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1 Introduction 

The lay-persons's idea of an opposional verbal exchange is that it involves 
straightforward contradiction of an interlocutors’ position or point of view. 
And contradiction may be what the utterances in such an exchange boil 
down to. However, if we examine more closely how exactly speakers 
express their opposing positions – in argumentative contexts as well as in 
dinner table conversations (and in written texts, too, for that matter) – we 
will frequently observe them engaging in another kind of action before 
they express their opposition: they often first explicitly acknowledge, or 
even rather extensively agree with, their interlocutors’ point of view. To 
illustrate, consider what Mora does in this excerpt from a British English 
(BE) dinner table conversation between two older couples: 
(1) Wally and friends: steep (28.01, DAT: 32:18 (444))1 
Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning to travel 
there and is wondering how much money she should save in order to be able to pay the 
airport taxes when leaving Australia with a relative. Mora has just explained that it is 
twenty dollars per person, when Dave, Betsy’s husband, joins the conversation. 
 01 Mora: [so keep that [in the back of your purse.] 
  Betsy: [hm- [forty dollars. 
   yes. 
->  Dave: <<p> i think it's a chEAt,> 
-> 05 Betsy: [<<subdued laughter>hhh> 
->  Mora: [<<singing> ha ha we:ll> (-) yes (-) I think it's a 

bit steep mysElf, 
->   but (0.7) 
  Dave: yeah. 
-> 10 Mora: .hh but then they do it to cover their grOUnd 

costs; 
->   [and (0.7) and (0.7) 
  Betsy: [hmm; 
  Wally: pay for the airport [presumably. 
 15 Mora:  [pAY for the AIrport; 

Whereas Betsy – through her laughter – seems to agree with Dave’s 
criticism of the Australian authorities' taxation practices, Mora starts 
defending it (lines 8, 10-12). Note that she opposes Dave’s view only after 
she has acknowledged it as being a valid point by stating yes I think it’s a 
bit steep mysElf (line 6-7). This is precisely the phenomenon I will analyse 
in this study. 

Our experience as English speakers tells us that this treatment of 
contrasting opinions is not unique to private BE conversation. Indeed we 

                                                        
1  For transcription conventions see Appendix 1.  



Introduction 2 

are familiar with it in all kinds of language contexts. It should be sufficient 
here to illustrate it again with an excerpt from an American English (AE) 
radio programme. 
(2) Larry Bensky: logging (71.01, DAT: 413)2 
Larry Bensky, the presenter, has just drawn the listeners’ attention to a logging 
programme introduced to the American Congress shortly after elections. He is 
interviewing representatives of groups opposed to the logging. Maureen Smith is an 
independent environmental consultant.  
 01 Larry: uh whEre's (that) prEssure coming from maureen 

smIth- 
   to do all this lOgging all of a sudden;=  
->   =is this jUst because there's a (.) change of 
 05  clImate here in wAshington? 
->  Maureen: .hh wEll it may be accElerating because of the 

change of clIma:te;  
->   but it's been arOUnd for quite a lot of tIme. (-)  
   uhm where it's coming from is from sustained to  
 10  (2 syll) very large uh integrated wood products 

companies, 

Maureen, too, at first agrees with Larry that the pressure for logging may 
have increased due to the recent change of government (lines 6-7). Then 
she points out, however, that this is not a new phenomenon (lines 8-11). 

In everyday language, the action Mora and Maureen accomplish is 
referred to as conceding, i.e., “admit[ting] or acknowledg[ing] (something) 
as true or correct” (Collins English Dictionary, 2nd ed., 1989). Analysing 
such instances in a corpus of BE and AE private conversations, Couper-
Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000) found that conceding is, in fact, part of a 
recurrent pattern which occurs in a typically tripartite sequence of actions. 
First, one speaker makes a claim (as Dave and Larry do), second, this 
claim is acknowledged or conceded by another speaker (Mora and 
Maureen), third, this speaker then advances an apparently contradictory 
second claim or point (ex. (1): lines 8, 10-11, ex. (2): lines 8-11). In 
collaboration these actions accomplish the more global activity of 
Concession. This also explains the choice of the term Concession, rather 
than Conceding, to refer to the phenomenon examined in this study: 
Conceding refers to one of the actions which constitute the activity of 
Concession. Each of the actions – claiming, conceding and countering – 
can be realised in various ways, typically occupying a separate verbal 
move. These moves, in turn, form a larger verbal sequence, which will be 
referred to here as Concessive schema or pattern.  

The distinction between the concept and its realisation suggests that the 
expression of the discourse-pragmatic Concessive relation can be 
investigated from two angles: one, from the perspective of the actions 
                                                        
2  All examples from radio and TV broadcasts can be found on the compact disc enclosed. 
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realised and, two, from the perspective of the kinds of verbal moves 
produced. When investigating the realisation of Concession in the 
following, I will adopt each of these perspectives in turn: first, I will 
describe the concept of Concession on the basis of the actions constituting 
it. This will provide us with criteria for identifying instances of the 
Concessive relation in actual discourse. Second, I will analyse its 
realisation: the linguistic nature of the moves by which the individual 
actions are carried out, their order or appearance in various kinds of 
Concessive patterns and the linguistic marking of the Concessive 
constructions. Third, this description is complemented by a consideration 
of the discourse functions the realisations of Concession can accomplish as 
well as of the contextual parameters of the particular speech events in 
which these constructions are produced. Moreover, discourse functions and 
contextual parameters are examined as possibly determining a speaker’s 
choice of one kind of realisation of Concession, or Concessive 
construction, rather than another. Hence, in this respect this study adopts 
the approach to language advocated by Interactional Linguistics. It 
considers the realisations of the Concessive relation and their employment 
to be shaped by social interaction and regards them as a resource for 
ordered social interaction at the same time (cf. Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 
2000: 78, 92). 

Readers familiar with the notion of concession in earlier research may 
anticipate some difficulties in including a number of the often quoted 
although- and even though-constructions under the heading of Concession 
as it is employed here. And they are right in suspecting this. The two 
approaches cover scopes of relations which overlap only partially. This is 
due to basic differences between “traditional” approaches to concession 
and that employed in the present study: earlier studies identified concessive 
constructions mainly on the grounds of certain, established connectives. 
This, in collaboration with their concentration on idealised or written 
examples as well as a particular understanding of the semantics of the 
discourse-pragmatic relation of concession, has led to a number of 
problems in the analysis of actual instantiations of conceding. Among them 
is, for instance, the misfit between sequences containing conceding and the 
concept of Negated Causality. A number of these difficulties can be solved 
when the analyst’s attention shifts from the connectives produced to the 
actions accomplished. This study therefore, in contrast to earlier research, 
adopts the action-oriented approach to Concession developed by Couper-
Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000). It is based on conceptual rather than 
lexico-structural features of the phenomenon to be investigated, i.e. what is 
crucial for a construction to qualify as Concessive is not the presence of 
certain connectives, but rather the expression of acknowledgement of an 
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interlocutor’s point of view in conjunction with a counter. This allows us 
to study the concept, i.e. the activity, of Concession independent of its 
actual realisation. The advantage of this, in turn, is that it enables us to 
consider all kinds of structural features employed in expressing this 
discourse-pragmatic relation in discourse on the one hand, as well as 
semantic and discourse-functional aspects, on the other. 

In his attempt to capture the notion of Contrast (Adversativity), Foolen 
(1991), too, recommended distinguishing between the concept and its 
realisation. He cites Blomqvist (1981): 

“If we are to investigate adversativity as a universal phenomenon, we must not 
found our investigation primarily on the adversative conjunctions or particles 
that happen to exist in a certain language, but we must start from adversativity 
itself, that is, we should start by defining what the linguistic phenomenon of 
adversativity really is and what sub-types it includes and only then proceed to 
an examination of the expressions for these notions in various languages.” 
(Blomqvist 1981: 68) 

At first glance, this method could fall prey to the assumption that the 
category investigated is homogeneous and clearly separated from 
neighbouring concepts, which is in contrast to (language) reality. However, 
the present study shows that this is not necessarily so. The current 
approach embraces a prototypical view of Concession. It is considered here 
as a concept which exhibits prototype effects. Its core is constituted by 
what will be referred to as the Cardinal Concessive schema, the tripartite 
sequence of the actions claiming, acknowledging and countering in their 
basic order described above. The prototypical status of this schema is 
based on three factors: firstly, all Concessive constructions in spoken and 
written discourse can be traced back to this basic pattern in that all of them, 
in one way or another, exhibit an acknowledging move. Secondly, the 
schema is most explicit and thereby most distinctive with regard to 
neighbouring discourse-pragmatic relations. Contrast, for instance, does 
not exhibit an acknowledging move but only a countering one. Thirdly, the 
order of the actions is prototypical in that it is in agreement with theories 
on the sequential ordering of less and more important or valid points 
(principle of end-weight, cf. Quirk et al 1985: 18.9). In contrast to other 
Concessive schemata, the counterargument, i.e. the point preferred by the 
speaker and therefore more weighty, follows rather than precedes the 
acknowledgement of an opposing point. 

This description of language by gradient categories has evolved to a 
large extent from the qualitative method employed in this study: the tools 
of Conversation Analysis (CA). Adopting CA methodology means, firstly, 
that the study is based on actual instantiations of Concession in real 
discourse. It is the observation, description and modelling of actual 
language use which I believe provides us with conclusive insight into the 
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actual functioning of human language. At the same time, it is one of the 
most challenging tasks of linguistics, as the theoretical model of language 
use needs to be constantly tested and revised against the actual language 
data. From the various kinds of language data potentially relevant to this 
sort of analysis, this study has chosen the spoken mode. Taking advantage 
of the improved technical means of recording actual language data, it 
thereby intends to contribute to present attempts in linguistics to 
counterbalance the predominance of investigation of written material. This 
seems to be particularly necessary with regard to Concession: whereas 
earlier studies based on written data have, for instance, assumed 
Concession to be rare in speech (cf., for example, Di Meola 1997: 10), this 
study will show that speakers, too, can accomplish the activity of 
Concession and that they do so in a great variety of ways. Moreover, it will 
be pointed out, in particular in the third part of this study, that the choice of 
spoken data has important repercussions for the results of an investigation 
of the actual realisation of Concession as well.  

On a more practical level, employing CA methods means, secondly, 
that analysis begins with what Schegloff (1997) calls a generous collection 
of candidate examples, including clear cases as well as borderline 
phenomena in the analysis. Only in the course of the study can those 
instantiations be singled out which clearly belong to the phenomenon 
investigated (cf. Schegloff 1997: 501-502). At first sight, this method may 
appear to unduly entangle the action-oriented and the semasiological 
approaches. However, Pfänder (2000) correctly points out that there is no 
purely onomasiological approach. Analysis is always based on a more or 
less distinct idea of the character of the phenomenon to be studied. This 
idea is then developed further by a systematic, alternating consideration of 
the actual language use of the speakers and the model describing it (cf. also 
Daneš 1960: 36). Including borderline phenomena, in addition, leads to a 
better understanding of which characteristics of a phenomenon distinguish 
it from related phenomena. 

From a CA point of view the specific object of the study, the 
Concessive relation, may appear to stand slightly outside the range of 
phenomena usually investigated by this method. In this respect this study 
intends to join other recent attempts under the heading of Interactional 
Linguistics (cf. Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2000, Couper-Kuhlen/Selting 
2001) which employ this fine-grained method as an alternative approach to 
the study of grammatical phenomena in order to make it productive for 
grammar writing. In this approach grammar is understood as a pool of 
resources for the speaker to accomplish particular discourse-related goals. 
These resources are thought to be shaped by their function and context of 
use as well as to shape discourse structure themselves. They must be 
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investigated, it is argued, in view of a grammar of spoken language, to the 
advantage of possible fields of application such as language teaching, 
computerised language production and processing, intercultural 
communication and rhetoric training. 

With regard to Concession in spoken English, Couper-
Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000) have developed a typology of patterns 
employed by speakers to realise the concept of Concession. In this study I 
will extend their typology by adding a number of sub-patterns as well as by 
providing a detailed description of the linguistic make-up of the parts of 
the various realisations. This qualitative description will be complemented 
by information on the frequency and distribution of various forms of 
realisation of Concession in a corpus of BE and AE spoken discourse. This 
study will show, for instance, that Concession is, at least in spoken 
English, in the great majority of cases not realised in constructions with 
although, even though or similar markers on which grammar books have 
concentrated so far, but in more than 90% of all cases with but. 
Admittedly, aiming at frequency and distributional statements does not in 
itself require the analyst to replace the informal quantification used by 
some advocates of CA with the precise figures known from corpus 
linguistic studies. However, apart from the more detailed information 
necessary for the fields of application mentioned above (cf. Jacobs 1990: 
246), quantitative research proves to be a driving force for the investigation 
itself: the analyst is required to develop “[d]efinitions, criteria of class 
membership, and the like ... even where they had not (or would not 
necessarily have) otherwise emerged from the process of [qualitative – 
DB-W] analysis...” (Schegloff 1993: 118). As a result, the present study is 
one of those which combine the so far rather qualitatively oriented CA 
methodology with quantitative corpus linguistics and thus illustrates the 
development foreseen by Heritage “...that CA will become more 
quantitative during the next period of its development“ (1999: 70). 

The quantitative part of the study has been carried out on the basis of a 
corpus of altogether 17 hours of BE and AE spoken discourse. The 
material ranges from private conversation to interaction in public 
situations. This study thus extends Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson’s (1999, 
2000) investigation of Concession in private conversation to instances in 
talk-in-interaction (cf. Schegloff 1998). The results of this part of the study 
suggest that, parallel to our experience as speakers of English as well as 
other languages, Concession is a phenomenon which is not restricted to a 
single domain of use. Nevertheless, it will be shown in the third part of the 
study that certain situational parameters determine the make-up of the 
particular Concessive construction, i.e. that the domain of the data 
(Schegloff 1993) has repercussions on the phenomenon under 
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investigation. Therefore, the detailed description of the structure and 
marking of Concession in the main part of the study is based on a smaller, 
8-hour subcorpus of AE data from institutional discourse only. Moreover, 
those instances of Concession have been selected which are produced by 
speakers experienced in public speaking. The remainder of the corpus has 
been included in the examination of the influence of situational and register 
differences on the realisation of Concession in the final part of the study. 
Yet, rather than providing exact and representative results, this study is, in 
particular in its final part, only able to draw attention to the complexity of 
the subject matter. The frequencies and sample correlations are provided 
mainly in order to give an idea of the distributions of the various 
realisations of the Concessive relation over various kinds of domains. A 
more detailed and systematic study of correlations between specific 
situational parameters and the make-up of Concessive constructions in 
representative corpora itself remains a task for future research. 

Similarly, cross-linguistic variation needs to be studied further: 
needless to say that, as the data analysed is from English only, the results 
presented in this study are only valid for English, though, as a native 
speaker of German and a speaker of Dutch, I can also report familiarity 
with the phenomenon of Concession in these two languages (for Dutch cf. 
Houtkoop-Steenstra 1980), and reference will be made throughout the 
study to parallel constructions in these languages as well as to research 
literature pointing in a similar direction where relevant. However, 
contrastive studies of Concession and its realisation in other, typologically 
less or even unrelated languages would doubtless be rewarding, too: Stefan 
Pfänder (personal communication) has brought to my attention comparable 
phenomena in French, for instance. According to Park (1989) and Lee/Park 
(1999) Kor. nuntey and muntey as well as Jap. demo, kedo and dakedo 
seem to achieve effects similar to Concession in English. I trust that with 
its detailed description of the various kinds of Concessive patterns and 
their realisation in English, this study is able to provide a basis for further 
research into these and other issues of the employment of Concession in 
any particular situation and form in actual discourse. 

This volume will commence with a brief survey of earlier studies on 
concession which are relevant to the present approach (chapter 2). In 
chapter 3, I will then first describe in more detail the discourse-pragmatic 
notion of Concession central to this study and its prototypical realisation, 
the Cardinal Concessive schema. Second, I will determine the relationship 
between Concession and other contrastive relations, such as Antithesis, 
Neutral Contrast and Adversativity, as well as semantic opposition. 
Chapter 4 will deal with the actual forms of realisation of Concession, the 
various patterns in which the constitutive actions can occur and the kinds 
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of moves by which these are realised. We will find that the Concessive 
constructions vary with respect to marking, the number of participants, the 
sequence of the Concessive elements and their explicitness. Due to some of 
these variations the distinction between the contrastive relations will 
appear less clear-cut than it at first seems. In chapter 5 we will review a 
variety of discourse functions accomplished by the acknowledging move as 
well as the activity of Concession as such. Finally, chapter 6 is devoted to 
the influence of particular contextual parameters on the realisation of 
Concession in a particular speech situation. A summary and outlook will 
be provided in chapter 7. 



