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Parentheticals

Parentheticals are expressions of varying length,
corpplexity, function and syntactic" éatCQBIW',
which are interpolated into the current stri;)g é)f
the utterance. Expressions that have been
argued to be parenthetical in nature include
sentence adverbials and adverbial clauses, one-
word expressions (e.g. English like, say, whal),
comment clauses (e.g. English I thin, -Isuppose,
you knflw, German glaube ich, French je pense),
reporting verbs (e.g. English fe said, said she),
vocatives, nominal appositions, non-restrictive
felanve clauses (NRRC), question tags, and var-
ous types of full or elliptical clauses (¢f. Dehé
and I‘\a\‘alova 2007 and Kaltenbock 92007 for

overviews).
farl-?e::}’:il:axi a contrac!iction exists bct‘wcen
g structural independence of the
parenthetical from its host utterance on the one
hanq and linear order and certain existing hier-
'flrchlcal relations on the other hand. Al‘cord-
;2;21(};[(‘]31:(:1"(%111[hcticals ha\'(j either been ‘ar‘m’lt‘d to
Scm;‘n(‘(‘\? o 1:1( syntactic structure of their host
Espinal 1(:;? 5 aegeman 1988; Peterson 1999:
N L urton-Roberts 1999b), or loosely
»r;{(;l;:(llgt;)f;}fm (‘.\:amp~l[(-. n —ttirms_of adjln}lc[ion
oo, (‘(A ;| Al‘mmds 719/.3. 1976, 179/9: McCawley
D‘:\\:ig A‘))(;E)tjx. m}(.i ﬂflcrs_(‘h 200_2: Pot.ts 2092:
‘;\ckm;nhan;’\v\ ries 29()3. 2(}0/) or insertion
ot as;ume : eclemal.l 2004). Those approaches
lincari;mim structural mdepcndencs‘ account. for
ships ai()ll lh?I;-d app‘arcm sgrfacmg I:(’latl()ll-
Peterany, .2] :)()(9‘111(‘5 of semantlc. assoclanon L't*.g.
fe.g. Hae (‘;\r " :lttel'ance mt er‘Pret'auon
B f(mn(m 1)88). or sA(‘1‘1;11121111?11 in the

iponent {e.g. Haider 2005).

In prosodic rescarch, parentheticals have heen
argued 1o be in their own intonational donain
and marked by a change in pitch Tevel loudness
and tempo. Prosodic cues indicating phrase-level
boundarics before and after the parenthetical
include pauses (e.g. Altmann 1981: Astrue 20005:
Bolinger 1989; Paya 2003a: Taglicht 1998
falling-rising pitch at the end of the immediately
preceding domain (e.g. Local 1992, and the
blocking of sandhi rules (c.g. Frota 2000 We
also know that the intonational features of par-
entheticals depend on various factors. among
them length, relative weight and svntactic make-
up and position (c.g. Bolinger 1984~ Certain
types of relatively short parentheticals, such as
comment clauses, reporting verbs, question tags
and vocatives, may be prosodically integrated
into an adjacent domain e Crvstal 1869
Taglicht 1998: Wichmann 2001; Gussenhoven
2004; Peters 2006; Dehe 2007 .. While shorter
parentheticals are more likely to be prosodically
integrated than longer ones se.g. Peters 2006 .
empirical rescarch has shown that the placement
of an intonational boundary before NRRCx o1
other types of sentential parentheticals is far
at it depends on position.

from obligatory. and th
factors Watson

prosodic make-up and discourse
and Gihson 200+ Dehé. to appear .

