” or have the
consequence that a sequence of turns is insertbtohwhe boundaries of a sentence.

Schegloff finds the following pattern in the iaition of same-turn repairs:

1. A cut-off (glottal or other stop) within a wodt a sound, which stops the next
sound due and seems to have a “back-ward” orientaiti e. it initiates repair
of an already produced element (cf. Hocket7and Levelt1983).



2. Uh or pause as repair initiator outside the word aunsl boundary, which
replaces the next sound due and initiates a regaine next due item, thus
having a “forward” orientation (cf. Level983).

While the prepositioned repair initiators tend te Iplaced just before the
“troublesource”, the postpositional repairs havaae variable distribution, according
to Schegloff. He also claims that repair can bé&atdd anywhere in a turn, but that
some “concentrations” can be pointed out: just4ousation and just-pre -completion
of a unit; same-turn repairs close to the repagabften within two words; at points
where “pivot elements”, i. e. elements converginthwhe first elements of the repair,
occur.

2.3. The present study in relation to previous aceints

As we have seen above, one aim of the reportecndsdias been to find relevant
evidence in order to put forward a specific speptanning model. Hockett, Bock,

Levelt and Linell all have the speech planning pecsive in mind, while focussing

either on a specific model, on models in general,on the specific linguistic

phenomena in themselves. Another aim, most cleaxgmplified by Schegloff, has
been to understand the social nature of SM phenamed to construct a syntax, or
“supersyntax”, specifically derived from spokenreiraction.

In the present study, both these aims are keptimal, but the primary focus lies
on describing the SM phenomena in themselves fronocal, mainly structural
perspective and on establishing general principlesules which should be able to
account for SM phenomena in relation to the uttegann which they occur. Because of
the specific nature of the aims of the previoudlists, these studies do not provide a
totally suitable taxonomy for the type of analysfsSM phenomena we have in mind.
With regard to SM, the focus of all the studiescept partly Schegloffs, is on
“correction” phenomena (a speaker produces songethimch is wrong with respect to
his target; he discovers this, interrupts himsall ghen gives the correct alternative).
This perspective is too limited for our aim, sirecdarge part of the SM phenomena
have other characteristics. Further, in the caskewstlt (1983), the corpus builds on
data from very specific types of utterances inychpslinguistic experiment, an activity
which gives conditions for the speaker which argy\dfferent from informal spoken
interaction (in effect almost monologic conditionsinell and Bock focus on providing
explanations of “repairs” and not on their desooipt Only Schegloff discusses a
broader class of phenomena, including cases whetemor” has been produced but
where, instead, there is a “forward” orientatioh&gloffs study, however, has an
interindividual focus and therefore does not previdny detailed taxonomy of
intraindividual SM-phenomena.



We would now like to discuss some of the thingsbhekeve it would be useful to
investigate in addition to the phenomena alreadgstigated in the studies mentioned
above. Firstly, we think that an analysis of SM mdmena should not have an
exclusively intraindividual psycholinguistic perspige, nor should it have an
exclusively social perspective. On our view, atstdaoth of these perspectives should
be investigated simultaneously. In the taxonomres @alyses we propose below, we
have tried to keep this in mind (section 4). Seégnae think it would be useful to try
to get clearer about the relationship between SMnpmena and other types of
linguistic structure; we discuss this problem iote 3 below. Thirdly, we would like
to discuss further in what sense and to what ex@&hiphenomena are part of what we
think of as a linguistic system (sections 3, 46)5,Specifically, we here want to explore
a sense in which they are rule governed (sectiofr@rthly, we want to try to get a
better descriptive idea of the nature of SM phenwanger se. Additionally, we think
that looking at another language, Swedish, mighttadhe findings of previous studies
on English and Dutch (sections 4 and 5).

3. ONTHE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SM AND OTHER TYPES
OF STRUCTURE

If speech is to function efficiently, it must belalto flexibly respond to the shifting

requirements of the speaker's attention, intentiomsmory and emotional states. It
must also allow flexible adaptation to the ongomeguirements and reactions of the
listener(s). This means that it must be manageaihiéne and sensitive both to the
speaker's internal dynamics and to the dynamicthefinteraction. The existence of
on-line speech management mechanisms is thus eeqgtiispeech is to be efficiently

flexible.

SM-mechanisms must, in order to meet the requinemieefficient flexibility, in
some way be superordinate to those mechanisms wdnshre the articulation of
content (and among these mechanisms we find lexeeh syntax, as they are
ordinarily conceived, what we have been referrimg & main message (MM)
functions). This means that SM mechanisms prob&diy part of a comprehensive
system which has syntax as a part. We remembergieéfseuse of the term “super
syntax” as one of the ways he suggested for cheraicty repairs.

But speech has other functions than conveyinguéhatontent. It expresses the
emotions and attitudes of the speaker and containeus mechanisms for adaptation
to aspects of communicative interaction such as taking, interindividual feedback
and sequencing. As mentioned above, we have ctilese interactive (1A) functions.
These three types of functions (SM, IA and MM) denviewed as a kind of coarse
approximation of the functions which are actualhggent in speech; for a more fine



grained version see Allwood (1980). For the timatpewe will use them as our point
of departure for a discussion of the relationshggween SM and other kinds of
functions.

If we relate SM to processes of speech produgtierbalization), we can say that
SM mechanisms, when needed, are superimposed @thspgoduction processes
normally directed toward IA and MM. The metaphor'sfieech management” has been
chosen to pair with the metaphor of “speech pradottto indicate a control
relationship between SM and speech production. (ihe production of IA and MM
structures).

Normal everyday communication, thus, manifestsititegrated product of SM,
MM and IA. Of the three, SM is the hardest to oleesince, in a sense, it only
becomes visible when something needs to be ovedlyaged, e. g. goes wrong. When
everything flows without overtly expressed managaetmenly MM and IA can be
observed. When it comes to the mechanisms wherddy Il and SM are expressed,
we think there is a primary relationship betweeriden, grammar and MM and
between gesture, prosody and IA. SM functions steefne more equally distributed
between all these four expressive means.

We also think that even though it might be possitd point to a primary
relationship between certain linguistic structurasd particular MM, IA or SM
functions, many structures can secondarily be useal different function. Thus, 1A
oriented feedback expressions ljes no andmm can be used for SM functions like
hesitation and self-reinforcement or for MM funcso like affirmation or
disconfirmation of the truth-value of a propositidikewise, SM expressions such as
uh can be used for IA purposes, e. g. to hold a tornfor MM purposes, e. g.
expressing doubt toward a proposition. Other SMcsires are often used for rhetorical
expression of emphasis (a mainly MM oriented fuorti Besides these cases of
transfer of function the general many-to-many retethip between the structure and
function in language also surfaces in the fact thaveral functions sometimes
simultaneously may be expressed by the same steuctu

4. ON THE STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION OF SM

4.1. Functions of SM

SM phenomena can be classified both from a funatiamd from a more structural
behavioral point of view. From an analytic perspectwe distinguish two kinds of
basic SM functions: (i) choice related SM-functionand (i) change related
SM-functions. These two functions can be combined tlsat we also get (iii)
combinations of choice and change related SM fansti



The function ofchoice related SM id0 enable the speaker to gain time for
processes having to do with the continuing choiceamtent and types of structured
expression. More in particular, such processesbmamonnected with prompting of
memory, search of memory, hesitation and planning.

The function ofchange related SNs to enable the speaker, on the basis of various
feedback processes (internal and external), to gghamready produced content,
structure or expressions. The subset of these ggeseahat are based on the speaker's
reactions to his own speech production make ugkéhneel of what in Allwood (1986)
was called IFB - intraindividual (communicativelglated) feedback. When change
related SM is normatively motivated, it can be elcégrized as self-repair (Schegloff
1978) or self-correction (Levelt 1983).

Combinations of choice and change related SM ocfmur example, when a
speaker needs to select a particular type of cheelgeed SM or when a speaker needs
to make a choice within the scope of a changea@&I&M operation.

The three types of SM functions can be connectéid A and MM functions as
well as with what we can call 11 (intra-individudlnctions. Choice related SM
functions can be connected with such IA functiosisuankeeping and the expression of
certain attitudes such as doubt, reluctance, s@&pgtc. They can also be connected
with MM functions such as emphasis and with Il fiilmes such as memorization and
activation. Change related SM functions can be eotad with IA functions such as
impression management, with MM functions such aghamsis, clarification and
specification and with 1l functions such as leaghiand practising. The category of
“‘combinations of choice and change functions” cgpmds to an analogous
combination of the mentioned 1A, MM and Il functsn

A common element of all SM processes is that thi&g, all parts of speech
production, require time. This means that theycall be used to gain time - a property
which is capitalized on especially in choice redaBM. Two other common elements of
all SM processes, except lengthening of continuésitssection 4.2), are that they, on
the one hand, require a temporary break in contiagpeech production and, on the
other hand, require mechanisms for normal speeoldugtion to be resumed. We
therefore distinguish break and resumption as twd &inctions which only
exceptionally occur independently. Break is, intfamplied by all types of SM except
lengthening, while resumption, in its turn, impliEsleast break, mostly combined with
either some other type of SM or with change of kpeaNeither break nor resumption
are, however, purely analytic features - breakasmally associated with a specific
prosodic contour and resumption often with repmtit{cf. sections 4.2 and 4.3). As a
collective name for break and resumption we wié pocess SMiince they usually are



involved in the basic processual prerequisites Mf B/e will regard process SM as a
fourth type of SM function.