 

2 Concession in perspective: a brief survey of 
previous studies 

Given their great number and importance, previous studies on and resulting 
contributions to the issue of Concession should not go unmentioned. 
However, since the approach chosen in the present volume differs from the 
greatest part of previous research, the current chapter will only provide a 
survey of the literature immediately relevant to the phenomenon under 
investigation. For a detailed overview the reader is referred to Rudolph 
(1996), for instance. Moreover, at this stage the survey will be kept brief, 
as I will return to the various contributions in more detail when they 
become relevant in the ensuing discussion of Concession. 

2.1 Concession in the semantic-syntactic approach and its 
predecessors 

The notion of Concession as it is described in this volume seems to have 
already been well-known in earlier descriptions of grammar. Hermodsson 
(1994) points out that a granting move was already described by Burles 
(1652) in his Grammatica Burlesca and Murray (1795) in his English 
Grammar. Hermodsson quotes from Samuel Shaw’s Grammatica Anglo-
Romana (1687) “Concessives ... grant something which the following 
sentence may seem to oppose...” (1994: 69). According to Breuer (1974) a 
similar explanation can be found for Concession in German in Gottsched’s 
(1755) Vorübungen der Beredsamkeit: “Concessio, das Einräumen: Wann 
man seinem Gegner etwas zugesteht, doch aber eine Einschränkung 
beyfüget” (1974: 184, cited in Leclère 1983: 107). These definitions of 
concession, in fact, seem to capture the nature of the phenomenon 
described by Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson rather well.  

Yet this earlier understanding has not been adopted by the majority of 
the studies which have more recently demonstrated a renewed interest in 
the discourse relation of concession (but cf. Leclère 1983, Pötters 1992). In 
these, concession is usually illustrated by examples such as  

Although he had just joined the company, he was treated like all the other 
employees. (Quirk et al 1985: 15.39) 

Even though John smokes, he is still in good health. (König/Siemund 2000: 341) 
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Though I had learned from the lawyers that Cousin Geillis had been poorly for 
some weeks before her death two months ago, I had still somehow expected the 
place to be as she had described it to me. (Rudolph 1996: 390) 

For several reasons it is rather difficult to reconcile these examples and the 
explanations provided with the phenomenon of Concession as it is 
illustrated in ex. (1) and (2) in the introduction. These difficulties are due 
to differences in the conceptual approach to the phenomenon on the one 
hand, as well as to several disadvantages of the established semantic-
syntactic approach, on the other. 

First of all, although the established studies seem to draw upon the 
semantics of concession, Grote/Lenke/Stede have pointed out that “there is 
no clear and agreed-upon definition of a CONCESSION relationship...” 
(1997: 89, cf. also König 1991, Karantzola 1995, Athanasiadou 1997). Di 
Meola (1997), in his contrastive description of the relation in German and 
Italian, compiled a list of the notions employed in the attempt to capture 
concession semantically. It includes  
• the expression of a frustrated expectation or surprising consequence 

(cf., for example, Quirk 1954, Kaufmann 1974, Eggs 1977, Longacre 
1983, König 1991, Rudolph 1996, Grote/Lenke/Stede 1997, Reinhardt 
1997, Weise 1997),  

• a diversion from a norm (cf., for instance, König 1991, Hermodsson 
1994, Große 1995, Rudolph 1996),  

• a potential obstacle (cf., for instance, Mensing 1891, Reinhardt 1997), 
• a negation of a causal relation (cf., for instance, Hermodsson 1973, 

König 1991, Rudolph 1996, Di Meola 1997, but Iten 1997).3  
In addition, Hermodsson (1973) and Brauße (1998: 153), for instance, 
point to the relationship between concession and the conditional relation.  

One reason for this disagreement with regard to the semantic 
description of Concession seems to lie in the methods employed in this 
approach: concession has been seen as one of various clause combinations. 
Similar to Causality and Conditionality, for instance, an attempt was made 
to analyse it by means of ideal sentences (cf., for instance, Lötscher 1988, 
König 1994). If “real” examples were used, they were usually taken from 
written language (cf., for example, König/van der Auwera 1988, Ford 
1993, Rudolph 1996, Di Meola 1997, but Koerfer 1979, Mondorf 1997). In 
addition, almost without exception, it was assumed to be sufficient to 
consider the complex sentence only, i.e. the two clauses surrounding the 
connective (cf., for instance, Rudolph 1996). The cotext as well as the 

                                                        
3 Di Meola (1997: 14-16) also mentions the notion of acknowledgement or conceding in 

his list. However, he objects to defining a phenomenon on the basis of its use 
(Verwendung) (1997: 16). 
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larger context were excluded, even though Schleppegrell (1992: 119) 
pointed out that adverbial clauses and constructions are often relevant to 
discourse units larger than the sentences in which they occur. This 
prepared the way for ‘source conflicts’, i.e. mismatches between data taken 
from isolated sentences and data from a more global textual basis (Hopper 
1996: 234). 

Further problems were created by the manner of identifying concessive 
examples in discourse: in the great majority of studies on concession, the 
examples were located by means of “established” connectors such as 
although and even though, and, less typically, by prepositions and particles 
(cf., for instance, Altenberg 1986, Ford 1993, Grote/Lenke/Stede 1997, 
Crevels 1998, but Raible 1992, Reinhardt 1997). Focussing on these and 
the domains of data mentioned above promoted the belief that a basic 
criterion of concession is its expression in a hypotactic clause construction 
(cf., for instance, Rudolph 1996, but Pötters 1992, Reinhardt 1997). 
Paratactic and asyndetic constructions were only mentioned as exceptions 
(cf., for instance, König 1988, Rudolph 1996, Di Meola 1997) and thus 
often stigmatised as divergent in the eyes of the readers of grammar books. 
A similar fate was met by those examples realised with “unusual” 
connectives such as but (cf., for instance, König 1994, Di Meola 1997, but 
Eggs 1977, Reinhardt 1997). The inclusion of each and every instance of 
an established “concessive” connective produced additional problems for 
the semantic characterisation of Concession. The fact that “concessive” 
connectives can indeed signal relations different from Concession, as has 
already been argued by Thompson (1987: 69) and will be shown in this 
volume again, has rendered the task of establishing an “umbrella” 
definition of the semantics of this relation extremely difficult.  

Apart from the difficulties encountered in finding a satisfactory 
semantic definition, focussing on structural features such as connectives 
has led to certain questionable assumptions about the discourse relation 
itself: since the connectives although and even though seemed to be rare in 
the few extracts of spoken language which came to the attention of the 
investigators, it was at times assumed that the Concessive relation is rare in 
spoken language in general (cf. Hermodsson 1978: 65, Di Meola 1997: 
10). This was explained by the cognitive complexity of Concession, which 
was assumed to render it too demanding for speakers as opposed to writers. 
The current study, in contrast, will show that, although concession in the 
various senses advocated by semantic-syntactic approaches may indeed be 
scarce in spoken language, speakers, too, can carry out the activity of 
Concession (cf. also Azar 1997). Moreover, they do so in a great variety of 
ways. 
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As a whole, the semantic-syntactic approach has not been able to 
provide persuasive insight into the three-part phenomenon identified by 
Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson in spoken discourse:  
• it is doubtful whether the insights obtained in these earlier approaches 

can be applied to spoken language at all;  
• the dialogic character of the phenomenon, i.e. the claim preceding the 

acknowledgement, has not been considered;  
• but seems to be far too frequent with Concession to count as divergent;  
• the majority of the examples do not fit the existing semantic 

definitions.  
In view of this, it can be taken as further evidence of the disagreement 

among earlier approaches, that even scholars pursuing this approach 
referred to the term concession, when used for the kinds of constructions 
described by them, as a misnomer (cf. Hermodsson 1973, König/Eisenberg 
1984, König 1991, Freund/Sundqvist 1995, König/Siemund 2000). König 
(1988), for instance, emphasised that concessive constructions differ from 
“...other sentences with adverbial clauses ... [in that] the term ‘concessive’ 
does not denote a two-term relation, but a possible use of a sentence or 
clause” (1988: 149, cf. König/Eisenberg 1984, Di Meola 1997). In sum, 
what seemed to be missing was an approach considering Concession as a 
discourse phenomenon. 

2.2 Concession as a discourse phenomenon 

2.2.1 Rhetorical Structure Theory 
Rhetorical Structure Theory (RST, cf. Mann/Thompson 1986, 1992) 
appeared more promising with respect to the phenomenon of Concession. 
RST assumes texts to consist of (at least) two spans, linked by a particular 
(discourse) relation. These spans themselves consist of smaller spans 
linked by relations et cetera, down to the level of independent clauses (cf. 
Mann/Thompson 1992: 37). Mann/Thompson distinguish between two 
kinds of spans: one, the so-called nucleus, is more essential to the 
speaker’s purpose and more capable of standing alone than the other. The 
second, dependent type of span is referred to as the satellite (1992: 36-37). 

Concession, too, is considered a text relation, connecting clauses as 
well as larger units in discourse when “[t]he speaker acknowledges the 
apparently contrary information but then advances the nucleus anyway...” 
(1992: 39, cf. Mann/Thompson 1986: 65). With regard to its pragmatic 
effect, Concession is described as a “strategy to increase the hearer’s 
positive regard...” (1992: 39), i.e. “to promote a particular belief or action 
in the presence of apparent contrary information...” (1992: 39). The notion 
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of positive regard includes believing a proposition, wanting to perform an 
action and approving of some action by others (1992: 38) (cf. Thompson 
1987). This pragmatic characterisation of Concession allows us to identify 
the discourse relation independently of structural characteristics such as 
connectives or other explicit verbal markers of the constructions – an 
approach to clause relations which is advocated by Foolen (1991) and 
Susan Thompson (1994) among others. The latter points out that “...it is 
necessary to clearly distinguish between underlying semantic relationships 
and the surface cohesive features ‘which are available to, but not 
necessarily utilised by, the speaker/writer’ (Brown and Yule 1983: 198)” 
(Thompson 1994: 59). This approach yielded examples of concession such 
as the following: 
toxic material 
From an abstract of an article entitled “Dioxin” in “Scientific American” (quoted from 
Mann/Thompson 1992: 39) 
Concern that this material is harmful to health or the environment 
may be misplaced. Although it is toxic to certain animals, 
evidence is lacking that it has any serious long-term effect on 
human beings. 

credentials 
(quoted from Mann/Thompson 1986: 65) 
I know you have great credentials. You don’t fit the job 
description because this job requires someone with extensive 
experience. 

They show that, despite the theoretical notions, a number of applications of 
RST to concession still tend to centre on connectives and complex clauses 
(cf., for instance, Grote/Lenke/Stede 1997, but Lewis 1999). Also, at least 
in the beginning, RST concentrated on written language. As a consequence 
the dialogic structure, i.e. the claim found to precede the 
acknowledgement, which may also be the case in the example credentials 
above, was still overlooked. 

2.2.2 Conversation Analysis, Rhetorics and Social Psychology 
Phenomena resembling Concession in dialogic, spoken data were covered 
by Conversation analysis (CA). This branch of research evolved from 
ethnomethodology (Garfinkel 1967). While the latter attempts to describe 
the ethno-methods people use in accounting for their own methods and 
behaviour and that of others, CA, in contrast, aims at the study of talk 
produced in everyday situations of human interaction as a means to 
establish social order (cf., for instance, Schegloff/Jefferson/Sacks 1977, 
Hutchby/Wooffitt 1998). Assuming that naturally occurring interaction is 
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inherently orderly (Schegloff/Sacks 1973: 290), CA investigates the 
interactional organisation of social activities in order “to reveal the tacit, 
organised reasoning procedures which inform the production of naturally 
occurring talk ... to explicate [the] procedures on which speakers rely to 
produce utterances and by which they make sense of other speakers’ talk” 
(Hutchby/Wooffitt 1998: 1). 

Drawing on sociology (cf., for instance, Goffman 1959, 1971) and 
pragmatics (cf., for instance, Levinson 1983), and in particular issues such 
as face-work and politeness, CA has, unawares, covered a number of 
Concessive constructions under two headings: disagreement prefacing and 
acknowledgement tokens. 

disagreement prefacing: Sacks (1987), among others, argues that a 
speaker’s preference for agreement results in a discontiguous design of 
disagreement. This discontiguity can be achieved by a delay in the 
production of disagreement, which, in turn, can for instance be effected by 
inserting agreement tokens such as yes or yeah before the disagreement. 
This is illustrated in the following example: 
good relationship 
(quoted from Pomerantz 1984: 72, transcription conventions adapted where possible) 
  C: ...you've really both basically honestly gone your 

own ways. 
  D: essentially,  
   except we've hadda good relationship at home. 
 -> C: .hhh ye:s,   
   but i mean it's a relationship where ... 

At the same time, the kind of agreement tokens produced when 
agreement or disagreement is sequentially relevant and when agreement is 
preferred, allows the recipient to conclude that disagreement is upcoming. 
She4 is thereby given a chance to back down from the position which is 
potentially evoking disagreement in order to save face (cf. also Pomerantz 
1975, 1984, Schiffrin 1985, Muntigl/Turnbull 1988, Hutchby 1992, Lerner 
1996; for German cf. Koerfer 1979, Auer/Uhmann 1982, Kotthoff 1992: 
10, 23). 

acknowledgement tokens: By this term Jefferson (1984a: 199) refers to 
language items such as yeah by which the recipient of some ongoing talk, 
for instance, neither simply shifts topic nor talks on the topic in progress, 
but acknowledges it and continues with a topic shift. Consider the 
following example:  

                                                        
4  Speakers in general are referred to in this volume with the feminine pronoun. 
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Bud and Geri 
(quoted from Jefferson 1984a: 199, transcription conventions adapted where possible) 
  C: but i: haven't hAd them chAnged in (.) fIve yEA:rs. 
   .hhh And uh (.) sO: i/ .hh i lIked your frAmes so 

well I'll gO over there  
   and pIck out the frA:mes [<<creaky>that>] h  
 -> K:  [yAh.]  
   .hhh Uh:m (.) i cAlled uh bUh/ uh: (.) gEri and 

bUd.  
  C: Oh Are they/ cAn they cO:me? 

At first sight the notion of topic shift, and this example, in particular, 
seem rather unrelated to Concession. However, we will see in chapter 5 
that there is a close connection between topic change and Concession. Both 
notions disagreement prefacing and acknowledgement tokens, are related 
to different, more or less (proto-)typical kinds of realisation of one and the 
same phenomenon. 

Disagreement prefaces are not restricted to conversational data, though. 
Harris (1991), for instance, states that yes in BE politicians’ interviews can 
function as “...a rhetorical preface to a quite ‘different view’” (1991: 90). A 
similar observation seems to have been made for German politicians by 
Thimm (1996: 142). Moreover, the application of CA findings to domains 
other than actual talk-in-interaction has shown that disagreement prefacing 
is not restricted to spoken language either. In a corpus of letters on a 
debatable issue in biochemistry, Mulkay (1985) discovered politeness 
phenomena which resemble those in speaking in written academic 
discourse. He not only found that disagreement was prefaced in the 
majority of the cases, but also that the strength of the agreement preface 
seemed to correlate with the strength of the disagreement.5 The social 
psychologist Holtgraves (1997) extended the application of CA findings to 
macro-level phenomena. He considered token agreements with reference to 
internal psychological states as a way to seek agreement and avoid 
disagreement. 

The advantages of an initially favourable response to one’s 
interlocutor’s arguments, i.e. the persuasive effect of Concession, were, in 
fact, stressed considerably earlier than the advent of CA. Billig (1987) 
states that rhetoricians such as Quintilian stated that “...doubt ... may give 
an air of truth to our statements” (1987: 95). Perelman/Olbrechts-Tyteca 
(1969), too, refer to Quintilian and emphasise that “...it is a good thing 
never to refute ... [an interlocutor’s] arguments in such a way that he seems 
a poor advocate” (1969: 454). They themselves point out that “[e]verything 
that furnishes an argument against the thesis being defended by the 
                                                        
5  Mulkay’s findings are corroborated by those made by Barton (1995) in “Point of View” 

essays in the “Chronicle of Higher Education”, though she did not refer to CA findings. 
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speaker, including objections to his own hypotheses, becomes an 
indication of sincerity and straightforwardness and increases the hearer’s 
confidence” (1969: 457) (cf. also Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 383; for 
German Holly 1979: 139, Klein 1980). 

These ideas on the rhetorical effect of Concession were taken up, for 
instance, by discursive psychology. Describing what they refer to as show 
concessions in conversational data, Antaki/Wetherell (1999) mention a 
three-part structure consisting of “...(i) saying something vulnerable to 
challenge; (ii) conceding something to that challenge; (iii) qualifying that 
concession and reasserting what one first said” (1999: 8-9) with the 
purpose of “...strengthening one’s own position at the expense of a 
counter-argument” (1999: 7).  