In pragnlatics, p;n‘cmln*liml\ have been
Tom various p('l\pt‘(li\\‘\‘. In an

appma(‘hed f
certain twpes of

carly study by Urmson 1952
parcnthetical:\g comment  clauses
o not have am

in particular.
are seen as expressions which d
deseriptive function and do not contribute to the
ruth-conditionality of the host
which attach an illocutionary commitment o it
(¢f also Hand 1993+, The hearer v guided

utterance. hut
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towards a proper assessment of the statement.
Similarly, comment clauses, interrogative par-
entheticals (c.g. English do you think, do you know)
and tag questions have been analyzed as mitigators
in more recent speech act theoretic approaches,
Le. as insertions used to modify, correct, rein-
force or soften a speech act performed by the
host utterance (¢.g. Mittwoch 1979; Fraser 1980:;
Schueider 20074, 2007b). They function as a
hedge on the illocutionary force of the frame
utterance (Hand 1993). Apart from this mitigat-
ing function, the insertion of a parenthetical may
also lead 1o the addition of another speech act to
the one performed by the host.

Looking at as-parentheticals, nominal apposi-
tives, NRRCs and certain types of adverbs in
particular, Potts (2002, 2005) proposes that par-
entheticals should be analyzed as contributing
conventional implicatures (Grice 1975). They
arc thus “logically and compositionally indepen-
dent of the at issue-cntailments’ (Potts 2005: 89).
Cf. Blakemore {2007} for a critical discussion of
this approach.

In terms of relevance theory (Sperber and
Wilson 1993), parentheticals are generally inser-
ted in pursuit of optimal relevance {Blakemore
2003a, 2006, 2007). On the one hand, their use
leads to an increase of the costs of the utterance
in at least two ways: the inserted additional
material (word or phrase) increases the hearer’s
linguistic processing efforts, and its marked pro-
sodic behaviour may increase the hearer’s pho-
nological processing efforts. On the other hand,
the additional linguistic material may diminish
the effort of memory and inference in that it
helps the hearer o achieve carly and correct
disambiguation and reference assignment,
and thus assists the hearer in deriving the inten-
ded cognitive effects, Similarly, the departure
from normal prosody mav guide the hearer
towards the intended nterpretation (Wilson and
Wharton 2006 Overall. the insertion of a par-
enthetical increases the cognitive effects of an
utterance and helps to achieve optimal rele-
vance. As Blakemore 2006 argues, some par-
enthetical expressions may vield cognitive effects
of their own, while others only contribute to the
relevance and overall interpretation of the host.
Specific tpes of parentheticals that have been
analysed in the framework of relevance theory:
mclude  and-parenthetical clauses  (Blakemore

2005a; Kavalova 2007), sentential adverbs
(Ifantidou-Trouki 1993) and parenthetical what
(Dehé and Kavalova 2006).

In the framework of conversation analysis
(Schegloff 2007), parentheticals have been seen
as located at the interface of turn-taking and
sequence organization (Mazeland 2007).
Parentheticals, analyzed as separate turn con-
structional units (TCUs), may be inserted within
an ongoing TCU or, in a mult-unit-turn,
between TCUs. Their insertion initiates a sub-
sidiary activity, that is, parentheticals are used to
specify, exemplify, explicate, clarify, character-
ize, elaborate on or delimit a referent or refer-
ence introduced prior to the parenthetical in the
TCU interrupted by it (Mazeland 2007). They
are designed to get a response, i.e. as a sequence
(Schegloff 2007). The characteristic prosodic
features of parentheticals are seen as a key
device to signal their status as separate TCUs.

In a theory of information structure, par-
entheticals have been argued to function as
“partitions’ (Taglicht 1984; Ziv 20602). SPGCIﬁ'
cally, comment clauses, vocatives and certain
types of adverbs are used to set off the marked
theme (or Hnk’ in Vallduvi’s 1992 sense) frorp
what follows in the main utterance, and to link l,t
to information in the preceding utterance. Dehé
and Kavalova (2006) argue that the one—xw’qrd
parenthetical what helps the hearer to recognize
the focus of the sentence.

Certain parentheticals such as comment clau-
ses have been argued to be subject to a process
of grammaticalization, developing from
pronoun-—verb combinations to cpistemic adverbs
or discourse markers (Thompson and Mulac
19915 Aijmer 1997; Dehé and Wichmann, to
appear).

Overall, parentheticals are a multifaceted
phenomenon and further rescarch needs to be
done to fully account for it.

NICOLE DEHE

See also: Discourse markers
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