The functions should be regarded as propertieshwtan simultaneously belong
to a certain expression. They are not, thus, teegarded as mutually exclusive classes
of bearers of such properties. Such a treatmernit anly be possible when each
expression has a clear main function. In the ewgdirexamples given below in this
section and in section 5 we have only selectedscabere SM, rather than 1A, MM or
II, seems to be the main function.

4.2. Structure of SM

We now turn to a classification of SM phenomenachts less “functional” and more
“structural” than the classification above. We wibw be looking at the structures and
mechanisms which are regularly used to realize Gh\tions. Since it generally holds
that there is a many-to-many relationship betweegulstic function and linguistic
structure, it follows that the structures we arestdering at times also can take on other
functions either separately or simultaneously, e.emphasis. But this does not
invalidate our claim that the structures are SMdtires just as little as the claim that
{-s} is a third person singular present tense markeEmglish is invalidated by the
observation that {-s} can also be a nominal plurarker in English. First we will
examine what we will call basic SM features anchtthwe will turn to combinations of
such features.

1. Basic SM features
1.1.Basic SM expressions (BSME)
A. pause
B. simple SM expressions (SSME) (eeb, ah, n)
C. explicit SM phrases (SMP) (e.\@ad heter det(what is it called))
D. other SM sounds (SMS) (e. g. smacking, sighmgsing and other sounds
which are difficult to classify)

1.2.Basic SM operations
A. lengthening of continuants
B. self-interruption
C. self-repetition

These features can be realized singly or in contibimaWhen they are combined they
can involve the same segmental expression (engtHening a vowel in a simple SM
expressionah - &:h) or neighbouring segmental expressions (e. guae#llowed by
a simple SM expressioff:ah). One or more SM features make up an SM unit vdien
of the features form a functional unit operatingtib@ same MM or IA structure (or SM
structure, when we have an explicit SM phrase). M4 all of the basic SM features



can appear singly and, thus, on their own const@N units, some of them, especially
self-interruption and self- repetition, more oftaetur combined with other features.

Let us now briefly comment on the features. Byaage, in general, we mean lack
of speech and gesture while holding a turn. An etgin of speech or gesture goes
with holding a turn. A pause, thus, becomes nolileeéand thereby also expectable and
planable). By an SM pause, specifically, we megawase with SM function. We have
counted pauses as expressions although this migtdebatable. When it comes to
simple SME, which indicate SM functions by a singl®rpheme, and explicit SM
phrases, we are dealing more with a difference egrek than of kind. Thus, we
probably have a continuous gradation from the niogicit SM expressions, such as
eh andmm (traditionally classified as interjections) via racexplicit but still indirect
expressions of SM, such a8 att séaga(so to speak), to the fully explicit expression of
SM by means of such phrasesvad heter det(what is it called).

With respect to contexts of possible occurrenberet seems to be no special
restrictions on BSME. As already mentioned in sec®, SM operates very freely on
both MM and IA structures, and BSME may, in corttt@ssome other types of SM
expressive features, occur initially and finallyutterances, as well as medially (though
some qualification may be necessary with respedatitial and final pauses). Here are
some examples containing BSME - pauses in (1) 8pdsimple SME in (2) and (3).
(All examples are authentic, based on video-reabrdaturalistic material, unless
otherwise indicated; in all examples, the SM phesom we are considering are
emphasized; cf. appendix 1 for further transcripttonventions.)

(1) ade betyder att // alla forsoker va ett steg fore hela tiden

(and that means that everybody tries-to be e atead all the time)
(2) jakom atanka pa ah torpet

(I came to think of the-cottage)
(3) foratt inte aah // eh for att halla en del groder vid liv

(in order not to in order to keep some cropsadliv

The second major class of basic SM features isldms of basic SM operations. The
first basic operation is lengthening of continuaetemplified in (4).

(4) ja hade ju hoppat 6ver dom har konstiga figuado ja inte:
(I had you-know skipped these strange figures leeé [did] not)

The lengthening operation may in principle be aggplio any continuant sound, though
in practice sounds occurring at the end of wor@srsto be favored.



The two remaining basic operations are self-io@ron, which means that the
speaker interrupts his speech in the middle ofrrestitoient (e. g. a word or a phrase)
which therefore is not immediately completed, aelfiepetition, which means that the
speaker reproduces some expression(s) or part@xpmession which he has already
uttered (earlier in the same utterance). (In thmaiader of this section, we will
generally use the shorter terms “interruption” arggetition” to mean self-interruption
and self-repetition, respectively.) These two opens are exemplified in (5)
(interruption) and (6) (repetition).

(5) sédman- jaajustdeasa
(so one yes just that yes so)

(6) deevaltbara barafor att de ska
(it is chosen only only because it will)

The basic SM operations, generally, seem to hawe feev restrictions with regard to
their contexts of possible occurrence. It is trhattneither self- interruption nor
self-repetition can occur absolutely initially im aitterance (since there has to be
something to interrupt/repeat) and that lengtheoinly can operate on continuants, but
apart from these rather trivial restrictions, tlesib operations seems to be extremely
general in their applicability. This is a propettyey share with the (simple) SM
expressions.

There is one major difference, however, betweeerinption and repetition, on the
one hand, and lengthening, on the other. Whereadaotimer are often combined in
different ways to form complex, hierarchically ongged SM operations (which will be
treated below among the combinations of SM feajuthe latter is not. On the whole,
it seems that with regard both to its distributionSM structures and its functional
properties, lengthening is more similar to the da&sipressions than to the other basic
operations.

As a consequence of the combinability of self-intption and self-repetition we
fairly rarely find them operating on their own amgie-featured SM units. For
self-interruption this can happen (i) when an intption occurs at the very end of an
utterance, or (ii) when an interruption, by theadga, is followed by a topic change and
there is no resumptive linking with the previousisture. Example (5) above meets the
second of these requirements and is therefore tcdumted as a single unit of
self-interruption. A self- repetition, on the otheand, is counted as a single unit only in
cases where (i) there is no intervening interruptietween the repeated and the
repeating expression, or (ii) the repeating expoessccurs in utterance-final position
and is not followed by a continuation (i. e. itrist repeated to resume structure for
some other operation). Example (6) above satigiedirst condition and can therefore
be regarded as a single unit of self-repetition.



4.3. Combinations of SM features
4.3. 1. Overview
We now turn to SM units which consist of combinaicof SM features. In order to

facilitate understanding of what we are discussoapsider first figure 1, where we
give an overview of how SM features can occur in 8Ms.
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Figure 2. Crossclassification of SM functions with SM structures

Among the SM units which consist of a combinatidnSM features, we first
distinguishcombinations of basic SMom complex SM operationsAmong the

combinations of basic SM we count all combinatiaisbasic SM expressions,
combinations of basic SM operations and combinatiohbasic SM expressions
with basic SM operations which do not themselvesstitute or contain complex
SM operations (see below). The first case is exdéigplin (7) (simple SME +

pause) and the third one in (8) (SME + repetitiotfje second case (i. e.



combinations of basic SM operations) is not vegqgtrent, since the majority of
such combinations will constitute complex SM opera (see below).

(7) Avardepapper 0//  statsskuldvaxlar a va du vill ...
(and value papers national debt bills and whatwant)

(8) jatyckerinte de liksom de de hanger i luften
(1 think not it sort-of it it hangs in the-air)

The second major class of feature combinationshereomplex SM operationsgyhich
may be further subdivided intholistic, integratedand linked operations. Holistic
operations are operations which can be seen ag beiit up from the two basic SM
operations interruption and repetition with oneseveral additional features. We will
be discussing and defining the following holistipecations: (i) resumption, (ii)
deletion, (iii) insertion, (iv) substitution, and)(reordering. Each operation will be
viewed as consisting of a number of suboperationsesof which cannot be linked to
concrete parts of speakers' utterances. For examp(®) below the speaker's deletion
of de as an element to be substituted and histséarr@ substitute for de are not overtly
indicated.

(9) om de- om: varje //chartist far ett eh storre antal anhangare...
if every chartist gets a greater number-of adhsjent

The two remaining types of complex operations .(ineegrated and linked operations)
represent extensions of the holistic operationshat they overtly mark a function
which can be left unmarked by a holistic operatidfe will return to integrated and
linked operations later on, but we will begin bkitey a closer look at the holistic
operations.