Combining argumentation theory and CA, Jackson/Jacobs (1980) used 
the preference system to explain the structure of conversational arguments. 
The latter resemble enthymemes, i.e. arguments which are, from the point 
of view of logic, incomplete as they do not elaborate on the premise. 
Jackson/Jacobs explain these “faulty” structures with the Gricean Maxim 
of Quantity – Be as informative as necessary but avoid being more 
informative: conversationalists restrict themselves to producing arguments 
that are minimally sufficient to gain agreement (1980: 264).  

Similar to the accomplishment of face-work, the pragmatic function of 
persuasion has been observed in institutional talk, too. For Australian radio 
phone-ins, Liddicoat et al (1994), claim that Concession is employed by 
callers to support their point of view  

“...by acknowledging the possibility of divergent experience and knowledge 
about the state of the world or of divergent reasoning ... presented not to 
illuminate a potential variety of approaches, but rather to illustrate that the caller 
is aware of all sides of the argument and has weighed the possibilities before 
coming to a decision.” (1994: 146) 

However, despite its advantages and the range of relevant findings, the 
CA approach has rarely investigated discourse phenomena from a 
grammatically oriented point of view. Although there is a considerable 
number of studies on language items at the lexical language level, syntax is 
a notion which has hardly been called upon in this approach. Only recently 
have attempts been made to draw some attention to this aspect, in 
particular by advocates of Interactional Linguistics (cf. Couper-
Kuhlen/Selting 2001, but also Ford 1993, Ochs/Schegloff/Thompson 
1996). While Interactional Linguistics draws upon CA methodology, it 
does not so much investigate interaction as producing macro- and 
microsociological phenomena, but rather looks at language structures and 
their use in their own right (cf. Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2000: 92, also 
Local/Kelly/Wells 1986). Social interaction as its natural habitat is 
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assumed to determine the structure of language; at the same time it is itself 
shaped and organised by language. In this approach, grammar is a 
collection of interactional practices, which emerge as collaborative 
achievements of the interlocutors in discourse and can be adapted to the 
specific contextual and sequential parameters of interaction (cf. 
Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2000, also Hopper 1998). This study attempts to 
contribute to extending CA methodology to include the investigation of 
grammatical phenomena in this way. 



 

3 Concession as a discourse-pragmatic relation: 
the action-oriented approach 

3.1 The concept of Concession 

3.1.1 Concession as an action sequence 
For their approach to Concession, Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000) 
adopt earlier relevant research findings on the discourse phenomena 
resembling Concession (cf. chapter 2.2). In addition, however, they 
complement them with the everyday understanding of conceding. This 
assumes that a concession is first of all an action participants in 
conversation accomplish when they “admit or acknowledge (something) as 
true or correct” (Collins English Dictionary, 2nd edition, 1989, cf. Oxford 
Advanced Learners Dictionary, Webster’s New Encyclopedic Dictionary). 
BE native speakers, when asked for their understanding of the term 
conceding at the beginning of a test for rating the „concessivity“ of various 
connectives, circumscribed it with concepts such as agreeing, (reluctantly) 
allowing for something, admitting, acknowledging and giving in/giving 
way.6 This everyday use of the term suggests that conceding is essentially 
interactive, in that it typically requires at least two parties: one who claims 
something and one who concedes what has been claimed before, in view of 
a possible counter. 

In one of its everyday uses the term conceding can be employed to refer 
to the action of one party abandoning their initial stance at the end of a 
discussion sequence and adopting the other party’s position (cf. Kotthoff 
1992). In these situations the participants’ initially diverse positions are 
eventually reconciled.7 Consider a rather condensed example of such 
reconciliation in the following excerpt from an AE radio show.  

                                                        
6  In the test itself the 45 respondents were asked to rate 10 examples for Concessive 

relations with but, conjunct though, (and) yet, although and even though on a scale 
‘purely contrastive - predominantly contrastive - contrastive-concessive - predominantly 
concessive - purely concessive’ according to their intuitive judgement as native 
speakers. The examples were provided twice in sound and with context. I would like to 
thank Daniela Hartmann and the students of German at the School of Languages, Aston 
University, Birmingham, for their co-operation and practical help in carrying out this 
part of the study (cf. footnote 49). 

7  This parallels Hermodsson’s (1973, 1994) category ‘Einräumung’, at least ‘Einräumung 
im Dialog’ and ‘Einräumung im Monolog mit expliziter vorheriger Aussage’ (cf. 
footnote 26). 
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(3) Tury Rider: cute (10.01, DAT: 699) 
AE radio show. Tury Rider, the host, has claimed that there are no sexy politicians. She 
and her co-host, Peter, are volunteering examples of unattractive politicians, when 
Nicole, their guest, suggests an apparent counterexample. (Tury is eating popcorn.) 
 01 Tury: i've nEver sEEn a sexy pol/ whO;  
   (jesse hEl:ms);  
   lOOk at him; 
   <<caricature sounds>U:-I:-hU:-hU:>; 
 05  .hh and look at strOm thUrmond with that flAming 

red wIg [(they got him); 
  Peter:  [hErm the spErm.  
  Tury: [hO mAn. 
->  Nicole: [jEsse jAckson though. 
 10  jesse jAckson has thAt sort of (char [ism/) 
->  Tury:  [hE's not a 

politician he's jus' a slEAze bucket. 
  Nicole: that's trUE; (-)  
  Tury:  I don't [lIke him.  
 15 Nicole:  [but he/ but he's cUte. 
  Tury: (-) <<chewing> nO he's nOt.=  
   =well yeah he Is. 
  Nicole: u% com[e On (-) stro/ 
  Tury:  [(he's cUte;)> ((swallows))  
-> 20  but he's not sExy cause he's slEAzy. 
->  Nicole: yeah. 
  Tury: nOne of 'em; 
   name One cUte politIcian. 
  Nicole: (-) livin'? 
 25 Tury: yeah.= 
  Nicole: =yeah.(-) 
  Tury: <<chewing>nOne of'em.> 
  Nicole: that's hArd.= 
   =lIving is hArd. 

For several turns Tury and Nicole are arguing about the validity of the 
example of Jesse Jackson as a counterexample in the present context of 
politicians being unattractive (lines 11-16). Finally Tury agrees that being 
cute is indeed an attribute valid with Jesse Jackson (lines 17 and 19). 
Interestingly, though, Tury then continues by pursuing opposition on a 
different issue: Jackson’s “sleaziness” (which had been agreed upon by 
Nicole earlier on – line 13), which she claims makes him unattractive (line 
20). Eventually Nicole admits this (line 21) and Tury can repeat her earlier 
claim (lines 22-23).  

Within this exchange of opinions, however, we can observe two 
examples of the second use of conceding, the one with which we will be 
concerned in this study. In this second sense the term refers to a more local 
acknowledgement of the validity of another party’s position, without the 
speaker herself changing her own point of view, at least not for the 
moment. Reconsider, first, what Nicole does in lines 13 and 15 in ex. (3). 
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(3’) excerpt 1 from Tury Rider: cute (10.01, DAT: 699) 
 
 10 Nicole: jesse jAckson has thAt sort of (char [ism/) 
  Tury:  [hE's not a 

politician he's jus' a slEAze bucket. 
->  Nicole: that's trUE; (-)  
  Tury:  I don't [lIke him.  
-> 15 Nicole:  [but he/ but he's cUte. 
  Tury: (-) <<chewing> nO he's nOt.=  

When Tury rejects Nicole’s suggestion that Jesse Jackson is a sexy 
politician by pointing out his sleaziness (lines 11-12), Nicole concedes that 
Tury’s evaluation of his social qualities is trUE (line 13) and only then 
returns to the basis for her own position, Jackson’s outward appearance: 
but he’s cUte (line 15). Thereby, although she admits that Tury’s reason 
for objecting to her position is valid, Nicole maintains her suggestion of 
Jackson being a charismatic politician by supporting it with a different 
reason. 

A similar strategy is employed by Tury immediately afterwards in the 
same exchange. Reconsider lines 17, 19 and 20 of ex. (3). 
(3’’) excerpt 2 from Tury Rider: cute (10.01, DAT: 699) 

 
 15 Nicole: [but he/ but he's cUte. 
  Tury: (-) <<chewing> nO he's nOt.=  
->   =well yeah he Is. 
  Nicole: u% com[e On (-) stro/ 
->  Tury:  [(he's cUte;)> ((swallows))  
-> 20  but he's not sExy cause he's slEAzy. 
  Nicole: yeah. 

On Nicole’s claim that Jackson is cute (line 15), Tury, after a first outright 
counter (line 16), admits that Nicole may be right (line 17). This is 
repeated after Nicole, as a reaction to Tury’s initial counter, makes another 
attempt at convincing her: he’s cUte (line 19). Tury then, however, 
continues by pointing out that ‘being cute’ does in fact not qualify Jackson 
for the category of politicians she was referring to initially (line 20). In 
effect, she upholds her very first claim that there are no sexy politicians. 

These kinds of acknowledgements are indeed of a local nature and need 
not succeed in convincing the other party. This can in fact be illustrated by 
ex. (1) again. Reconsider it with more context. 
(1’) Wally and friends: steep (28.01, DAT: 32:18 (444)) 
BE dinner conversation between two older couples, Mora and Wally and Betsy and 
Dave. Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning to 
travel there and is wondering how much money she should save in order to be able to 
pay the airport taxes when leaving Australia with a relative. Mora has just explained 
that it is twenty dollars per person, when Dave joins the conversation. 
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 01 Mora: [so keep that [in the back of your purse. 
  Betsy: [hm- [forty dollars. 
   yes. 
->  Dave: <<p> i think it's a chEAt,> 
-> 05 Betsy: [<<subdued laughter>hhh> 
->  Mora: [<<singing> ha ha we:ll> (-) yes (-) I think it's a 

bit steep mysElf, 
->   but (0.7) 
  Dave: yeah. 
-> 10 Mora: .hh but then they do it to cover their grOUnd 

costs; 
   [and (0.7) and (0.7) 
  Betsy: [hmm; 
  Wally: pay for the airport [presumably. 
 15 Mora:  [pAY for the Airport; 
   yes; 
   that's the only reason, (-)  
   they do [it, 
  Dave:  [(but) when you/ when you get on a train, 
 20  or a bus, 
   you pay, 
   the fare, 
   which is (1.2) [graded according to all the stops 
  Betsy:  [<<singing> h-hm.> 
 25 Dave: and conveniences [that you (1.4) have. 
  Mora:  [:y/ (-) yeah; (-) 
   but airports are different.  
  Dave: but why. (-)  
   why.  

After Betsy signals that she understood Mora's explanation (lines 1-3), 
Dave starts criticising this practice of the Australian authorities with i think 
it's a chEAt (line 4). Thereby he claims that he sees no rightful reason why 
such high taxes should be paid. This view is acknowledged by Mora as a 
valid point by yes I think it's a bit steep mysElf (lines 6-7). Yet, Mora does 
not completely agree with Dave’s criticism. This is indicated, apart from 
the initial we:ll (line 6, cf. chapter 4.5.3.2.2), by her continuation with an 
argument in favour of the tax system, which she had explained 
immediately before this excerpt without any indication of criticism (lines 8, 
10-12). Her unchanged position is underlined by her grateful 
acknowledgement of Wally’s assistance (lines 15-16) as well as by the 
further argumentative exchange between her and Dave (lines 17-29). 

It is this second phenomenon of conceding, employed when the 
participants’ positions remain diverse, which will be investigated in more 
detail here. In this understanding of the term, conceding co-occurs with a 
claim and a counterclaim. These actions form the three-part action 
sequence which accomplishes the activity of Concession: one speaker 
claiming something, another acknowledging it and then providing a 
counter. 
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Before I discuss these actions in detail, a brief word on the terminology 
employed is in order. Using terms such as claim and counter, which are 
closely associated with argumentation, may suggest that Concession is 
restricted to competitive contexts. This seems to be corroborated by a 
considerable number of examples, in particular as according to Herbig 
(1992), the basic criterion for an exchange to be referred to as 
argumentative is only that the speaker, by one or more utterances, attempts 
to make the recipient accept the validity of some arguable (‘strittig’) point 
(cf. also Klein 1987, Lötscher 1988, Hutchby 1996). However, with other 
instances, such as ex. (1), this metaphor appears rather strained. 
Accordingly it needs to be emphasised already at this point that 
Concession is not restricted to certain text types and can be accomplished 
in both competitive as well as collaborative exchanges, as will be shown in 
chapter 6 in more detail. 

3.1.1.1 Claiming something 
A claim is a disagreement-relevant move, i.e. the description of a state of 
affairs about which one can be of a different opinion. Moves of this nature 
have been referred to as disagreement-relevant speech acts 
(Jackson/Jacobs 1980: 254-255), arguable (Maynard 1985) and strittig 
(Herbig 1992). According to Billig (1987: 46) and Jackson/Jacobs (1980: 
255), this criterion may indeed be valid for the great majority of turns as 
there are always two sides to an issue: logos and anti-logos. However, 
exchanges of greetings and the contents of other phatic exchanges, for 
instance, need to be mentioned as an exception to this.  

Apart from producing an actual claim, speakers can accomplish this 
action in the service of a number of activities, such as assessments (cf. 
Pomerantz 1984), accusations and blamings (cf. Drew 1978, 1998). 
Claims, in this broad sense, can concern discourse-internal features, such 
as the validity of a prior utterance (propositional level), or discourse-
external features, as, for instance, the behaviour of the interlocutor(s) or 
some third party within or outside the present discourse (performative 
level). 

In linguistic terms claiming can be realised as a statement (Heritage 
1997: 170-171), but it can also occur in the shape of an interrogative, as in 
ex. (2) (Heritage/Greatbatch 1991: 107, Harris 1995: 81). Even an 
instruction or a simple description of a situation, which need not even 
necessarily have been intended as a claim by the producer, can be 
disagreed with, i.e. oriented towards as something arguable by the 
interlocutor. Hutchby (1996) found that in talk radio “...apparently 
innocuous and essentially nonargumentative actions such as 
mispronouncing a word can be responded to by others in a way that makes 
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them the starting point for stretches of argumentative talk” (1996: 21-22). 
In accordance with CA’s next-turn-proof procedure (cf. Hutchby/Wooffitt 
1998: 15), the analyst’s basic criterion as to whether some utterance is a 
claim is whether the recipient treats it as such (cf. also 4.5.1.1). 

3.1.1.2 Counterclaiming 
The counterclaim typically expresses a claim which in some way contrasts 
with what has been stated before. The contrast can typically be found in the 
fact that in our knowledge of the world, the state of affairs expressed by the 
claim and the counterclaim do not normally go together, but in the 
particular case referred to by the construction they do.  

At this point notions such as expectation and norm come into play. 
However, in order to avoid any undue restriction of the range of candidate 
phenomena at such an early stage, I prefer to use the broad term 
incompatibility as it is employed in Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (1999) for 
referring to the contrast between the two claims. This acknowledges the 
fact that, as König/Siemund (2000) suggest, the claim and the counterclaim 
can comprise both contrasting propositions as well as propositions 
suggesting contrasting implications. Moreover, the contrast need not be 
contradictory: it can be partial in the sense that the claim and the 
counterclaim express but two aspects of one and the same issue. This is the 
case in the so-called partitioning examples. Here, the speaker 
acknowledges that part of what her interlocutor has said holds, whereas 
another part does not (cf. Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 386). In the 
following example the speaker distinguishes between coffeehouses in 
different locations. 
inside the village 
(quoted from Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 385-386) AE private conversation. 
Charles and Steve, currently in NYC, are lamenting the advent of Starbuck’s 
coffeehouses, which Steve says will ‘blow out’ the small privately owned places in 
cities like Minneapolis. ‘Village’ refers to Greenwich Village, a district of New York. 
-> 01 Charles: but even the privately owned places here- HERE, 
   are so CHARACTERLESS, 
   (-) I mean by and large. 
->  Steve: (--) OUTSIDE [of the Village they are. 
 05 Charles:  [you know. 
->  Steve: there’s [some in the Village that are nice. 
  Charles:  [outside of the Village, yeah. 
   yeah, 
   that you certainly wouldn’t wanna lose. 
 10  but everywhere ELSE, 
   you know they’re all like, 
   CHRO:ME and BLACK [( ) CHAIRS, 
  Steve:  [oh up here it’s horrible. 
  Charles: and ( ) pictures and so forth. 
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 15 Steve: yeah, they OBVIOUS –  
   they’re not places where they want you to LINGER. 

After Charles has complained about the atmosphere in the privately owned 
coffeehouses of New York City in general (line 1), Steve acknowledges 
that what Charles has said is partially true: it holds for the premises outside 
Greenwich Village (line 4). He then, however, continues by pointing out 
that the other part of Charles’ claim is wrong: there’s some in the Village 
that are nice (line 6). Hence the initial claim has been partitioned into one 
part which holds and another which does not. 

Apart from partial contrast, the broad understanding of contrast 
between claim and counterclaim opens the range of phenomena to 
“contrast” on the textual level, such as topic shift or the insertion of 
additional information. This may already have been suggested by ex. (3’’) 
with its shift from cuteness to sleaziness. We will return to this in chapter 
5. 

More than the kind of contrast expressed, however, it is crucial for the 
activity of Concession that the counterclaim does not occur on its own but 
is accompanied by an acknowledgement of the claim. 

3.1.1.3 Acknowledging the claim 
The acknowledgement in some form repeats the argumentative direction of 
the claim. This can be accomplished by agreement8, for which purpose 
speakers have a whole range of practices at hand, as will be shown in 
chapter 4. What all these practices have in common, though, is that they 
concede that the claim may hold. Conceding thereby accomplishes three 
things: first, the speaker accepts the claim as relevant to the issue presently 
discussed. Second, in view of her intended counter, she acknowledges the 
existence of a state of affairs (potentially) opposing her own view (cf. 
Mann/Thompson 1986, 1992, Matthiessen/Thompson 1988, König 1991). 
Third, by connecting the claim with a particular counter she confirms the 
existence of a warrant (cf. Toulmin 1958), i.e. a general rule connecting the 
two states of affairs (cf. Mann/Thompson 1986, König 1988), which in 
actual conversation is hardly ever made explicit verbally (cf. J. Klein 
1980). Similar concepts are referred to as bridging (cf. Clark 1977, 
Graesser/Clark 1985), Schlußpräsupposition (cf. Öhlschläger 1979) and 
topoi (cf. Anscombre/Ducrot 1989, Ducrot 1996, Karantzola 1995). In the 
case of Concession this warrant is then, fourth, expressed to be invalid in 
the instance under discussion.  

                                                        
8  Note that acknowledging in the sense of conceding here includes acknowledgement and 

agreement, i.e. more than in Pomerantz’ (1984: 92) terminology. Cf. also chapter 5.2.1. 
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In ex. (3’), for instance, Tury acknowledges that Jackson is cute. She 
thereby, firstly, accepts that this claim is a contribution valid in the present 
discussion. Second, she acknowledges that it may be a counterargument to 
her own position that there are no sexy politicians. Third, by connecting 
being cute and being sexy in a Contrast relationship, she refers to the 
warrant between being cute and being sexy and, fourth, marks it as invalid. 
Based on a simplified version of the Toulmin-schema and Rudolph’s 
(1996: 386) Contrastive Indication Mark, this can be depicted as in Figure 
1. 
Fig. 1: Warrant schema for ex. (3’)  

COUNTERCLAIM:  he is not sexy

DATA:  Jackson is cute CLAIM: therefore he is a
sexy politician

WARRANT:  because, in general, those 
people who are cute are sexy

 

Interestingly, despite the “concessions” to their opponent’s point of 
view, speakers hardly appear inconsistent while conceding. This may be 
due to the following: 
• the view opposing their own is “adopted” only momentarily, 
• even the acknowledging move contains a number of cues as to the 

disagreement about to be produced, as will be shown in chapter 4. 
Therefore, although on the surface the speaker expresses agreement, 
this move strongly projects disagreement.  

• the countering move advocated by the speaker is usually considered to 
have greater weight, in particular when it follows the 
acknowledgement. This provides the basis for maintaining the 
diversity of the positions. 

In addition, 
• the context of the acknowledgement may suggest that what is 

produced is a special form of disagreement, rather than agreement. 
• as mentioned above, the contents of the acknowledgement and the 

countermove are not necessarily contradictory, but only two sides to 
an aspect, or they contrast on the textual level, i.e. Concession is used 
for topic shift. 
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Finally it should be noted that the action sequence of claiming, 
acknowledging and countering, which accomplishes Concession and its 
implications, is something the speakers themselves are aware of as well. 
Evidence for this is provided by those, admittedly rare, instances in which 
the action sequence is accompanied by a lexical expression of 
disagreement. This is the case in the following example. 
monetarist  
BE radio panel discussion (quoted from Heritage/Greatbatch 1991: 114, transcription 
conventions adapted where possible) 
 01 SB: the most important thing .hhh is that mister healey 

.h should stick to his gu:ns.= 
  PJ: = [you  s ]ee 
  IR:   [well i-] 
 05 (.) 
  PJ: i disagree with- with sam brittan on a- in a most 

(.) fundamental way about this, (.) 
->   because (0.2) it may well be so. 
   =i mean he would arg- sam brittan would argue 
 10  from a monetarist point of vie:w. 
->   =but what mister healey does about the money supply 

over the next few months. .hhh will ((continues)) 

After gaining the right of turn in a competitive overlap with the 
interviewer, PJ explicitly establishes the context of disagreement: i 
disagree with- with sam brittan on a- in a most (.) fundamental way about 
this (lines 6-7). He then spells out his disagreement by acknowledging the 
reason for the point which has just been made by Sam Brittan (line 8), and 
thereby implicitly with this point itself. Subsequently he advances an 
apparently contrastive point of view introduced by but (lines 11-13). 

Ex. (4a-c) even show a case where a speaker himself refers to the 
combination of acknowledgement and counter as a pattern on the level of 
actions: obviously Bush’s strategy to discredit Clinton in the 1992 
Presidental debate is to accuse him of indecisiveness in political matters. 
When referring to alleged examples for this trait, Bush uses the term 
pattern: 
(4a) Presidential debate: pattern a (20.01, DAT: 31:15 (430)) 
On the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which is supported by Bush. 
 01 Bush: when you're prEsident of the united stAtes; (-)  
   you cannot have this <<ff>PAT>tern (-) of saying-  
->   well=i'm fOr it-= 
->   =bUt i'm on the Other side of it.  
 05  and it's true on this,  
   and it's true on (cafe::),   
   uh look; 
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Clinton in the next turn defends himself by explaining his position on 
NAFTA. He repeats Perot’s and Bush’s position on the issue and (half) 
agrees with Bush (lines 4-5), adding a restrictive pre-condition (lines 6-13): 
(4b) Presidential debate: pattern b (20.01, DAT: 440) 
On the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). 
 01 Clinton: I am the one who’s in the mIddle on this. 
   mister perOt says it’s a bAd deal, 
   mister bUsh says it’s a hunky-dOry deal, 
->   .h I say (.) on bAlance it does more gOOd than 
 05  hA:rm, 
->   I:F, (.)  
   I:F, (.)  
   we can get some protEction for the envIronment  
   so that the mExicans have to follow their Own 
 10  environmental stAndards,  
   their own lAbour law standards, 
   and if we have a: gEnuine commitment, 
   to... 

This agreement and restriction are taken up by Bush as more evidence for 
the alleged pattern immediately after Clinton finishes his turn: 
(4c) Presidential debate: pattern c (20.01, DAT: 33:31 (454))  
On the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). 
 01 <<audience: clapping> 
  Lehrer: we got uhm; (-) 
   [we got about four/ 
->  Bush: [i think he made my case;> 
-> 05  on the one hand it's a good deal, 
  Lehrer: [(   )/ 
->  Bush: [but on the [other hand we'll make it better. 
  Lehrer:   [alright, 
   [we got about/ 
 10 Bush: [you can't do that as president.=  
   = .hh you can't do it on the war, ((knocking on 

something)) (-)  
   where he says;  
->   wEll, (-)  
 15  i was wIth the minor/ minority:,  
->   but i/ guess i would've voted with the majority,(-)  
   y/ this is my point tonight. 

Note that when Bush illustrates this term he designs this as successions of 
acknowledgements and counters (ex. (4a) lines 3-4, ex. (4c) lines 14 and 
16, cf. also ex. (80a, d)). Bush thereby not only directly opposes the 
apparent combination of incompatible conduct purportedly practised by 
Clinton, but he supports his claim by “quoting” Clinton as answering a 
fictitious claim. In doing so, by the way, Bush is using a strategy which 
Pomerantz (1988/89) pointed out to be regularly employed by journalists in 
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order to construct scepticism. Pomerantz refers to it as presenting 
contradictory statements by the same speaker. 

To sum up, in the action-oriented approach, Concession is considered a 
three-part action sequence involving the actions claiming, acknowledging 
and countering.  

The advantage of this action-oriented identification, in contrast to the 
semantic-syntactic approach, is that it is relatively independent of the 
syntactic-semantic relationship between the claim and its 
acknowledgement on the one hand, and the counterclaim, on the other. 
This implies that it is of no regard whether the claim and its 
acknowledgement express a potential obstacle or negated causality, or 
whether the counter details a frustrated expectation, as had been 
presupposed by earlier approaches.  

Since these notions, in particular that of Negated Causality, have been 
crucial to earlier research, I will, with the conceptual criteria of Concession 
at hand, and before covering its verbal realisation, show in a brief excursus 
that the overlap between these semantic concepts and Concession is indeed 
only partial, i.e. that the instances investigated in this study are only 
partially identical with those studied by earlier research on concession. 

3.1.2 Excursus: Concession and Negated Causality 
Earlier studies have claimed a close connection between the two notions 
Concession and Causality in that the former was regarded as the opposite 
of the latter, i.e. reversed or negated Causality (cf. for instance König 1991, 
1994, Raible 1992). By now, opinions have become more diverse and it 
has been pointed out that the relationship is not one of complete synonymy 
(Pasch 1992, Iten 1997, König/Siemund 2000). Nevertheless, some 
underlying causal relation is still seen as a strong, if not absolute, 
indication for Concession. Di Meola (1997), for instance, defines 
concession as ‘hidden causality’, in which the successful cause of two 
underlying causal relations is not linguistically coded (1997: 32-39). 
König/Siemund (2000: 352-355) point out that the external negation of a 
causal construction is equivalent to the internal negation of a concessive 
construction, i.e., in short, that ‘¬(because p, q)’ equals ‘although p, ¬q’.  

Against the background of the conceptual considerations above, we find 
an asymmetry of the activities of Concession and Negated Causality. 
Although some causal relation is often involved when Concession is 
produced (cf. ex. (3’)), such examples co-exist with those where the 
negation of a cause is not expressed by Concession and those where 
Concession is produced with less or even no regard to a causal relation. Ex. 



The concept of Concession 29

(5) presents a case of acknowledgement which would, in addition to being 
Concessive, classify for the category of Negated Causality. 
(5) Dr Edell: smoking kids (23.01, DAT: 0:01:24 (031)) 
AE radio phone-in on alcohol, tobacco and drug abuse with Dr Gene Edell. Chris, the 
caller, suggests that pursuing the customers would be more efficient than legal action 
against the suppliers. He exemplifies this with tobacco abuse by school children despite 
the existing legislation.  
 01 Chris: they uh start (arresting) the:=uh prostitute uh 

customers,  
   and publishing their names, 
   and (there was drops out) like crazy. 
 05 Edell: ye(h)ah; 
   [yeah. 
  Chris: [now; 
->   it's against the lAw in almost every stAte as far 

as I know to sell cIgarettes or Alcohol to 
 10  mInors. 
->  Edell: yEAh; (-)  
->   but it hAppens all the [tIme. 
  Chris:  [you can drive by a school 

and see (2 syll) there's a kid smoking,(-) 
 15  and nobody does anything. 
  Edell: yeah; 

Chris points out that it’s against the lAw in almost every stAte ... to sell 
cIgarettes or Alcohol to mInors (lines 8-10). As normally a law is 
complied with, the existence of the law would justify the expectation that 
school students cannot obtain the substances for abuse. In the example Dr 
Edell agrees with the validity of the premise (line 11), but then points out 
that, in contrast to one’s expectation, it, namely the selling of tobacco and 
alcohol to minors, hAppens all the tIme (line 12), i.e. that the causal 
relation ‘because it is against the law, it doesn’t happen’ is negated. Chris 
supports this by continuing that one can drive by a school and see (2 syll) 
there’s a kid smoking and nobody does anything (lines 13-15). Drawing 
upon a simplified Toulmin-schema and Rudolph’s (1996: 386) Contrastive 
Indication Mark again, the contrast between the state of affairs expected on 
the grounds of the warrant and the actual state of affairs can be 
schematised as shown in Figure 2. Apart from the negation of Causality, it 
should be noted that with the agreement (line 11) the example exhibits an 
acknowledging move. Therefore, it can be considered an instance of both 
Negated Causality and Concession in the sense advocated in this study. 

In this respect, ex. (5) can be contrasted with ex. (6). Here, too, a causal 
relation is negated, but there is no acknowledging move. 
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Fig. 2: Negated Causality in ex. (5) 

COUNTERCLAIM:  it happens all the time

DATA:  it's against the 
 law to sell cigarettes
 or alcohol to minors

CLAIM: therefore this
does not happen

WARRANT:  because, in general, laws 
have to be complied with

 

(6) Larry King: wounded (74.02, DAT: 532) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole, who at that time was 
running for President despite his rather advanced age. Alluding to this fact, King 
inquires about Dole’s present state of health. 
 01 King: 'ey you know bob, 
   i think the average american male now lives to 

seventy-four, 
   [seventy-five,= 
 05 Dole: [right; 
->  King: =you were wOUnded in the wAr,= 
->   =but you're in appArent good hEAlth, 
  Dole: [good health; 
  King: [that will be a big question of you, (-) 
 10 Dole sure; 
  King: during the (primary), 
   and i'm sure some candidate running second is gonna 

start to raise it, (-) 
  Dole: sure; 

In this example the claim and the counterclaim are connected by a negated 
causal relation: Dole is over seventy years of age and was wounded during 
World War Two. This, however, does not have as a consequence that his 
present state of health is too poor to become President (lines 6-7) (cf. 
Figure 3). In contrast to the previous example, the cause is not at first 
mentioned by one speaker and then acknowledged by the other, but 
introduced as a “new” aspect by one speaker only (line 6). Thus, while 
being an instance of Negated Causality, the example does not exhibit an 
acknowledging move but only a claim and a counterclaim and is therefore 
not Concessive.  
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Fig. 3: Negated Causality in ex. (6) 

COUNTERCLAIM:  you are in good health

DATA:  you have been 
 wounded in the war

CLAIM: therefore you are
in poor health

WARRANT:  because, in general, somebody who has 
been wounded suffers from poor health

 
So far it seems as if there is a definite relation between Negated 

Causality and Concession, in the sense that Negated Causality examples 
appear to be a subgroup of Concession. Yet, there are Concessive examples 
in which the causal relation between what would be referred to as p and q 
is somehow reversed and other examples in which it seems to be absent 
altogether. Ex. (1) illustrated the first case: we cannot depict the taxes 
being steep as a reason for the authorities to raise them in order to cover 
their ground costs (cf. Figure 4). Rather, because the ground costs need to 
be covered, the taxes are high. This, then, is a relation between the 
propositions which differs from that referred to as Negated Causality 
above. 
Fig. 4: Reversed Negated Causality in ex. (1) 

COUNTERCLAIM:  ?they do it to cover their
ground costs

DATA:  the taxes are a 
 bit steep

CLAIM: ?therefore they
do not do it to
cover their
ground costs

WARRANT:  because, in general, ?
 

Ex. (2), in turn, illustrated a case where there seems to be no causal 
relation between the propositions expressed in the acknowledgement and 
the counter whatsoever. Rather it illustrates an example of Concession in 
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which part of the argument is acknowledged while another part is rejected, 
i.e. another example of partitioning.  

This line of reasoning points out the difference of the present approach 
to established syntactic-semantic approaches: what is relevant in the 
identification of Concession is not the existence of some syntactic-
semantic relationship but the accomplishment of acknowledgement. This 
criterion is similarly essential for a number of constructions with and 
which are generally considered concessive, too. Consider ex. (7). 
(7) Don Vogel: seven stitches (08.02, DAT: 49:26 (671)) 
AE radio phone-in show with Don Vogel and T.D. Mishky. A caller, C, is commenting 
on the father of Siamese twins, who is a drug and alcohol addict and whose family will 
not be able to pay for the operation to separate the twins. The caller explains that, when 
this is the case, other patients have to step in on the grounds of a procedure called ‘cost-
shifting’. 
 01 C: it's simply goin' to be passed on to other 

patients. 
  (-) 
  Don: [1<<laughing>h-oh (-) h-oh h-ha> 
 05 TD: [1<<laughing>ha ha ha ha> 
  C: [2 (      ) 
  Don:  [2u-ha-ha 
  TD: [2.hh so yOU may gO there; 
->   yOU may go there and just need seven stItches- 
-> 10  and get a bIll for about ten grA:nd, 
   because of cOst shifting?  
  C: it's those fifty dollar (band-aids) [(that)/ 
  Don:  [(i) didn't know 

that one, 

T.D. relates two states of affairs: yOU may go there and just need seven 
stItches and get a bIll for about ten grA:nd (lines 8-10). From our world 
knowledge, we know that receiving seven stitches at a hospital should 
normally not cost ten thousand dollars. Thus, the criterion of Negated 
Causality is fulfilled. However, T.D. only contrasts the two states of 
affairs. The first is not acknowledged. Again, the example cannot be 
categorised as Concessive. 