4.3.2. Resumption

Let us first note that when a speaker is to comtiafier an interruption, he will often
need to indicate in some way to a hearer how the utéerance is connected to the
structure which was being developed before thenmpéion. Whenever a speaker uses
repetition for this purpose, we speak akaumptiorof the interrupted structure.

Formally, we define aesumptionin the following way. Assume that a speaker
interrupts himself in the middle of an utteranaeg shat up to the point of interruption
he has uttered a string of words U (where thedastd may have been left unfinished
due to the self-interruption). In such a case, efine the set RU of potential repetitions
(partial or complete) relative to U to be the dedlbnon-empty substrings of U.



Using + to stand for the operation of concatematad r, u and v as variables
ranging over strings of words, we now say thatrafia interruption of the sort
described above, the speaker makessamption of the interrupted utterancefland
only if (i) he utters a string of words r, whichasalyzable as u +v, wheree®RU (and u
may be any string including the empty string 0 &) he goes on to add more words
after the string r (or, at least, clearly manifa@htsintention to do so).

In other words, a repetition (partial or completeturring after an interruption is
(part of) a resumption if it is performed in order link previous structure to a
continuation of MM or IA structure, or to anothevi®peration. From another point of
view, we may say that a repetition is resumptinehe sense intended here, if and only
if (i) it is preceded by an interruption, and (i) is followed by a continuation.
(Consequently, a repetition is not resumptive, igritierefore treated as a single unit of
repetition, if and only if (i) or (ii) does not haylcf. section 4.2).

Let us now consider a few examples to make thenatf resumption clearer.

(10) sa de kanns som deatt de e valt bara bara for att
(soitfeels like it-  thatit is chosen only gtilecause)

(11) men sen hade ja- ja hade ju hoppat 6ver dom har konstiga figurerna
(but then had | | had you-know skipped thesengiediguresDEF)

In (10), U =séa de kanns som de, R& {s§ de, kanns, som, de, s de, de kanns,
kéanns som, som de, s& de kanns, de kanns som, kéasom de, sa de kanns som, de
kanns som de, sa de kanns som dend the stringtt de (r), occurring immediately
after the interruption, is a resumption of U, sirfdeit can be analyzed into the two
substrings att (u) ande (v), the latter of which is in RU, and (ii) it fellowed by a
continuation. Thus, we say that in (10) the spedkst interrupts himself and then
resumes the interrupted structure in order to ooetiwith the additiore valt bara for
att.

In (11), the utterance following the interruptiocontains two substrings which
qualify as resumptions of the interrupted utteramezenelyja (rl) (analyzed as 0 (ul) +
ja (vl)) andja hade (r2) (analyzed aga (u2) + hade (v2)). In such a case, we will
generally count the longest string as the actumlmgption. This means that in (11) we
will count ja hade, rather than jusg, as the resumption of the interrupted structure. |
this case, the resumption occurs in order to male@iering possible.

An interruption-resumption sequence may occur atua speech for many
different reasons, but we believe that one of tlstimportant factors is the speaker's
need to first change and then continue structut@shahave already been articulated.
We will now define four holistic SM operations whieve believe to be of particular



importance in this respect, namely deletion, ingertsubstitution and reordering. All

four will be taken to consist of an initial inteption followed by a particular type of

change involving a resumption. These operations liave in common that they always
operate on preceding, already articulated strusfued that their immediate function is
to change this structure in some way by deletingeiiting, substituting or reordering
elements.

4.3.3 Four holistic operations which presuppose ramption

Before we go on to define the remaining holistiergions formally, it may be useful
to illustrate the cases we have in mind by mearssfefv schematic examples. Assume
that a speaker interrupts an utterance endingdrthitee constituents. A, B, C (these
constituents may be thought of as words, phrasesother relevant substrings of the
interrupted utterance). We then wish to focus aur particular ways of resuming the
interrupted structure by means of , inter aliaet#jon. The four cases (with subtypes)
are illustrated in (12.1-4), where X stands for aoystituent not present in the original
interrupted utterance and ... indicate that the aitteg is continued further.

Interruption Resumption

(12) ABC- 1.AC.. (Deletion)
2.ABXC.. (Insertion)
3.AXC (Substitution)
4.ACB (Reordering)

Example (12.1) exemplifies the operation aéletion; the speaker repeats the
constituents A and C, which were not adjacent endhginal interrupted utterance,
thereby indicating that the material which origlpaccurred between A and C (i. c.
B in our example) is deleted.

In (12.2) we have ainsertion; all the three constituents which ended the
original interrupted utterance (i. c. A, B and @¢ aepeated, but a new element is
inserted between B and C.

The next example, which illustrates the operatbsubstitutionjs similar to
the preceding one in that a new element is inseréa the old structure; the
difference, however, is that the new element X1i2.8) replaces an old element (i.
e. B), which is thus deleted. (In a way we coulerdéiiore say that a substitution is a
combination of an insertion and a deletion.)

Finally, (12.4) is areordering; all the original constituents A, B and C are
repeated, but in a different order.



We will now give formal definitions of the four hstic SM operations
exemplified above (i. e. deletion, insertion, sithgbn and reordering). In doing this
we will also distinguish several subtypes, somw/loich are not represented in (12.14).
In the following definitions we will assume thati€Jan interrupted utterance, RU is the
set of potential repetitions relative to U, and us\wa resumption of U in accordance
with our definitions above. Furthermore, we let PBEhat relation on RU such that for
all strings of words u, € RU, uPREUV iff the last word of u precedes thet fiverd of v
in the original, interrupted utterance U (thus, @vYRloes not imply that u immediately
precedes v in U, but it does imply that u and \ndboverlap). As before, we will use +
to stand for concatenation and, in addition to d anwe will use w, x and y as
variables ranging over strings of words.

4.3.4. Deletion

An interruption followed by a resumption u +v isleletionif and only if either u = E)
and there is a non-empty stringewRU such that vPREw, or u, v RU and there is a
non-empty string v& RU such that uPREw and wPREV. In both cases wehsdyw is
the deleted element.

The definition says that there are two types tériuption-resumption sequence
which can function as a deletion. In the first §peaker repeats a part of the interrupted
structure, leaves out the rest, and then goes addmew material; the part which is not
repeated may then be interpreted as in a sensedlekhis type is illustrated in (13),
wherede e(u) is repeated and (w) deleted.

(13) men de e ju- de efarligt
(but it is you-know it is dangerous)

In the second type of deletion, the speaker conaste two parts of the interrupted
utterance which were not originally adjacent; thatenial which originally occurred
between the two repeated parts will then be inéegor as deleted. This type, which is
illustrated schematically in (12.1) above, is exéfigal in (14), wheredom (u) + forsta

si (v) is repeated andllra (w) deleted. (Strictly speakindom is not a repetition, since
the original form wasle; however, botldom andde are forms of the definite article
and it seems therefore that, functionally, one @@ynt as a repetition of the other.)

(14) de allra forsta si- dom férsta sdernavi laste dar
(the very first pa-  the first pages we read there

The case of deletion provides us with a good opjpdst to explain our use of the terms
holistic and complexin relation to SM operations. Conceptually, deletimay be
regarded as a basic and non-complex operationjtbuealization in speech is, by
necessity, structurally complex and indirect (iedirin the sense that the deletion of an



element X is performed partly ot performing a certain act, i. e. loypt repeating X

in a certain context, and complex since it combités deletion with interruption and
resumption). Therefore, we think that an operatiba deletion should be regarded as
structurally complex but also as functionally hbtissince its different suboperations
are performed together in order to build up a gnghified operation.

4.3.5. Insertion

An interruption followed by a resumption u+v is iasertionif and only if either there
IS no substring w of u such thatmRU, or u can be analyzed as w+x, where RU
and wPREv, and there is no non-empty stringBU such that wPREyY and yPREVv. In
the first case, we say that u is the inserted el¢me the second, we say thats the
inserted element.

According to the definition, there are two typesimdertion. In the first type the
speaker begins (after the interruption) by utteting inserted element (the string u in
the definition) and then resumes the interrupteactire at the point immediately after
the place where the new element is inserted. Hpis is illustrated in (15), where the
inserted element iska kunna ta beslut(u) and the repeated elemguiét (v) indicates
that it is inserted into the original structure iefmately before the prepositiqa.

(15) de maste han va for att han snabbt p&ka kunna ta beslut pa en
(that must he be so that he rapidly in will béeatio make decisions a

tiondels sekund
a tenth-of-a-second

In the second type of insertion, illustrated abov€l2.2), the speaker begins (after the
interruption) by repeating a part of the interrupstructure before and up to the point
where the new element is to be inserted, addsngerted element, and then resumes
the interrupted structure immediately after thenpaif insertion. It should be pointed
out, however, that we have not yet found an aanample of the second type, though
we are convinced that it is a possible SM operati@n the purpose of illustration, we
have modified (15) and turned it into an insertadrthe second type, given below as
(16), by adding the repetition &dr att han snabbt (w) before the utterance of the
inserted elemergka kunna ta beslut(x) and the repetition qfa (v).