The categorisation of these examples underlines that, for this study, it is 
crucial to keep in mind that the defining criterion for Concession as a 
discourse relation is not some frustrated expectation, some potential but 
ineffective obstacle or some negated causal relation, but the 
acknowledgement of a previous claim (or its implication) in connection 
with a contrasting claim (or its implication). This study thus starts off with 
a concept of Concession which shifts the focus to aspects different from 
those stressed by the established syntactic-semantic approach. Therefore, 
though it includes a number of the constructions generally considered to be 
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concessive, the object of investigation in this study is not identical to that 
investigated by the earlier studies mentioned.  

The action-oriented approach provides a discourse-pragmatic tool for 
identifying the Concessive relation, independently of possible structural 
aspects of the constructions, such as certain connectives. This, in turn, can 
be used as a starting point for investigating the various ways in which the 
concept of Concession can be realised.  

3.2 The prototypical realisation of Concession 

3.2.1 The Cardinal Concessive schema 
Examining actual instantiations of the Concessive relation in a corpus of 
British and American spoken English, Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 
2000) observed a verbal structural pattern which realises the three moves 
involved in the expression of Concession most explicitly: the Cardinal 
Concessive schema. The term ‘schema’ can be understood here to refer to 
“the way in which a flexible, dynamic, and situationally adaptable 
linguistic structure is organized” (Selting 1996: 359), as a “...recurrent and 
expectable rhetorical cluster...” (cf. Ford 2000: 306). In contrast to its 
namesake, the Cardinal vowel, the Cardinal Concessive schema is already 
one of the actual realisations of the concept of Concession in discourse. It 
involves three verbal moves: 

1. the realisation of the initial claim, X,  
2. the realisation of the acknowledging move, X’, and  
3. the realisation of the counterclaim, Y. 

Of these moves, X is produced by one speaker, while X’ and Y are 
produced by a second speaker, i.e. the action sequence is realised in a 
dyadic verbal pattern. Moreover, the actions occur in a particular order: in 
the Cardinal schema, the realisation of the claim is followed by that of the 
acknowledging move, which in turn precedes that of the counter. Hence, 
the Cardinal Concessive schema can be depicted as follows (cf. also 
Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 385): 
  A: X (stating something or making some point/claim) 
  B: X' (acknowledging the validity of this statement or 

point, the conceding move) 
   Y (claiming the validity of a potentially 

incompatible statement or point) 

Similar patterns have in fact already been hinted at by Pomerantz (1984), 
Moeschler (1989), Antaki (1994) and Karantzola (1995) as well as Auer 
(1996a) for German.  
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Examples (1) and (2) already illustrated the Cardinal Concessive 
schema. They are repeated here for illustration, this time with the variables 
and shading which indicate the realisations of the moves in the following 
discussion. 
(1’’) Wally and friends: steep (28.01, DAT: 32:18 (444)) 
 01 Mora: [so keep that [in the back of your purse.] 
  Betsy: [hm- [forty dollars. 
   yes. 
X  Dave: <<p> i think it's a chEAt,> 
 05 Betsy: [((subdued laughter)) hhh 
X'  Mora: [<<singing> ha ha we:ll> (-) yes (-) I think it's a 

bit steep mysElf, 
Y   but (0.7) 
  Dave: yeah. 
 10 Mora: .hh but then they do it to cover their grOUnd 

costs; 
   [and (0.7) and (0.7) 
  Betsy: [hmm; 
  Wally: pay for the airport [presumably. 
 15 Mora:  [pAY for the Airport; 
   yes; 
   that's the only reason, (-) 

If we assign the variables of the Cardinal Concessive schema to each 
move, then Dave’s criticising the practice of the Australian taxation 
authorities (line 4) is the realisation of the claim, X. Mora produces the 
acknowledging move, X’ (line 6-7) and, partially in collaboration with 
Wally, the counterclaim, Y (lines 8, 10-12, 14-15). Hence, the Concessive 
schema for ex. (1) looks as follows: 
 X Dave: I think it’s a cheat  

(implied: there is no rightful reason why such exorbitant 
taxes should be paid) 

 X' Mora: yes, I think it’s a bit steep myself 
(implied: I, too, can’t see a reason for such a high tax) 

 Y  they do it to cover their ground costs and pay for the airport 
(implied: there is a reason why such high taxes should be 
paid) 

Ex. (2) can be depicted in the following way: 
(2’) Larry Bensky: logging (71.01, DAT: 413) 
 
 01 Larry: uh whEre's (that) prEssure coming from maureen 

smIth- 
   to do all this lOgging all of a sudden;=  
X   =is this jUst because there's a change of clImate 
 05  here in wAshington? 
X'  Maureen: .hh wEll it may be accElerating because of the 

change of clIma:te;  
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Y   but it's been arOUnd for quite a lot of tIme. (-)  
   uhm where it's coming from is from sustained to 
 10  (2 syll) very large uh integrated wood products 

companies, 

 X Larry: is the sudden pressure for logging due to the change 
of climate in Washington? (implied: the pressure for 
logging is due to political changes)  

 X' Maureen: it may be accelerating because of the change of 
climate 

 Y  it’s been around for quite a lot of time 

The schemata for the other examples described so far are: 
(3’a) X Tury: he’s not a politician he’s just a sleaze bucket 
 X' Nicole: that's true 
 Y   he’s cute 

(3’’a)X Tury: he’s cute 
 X' Nicole: he’s cute 
 Y   he’s not sexy cause he’s sleazy 

(inside the village a)  
 X Charles: the privately owned places here are so characterless 
 X' Steve: outside of the village they are 
 Y   inside the village there are some nice places 

(5a) X Chris: it’s against the law ... to sell cigarettes or alcohol to 
minors 

 X' Edell: yeah 
 Y   it happens all the time 

To summarise, the action sequence accomplishing Concession is 
typically realised by the Cardinal Concessive schema. In this schema, first, 
one speaker realises a claim or makes some statement or point which can 
be considered in some way disputable or arguable by her interlocutor (X). 
This initial move is followed by a second one in which another speaker 
realises the acknowledgement of the validity of the earlier claim (X’). In a 
third move, a state of affairs is expressed which could be understood to be 
incompatible with the claim acknowledged in normal circumstances (Y). 

The Cardinal Concessive schema is, moreover, characterised by the 
particular way in which the actions accomplishing the concept of 
Concession are realised: each action is carried out by a separate, verbally 
explicit move. Furthermore, the order in which claim, acknowledgement 
and counter occur is ideally suited to promote the speaker’s own point: it 
reflects rhetorical strategies according to which the weightier points, i.e. 
those which are more important with respect to the current “state of the 
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world” from the point of view of the speaker, are placed in final position 
(Quirk et al 1985: 18.9). In view of the fact that the counterclaim contains 
the expression of the second speaker’s own position, pre-posing the 
realisation of the acknowledgement can be interpreted in terms of a 
strategy of assigning greater weight to her own rather than her 
interlocutor’s point. A similar effect has in fact been described for the 
ordering of arguments in what has traditionally been referred to as 
adversative constructions with but (cf., for instance, König 1991, Rudolph 
1996, also Spooren 1989: 42, for Ger. aber cf., for instance, Brauße 1983). 
The speaker's endeavour is supported by the fact that, in terms of the 
further course of the exchange, for reasons of coherence the final point in a 
turn is more likely to be taken up for continuation. Thus, placing one’s 
own position last, the speaker can also turn her position into the starting 
point for the further discourse. 

Emphasising the order and explicitness of the moves with this particular 
schema underlines what its name may already have suggested: the Cardinal 
Concessive schema is not the only way to accomplish Concession. Indeed, 
it will be shown in chapter 4 that the instantiations of the Concessive 
relation in discourse exhibit a number of variations on the realisation of the 
elements of the Cardinal pattern, which are, to varying degrees, less 
explicit and differently ordered. Against this background, the explicitness 
and orderliness of the Cardinal Concessive schema will serve as arguments 
for treating this pattern as the prototypical realisation of Concession. 

3.2.2 Cores, peripheries and fuzzy boundaries: The prototype 
theory and the theory of functional-semantic fields 

The prototype theory originates in research on the categorisation of colour 
terms (Berlin/Kay 1969), whose “goodness-of-example rating” has been 
transferred by Rosch (1973, 1975) to concrete categories. The concept of 
prototypicality centres on four major notions: first, some members of a 
category are “better” than others (prototypicality). Thus a bed or a table are 
considered to be better members of the category ‘furniture’ than a 
telephone or an ashtray (cf. Taylor 1989: 57). Second, the “goodness” of 
examples decreases gradually (typicality), i.e. a shelf and a picture are 
regarded as less prototypical furniture than a bed or a table but they are still 
better members of the category than a telephone or an ashtray. Third, the 
members of a category are connected by family resemblance, whereby the 
central member usually shares the most salient features with the less 
central members and the less central members are connected by (other) 
common features themselves. Finally, the boundaries between 
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prototypically structured categories are fuzzy. Thus a dolphin has as 
important characteristics in common with other mammals as with fish. 

From concrete objects the notion of prototypicality was extended to 
abstract categories, such as to lie (Coleman/Kay 1981). My use of the 
notion of prototypicality for Concession, in turn, is based on the 
application of the notion of prototypicality to grammatical categories such 
as modals (Aijmer 1985), affixes (cf. Taylor 1989: 175-179) or voice 
(Kemmer 1992). From there it proves only a small step to considering 
syntactic constructions, such as the transitive construction, in terms of 
prototypes (cf. Taylor 1989: 206-220). It can be shown that grammatical 
categories, similar to those of concrete objects, exhibit the family 
resemblances of the extended version of the prototype theory (cf. Kleiber 
1993), better and less good examples (John moved the table vs. I dug the 
ground vs. This tent sleeps six) as well as fuzzy boundaries (affix-like ‘s: 
John’s car vs. clitic-like ‘s: a friend of mine’s house). Recently, there have 
been even further extensions of the concept to other categories for the 
description of language, such as context (Glover 1995) and language 
development (Giacalone Ramat/Hopper 1998, Barth-Weingarten/Couper-
Kuhlen 2001). With necessary prudence one might even venture to say that 
the concept of prototype seems extraordinarily well-suited to capture 
phenomena in language in general, in particular as an increasing number of 
categories of language description are regarded as continua. 

Another attempt to capture this understanding of language is the theory 
of functional-semantic fields (Sommerfeld/Starke 1984, Bondarko 1991, 
Weise 1996, 1997). Though not referring to the theory of prototypicality, it 
is in a number of respects similar to it. The theory of functional-semantic 
fields assumes that the material of a language is organised according to its 
ability to fulfil certain tasks, such as to express certain meanings. There are 
two subkinds of functional-semantic fields: Grammatical-semantic fields 
(GSF), similar to word fields, combine all grammatical constructions 
expressing a particular semantic “function” and thus have one common 
seme(me). Lexical-semantic fields (LSF), on the other hand, comprise all 
lexical expressions of a given meaning. Functional-semantic fields exhibit 
a core and a periphery and fuzzy boundaries between them as well as to 
neighbouring concepts. Each functional-semantic field can be subdivided 
into micro-fields, which again have a core and a periphery and fuzzy 
boundaries. With this understanding, the language system thus consists of 
numerous fields related to each other. In contrast to the prototype effects of 
the prototype approach, however, there seem to be no means to establish 
the core of a functional-semantic field. 

It should be noted though that, with regard to grammatical categories, 
prototype effects are problematic as well. Although some of them are 
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observable with grammatical categories and underline their applicability to 
these notions, grammatical prototypes are less easily accessible than those 
of concrete objects (Kemmer 1992). Association tests, for instance, are 
prone to distortion, not least by the influence of teaching (certain 
approaches to) grammar in schools. For syntactic prototypes, in particular, 
Winters (1990) mentions some additional restrictions as to the applicability 
of the features of prototypicality: frequency of occurrence, in addition to its 
being a problematic feature itself, overlaps with productivity, and 
transparency overlaps with naturalness. Moreover, some of these latter 
features as well as saliency and autonomy are difficult to prove. As a result 
Schmid (2000) votes for limiting the notion of prototypicality to categories 
of more or less concrete objects. Regarding the application of the prototype 
theory to categories of language description he claims:  

“Die Kriterien Repräsentativität für die Kategorie und Zentralität innerhalb der 
Kategorie hängen offensichtlich maßgeblich von mehr oder weniger bewußten 
Erwartungen der Linguisten ab...” [Obviously, the criteria representativity of a 
category and centrality within a category crucially depend on more or less 
conscious expectations of the linguists...] (Schmid 2000: 50, my translation – 
DB-W) 
Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that there are features of certain 

grammatical categories which suggest that they are structured 
prototypically (cf., for instance, Pfänder in preparation). With regard to 
Concession and the Cardinal Concessive schema as its assumed core 
realisation we can for the moment state that:  
• the Cardinal Concessive schema exhibits the three conversational 

moves associated with the concept of Concession in an explicit form 
(saliency), 

• the moves of the Cardinal Concessive schema occur in an order which 
reflects the dominance of contrast (transparency, naturalness). 

In the following chapters it will be shown that apart from these the 
following features apply: 
• the Cardinal Concessive schema is most distinctive with respect to 

related discourse-pragmatic relations (distinctiveness) (cf. chap 3.3). 
• the Cardinal Concessive schema shares one of its features, the 

acknowledging move, with all other kinds of realisations, though 
Wierzbicka (1985) points out that distinct and common features do not 
necessarily create a relation of prototypicality. Moreover, all kinds of 
realisations of Concession are related to each other by additional 
common features (cf. chapter 4.1-4.3) (family resemblance). 
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• the Cardinal Concessive schema is more frequent than other Concessive 
schemata (cf. Table 7). Frequency again, though, is admittedly a 
problematic criterion.9 

Before the detailed description of the actual realisation of Concession in 
the corpus, in the remainder of this chapter we will test our concept of 
Concession by distinguishing it from related contrastive discourse-
pragmatic relations. At the same time this will clarify the basis for the 
description of the variation in the realisation of Concession in the main part 
of this study. We will see that the Cardinal Concessive schema is most 
distinctive with regard to related contrastive discourse-pragmatic relations 
and can therefore be used as a reference pattern for identifying and 
describing actual Concessive constructions in discourse. 

                                                        
9  In addition, studies on child-language acquisition have shown Concessive but-

constructions to precede although-constructions in ontogenesis (cf. Meier 1999) This, 
however, does not allow any conclusion as to the acquisition of the Cardinal with respect 
to other Concessive schemata. 

3.3 Concession and other contrastive discourse relations 

When describing the concept of Concession, I have several times employed 
the notion of ‘contrastive’ or ‘Contrast’. This indicates the close 
relationship between these two concepts. Contrast is understood here as a 
general term for all kinds of relations which in some way express an 
opposition between items of one sort or another. By defining the notion in 
such an underspecified way, Contrast can indeed be used as an umbrella 
term for a variety of discourse-pragmatic relations associated with and 
including Concession. In this section, we will see that these relations form 
a closely-knit network of related concepts. Figure 5 depicts this network of 
contrastive relations.  

Although the figure allows only for some overlap, it can be assumed 
that most of the concepts are prototypically related, i.e. that their borders 
are rather fuzzy. The close relation between the various concepts is 
reflected in the difficulties research literature proves to have – and, at 
times, even admits having – when defining notions such as Concession, 
Contrast and Adversativity (Weise 1996, Athanasiadou 1997, 
Grote/Lenke/Stede 1997): the term ‘Contrast’ is to be found among those 
notions in  linguistics  which  are  employed  for  a  variety  of  phenomena, 



Concession as a discourse-pragmatic relation: the action-oriented approach 40 

Fig. 5: Network of contrastive discourse-pragmatic and semantic 
relations 

CONCESSION

ADVERSATIVITY

semantic opposition

CONTRAST

   NEGATED CAUSALITY

NEUTRAL CONTRAST

ANTITHESIS

 
ranging from quite narrow (cf., for instance, Longacre 1983) to rather 
broad understandings (cf., for instance, Rudolph 1996). The same is true 
for Adversativity (cf., for instance, Halliday/Hasan 1976, Foolen 1991, 
Rudolph 1996). Similarly, the various centres of the contrastive network 
have been referred to by a variety of terms. Besides the terms mentioned, 
counterexpectation (Longacre 1983, Halliday/Hasan 1976), concession-
contraexpectation, countering (Martin 1983) and incausality (Hermodsson 
1973, 1994) have been introduced (cf. Mann/Thompson 1992).  

Providing information on the frequency and distribution of the various 
kinds of realisation of Concession – as will be done in the following 
chapters – is, however, only meaningful if we can clearly identify the 
object of our study. Before discussing the specifics of the realisation of 
Concession, we will therefore need to examine the concepts related with 
Concession. Having dealt with Negated Causality above, we will continue 
with Antithesis and Neutral Contrast, which are traditionally most closely 
associated with Concession. The discussion of Neutral Contrast will then 
lead us into the domain of ‘semantic opposition’. Finally, the more general 
notion of Adversativity, which includes a number of the more fine-grained 
distinctions, will be reviewed. 
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As this study focusses on the relation of Concession rather than on its 
relationship to related concepts, in the following the contrastive relations, 
despite their presumably prototypical organisation, will be considered in 
the shape of their core phenomena only. Therefore, this chapter will end 
with an apparently clear-cut distinction between the relations. This 
contrasts with the final part of chapter 4, where we will see that variation in 
the actual realisation of Concession has repercussions on its 
distinctiveness: whereas the explicit Cardinal Concessive schema allows us 
to distinguish Concession from other discourse relations more or less 
clearly, some of its variations complicate the matter considerably. We will 
return to the issue of the relationship between Concession and 
Adversativity in chapter 4.5.3.2.5. 

3.3.1 Concession and Antithesis 
Since Lakoff’s seminal (1971) article, there have been almost constant 
“if’s, and’s and but’s” about the existence and nature of different kinds of 
Contrast (cf., for instance, Pusch 1975, Abraham 1975, 1979, 
Anscombre/Ducrot 1989, Dascal/Katriel 1977, Lang 1991, Blakemore 
1987, Foolen 1991, Mann/Thompson 1992, Rudolph 1996, Weise 1997, 
Fraser 1998). Whereas Lakoff only distinguished between semantic 
opposition and denial of expectation, linguists dealing with languages other 
than English soon added a third kind of Contrast: that expressed by 
sondern in German. In RST Mann/Thompson (1986, 1992), have labeled 
these three discourse relations Antithesis, Neutral Contrast and 
Concession. 

The label Antithesis refers to those contrastive relations in which two 
opposing aspects are confronted: a thesis (what the sender is not 
identifying with) and an antithesis (what the sender is identifying with) 
(Mann/Thompson 1986: 66). Because of this different weighing of the 
propositions, Antithesis can be described as a relation of nucleus and 
satellite, rather than nucleus – nucleus. The second proposition, in meaning 
or implication, serves as a complete substitute for the initial one (Abraham 
1979). Therefore Foolen (1991) refers to these cases as correction. Yet, 
there is a crucial difference between these two concepts: with truly 
corrective constructions, the first proposition is fully valid until the 
correction marker is produced, for instance at the end of the move, and thus 
the substitution comes more unexpectedly. With Antithesis, in contrast, the 
substitution is foreshadowed, because the first proposition is marked as 
invalid from the very beginning (cf., for instance, Abraham 1975, 1979). 
This marking can be realised as syntactic negation, with not, n’t, or 
lexically, with items such as rather/more/better than. In English the 
dismissive element, together with a contrastive connective, is the only hint 
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as to the nature of the discourse relation. German, for instance, can express 
this relation with a lexeme different from aber ‘but’, namely sondern (for 
lexemes in Swedish, Spanish and Hebrew cf. Lang 1984, Dascal/Katriel 
1977, for Russian cf. Abraham 1979, Foolen 1991). 

The dismissal of the first proposition also distinguishes Antithesis from 
Concession: with the latter a claim is acknowledged, not dismissed. Based 
on written language, research literature has so far regarded Antithesis, 
similar to Concession, as a two-part pattern (cf. Mann/Thompson 1986, 
1992). However, though further research is required here, I assume that the 
negation of a claim and its substitution produced by one speaker is, at least 
in spoken discourse, regularly preceded by the production of that claim by 
another speaker, too. A Cardinal Antithesis schema, created in analogy to 
the Cardinal Concessive pattern, can therefore be depicted as follows: 
  A:   X 
  B: ¬X 
     Y 

The second move, although it is incompatible with the first in the sense 
that it explicitly negates it, often repeats the preceding claim with rather 
similar wording. Frequently, the only difference to the earlier claim is its 
negation. This, however, is an important difference. It distinguishes 
Antithesis from Concession. I have therefore decided to label this move 
¬X, i.e. NOT X, in order to reflect the reversal of the argumentative 
direction of the implicit claim.10 Though in this sense the content of the 
¬X-move already foreshadows the upcoming Y and is, not incompatible, 
but compatible with the argumentative direction of the third move, what 
exactly substitutes for X is only spelled out after NOT X, in Y. Plus, the 
speaker takes the initial claim as a starting point and refers back to this 
before stating her own position. In this sense, I believe, the second and the 
third move are different enough to assign to them different variables and to 
employ X’ and Y in the order described. The following example, taken 
from an AE radio phone-in programme, illustrates the Cardinal Antithesis 
schema. 
(8) Freddy Merts: disgust (09.01, DAT: 22:59 (343)) 
AE radio phone-in programme with Freddy Merts and Nora, a lesbian, who has called 
the station to talk about her life and situation. Jim, a caller, who has just told them about 
a lesbian couple which looked after his son, is now reporting on his contrasting attitude 
towards the gay couple living next to his apartment. 
 01 Jim: you wouldn’t want your son goin’ over there;= 
   =at least i wouldn’t. 

                                                        
10  Stressing their incompatibility would have led to assigning Y to the second move (cf. 

Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2002). 
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  (.) 
  Jim: [but- 
 05 Freddy: [.hh see most straight men nora, 
  Nora: hmm; 
  Freddy: .hh they have some problem with gay men, 
X   or at least some fEA:r; 
   or sOm:e (.) suspIcion:; 
 10  [but they are intrIgued by lEsbians.] 
¬X  Jim: [I don't think it's fEAr;  
Y   i think it's disgUst.] 
  Freddy: (the) whAt now? 
  Jim: i think it's disgUst.= 
 15  =but. 
  Freddy: yeah? 
  Jim: i don't know why that is. (.) 
   (but;) (.) 

Based on what Jim has just reported, Freddy is pointing out to Nora the 
difference in the male reaction towards gays and lesbians: while they have 
some problem with gay men, or at least some fEAr; or sOm:e suspIcion: 
(lines 7-9), they are intrIgued by lEsbians (line 10). One of the elements of 
Freddy’s description, fEAr (X), however, it not met by Jim’s agreement: in 
a competitive overlap with Freddy’s turn he explicitly negates it, I don't 
think it's fEAr (line 11, ¬X), and substitutes it with a counterclaim, i think 
it's disgUst (line 12, Y). The earlier concept is dismissed as ¬X by 
syntactic negation with don’t. Moreover, by expressing that X, fEAR, is not 
what it is, Jim indicates that it must be something different from X, namely 
Y, which is spelled out in this example as disgUst. For him fear and disgust 
are concepts different enough to make his point. Hence, Antithesis and 
Concession seem to be clearly different.  

Nevertheless, on second thought explanations given for the Concessive 
meaning indicate that there is still some kind of relationship between the 
two discourse relations. Karantzola (1995: 62), for instance, proposes that 
for the Concessive relation rather than  

I grant/allow that X, nevertheless Y,  

a more accurate paraphrase would be:  
it is not the point that X, but the point is that Y.  

Note the negation of the importance of X, which according to Karantzola is 
implied by the employment of Concession. Even here, though, Antithesis 
and Concession can still be differentiated by their very form: the second 
move with the Antithesis relation contains explicit linguistic negation of 
the first move, while with Concession the second move takes up the first 
unchanged.11 

                                                        
11  This criterion starts becoming problematic with a frequent variation on the Cardinal 

Antithesis schema, namely its realisation by one speaker (B: ¬X Y). It is these Monadic 
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3.3.2 Concession and Neutral Contrast 
Neutral Contrast has been employed to denote the discourse-pragmatic 
relation which holds between two propositions containing pairs of 
opposing lexical items.12 According to Mann/Thompson (1992) the two 
propositions in contrast “...are ... comprehended to be the same in many 
respects, ... comprehended as differing in a few respects, and ... compared 
with respect to these differences” (1992: 37). It is the expression of their 
relationship via comparison which establishes the discourse-pragmatic 
relation of Neutral Contrast. Again, in contrast to Concession, Neutral 
Contrast does not, prototypically, include an acknowledging move and the 
expression of a preference for the counterclaim, but it only draws attention 
to the difference between two equally ranked items by contrasting them 
(two nuclei cf., for instance, Mann/Thompson 1988: 245). Hence, a 
Cardinal Neutral Contrast schema looks like the following: 
 A: X (with x1 and x2) 
  Y (with y1 and y2) (x1 and y1, as well as x2 and y2 

here stand for the pairs of 
opposing lexical items which 
characterise Neutral Contrast.) 

Note that the schema for Neutral Contrast does not exhibit an 
acknowledging move. 

Although the Cardinal Neutral Contrast schema points out the dyadic 
nature of Neutral Contrast, in interaction it is mainly (though not 
exclusively) produced by one speaker. This is illustrated in ex. (9). 
(9) Tuesday call: nappy pony (57b.03, DAT: 31:08 (402)) 
BE radio phone-in on horses. Michael, an expert, is dealing with the question put 
forward by Anne, a young caller, whose pony will jump at home but not in 
competitions. 
 01 Anne:  but when i take him to shows, 
   he won't jump the first jump-hh. (-) 
   cause once i've got him after the first jump; 
   he'll jump the rest of the course, 
 05  but it's just getting him over the first jump-hh. 
  Michael: (-) 
   .hh (-) anne are you talking about/ 
   you're having this problem in the competition or 

when you're schooling him at home. 
X 10 Anne: wEll; (--)  
   he wIll jump at hOme; (-) 
Y   bUt (-) when we get to shOws he won't jUmp-hh. 

                                                                                                                          
Antithesis examples, which connect Concession and Antithesis even more closely. The 
typology of the realisations of the Antithesis relation, however, must be left to further 
research.  

12  Compare the notion of referential contrast (Onodera 1995). 
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  Michael: he's really (napping) with you isn't he; 
  ??: ((clears throat)) 
 15 Anne:  [yeah. 
  Michael: h[e's/ he's actually saying no thank you very 

much;= 
   =uhm an'he 

After Anne has focussed on the first jump as being problematic for her 
pony (lines 1-5), Michael shifts the emphasis to the situation in which this 
problem occurs (lines 7-9). Anne then, again, contrasts the two situations, 
X, well he wIll jump at hOme, and Y, when we get to shOws he won't 
jUmp-hh (lines 10-12). Note that Anne does not acknowledge a preceding 
claim – Michael has not made a claim but asked an alternative question. 
Rather, she compares the two situations in terms of their differences: 
whereas the pony does (x1) what is expected from him at home (x2), it does 
not (y1) do so at shows (y2). The schema for this example would be as 
follows: 

 X  Anne: he will jump (x1) at home (x2) 
 Y   he won’t jump (y1) (at shows) (y2) 

In accordance with Mann/Thompson's description, the two propositions 
can be described as  

- similar in many respects:  
  both deal with a pony expected to jump,  

- differing in a few respects:   
  one time it is expected to jump at home, another time at shows; 
  one time it will jump, another time it will not,  

- compared with respect to these differences:   
  the state of affairs that       the state of affairs that 

the pony jumps contrasts with the pony does not jump  
at home           at shows.  

Note that the first state of affairs can indeed be said to create an 
expectation which is then frustrated. This, however, is not a sufficient 
criterion for Concession as it is understood here.  

On the surface, the relation is signalled by but, and this is the case with 
most Neutral Contrast examples. However, Neutral Contrast can also be 
signalled differently: for instance by although, as in ex. (10). 
(10) news: Garciunas (57b.02, DAT: 5:48 (105)) 
BE radio news, the news presenter, NP, is reporting the eventual identification of a 
hitch-hiker who as a result of an accident lost his memory. 
 01 NP: that the patient, 
   is mister (mantice garciunas), 
   who is twenty-fou:r, 
   and has a brother in manchester; 
X 05  a fAmily frIE:nd from austrAlia vIsited the  
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   hospital in pOrtland in Oregon, 
   and confIrmed the identification, 
Y   althOUgh there was no correspOnding recognition 

from mister (garciUnas); 
 10  .hh he was taken to hospital on july the thirtieth, 

In this sequence, there is no acknowledgement of a claim, but rather one 
proposition, a fAmily frIEnd ... confIrmed the identification (X, lines 5-7), 
is compared with a second, there was no correspOnding recognition from 
mister garciUnas (Y, lines 8-9), in terms of their differences. Therefore, 
even though the two propositions are connected by although, we are not 
dealing with Concession, but merely with Neutral Contrast (cf. 
Halliday/Hasan 1976, König 1985a, Thompson 1987, Athanasiadou 1997, 
Reinhardt 1997). Again, the interpretation of an instance as Neutral 
Contrast does not categorise the example as Concessive. 

Accordingly, when the initial move of the example is employed in the 
function of an acknowledgement, the instance exemplifies Concession 
rather than Neutral Contrast. Ex. (11) is such a case. 
(11) Wally and friends: Silk Cut (28.01, DAT: 22.29 (337)) 
BE dinner table conversation between two older couples, Mora and Wally and Betsy 
and Dave. Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning 
to visit their relatives there and is wondering what to take them as a present. 
 01 Mora: uhm (1.3) take your duty free, 
   buy your (.) limit to be duty free of course, 
  Betsy: can you get (0.9) ((clatter of dishes)) silk cut on 

the pla[ne? 
X 05 Mora:  [yEs- mOst duty-free [shops have sIlk cut?= 
X’  Wally:  [(well) (0.9)  
   =you cErtainly cAn get it in Englan:d, 
Y   we had trOUble in austrAlia;= 
   =coming back from austrAlia,  
 10  we gOt them in: (.) bahrAIn wasn't [it? 
  Mora:  [yes we got 

them in bAhrain eventually, 

Answering Betsy’s question whether she can buy Silk Cut on the plane, 
Mora claims that this is the case, at least she can buy them in the duty-free 
shops (line 5). Although she restricts the validity of her claim with mOst, 
the design of her answer – with an early start – indicates full agreement 
(Pomerantz 1984). This is also the way in which Wally seems to 
understand her answer as he hastens to qualify Mora’s full agreement, in 
fact with partitioning: he acknowledges its validity for Englan:d (line 7, 
X’), but restricts it for austrAlia (line 8, Y). Rephrasing Wally’s answer 
slightly, we can recognise the semantic opposition pairs ‘being certainly 
able to get them’ – ‘being less likely to be able to get them’ and ‘England’ 
– ‘Australia’. Nevertheless, although Wally employs semantic contrast, the 
discourse-pragmatic relation he accomplishes is Concession: 
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 X Mora: most duty free shops have Silk Cut  
   (implied: all duty-free shops have Silk Cut) 
 X’ Wally: you certainly can get it (x1) in England (x2)  
 Y    we had trouble (getting them) in Australia  
   (implied: you may have trouble getting it (y1) in 

Australia (y2)) 

Again, these examples underline that the criterion of the acknowledging 
move is constitutive for the activity of Concession, and the examples need 
to be categorised accordingly.  

3.3.3 Concession, Antithesis, Neutral Contrast and semantic 
opposition 

Mann/Thompson’s description as well as the examples indicate that 
Neutral Contrast draws strongly on semantic opposition, i.e. the contrasting 
relationship between pairs of opposing lexical items. Spooren (1989) 
defines it as “[a] relation between two conjuncts each having different 
subjects, to which properties are attributed that are mutually exclusive in 
the given context” (1989: 31). If we extend this from subjects and 
conjuncts to contrasting pairs of opposing lexical items in general, we can 
describe the Neutral Contrast examples accordingly: 
ex. (9a) item 1 - item 2 
  at home   at shows (co-hyponyms) 
  will jump   won't jump (complementaries) 

ex. (10a) item 1 - item 2 
  family friend   Mister Garciunas (co-hyponyms) 
  confirmed identification no recognition (complementaries) 

ex. (11a) item 1 - item 2 
  England   Australia (co-hyponyms) 
  can get it   trouble (getting it) (complementaries) 

Both Neutral Contrast and semantic opposition may (but need not) be 
signalled verbally on the text’s surface, one by connectives, the other by 
coordinators. These two terms, connectives and coordinators, are chosen to 
emphasise the difference between groups of items with different scope: 
whereas coordinators can only connect items within a phrase, verbal, 
adjectival, nominal or other, the scope of connectives includes clauses in 
written language and TCUs in speech. Interestingly, but can be employed 
as a marker for both the discourse-pragmatic as well as the semantic 
relations. Based on this close connection, often the explanation of one 
phenomenon is illustrated by employing the other (cf., for instance, Lakoff 
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1971, Longacre 1983, Mann/Thompson 1988, 1992), which might suggest 
that they are one and the same. 