(16) de maste han va for att han snabbfgrdatt han snabbt ska kunna ta
(that must he be so that he rapidly in so thatpeally will be-able-to make

beslut paen tiondels sekund
(decisions in a tenth-of-a second)



If we compare the operations of deletion and insertve may note that in the case of a
deletion it is necessary to resume the structuferbgexample 13), and possible to
resume it also after the deletion (example 14),red® in the case of an insertion it is
necessary to resume the structure after (exampleabd possible to resume it also
before the insertion (example 16). All this prowddeof course, that our data and
definitions are adequate.

4.3.6. Substitution

An interruption followed by a resumption u +v isubstitutionif and only if either there
is no substring w of u such thatviRU and there is some non-empty stgngRU such
that yPREv, or u can be analyzed as w+x, wherdRM and wPREv, and there is some
non-empty string o0 RU such that wPREY and yPREv. In the first casesaethat u is
substituted for y; in the second we say that )lssstuted for y.

It may be noted immediately that insertion andssitdttion have been defined in
such a way that a single resumption can qualifgaik an insertion (the first type) and
a substitution (the first type). The following exalenis a case in point:

(17) séade kanns som de- attdee valt bara bara for att de ska
(so it feels like it that it is chosen only origcause it will)

After the interruption, the speaker utters the clementizeratt (that) and then resumes
the pronourde. However, it is practically impossible, in thisseato decide whether the
complementizeiatt is substituted for the complementizom (like) or whether it is
inserted after it to form the complex complementigem att (all three possibilities:
som, att and som att are grammatical in Swedish). Thus, the resultingcsare is
ambiguous, a fact which is reflected in our deioms.

We also believe that there is a second type o$tgubon, however, which is
distinct from the corresponding type of insertitve difference being that in the case of
an insertion a new element is inserted betweenadjacent parts of an interrupted
structure, whereas in the case of a substitutiomew element replaces part of an
interrupted structure and is therefore insertedvbeh two non-adjacent parts of the
interrupted structure (cf. (12.2-3) above). We rether that another way of analyzing
the operation of substitution is to say that & isombination of deletion (of the replaced
element) and insertion (of the replacing element).

However, we have not yet found an actual examplehe second type of
substitution, so for illustrative purposes we agpresent a modified version of an
earlier example.



(18) sa de kanns som de-de kanns att de e valt bara bara for att de ska
(so it feels like it it feels that it is chosenlponly because it will)

In this (invented) example the interrupted struetisrresumed both before and after the
substituted elemerdtt (x) (before, by means afe kédnns(w), and after, by means of
de (v). This makes it clear that the operation isubssitution and not an insertion (cf
example (17) above).

4.3.7. Reordering

An interruption followed by a resumption u+v igeorderingif and only if u,vo RU
and vPREu.

The definition says that the resumption of a redrd) operation consists of two
substrings of the original interrupted structuree torder of which has now been
reversed. Here is a typical example, where their@idghade ja is resumed by the
reordereda (u) +hade (v) after the interruption.

(19) men sen hade jaja hade ju hoppat 6ver dom hér konstiga figurerna
(but then had 1 | had you-know skipped thesengiediguresDEF)

4.3.8. Integrated and linked operations

Having examined the holistic SM operations in satetil, we now return to the two

remaining types of complex operations, i. e. irégpl and linked operations. We said
earlier that these operations represent an extensithe holistic operations in that they
overtly mark a function which can be left unmark®sda holistic operation. Example

(3), repeated here as (20), is an example of atituti which has been combined
with a combination of SM expressioréH // eh), which overtly can be taken to mark
the search process involved in the selection ofbatgute for the negatiante.

(20) for att inte aah // ehfor att halla en del groder vid liv
(in order not to in order to keep some cropsadliv

The combination of the BSME combination with theéostitution we refer to as an
integratedcombination (or an integrated operation). The nasnehosen because the
BSME combination marks an integrated suboperatidiinva holistic operation.

However, complex operations can alsolin&ed. A linked operation occurs in
example (7), here repeated as (21), where a sifIE is combined with a holistic
operation.



(21) om de- om: varje //chartist far ett eh storre antal anhangare ...
(if it if every  chartist gets a greater numbéadherents)

The example shows how a pause, so to speak, caechbesively embedded in a
previously occurring holistic operation which inighcase is a substitution. More
generally, complex linking of SM features can bealote kinds. The first isecursive,
where one SM feature is embedded within the scdpe lmolistic operation without
being an indicator of a suboperation within the edwng operation, as exemplified
above in

(21) The second isonjunctive,where one SM feature is more loosely, sequentially
linked to a holistic operation. Conjunctive linkirgexemplified in (22), where a pause
is combined sequentially with an insertion (proddihat we see the insertion as
initiated after the pause, rather than before it).

(22) en liten risk valdi liten risk
(a small risk very small risk)

The categories of recursive and integrated linkiniaye so far been reserved for
combinations containing at least one holistic opena other combinations being
treated as combinations of basic SM. We could pgerhaave included as linked
operations also some cases where several basicxpMssions are combined more
loosely, but in the present study we have chosetondo so.

The third kind of linking is what we may calerlappingholistic operations, i. e.
two or more holistic operations occurring togethethout operating on exactly the
same structure, as in the following example.

(23) né& men de drabbar ju de kan drabbasadana omraden dar ...
(no but it strikes you-know it can strike suchas where)

In (23) the deletion oP overlaps with the substitution &&an drabba for drabbar.
(Alternatively, we may say that the deletion obperlaps with the insertion &kn and
the substitution ofirabba for drabbar.)

4.3.9. SM rules - present and previous accounts
So far in this section we have attempted to desdme structural regularities of SM
phenomena. It may be interesting, at this pointnake a brief comparison with two

previous accounts, viz. Levelt (1983) and Schedt®#f79).

Let us first note that Levelt's (1983) study df-sepairs only deals with a subset
of the SM phenomena treated in the present studge seither single-featured SM



units nor combinations of basic SM are studied bydlt. It follows that the self-repairs
treated by Levelt are all complex SM operationthmsense of the present study.

A self-repair, according to Levelt, consists ofeth phases: (i) interruption, (ii)
editing term/pause (optional), (iii) actual rep@f. section 2.2). The first and third of
Levelt's three phases correspond to our operatdasuption and resumption, which
means that most of the cases treated by Leveltb@ilvhat we call holistic operations
(and all of them will be interruption-resumptiorgsences of some sort). When BSME
(. e. “editing terms or pause” in Levelt's ternmlimgy) occurs between the interruption
and the resumption, we have an integrated (or blydgiked) operation.

Levelt's rule for well-formed repairs (cf. secti@r) can be interpreted within our
framework as a rule for well-formed resumptions, e class of resumptions defined
by Levelt's rule on that interpretation is differérom the class of resumptions defined
above in section 4.3.2. More precisely, Levelt'se rallows repairs without any
repetition, whereas our notion of resumption nem@ysmplies some repeated element
(although the correct condition is probably clogeanymy rather than identity of form;
cf. example (14) above). Conversely our definitisrless restricted than Levelt's rule
when it comes to the syntactic structure of theairdgsumption. We have stated,
admittedly rather loosely, that the resumption #$thobe a continuation of the
interrupted structure, while Levelt requires thhe trepair should be of the same
syntactic category as the interrupted constitueper@ationalized by means of a
coordination schema). We suspect that Levelt's itiondis too strong and that a
resumption may, in the limiting case, be more lboselated to the syntactic structure
of the interrupted constituent. However, this imsthing that remains to be seen and it
is possible, after all, that the most adequate atharization of the notion of a
well-formed resumption can be obtained by combim@ngdefinition with Levelt's rule.
But this is a question that can only be answerefiififier research.

As regards Schegloff (1979), he does not formudag rules in the true sense of
the word, but he gives a wide range of specific ngdas of “the effects of
[self-initiated] repair on the syntactic form ofnéences” (cf. section 2.2). It is worth
noting that all of these cases can easily be aadlywdthin our framework. They turn
out to be special subcases of our categories, wdnelsituated on a more general and
more abstract level than the categories given bhe@off, and the great majority are
holistic operations (sometimes integrated or linkeet us illustrate this with a single
example (appearing as example (9) in Scheglofignad article).

(24) (1'unno) hh Hey do you see V- (0.3) fat aVigh anymouh?

Schegloff describes this example by saying thatrépair expands a noun phrase by
inserting a descriptor or “modifier”. In our ternollogy (24) exemplifies the holistic



operation of insertion (consisting of an interroptiand a particular type of resumption
which insertdat ol' beforeVivian) and a pause, combined into an integrated operation.