Nevertheless, the two concepts need to be distinguished. Whereas the 
discourse-pragmatic relation refers to the opposition of propositions, their 
implications or even larger units, the scope of semantic opposition is 
narrower. It is mainly used to refer to the relationship between lexical 
items, at best phrases, on the grounds of our knowledge concerning the 
relationship between co-hyponyms and complementaries (for instance, 
Palmer 1976, Lyons 1995). As propositions consist of lexical items and 
phrases, semantic opposition often provides the material for contrastive 
discourse-pragmatic relations. However, the employment of pairs of 
semantically opposing lexical items is not restricted to the expression of 
Neutral Contrast, it can occur in the realisation of other contrastive 
discourse relations as well. Thus, Antithesis, too, is based on pairs of 
opposing lexical items (cf. ex. (8): is – is not (complementaries), fear – 
disgust (co-hyponyms)). Similarly, we find examples of semantic 
opposition which we recognise as Concessive. Consider ex. (12).  
(12) Wally and friends: eat and drink (28.01, DAT: 27:40 (403)) 
BE dinner conversation between two older couples, Mora and Wally and Betsy and 
Dave. Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning to 
travel there and this time she is wondering whether she needs to keep money to be able 
to buy something to eat and drink during their stop at Singapore. 
X 01 Betsy: i mean if we're there for three hOUrs, 
   we'll prObably want something to EAt and [drInk or  
X'1  Wally:  [oh yEAh. 
  Betsy: [something, .hh so/ 
 05 Mora: [yeah but the plane [feeds you and drinks you 
X'2  Wally:  [wEll; (-) 
  Mora: r-right up to the eyebrows;= 
  Betsy: [1really? 
X'2  Wally: [1=you mIght want a drInk, (.) 
 10 Betsy?: [2no; 
Y  Wally: [2you wOn't want any fOOd; [(1.1) 
  Betsy?:  [no; 
  Wally: in twenty-five hOUrs we had two dIn[ners, two  
  Betsy:  [hm; 
 15 Wally: brEAkfasts, and <<laughing> two lUnches.> 
  Betsy: ((laughing)) 

In accordance with the Cardinal Concessive pattern, the construction starts 
with a (tentative) claim, Betsy’s we’ll prObably want something to EAt and 
drInk or something (lines 1-2, 4). This is taken up by Wally, who at first 
agrees whole-heartedly: oh yEAh (line 3). After Mora has pointed out a 
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counterargument (lines 5, 7),13 Wally reduces his initial enthusiastic 
answer to partial agreement: wEll you mIght want a drInk (lines 6, 9) (X’), 
which he uses as a starting point for the production of a comparison with a 
different situation, you wOn't want any fOOd (line 11), and an explanation 
(lines 13, 15). However, whereas with Neutral Contrast the implications of 
these situations would be more or less equally weighty, in this example 
they have a different weight: Wally expresses that, although part of what 
Betsy said is true, the second part is not and, in addition, that this part is 
more important in terms of further implications. Spelled out, the 
implication might read as follows: ‘don't worry about being able to buy 
food there, you won't want anything anyway’. Thus, although Wally uses 
two pairs of lexical items in semantic opposition (might want – won't want 
(complementaries); drink – food (co-hyponyms)), the discourse-pragmatic 
relation expressed is not Neutral Contrast but Concession, since the first of 
the opposing implications acknowledges what has been said before.14  

Hence, being a semantic category, semantic opposition alone does not, 
and indeed cannot, distinguish between different discourse-pragmatic 
relations. Therefore, it seems advisable to distinguish between semantic 
opposition and the discourse-pragmatic relations for whose expression it 
can be employed. 

3.3.4 Concession, Neutral Contrast and Adversativity 
There is another concept related to the contrastive relations we have 
reviewed so far: Adversativity. This term here refers to those relations in 
which the preceding view is directly contrasted by a counterclaim. A 
Cardinal Adversative schema thus, in contrast to the Cardinal Concessive 
schema, appears as follows: 
   A: X 
   B: Y 

Note that the exact way in which X and Y contrast is underspecified. This 
allows us to subsume the contrastive relations already mentioned under the 
heading of Adversativity as long as the acknowledging move is missing. 
Thus, the examples illustrating these at the same time illustrate the more 
general notion of Adversativity. With Neutral Contrast this hyponymic 
relationship is already suggested by the similarity of the Cardinal 
Adversative schema with the one for Neutral Contrast. With both relations, 
                                                        
13  Note that she already completes the construction triggered by Betsy by producing what 

seems to be an X’ and a Y. We will return to this example in chapter 4.5.3.2.2. 
14  The difference between the semantic and discourse-pragmatic relation is also visible in 

the discussion on whether the use of but as a signal for both types of relations is to be 
described as homonymy or polysemy. 
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the claim is directly contrasted with the counterclaim; with both, the 
counterclaim can be produced by the speaker who already produced the X, 
or by a different one. What makes Neutral Contrast a special subgroup of 
Adversativity, is its characteristics of pairs of opposing lexical items (cf. 
ex. (9)). Adversativity, in contrast, does not require any particular format 
for the expression of contrast. Apart from Neutral Contrast, it therefore 
includes Antithesis (cf. ex. (8)) and Negated Causality as well, as long as 
there is no acknowledging move.15 Ex. (6) showed a monologic variant of 
Negated Causality and ex. (13) illustrates a dialogic variant. 
(13) Wally and friends: wary dog (28.01, DAT: 0.35:03 (472))  
The same BE dinner conversation as in ex. (12). Here the speakers are commenting on 
Betsy and Dave’s dog, Bob, who seems to consider the hosts’ dog, William, with slight 
apprehensiveness. 
 01 Wally: [(       ) 
X  Dave: he's a  bit/ he's a bit/ he's a bit scAred of 

william, 
  Betsy: is he really. 
X 05 Dave: yeah. 
  Betsy: <<h>are you scared of will[iam.>  
X  Dave:  [or les/ let's put it/ 

apprehEnsive. 
  Mora:  alright,  
 10  let's keep it that way shall we? 
  Betsy: yes. 
X  Dave: cos' wIlliam might have (-) just moved his hEAd 

towards bob EArlier this Evening, (1.0) 
  Betsy: ((laughter))  
 15 Dave?: ((clears throat)) 
  Mora: i am sure he was only being friendly,= 
  Dave: =well yes absolutely; (-)  
X   but it/ they're a bIt wAry [(    )  
Y  Mora:  [but wIlliam  
 20  hasn't got an OUnce of aggression In him.  
  Betsy: ye [ah:. 
  Dave:  [i know; (1.0) 
   ((clears throat)) he doesn't know that. 

Dave claims that the two dogs are regarding each other with wariness 
(lines 2-3, 5, 7-8, 18), attributing this situation to William’s conduct (lines 
13-14). Betsy’s question (line 6) as well as her approving laughter (line 14) 
could be understood as her adopting Dave’s view that Bob is scared of 
William. Mora, at least, interprets the situation as asking for a defence of 
William and instead of joining in with the merriment, she produces a claim 
countering Dave’s implication: but wIlliam hasn’t got an OUnce of 

                                                        
15  It is, of course, to be noted that Negated Causality differs slightly from Neutral Contrast 

and Antithesis in that the contrast cannot be found directly in the propositions expressed, 
but between the consequence expressed and that implied or to be expected.  
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aggression In him (Y, lines 19-20). Note that, in contrast to the Cardinal 
Concessive schema, Mora in this situation does not first acknowledge that 
Dave’s claim may hold. 

The term ‘Adversative’ is particularly fitting for these examples, as, 
similar to Concessives, they draw part of their distinctiveness from the 
kinds of actions accomplished: Y is a claim which is in some respect 
adverse to X.16 What distinguishes Adversativity from Concession is the 
missing acknowledging move. In the example, Mora does not concede that 
Dave’s claim holds, rather she utters her counterclaim straight away. This, 
again, underlines that the criterion for Concession is not some frustrated 
expectation or negated causality, which can occur in both Concessive and 
Adversative examples, but the existence of an acknowledging move. 

3.3.5 Summary: Contrastive relations 
In order to prepare the ground for the descriptive statistics in the following 
chapters, it is necessary to identify the object of the study and to separate it 
from related phenomena. We have seen that, although there is overlap with 
semantic opposition and Negated Causality, Concession can be 
distinguished rather clearly from other contrastive discourse-pragmatic 
relations by pragmatic features. Additional cues are provided by the make-
up of the Cardinal schemata for each of the discourse-pragmatic relations. 
Table 1 summarises these cues. 

At first sight, the distinction between the various contrastive relations 
seems relatively clear-cut and easy to handle: Concession has a number of 
features in common with other contrastive relations, but it is the only 
discourse-pragmatic relation which is characterised by an acknowledging 
move. The latter distinguishes it from all other contrastive relations.  

                                                        
16  The great variety of definitions of adversative seems to have in common that one 

proposition contrasts with another proposition. Foolen (1991), for instance, employs this 
term in a way as underspecified as it is in this study (cf. chapter 3.1.1.2). This embraces 
definitions such as that by König (1985a), who points out that it involves no 
incompatibility between the two propositions but that these support contradictory 
conclusions, as well as Halliday/Hasan’s (1976: 250) stress on the claim being ‘contrary 
to expectations’.  



 

Table 1: Differences between the prototypes of selected contrastive relations 
  (N – nucleus; S – satellite; ¬ – negation; x1, x2, y1 and y2 – items in semantic opposition) 
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X – Y 

rhetorical structure  N + S N + N N + S 

initial claim  dismissed remains valid 

acknowledgement  – + 

Cardinal schema A: x1 – x2 
    y1 – y2 

A:   X 
B: ¬X 
      Y 

A: X (with x1 and x2)
    Y (with y1 and y2) 

A: X 
B: Y 

A: X 
  B: X’ 
     Y 
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The analysis has shown that the decision whether a move is an 
acknowledgement or a claim can only be taken – and appreciated – when 
the examples are analysed in their situational and sequential context. 
Accordingly, Mazeland/Huiskes (2001), for the use of maar ‘but’ in Dutch, 
point out that “[w]hat a word is doing in an utterance must eventually be 
determined by sequential reasoning...” (p. 65, emphasis in the original), 
i.e. by considering the situated language use of the form in talk-in-
interaction. 

It is should be noted, though, that until now we have been looking only 
at the maximally distinct pattern of the Cardinal Concessive schema. When 
investigating the actual instantiations of the Concessive relation, the 
picture becomes more complicated. The Cardinal Concessive schema in 
the form XX’Y, in fact, amounts to scarcely one third (29%) of the 
examples in our corpus. Instead, the participants employ a variety of 
different forms to realise the relation. We will see that their “deviation” 
from the Cardinal schema at times makes the distinction between 
Concession and other contrastive relations rather difficult. However, before 
we turn to these, speaking of frequencies and the co(n)text of the examples 
calls for a detailed description of the material and the method on which the 
following claims and analyses are based. 

3.4 Corpus and method 

3.4.1 Corpus material  
In contrast to most earlier research on Concession, this study is based on 
spoken language. Taking advantage of improved technical means, it 
thereby attempts to contribute a further piece to the puzzle of the grammar 
of spoken English. It adopts the current interest in spoken language, which, 
apart from the desire to balance the earlier emphasis on written data, is 
induced by the assumption that speaking is the predominant mode of 
human interaction and primary from the ontogenetical and phylogenetical 
perspective (cf. Heritage 1984: 234-238). 

The examples illustrating the respective features until now seem to have 
been chosen rather indiscriminately in terms of domain: data from private 
conversation is studied as well as that from institutional interaction, BE 
data occurs next to AE material. What they all have in common, though, is 
that, in line with Interactional Linguistics and CA methodology, they are 
actual instantiations of the phenomenon investigated which are attested in 
naturally occurring data. Thus, they are not restricted in terms of topic, 
right of turn, etc., by anything other than the collaboratively produced, 
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actual natural discourse co(n)text, and therefore exhibit the features 
necessary when studying language in its natural habitat (cf. Hopper 1998). 

As regards the kinds of naturally occurring data which can be studied, 
Schegloff (1998) distinguishes between three domains: spoken language, 
talk-in-interaction and conversation (cf. Figure 6). 

Spoken language is used as an umbrella term for the mode contrasting 
with writing and it includes a variety of materials ranging from 
spontaneous to pre-planned and elicited texts, which only “...share the 
feature that they are produced by the vocal apparatus...” (Schegloff 1998:  
Fig. 6: Relationship between the domains of natural language 

institutional talk

spoken language

talk-in-interaction

conversation

 
236). Conversation, at the other end of the continuum, is a rather special 
kind of spoken language, which only includes spontaneously produced 
spoken data in private situations. Talk-in-interaction, in turn, is the domain 
mediating between these two. Apart from conversation, it includes, for 
instance, institutional talk, i.e. spontaneously produced data in the non-
private setting of an organisation. 

Although its first studies were based on suicide prevention centre calls 
and group psychotherapy sessions, private conversational data has always 
been at the heart of CA work to show that behind the apparent 
disorderliness of informal interaction there is an orderly set of language 
means and range of contingencies available to speakers (cf. Drew/Heritage 
1992, Heritage 1984: 241-244). In recent years, however, emphasis has 
shifted again to investigating talk-in-interaction (cf., for instance, 
Greatbatch 1986a, 1986b, 1992, Harris 1986, 1991, Drew 1990, Hutchby 
1992, 1996, Hutchby/Wooffitt 1998, Thornborrow 2001) with the claim 
that the phenomena found in this domain are mundane and therefore occur 
in institutional discourse as well as in private conversation 
(Zimmerman/Boden 1991: 12). The present study, too, extends the range of 
investigations of a phenomenon from private conversational data to public 
discourse: Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson’s (1999, 2000) model and typology 
of Concession, which is based on conversational data, is tested on 



Corpus and method 55 

examples from spontaneous talk-in-interaction from genres such as public 
radio shows, TV-discussions, interviews and radio phone-ins. In this 
framework, spontaneous refers to the unedited end of the interactive-edited 
continuum (Biber 1986, Ford 1994), where utterances are not pre-planned 
or even produced before the speech event under consideration (Bublitz 
1988: 9). Instances of this category need to be identified case by case, as 
unprepared speech can occur in typically prepared and unprepared genres 
alike. I.e. even a Presidential debate, for which the candidates can be 
assumed to have undergone extensive training, can contain spontaneous 
utterances. 

3.4.2 Method of investigation  
Apart from the qualitative description of the realisation of Concession in 
public discourse, this study has a second aim. It intends to describe the 
frequency of the various structural aspects of Concessive constructions and 
their distribution over the various kinds of settings within the public 
domain. On the one hand, this allows us to assign a particular importance 
to various forms of realising Concession with respect to the various fields 
of application of the results of language description, such as language 
teaching, computerised language production and processing as well as 
training in intercultural communication and rhetorics (cf. Selting/Couper-
Kuhlen 2000: 86). On the other hand, it provides more detailed information 
on the relationship between certain contextual parameters and the 
realisation of Concession, which is similarly relevant to its application.  

For these purposes the qualitative method employed by CA needs to be 
complemented by a quantitative description. As Tracy (1993) points out:  

“If a researcher is interested in how features of talk typically (or generally) 
relate to outcomes, then conversation analysis by itself is of limited use. 
Conversation analysis is not designed to deal with this type of quasi-causal 
question; distributional analyses are.” (1993: 200) 

One of the studies which tried to connect the qualitative CA method 
with quantification was that by Drummond/Hopper (1993a). Their attempt 
to investigate the function of turn-initial yeah by quantitative methods 
triggered a heated discussion on the possibility and advantages of 
generalising the single-case investigations typical of CA. Zimmerman 
(1993) warned against decontextualisation and oversimplification, the 
construction of “...stipulated objects – constructions guided by the 
investigator’s notion of the relevant aspects of the behaviour the scheme 
reduces...” (1993: 180). Schegloff (1993: 118), in turn, acknowledged 
advantages of the quantitative approach, such as promoting research 
questions which would otherwise not have been noticed. Yet, he pointed 
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out that as long as the basis for a quantitative description – denominator, 
numerator and domain – have not been sufficiently clarified, any attempt to 
turn the informal quantifications provided by CA into “hard” figures would 
be pointless. 