4.4. More on SM functions

Let us now return to the four types of SM functiatiscussed in 4.1 (choice SM,
change SM, combination SM and process SM) and dasssfy them with the SM
structures discussed above in 4.2 and 4.3. Figurel@wv gives an overview of this

relationship.
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Figure 2. Crossclassification of SM functions with SM structures




For all four SM functions in figure 2 we claim ththe SM structures with which
they have been crossclassified could carry thesaekefunction as a single SM
unit. The cases where interruption and resumpticcuioas single units have
been discussed above; normally, of course, theyrdeccombination. For the

cases when SM units occur in combination, we cad fitombinations with

process SM, i. e. break and resumption, includeallirother three types of
function. Combinations of choice and change fumsi@re, however, to be
found under “combination SM”, where they match shreictural combinations in
integrated and linked SM. One type of SM struct@N)P, has been classified
under both choice and change SM. The reason fsrighthat SM phrases can
have both roles, as in the invented examples 2&)26) below.

(25) de e ewa heter de valkyria (choice function)
(itis a what is it called valkyrie)

(26) de e en blaja menar rod bil (change function)
(itis a blue I mean red car)

SMP is, in general, an exceptional type of SM sim&mploys MM syntactic structure

and semantic functions to performatively accompéshSM function. Even though the
difference between this phrasal use of MM and geaf MM in single morphemes is a
matter of degree, we feel that the degree is seffity large to merit a reclassification
of SNIP as a special type of both choice and changgle SM units but which, of

course, can also occur as an ingredient in “contiipin&M”.

By extension, figure 2 can also be employed tmtpout how SM structures can
be used to either combine SM functions with IA, M¥11 functions or to express any
one of these functions in a more exclusive focusgay. Thus, what we have called
basic SM can, largely speaking, be used for IA fiems such as turnkeeping and the
expression of certain attitudes. The subtype ofich&M\V consisting of basic SM
operations (repetition and lengthening) can be GeeMM functions such as emphasis
and Il functions such as memorization and activatidolistic SM operations and
certain SM phrases can be used for IA function$ siscimpression management, MM
functions such as emphasis, clarification and $igation and Il functions such as
learning and practising. The integrated and link&ductures can be used for
combinations of the above IA, MM and 11 functions.

4.5. Speaker, listener, analyst and SM

Before continuing we would also like to mentionralgem which has been implicit so
far in our discussion of types of SM. The way inisthwe operationalize and also
define the various types is affected by whether manspective is that of a speaker, a
listener or an analyst interpreting recordings @adscriptions.



From the point of view of a speaker, holistic gtems like deletion, insertion,
substitution or reordering are perhaps most reldywapplied to the content which the
speaker is verbalizing. Even if our attention mited to what has been verbalized the
speaker perspective would make it natural to tlufila deletion or an insertion as an
intentional operation that the speaker employssfbr own verbalization process.

From the point of view of a listener, the mainersist of SM pertains to the
manner in which it could influence the listenesqeption and understanding. Thus, an
insertion or a deletion must if it is to be peresivand understood be indicated in such a
way, that the listener can adapt his processinght speaker's changes (cf. the
ambiguous example (17) above).

The point of view of an analyst should attemptake both the speaker and the
listener perspectives into account. In practiceydwer, the situation of the analyst is
more closely related to the situation of the listehe analyst has access to a limited
part of the information available to the listen€his part is smaller if the analyst only
has access to an audio transcription but greatee/ghe also has access to audio and
video recordings.

In one sense, the analyst has easier access toténaction than the listener.
He/she is not limited to a unidirectional on-limeiemental intake of information but
can examine a temporal sequence more or less amaoltisly. This sometimes makes it
possible to discover patterns which are not sdyedscernible, when one is engaged
online as a participant.

Our point of view is, by necessity, that of thealgst. This means that although
we attempt to take both the speaker and the lisiaebt@ account, we, like the listener,
are essentially limited to externally noticeablalications of patterns in SM. This
means also that we probably have undervalued thiecively intentional part of SM
in favor of the intersubjectively observable cige(cf. the definitions of deletion,
insertion, etc. above). On the other hand, sineesffeaker does take the listener into
account and our definitions are applicable to erglimaterial (cf. section 5 below),
this does not invalidate our approach. It only poio the fact that there is more left to
say.

5. SM INA SAMPLE OF SPEAKERS

We now turn to a look at examples and frequencfeSM in a database of spoken
interactions. The aim of this section is to providgher examples of SM and to make
some observations of SM occurrences, which careses\an inspiration for hypotheses
about the distribution and function of SM. No dtrtatistical analysis and testing of
hypotheses is performed in this study. (The numpersented in Appendix 2 are, thus,



based only on the actual occurrences of SM in Htaldhse and not relativized to any
other numbers.)

5.1. The database

The corpus that serves as a basis for our obsengationsists of 607 SM feature tokens
in a total of 6.571 words produced by 22 speakei videorecorded interactions, each
involving 2-4 persons. The sample contains 300 wdrdm each speaker (except for
one speaker who only produced 271 words). There @enale and 13 female speakers,
4 of whom were 10-15 years old and the rest ofsiiwakers varying from 15 to 70

years of age. The first 300 words of each speakench videorecording were used for
the database. An inventory was made of all SM pimama in the corpus. The analysis
was made from the videotapes, with transcripti@sugport.

5.2. Basic SM and holistic SM features

In classifying the corpus with regard to SM feasiree have taken into account not
only the basic features described in section 42,atso the holistic SM operations

deletion, insertion, substitutioand reordering, which have thus been regarded as
single, complex features. The corpus containedthedl main types of SM features.

However, as already mentioned, some of the subtyees not instantiated (cf. section

4.1). (For the frequency distribution of featuresindividuals and totally, see table 1,

Appendix 2).

Regarding the overall amount of SM, we find coasadble individual variation,
the most frequent feature, followed by self-repatitand simple SM- expression. In the
next group we find lengthening and substitutiore (finst holistic operation). Insertion,
SM-phrase and SM-sound are less frequent and adeletithe most infrequent feature.
If we look at the major types of SM features, SMy@ssions (339) are more frequent
than basic SM-operations (189), and the holistic-&Mrations (75) are the least
frequent ones.

5.3. SM units

In the following, we will consider SM not just ierms of SM features, i. e. types of
single features and types of complex featurespases but as SM units, where several
SM features are combined into an operation witbraraon object.

The SM unit types are basic SM expressions, fsimperations, combinations
of basic SM, holistic operations, integrated operat and linked operations (cf. section
4.2. and figure 1 above). The reason for usingetlgses of units in the analysis is the
assumption that SM units on this “level” in somaseare composed of SM features
operating as a unit on the same MM or IA structure.



If we compare the different SM unit types (seddadh Appendix 2), we find that
combinations of basic SM are the most frequentlof@d by single basic
SM-expressions and single basic SM-operations. ddnloperations come next,
preceding holistic operations and integrated opmrat We thus find high numbers of
SME and basic operations, especially in combinatiamd also occurring in integrated
and linked operations.

5.4. SM and MM structures

We will now take a look at SM in relation to mairessage (MM) structures. Swedish
syntax has a basic SVO order, which is kept in &% of the structures in our
database of spoken interaction. A typical ordesubject NP - VP - object NP, with
adverbs, prepositional phrases, relative clausdspaedicative adjectives, as well as
subordinate clauses, occurring mainly in the Igttat of the sentence, is generally used
by the speakers. If we study which syntactic caiegd&SM operates on, we, thus, obtain
a rough idea also of the position of SM in the seoé. Given the standard assumption
that new information is mostly presented in theelapart of the sentence, we can
further relate SM to the given-new distinction. Thblowing observations are based on
the SM occurrences in our database. (Related neméier presented in table 3,
Appendix 2.)

SM can be studied from several perspectives. Qale gerspective has to do with
the object that SM operates on and its contextaouence, both of which usually
form part of MM or IA structure. In our corpus, Sklost often occurs in the latter part
of the sentence, usually where new information iiemy (i. e. object NP, VP-V,
PP/adverb, relative clause, predicative adjectind gubordinate clause). This is
consistent with earlier hypotheses reported by ILi{i®80). SM also occurs sentence
initially, although less frequently. When sentenigigéial SM occurs, it is usually in
utterance initial position, but sometimes also ttenance medial position, i. e. before a
new sentence is added to an earlier one, produgeatidbosame speaker. The earlier
findings that an initial conjunction (coordinatiray subordinating), article, auxiliary
verb, preposition, etc. is often produced beforspaech management phenomenon
occurs are also consistent with the findings in database. Numerous examples are
found, very often including a self-repetition of rfexample the subordinating
conjunction, as in example (27).

(27) de de e lustigtatt aatt  man lyckas fortranga allting ...
(ititis funny that that you can suppress evang)

We also find that the choice of SM-operations setmise affected by which type of
MM structure is primarily involved.



In our database, object NPs which are subject&Mare primarily preceded by
basic SM-expressions, as in example (28).

(28) jakom atankapaah  torpet
(1 came to think of the-cottage)

Basic SM-operations in the form of self-repetitic@em to operate mainly on
succeeding VPs and main verbs (cf. example (29¢revh self-repetition precedes the
VP).

(29) néar man man bjuder in halva byn da
(when you you invite half the village then)

Combinations of basic SM most often precede seate(example 30).

(30) jaa /I (smack) teknik A natur kan dom férenas
(yees (smack) technology and nature can thegob#sined)

Holistic operations and linked and integrated ofi@na occur mainly with the two MM
structures - object NP (example 31) and VP-V (eXar8p) - that most generally occur
with SM.

(31) na men de drabbar ju de kan drabba sadana omraden dar ...
no but it strikes you-know it can strike suchasrevhere)

(32) mycke som har man far saja som harforstort hittills ...
much that has you can say that has destroyedrso-f

5.5. The role of SM in relation to 1A

We have seen above that there is a relation betaesain MM structures and certain
SM units. The same applies to IA structures. Ifla@k at typical IA functions in our
database, we can make the following observations.

SM units often combine with IA for turntaking, t@aecepting, turnkeeping,
feedback giving and feedback elicitation. Somewlests frequently, we also find
combinations with turn giving. (For more informati@bout IA related concepts, see
Allwood 1981, 1985.)

If we start by considerinturntaking/turnacceptingthere are SM features having
also these IA functions initially in utterancesdi.before the MM- structures S, subject
NP and sentence adverb). The SM features are SMén{thening) and combination



of basic SM. The speaker simultaneously acceptsna gives feedback and engages in
SM, for example, in order to plan (cf. examples) (@3d (34) below).

(33) Turntaking/Turn accepting/Feed back giving:
mm //  m ade finns jovisst ...

(mm m and there are sure)
(34) hmm//  ja(andas in) ja kan bdrja ma mina associationer
(hmm yes (breathing in) | can start with my asstoans)

When a speaker has been interrupted and triesgnreéhe turn and when a speaker
interrupts someone else, self-repetition is veegfient and substitution also occurs. In
these cases, which are not always sentence indigdjunctions are often repeated
initially. These examples are most often also exampffeedback givingExample
(35) illustrates this.

(35) Other interruption:

A:javisst [/ dee (de e battre de an
(yes-of-course it is (it is better so than)
B: Omen // mendom tar ju inte fram
O(but but they don't develop)

Turnkeepingis, by far, the IA function most often combined lWwiEM. It occurs
somewhere medially in an utterance and operatesbpect NP, VP-V, subordinate
clause, relative clause, predicative adjective aBN&rb or new sentence. This is also
where we find most cases of combined SM. Self-répes, combinations of basic SM
(cf. example 36), as well as holistic, integratedl dinked operations are commonly
occurring. Conjunctions and relative pronouns aeduas SME/IA.

(36) Combination of basic SM initially in subordinate dause and before object NP
in the function of turnkeeping:

ajahar hort att // omman /omman // omman inte
(and I have heard that if you if you if you don't)

har karnkraft /1 sa blir 06h// va hete de /l lamperna svagare
(have nuclear-power then become what's it called the-lamps weaker)

Turngiving does not occur very often with SM features, buteéh@e some cases of
self-interruption, pause and SSME, which probablyresent a combination of SM and
IA, as exemplified below in example (37).



(37) jafo attinte aah //
(yes to not)

The specific SM category SM-phrase almost alwagsnseto be functioning as SM as
well as IA forfeedback elicitatior{cf. va hete dein example (36) above). There is a
continuum from SM-phrases into longer inserted sagas which can also have this IA
function.

5.6. Hypotheses about the functions of SM

As we have seen above (section 5.3), the mostdradsM unit types in our sample are
those connected with choice functions (i. e. baSM, occurring singly or in
combinations). These categories together repreggrbximately 80% of all SM units
in our sample (cf. table 2). Of the remaining cadet®o are covered by operations
combining the functions of choice and change SM €fi.integrated and linked
operations), whereas only 5% are constituted byatie&s connected exclusively with
change SM (i. e. “pure” holistic operations). Sirthese patterns hold reasonably well
also at the level of each individual speaker in slaenple, we hypothesize that, in
general, choice related SM will be a quantitativelyre important ingredient in speech
production than change related SM, although thativel proportions may be expected
to vary considerably under different conditions.

We have also seen (section 5.4 and 5.5) that Hrer&clusterings” when it comes
to combining specific SM units with MM and |A sttuces. However, the relations are
not one-to-one; different types of SM can be useth wne particular MM or IA
structure and each type of SM can be used withrakddferent MM or IA structures.
It rather seems to be the case that certain SM typés arepreferredwith certain
structures. It is also the case that some typescamsistently not used with certain
structures. These findings should be compared with earlier noted connections
between SM functions, MM functions and IA functions

If we look at MM and IA relations in our databasesummary, we can make the
following observationsSingle SM-expressiorege preferred for turnkeeping while the
speaker “evokes” the object NBingle basic operationare preferred for the same
function in relation to the main verb or VEombinations of basic Skre preferred
when more planning time is needed, ie before aeserpt is produced, initially
indicating also turntaking/turnaccepting and some# feedback giving, medially
indicating turnkeeping. More generally, we can #at there seems to be a consistent
connection between choice related SM and IA fumstibaving to do with turntaking,
notably turnkeeping.

Our observations are consistent with the previdasenovations, noted in section 2,
that the phenomena we call SM are most often caedewith the planning/execution



of the new-information part of an utterance, asaoggg to the given-information part,
even though they also occur before sentences,hjppsgith the same function or with
the function of supporting the structuring of givearsus new information in the
sentence. Further, we observe the important cobesie played by many so called
function words taking part in SM operations (cfnéll 1980 and others above). From
the speech planning perspective, our observatialems agree with Paul (1886) and
more recently Bock (1982) that planning seems ke fdace on-line within units such
as the utterance, the sentence, the phrase andhe/amrd (cf. the exampldsstands-
ah-arbetare (aid-ah-worker),val- 6h // 6h harpunkanon (whale- 6h// 6h harpoon
gun)). We also agree with Schegloff (1979) thap&ai€’ can change syntactic structure.
For example, our data contains utterances whereadlleeof one constituent, through
SM, seems to be changing from object to subjeatxample (38) this happens through
self-repetition and in example (39) through comboraof basic SM.

(38) de e deras deras vatterblir forstort
(itis their(-s?) their water gets ruined)

(39) jatycker intede liksom de dehéanger i luften
(1 think not it sort-of it it hangs in the-air)

In our opinion, these observations point to the @i SM phenomena for on-line MM
planning during the execution of an utterance. Hamxe the close functional
relationship between SM and IA phenomena, notexkations 3 and 5.5., also points to
the need for maintaining IA functions with the helpSM, during on- line planning. It
is therefore important to keep both MM and IA riglas in mind when analyzing the
role of SM functions.

5.7. SM in different speakers

Another aim of our studies of the database has tee&nd similarities and differences
between individual speakers, in order to make Hygse#s about interindividual
consistency and interindividual differences conceynthe use of SM. We find that
combinations of basic SM are used by all 22 spasakdrtile single SM-expressions and
single basic operations are used by 20 speakeadl, o these units are used by more
than 90% of the speakers. All of the five most camrnypes of the SM-units are used
by at least 85% of the speakers and all of the SNtypes are used by more than 45%
of the speakers. (This can be seen in table 3, Agipe2.) There is, thus, considerable
consistency in the use of SM-units. There are, Wewealso some individual
differences.

When we look for examples of possible differencetsvieen the speakers, we find
individual speakers who differ in speech rate dsd differ in their choice of preferred
SM-unit types. For instance, Aina, who has an ex#lg slow speech rate, has the



highest amount of pauses and single SM-expresswinige Kajsa, who speaks very
fast, has the highest number of single basic op&&{practically all self-repetitions).
One could hypothesize a relationship between spegehand SM types. The slowness
of slow speech consists mainly of more and long&isps than we find in faster speech.
This means that for a slow speaker pauses, indusiincalled “filled pauses” where
SM-sounds and SM- expressions occur, are alwage @dohand. We therefore believe
that pauses and single SM-expressions are eassetdou the slow speaker and gives
him/her ample time for planning ahead. The fasakpe on the other hand, has more
temporally compressed speech, with few and verytgpauses. For this speaker, it is
necessary to plan ahead during the actual speedugiion, since there are not enough
pauses for planning. Since the speech is fastpldmning has to be equally fast (or
faster), i. e. faster than for the slow speakere Tieed for rapid planning and the
simultaneity of speech and planning place high deeaon efficiency in speech and
speech planning. Whenever the efficient coordimatd speech and speech planning
fails, speech has to be interrupted. Self-repetitaikes care of the resumption of speech
and allows for adjustments in timing. We can, tlaassider single SM-expressions as a
type of SM which mainly provides opportunity for rfcard planning and
self-interruption and self-repetition as types ™ &hich allow for repair when there is
a perceived lack of timing between speech plan@ing speech, thereby also giving
some (although very short) time for forward plamnin

Connected with differences in speech rate we atgbdifferences in quantity of
speech. We find speakers who talk more than ther sieakers and also produce more
connected speech in their 300 word sample. Thesakeps have more SM units than
the other speakers. This is also an expectableaigmn, since it is natural that longer
stretches of connected speech permit more inserttdnSM units than do shorter
utterances. While a complete short utterance capldoened ahead, a longer stretch of
speech requires on-line planning during the utam second hypothesis about
individual differences is, thus, that more conndcspeech production requires more
SM.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

On the basis of the preceding five sections we daaw like to specify some of the
conclusions our discussion and the data preseptad # justify.

6.1. SM, “langue” and/or “competence”
It seems reasonable to conclude, going by therieriteentioned in section 2.1, that SM

phenomena should be regarded as part of the sy&@mgue” or “competence”) of a
particular language. We point to three types obiargnt for this conclusion:



1.

SM phenomena show a consistent relation betweqressive feature and
function. This relation holds both between struatufeatures and functional
properties of SM, e. g. between simple SM morpheares choice related SM
functions or between holistic SM operations andngearelated functions, and
between use of SM and certain IA, MM and 11 funeti¢cf. section 4.1 and 4.4).
The fact that this relationship has a many-to-melmgracter does not invalidate
our claim, since this is true, in general, for tledéation between structure and
function in language.

The consistent relation between structure amdtfon holds across speakers and
points in time (cf. section 5.7 and table 3).

Although this has not been discussed to angtgnetent in this paper and has not
yet been supported by any systematic empiricalarebe it seems reasonable to
expect that SM features will show systematic sirtits and differences between
languages. For example, the schwa-like SM-exprasdgh, uh, 6hetc.) seem to
be present in all languages where SM phenomenalieare described so far, but
there seem to be phonological differences in theatization between different
languages. The speech rate and speech rhythm fefedif languages are also
likely to affect the distribution of, for exampleauses, single SM-expressions and
basic SM-operations. It is not unlikely that SM gdes will turn out to show
systematic language specific differences. This @ounéan that we for SM could
characterize a notion of “wellformedness”. Someetywf SM are wellformed
given certain functional requirements (e. g. listefbeing able to hear and
understand speaker) as well as certain other mobéraay conventional
requirements. This mixture of requirements behind-&llformedness would
thus be similar to what holds for the wellformednesother linguistic categories.

6.2. SM and UG

Since SM phenomena occur because of a probablyersalv need for efficiently
flexible speech management and since it seemsnablsoto assume that SM involves
fairly basic (biological, psychological and lingtie3 speech mechanisms, we suggest
that certain features of speech management mighit &"universal pool” represented
in all languages to a greater or lesser extent.

Possible universals of SM we think can be founchbmt an abstract and on a

more concrete level. On an abstract level we thingt all categories of SM we have
suggested, i.e. basic SM expressions, basic SVatpes, combinations of basic SM,
holistic operations, integrated SM operations am#eldd SM operations could be
universal categories. On a more concrete level hiaktthat among the basic
expressions, pauses and SM sounds might occurraallyealthough their distribution



will be subject to cultural convention. As for mbgmic and phrasal SM expressions
these will to a great extent be subject to lingaisariation, but some sounds such as
nasal continuants and mid schwa-like vowels migbtuo relatively universally.
Among the phrases, deictic phrases could occuy famiversally.

With regard to the basic operations lengtheninglf-iseerruption and
self-repetition and the combinations of basic Sktdees we suggest that they all occur
universally but that their distribution and freqagrvary with cultural and linguistic
convention. Similarly, we suggest that all holistgerations (i.e. resumption, deletion,
insertion, substitution and reordering) as welbaseast some types of integrated and
linked operations will occur universally with pdsl® conventional restrictions on
distribution and frequency.

6.3. SM, IA and MM

Our understanding of the relationship between dpeeaduction, SM, IA and MM can
perhaps be depicted in the following way:

SPEAKER 4
{ SENDER )
| EM —
SPEECH | o INTERACTIVE
B I'ih' ............. }
PRODUCTION | l CONTEXT
—
| MM
[ |

Figure 3. Relations between speech production, SM, IA and MM
{Arrows indicate direction of influence.)

Figure 3 presents us with a view of the relatiopdbetween SM, IA and MM which
can be expressed in the following conclusions. Jéweeral picture we have suggested is
that of speech as a system for the articulationootent (MM) which makes use of a
syntax (in accordance with something like what disgc tradition provides us with),
but which also makes use of mechanisms for the geanant of speech in relation to
the needs of both the individual (SM) and the ext&on (IA). We would now like to
continue by outlining the relationship between 3Mand MM a little more in detail.



SM functions are, within speech production emeyal, superordinate to both MM
and IA functions, since the expression of anythingsupposes that the speaker
can manage whatever is being expressed. SM fusciion thus, involved in the
monitoring and regulation of all MM and IA functisnSM mechanisms should
therefore potentially be able to occur rather umictedly in MM and IA
structures. In fact, we want to claim that potdhtithey should be able to occur
anywhere. Empirically, however, in the small cormidata we have examined
there seems to be a greater need for SM mechaimsrakation to some MM and
IA structures than to others (cf section 5). SMirisa sense tailored to the
speaker's need iverbalizing a sensible, acceptable content andheolistener's
needs of being able to perceive and understancttiment. These requirements,
in fact, form a set of restrictions on the potdhtianrestricted nature of SM.

When SM and MM functions are simultaneouslyregped by the same structural
feature, we think there will at least sometimesalsEmantic relationship between
the SM and MM functions, e. g. hesitation over htwsay something can
simultaneously be doubt about what is asserted.eM@nerally, when IA and
MM, IA and SM, or LA, MM and SM functions are sintaheous we expect a
functional (often causal) relationship between thBor an example of a semantic
combination of all three functions consider thet float expressions of proximal
deixis (MM) (this, that, etc.) in some languages (Finnish-Swedds dér,
Finnishtuota, and Spanisleste can be simultaneously used for turnkeeping (1A)
and memory prompting (word search) (SM).

One reason why SM functions can be connectéd Miand MM functions and
why structural SM features in some cases can bé us@ way almost purely
connected with IA or MM functions is that SM featarsimply are part of a
biologically and psychologically basic set of mealas for speech production
and speech management. These mechanisms, so ko apethere “for free” and
can, when not needed for SM, be partially or cotepfeemployed for IA and
MM functions. We have also noted that they can lmepleyed for Ii
(intraindividual) functions such as learning, meipation, practising and
activation. This observation has importance, farnegle, for our understanding of
spontaneous mechanisms of language acquisitioBffcfimqvist 1988).

1A functions are also superordinate to MM fiortd, at least in most contexts.
But IA mechanisms operate in relation to MM struetuwith more restrictions
than do SM mechanisms. IA mechanisms are, regulamlyst relevant at the
beginning and end of a speaker turn. They canadsar, with sensitivity to MM
structure, whenever they are needed because aofadtitee development or
audience reaction (expected or actual) (see fudbere section 5.5). We, thus,
get a system with the following basic precedeno&ing: SM > |A > MM.



5. The presence and role of SM phenomena is plplafected by at least the
following factors:

A. Context; some contexts are normatively less fabie to overt SM phenomena
than other contexts, e. g. official speeches, testuThis, of course, does not
mean that overt SM phenomena do not occur in theséexts. In a similar
way the speaker's internal state (fatigue, emotobedrly affects distribution,
frequency and type of SM.

B. Degree of explicitness; a low degree of verlxalieitness in the expression of
MM and IA functions (e. g. by the use of implicauprosody and gesture) by
implication carries with it a lower use of SM menfsms.

C. Semantic structure of MM and IA; since the padtcommunication is to
convey meaning to a listener, we can expect thakgpeto try to adapt SM
mechanisms (and for that matter also IA mechanisimsghe expressed or
planned structure of the utterance that is beitigudated in such a way that
the listener's perception and understanding islitieid (cf. empirical
examples above).

6.4. SM, formalizability and empirical regularities

In contradiction to many traditional accounts wh&h phenomena have been assumed
to be the prototypical examples of indescribablesghcratic variation and chaos, we
have attempted to show that they, in fact, formghlly regular set of operations for
efficient and flexible speech management. In sactiowe have given a formal account
of some of these operations and in section 5, we liaven data on the empirical
relevance and distribution of the operations dbscriin section 4. We can, for
example, see how different types of SM units arefgored in different syntactic
positions of a sentence. Single basic SM- exprassive preferred before NPs, single
basic SM-operations before VPs and combinationsagic SM before sentences. We
can also see a positive relation between the ceccerof SM and “new information”,
most clearly manifested in the predominance of W& @bject NP as the MM-structures
most often involved in SM. There is a close strwadttand functional interaction
between SM and IA, e. g. with regard to turntakingctions and feedback functions.
The most frequent example of this interaction isioh related SM (e. g. single or
combined basic SM) in connection with turnkeepiRgonological characteristics of a
language seem to extend over MM, IA and SM fund&jamot only in the sense that they
are properties of the MM structures which are imedl in IA and SM operations, but
also in the sense that SM and IA expressions theeseonform to the phonological
restrictions of the language.



6.5. SM - relations to other work

In relation to earlier accounts, we believe we hpwavided a somewhat wider and
more neutral perspective on (what we have callpd@sh management. We believe this
perspective helps us to give a more adequate acootire following respects:

1.

It has been possible both to provide a moreptet® overview of SM operations
and to give a more detailed account of their stmecand function. Ibis has been
done to supplement earlier accounts, e. g. Lewatick Schegloff s, which on the
whole were more functionally oriented.

Our overview of SM has shown that althouglsisometimes correct to say that
SM can be functionally tied to repair or correcti@md other change related SM
functions), this would not amount to a generic tiowal characterization, since
choice related functions such as hesitation andnphg are also relevant; in
addition, we have distinguished process SM as agltombinations of change
and choice functions. The fact that this latteregaty is fairly common shows
that although change and choice functions can be seghrttey also commonly
work

together, thus further motivating ouew that they should be seen as functional
subspecies of “speech management”.

We have related SM both to IA and MM both ie #ense that we have tried to
show that SM operates on IA and MM structures, ianthe sense that we have
tried to show that SM structures can carry not @i functions but also IA and
MM functions, e. g. a self-repetition can be usedHesitation, for emphasis and
for keeping the turnin this way, we hope to have demonstrated that SM
phenomena must be related both to intraindividaatdrs such as planning and
memory and to social factors such as interactistratture, and that an exclusive
focus on either of these areas will necessarilylt@s an incomplete picture.

Our account shows that when one carefully toedescribe what people do when
they talk, including also what earlier has beeredafperformance errors”, one

ends up, not with a list of disordered random pinegrea, but with an account of a
set of highly structured, probably biologically nvated operations. One might
even dare to suggest that the route to universahgrar from SM structures is

likely to be more direct than that which has tatfaeelled to reach the same goal
from MM structures.

Our account may turn out to have some praciit@rest for such fields as
language teaching (there is some cultural, linguistriation even if many
patterns are universal), language learning (cbrgvist 1988), rehabilitation of
communicative disorders and speech recognition. tRer latter enterprise, a



failure to recognize the contribution of SM hasalty been reported to lead to
major problems (cf. van Katwijk et al 1979).

Finally, we want to return to our initial point departure - pragmatics. One could say
that a precondition for the approach taken in thaper has been a pragmatic
perspective where one not only takes into consimerahe traditional abstractions over
structure and content embodied in the notions ahdgle” and “competence”. In
addition, we have claimed, such an abstract acamwuist, in order to be adequate, also
take the needs of the speaker and the listenercorieideration as they are manifested
in SM and IA, respectively. It is our contentioratisuch a widened perspective might
also be fruitful for other areas of linguistics thttie one presented here.
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APPENDIX 1. TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

Generally, spoken utterances have been transaugiad standard Swedish ortography,
modified when necessary to capture special featfrdse spoken language; capitaliza
tion marks heavy stress. In addition, the followaagventions have been used:

/I pause

- self-interruption with clear prosodic cut-off,g.sa ma- ja just de

lengthening of continuant sound (ie unusuallyglsounds), e.¢:

part of utterance which has not been transcr{bedally occurs at the beginning
or at the end of an example), es§.de kdnns som de- att de e valt



APPENDIX 2. TABLES

Table 1. Number of SM features, totally and for each speaker.

BASIC SM- BASIC SM- HOLISTIC SM-
EXPRESSION OPERATION OPERATION

F s 5 5 L s 5 D | 5 T

A S M M E E E E N U 0

U M P S N L L L s B T

5 E G F F E E 5 A

E T I R T R T L
SPEAKER & H N E T
INTERACTION T P
Allan A 23 8 0 0 5 0D 11 4 4 £ fyd
Lage A ¢ 3 3 3 3 0 8 2 4 3 35
Kajsa B 2 3 1 1 5 n o 20 0 1] ) a5
Gudrun B 10 4 0 0 f 1 4 1 1] 3 33
Anna C m 21 1 1 4 i 4 1 1 1 44
Brita L 2 3 1 1 2 [ 3 0 0 2 14
Karl D 9 12 1 3 4 2 1 0 0 1] 32
Johan D 2 1 2 f 1] il 2 i K 0 7
Sven D 3 2 1 2 1 ] 5 0 0 0 14
Olle E 14 12 0 3 4 3 5 0 2 5 48
Bjarn L o0 1 0 o 2 6 0 1 0 13
Aina E 11 2 1 3 0 1 3 0 il 1 22
Gunnar F 7 5 0 1] 1 4 9 0 1 1 28
Agda F T 1 { (1] 4 2 7 1 0 3 35
Kristin F 10 4 2 1 il 1 5 (0 3 i 27
Tommy G 4 ® 1 0 1 1 4 o 0 2 21
Gertie G 4 2 i) 0 i 1 b 0 3 4 20
Kati G 4 4 il ] 1] 1 3 0 0 1 14
Anetle H i 9o 2 2 22 4 2 1 0 43
Camilla H 13 2 1 ] 1] ] f il 2 3 28
Barbro H 9 3 ] f 0 ] 3 il i 3 21
Demise® H 4 i 2 ] 1 0 1 0 i 0 ]
Total 179 119 21 20 43 21 125 11 22 42 607
Percent 206 208t 3% 3% 7% 3% 21% 20 4% 1%
Tot N of words: 21 speakers 300 words

* 1 speaker 271 words

6.571 words

In classifying the corpus with regard to SM feasym@e have chosen to regard the
holistic SM operationgdeletion, insertion, substituticandreordering(but not
integrated and linked operations) as single, corfaatures. Basic operations
occurring as necessary suboperations of thesdibajserations have therefore not
been counted separately.



Table 2. Types of SM-units used by each speaker and numbef o
each type of SM-unit used by each speaker.

SINGLE COMBINATIONS TOTAL
N OF
SM-
UNITS
Basic Basic Comb of Complex
SME SMO basic SM SM
operations
SPEAKER Holistic Integrated  Linked
Allan 9 3 6 3 1 6 28
Lage 5 5 5 4 1 2 22
Kajsa 2 16 2 2 1 1 24
Gudrun 2 4 5 - 2 1 14
Anna 9 2 8 - - 3 22
Brita 2 3 1 - 1 1 8
Karl 8 1 6 - - - 15
Johan 1 2 2 - - - 5
Sven 1 1 6 - - - 8
Olle 8 3 7 1 1 5 25
Bjorn 1 3 2 - - - 6
Aina 10 2 4 1 - - 17
Gunnar 6 9 5 - - 2 22
Agda 4 4 7 - 2 1 18
Kristin 6 - 3 2 1 1 13
Tommy 4 4 2 - 1 1 12
Gertie - - 4 3 - 2 9
Kati 1 1 4 - - 2 8
Anette 1 3 7 1 - 2 14
Camilla 4 1 4 1 3 13
Barbro - 3 3 1 1 - 8
Denise 1 1 2 - - - 4
N of
speakers 20 20 22 10 11 15
Percent 91% 91% 100% 45%  50% 68%
N OF
SMU 85 71 95 17 12 32 312
Percent 27% 23% 30% 5% 4% 10%

When considering the SM unit categories, it is inigoat to remember that the category
labeledholistic operationonly includes operations occurring singly, i. etheut being
combined with other types of SM, and that casesreviaeholistic operation occurs in
combination with other SM belong either to the gaty integrated operatioror to the
categorylinked operation.



Table 3. MM structures where SM is involved

TOTAL PER
SINGLE COMBINATIONS
N OF OF
SMU SMU
Basic Basic Comb of Complex
basic SM SM
operations
STRUCTURE Holistic Inte-
grated Linked
NP (obj) 34 11 22 4 3 15 89 29%
VP-V 11 26 16 6 3 7 69 23%
S 15 9 26 4 1 5 60 19%
Subcl 9 12 11 2 3 3 49 13%
NP (subj) 7 4 8 2 2 0 23 7%
PP/Adv 6 5 5 1 0 1 18 6%
Relcl 2 1 2 0 0 0 5 2%
Adj(pred) 0 2 2 0 0 1 5 2%
Other 1 1 3 0 0 0 5 2%
Tot MM 85 71 95 17 12 32 312
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