Drummond/Hopper’s attempt was indeed preceded and followed by 
very few other CA studies using a similar method. Nevertheless, at the turn 
of the century, the issue of the distribution of interactional practices 
seemed to be shifting closer to the centre of attention again. Heritage 
(1999) discusses “...the likelihood that CA will become more quantitative 
during the next period of its development” (1999: 70). In this process the 
problems mentioned above are certainly still valid. However, their solution 
was in fact already suggested by Zimmerman himself:  

“...if distributional analysis is to play a role in advancing sequential analysis, it 
will be through a ‘dialogue’ between the necessities of counting across the 
aggregate and the imperatives of close analysis of single cases.” (1993: 191, my 
emphasis – DB-W) 

Accordingly, rather than as two completely separate and distinct methods, 
qualitative and quantitative analysis need to be seen as (potentially) 
complementary approaches to the same phenomenon, which can profit 
from each other to the advantage of the analysis as a whole: a qualitative 
study is especially necessary when the phenomenon investigated, such as 
Concession as it is approached here, has not yet been studied in sufficient 
detail. It shows how each candidate case converges to a common 
interpretation. On the basis of the qualitative analysis and description of 
the denominator, numerator and domain, the quantitative analysis can then 
provide the generalisation necessary for the purposes of the fields of 
application mentioned above. It helps us to more precisely characterise just 
what constitutes a pattern and how it can be used, how the pattern works 
and what its sensible variations are (Jacobs 1990: 246). 

In the case of a combination of qualitative and quantitative methods, the 
quantitative part of the study is compelled to remain open for the research 
object as such and the characteristics and working of the single case, while 
at the same time the qualitative part is forced to provide a model which fits 
actual language use beyond those cases which are theoretically outstanding 
or highlighted by their frequency (cf. also Schegloff 1993: 118). The 
analyst is required to lay out the precise basis of the criteria of 
classification to the advantage of the generalisability of the results and their 
intersubjective testability (cf. Jacobs 1990, Mayring 2001). 

With regard to Concession, carrying out a quantitative study, however, 
one faces two problems: first, the prototypical nature of the concept of 
Concession. Examples ordered around a core, a periphery and related 
phenomena are difficult to capture with what functions essentially on the 
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basis of a yes/no-decision. In this regard the present study illustrates a 
solution which differs from the original binary approach employed by 
Drummond/Hopper (1993a, 1993b). 

Second, approaching a phenomenon not in terms of markers but from 
an action-oriented point of view poses the problem of identifying relevant 
examples. In contrast to the method commonly employed in corpus-
linguistic studies, it is not lexical items which are being counted but 
syntactic constructions which instantiate a semantic concept, at times not 
even those but pragmatic inferences, as will be shown in chapter 4.4.3. As 
a concept may be realised in a number of structurally different forms and 
be marked in various ways, it is difficult to search for examples in the data 
with the computerised tools usually employed in corpus linguistics. 
Although there are candidate constructions whose structures and marking 
render a Concessive interpretation more likely, the analyst is often forced 
to check the relevant examples manually against her understanding of the 
concept investigated (Barth 1999).  

Consequently, this concept needs to be developed first and this is 
achieved by constantly, critically and carefully testing and revising the 
theoretical model against the data (cf. Pfänder 2000). For this purpose the 
method suggested by Schegloff (1997) for CA-studies seems most suitable: 
when having “noticed” something, in our case the three-part action 
sequence of Concession, the analyst begins to assemble a collection of 
candidate instances. As the concept itself may still be unclear, this sample 
collection should be assembled generously, i.e. at the beginning it will 
contain more candidate examples than will remain in the collection at the 
end. By labouring to divide the generous collection into relevant and 
boundary cases, i.e. cases that “look alike” but are not instances of the 
phenomenon studied, the analyst’s attention focuses on the features which 
are typical of a particular concept and distinguish it from neighbouring 
categories. This then renders the approach suitable for a phenomenon 
which is organised prototypically: distinguishing between relevant and 
boundary cases means that the candidate examples need to be divided into 
core, periphery and related phenomena.  

The most central phenomenon, the Cardinal Concessive schema, and its 
features have been addressed in the preceding part of this chapter. In the 
following chapter we will describe less central members of the category in 
qualitative and quantitative terms. In order to do justice to the continuum-
like nature of Concession even in a quantitative approach, instead of a 
binary distinction, the sample collection has been divided into four 
categories: one where the concept fully applies, i.e. the core (CONCESSIVE), 
one where its application is slightly questionable, i.e. the inner periphery 
(?CONCESSIVE), one where its application is more questionable, i.e. the 
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outer periphery (??CONCESSIVE), and one where the concept clearly does 
not apply, i.e. related phenomena (-CONCESSIVE). Their relationship is 
depicted in Figure 7.  

A description of all four categories is clearly beyond the scope of the 
present study. Therefore, it was decided to include only the first two 
categories, i.e. the core phenomena (CONCESSIVE) and the slightly 
questionable cases (?CONCESSIVE) in the statistical analysis in the 
following chapters. The more questionable cases and the fourth category, 
related phenomena, are recommended for further research. How the 
instances of the four categories can be distinguished is elaborated on in 
more detail in chapter 4.5.3.2. 
Fig. 7: Prototypical structure of the concept of Concession 

Concessive
?Concessive

??Concessive

- Concessive

 
All examples have been coded for the relevant features by the analyst. 

In order to achieve homogeneity in coding, they have been checked at least 
twice within each of their respective feature categories. Unfortunately, 
checking the coding decisions against that of (an)other analyst(s) was 
impossible in the framework of the present study but is clearly desirable 
for future research. 

Coding as well as the gathering of descriptive and deductive statistics 
were carried out by means of the Systemic Functional Coder (version 2.2). 
This coding programme was originally developed by Michael O’Donnell at 
Edinburgh University for Hallidayan Systemic Functional Grammar. It 
allows the analyst to classify language material of varying complexity in 
terms of freely determinable categories arranged in a coding grammar. 
Accordingly, I complemented the programme by a coding grammar to fit 
the needs of this particular investigation. Moreover, the programme 
provides the analyst with a simple tool for descriptive and comparative 
statistics, which specifically marks results with a 10%, 5% and 2% chance 
of error. 
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In terms of the correlations investigated in chapter 5 and 6, only the 
strongest tendencies of the deductive statistics, i.e. those most significant at 
a 2% chance of error, were included in the discussion. All relevant results 
can, however, be found in the tables in Appendix 2. 

3.4.3 Corpus 
Altogether this study has been carried out on a 17-hour corpus of spoken 
BE and AE data. Of these 14.5 hours are spontaneously produced, with 4.5 
hours BE and 10 hours AE talk-in-interaction. Table 2 lays out details of 
the composition of the corpus. 
Table 2: Composition of the corpus 

17 hours spoken English  
(~ 225,500 wrds17) 

14.5 hours spontaneously produced 
(~ 190,000 wrds) 

2.5 hours prepared18 
(~ 35,500 wrds) 

10 hours AE 
(~ 135,000 wrds) 

4.5 hours BE 
(~ 55,000 wrds) 

2 hours AE 
(~ 31,000 wrds)

0.5 hours BE 
(~ 4,500 wrds) 

8 hours public 
(radio discussions,  
radio interviews,  
radio phone-ins,  
radio shows,  
Presidential debate) 

(~ 104,000 wrds) 

3.5 hours public  
(radio discussions, 
radio interviews,  
radio phone-ins) 
 
 

(~ 39,000 wrds) 

 

2 hours private 
(~ 31,000 wrds) 

1 hour private 
(~ 16,000 wrds) 

  

In order to comply with Schegloff’s (1993: 118) call for taking the 
influence of the specific domain of use into account as long as its 
irrelevance is not proven, and observing basic assumptions of Interactional 
Linguistics, the study has, for the main part, concentrated in particular on 
Concessive constructions spontaneously produced in the AE public setting 
(8 hours). Moreover, its examples are restricted to instances produced by 
speakers experienced in speaking in this setting, such as politicians and 
broadcast presenters, as the lack of familiarity with this situation could 
distort the realisation of Concession. For the analysis of the influence of 
selected situational parameters in chapter 6, of course, additional material 
has been included for comparison, with features such as [+prepared], 
[+BE] and [+inexperienced speaker].  

                                                        
17  Although the category word is problematic with spoken language, a rough indication has 

been included here for reasons of comparability with written corpora. 
18  The prepared material has not been included into the present analysis. 
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The data has been obtained from the archive of spoken language in the 
English section of the department of linguistics at Konstanz university. 
This archive comprises approximately 100 hours of prepared and 
unprepared BE and AE spoken data from various domains, which were 
recorded mainly in the 1980s and 1990s.19 The range of data in the archive 
is not random in a strict statistical sense, nor is that of the data selected 
from the archive for analysis in this study. The choice of data for the main 
part of the study, broadcasted institutional talk, was determined by the 
advantage of reducing the influence of the observer’s paradox: Hutchby 
(1996: 2) points out that, although the participants are conscious of being 
broadcasted, i.e. “observed”, they are not aware of being recorded for 
linguistic investigation. Thus, they produce their talk in the same way as if 
they had not been taped but only broadcasted (cf. also Harris 1986: 51). 
Therefore, differences to conversational style can be fully attributed to the 
institutional situation of the speech event.  

The data in the extended corpus has been chosen from the archive 
specifically for the purpose of testing whether contextual features have 
repercussions on the kind of constructions realising Concession. Yet, the 
amount of data included in the present study was limited by the resources 
available. Therefore, the reader needs to apply caution to results based on 
cell sizes smaller than 30. With these this study can only indicate 
tendencies which need to be tested in future research against larger 
corpora, such as the Bank of English, the BNC (spoken part), COLT, LLC 
etc. Still, although the corpus is relatively small, it allows us to study the 
structural realisations of Concession and to obtain a first impression of 
their frequency and distribution in spoken English. Moreover, I believe that 
this study provides evidence that the combination of qualitative and 
quantitative analysis yields a considerable payoff: it shows that, in contrast 
to Schegloff’s (1993: 117) tentative suggestion, talk-in-interaction is not 
only demonstrably orderly at the level of the singular occurrence but also 
in a distinctive, relevant, and precisely determinable way in the aggregate. 

                                                        
19  In addition, the archive contains a considerable amount of spoken German data. I would 

like to thank Elizabeth Couper-Kuhlen for granting me access to this data collection. 



 

4 Structural variations in the realisation of 
Concession 

When examining actual instantiations of the Concessive relation, one can 
observe a number of variations in its realisation. Thus, along with the 
prototypical Cardinal Concessive schema, there are other recurrent 
Concessive patterns which differ from the Cardinal schema in one or more 
aspects. In the following we will systematically look into those which vary 
with respect to the sequence, extension and explicitness of the actions in 
the Cardinal Concessive schema, the number of participants involved in 
producing it and the kinds of marking of the constructions. In addition to 
laying out a typology of Concessive schemata in spoken English discourse, 
we will cover variations problematic for distinguishing the Concessive 
relation from the neighbouring contrasting categories examined in chapter 
3. Apart from a qualitative description, the variations will be examined in 
terms of their frequency as well.  

In view of the influence of the contextual parameters described in 
chapter 6, the frequency counts in this chapter refer only to a part of the 
17-hour corpus if not indicated otherwise. This subcorpus comprises 8 
hours of spontaneously spoken AE institutional talk; the examples 
considered are restricted to those produced by speakers who are 
experienced in public speaking, such as talk show hosts and politicians.20 

4.1 Variation in the extension of the Cardinal Concessive 
schema 

The basic criterion for the Cardinal Concessive schema is that all three 
actions constituting Concession are verbalised explicitly and that they 
occur in “regular” order, i.e. that the acknowledgement immediately 
follows the claim while at the same time preceding the counter. Most of the 
examples of the Cardinal Concessive schema indeed exhibit this form. 
However, there are some cases which, although they still count as Cardinal 
Concessives, differ slightly from this typical form. 

In almost one fifth of the cases the speaker extends the pattern by 
returning to X’ (and Y) after an initial acknowledgement and counter (cf. 
Table 3). As these returns usually express one and the same idea or at least 
                                                        
20  Checking the frequency of the phenomena in the subcorpus against the entire corpus has, 

in most cases, not yielded significant differences. For a discussion of the influence of 
situational parameters on the realisaton of Concession cf. chapter 6. 
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point in a similar argumentative direction, they are referred to as Y and Y’, 
in analogy to X and X’. 
Table 3: Extension of the Cardinal Concessive schema with additional 

moves 
 Cardinal Concessive schema  

relevant total: 7021 
X-X’-Y 57 (81%) 
X-X’-Y-X’   5 (  7%) 
X-X’-Y-X’-Y’   8 (11%) 

Abstractly this can be depicted in the following way: 
   A: X 
   B: X’ 
    Y 
    X’ 
    (Y’)  (Brackets indicate optionality.) 

Example (14) illustrates a case where the speaker returns to the 
acknowledgement. 
(14) Dr Edell: marijuana (23.01, DAT: 11:31 (197)) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. Sarah, 
a caller, is advocating sexual abstinence as the solution by pointing out that drug abuse 
is not encouraged by parents either. In order to show the ridiculousness of the latter 
kind of behaviour she is presently exemplifying what parents would say to their 
children if this was the case. 
 01 Sarah: let's say drugs; 
   okay; 
  Edell: [1yeah; 
X  Sarah: [1we want you to say no to drUgs; 
 05 Edell: [2okay, 
  Sarah: [2but if you're not gOing to; 
  Edell: [3m-hm, 
  Sarah: [3let's do a little marijuAna-  
   because marijuana is less hArmful than .hh uh 
 10  (silicYben) or hEroin [or/ 
X'  Edell:  [yea:h; (.)  
Y   but you knOw it would be next to imp/ 
   i mean;  
   i'm sUre you realise it would be next to 
 15  impOssible to expEct kids not to have sEx.= 
X'   =tEAching the message of Abstinence is .hhh 
  Sarah: o:h; 

                                                        
21  Rather than the total number of Concessive examples found in the subcorpus (192), the 

relevant totals are given in this and the following tables. These include only those 
examples whose structural categories have been considered so far. Accordingly, the 
relevant totals increase until all structural variations have been introduced. 
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  Edell: is One thing- 
   and there ↑mAY be ways of [dOing it;= 
 20 Sarah:  [(%     ) 
  Edell: =today's uh/ you'll/ you gonna hEAr this in your 
   nE:ws; 
   today's uh ((clicking his tongue)) what Is it.= 
   =fAmily planning perspEctive from the gUtmacher 
 25  In [stitute is publishing an Article, 
  Sarah:  [right. 
   ... 

Edell agrees with Sarah pointing out how ridiculous it would be if parents 
encouraged their children to take “softer” drugs instead of no drugs at all 
(line 11). He then rejects the validity of the implication of this example for 
the issue of sex education (lines 12-15), and then continues by conceding 
that sexual abstinence may be a solution and that there may be ways of 
teaching it, mentioning the results of a survey by a family planning 
institute (lines 16, 18-19, 21-25). Although this latter move is realised – 
prosodically and lexically –as a preliminary of a further countermove (cf. 
chapter 4.4) it triggers the continuation of the exchange on the survey 
without another Y actually being produced. 

Slightly more often, however, the speaker does not leave the argument 
after the acknowledgement but indeed returns to her own point. Consider 
ex. (15). 
(15) Freddy Merts: bad baseball (009.01, DAT: 00:40 (015))  
AE radio programme with Freddy Merts and Patrick Racey on non-professional 
baseball. Patrick is elaborating on what this means. 
 01 Patrick: so they have been washed out of professional 

baseball, 
   and now they're playing at this level. 
X  Freddy: it's kind of like pIlots, 
 05 Patrick: [.hh/ 
  Freddy: [who couldn't do wInd shear, 
   couldn't do tAkeoffs or lAndings; 
   [but is this an airline for thEm. 
X'  Patrick: [(.hh y:eah-) 
 10  I suppose a little bIt.= 
Y   =but it's it's nOt (-)/ it's not such bAd baseball 

that it (.) bOthers you to wAtch it you know, 
   it's it's uh you know they are they are 
   reasonably cOmpetent, 
X' 15  they are just not uh/ .hh you know there's nothing 

that (-) stands OUt you know; 
   ((...) 5 TCUs22 omitted in which Patrick exemplifies this) 

                                                        
22  Turn constructional units (TCUs) refer to the units below the level of a turn, i.e. those 

units of which turns are constructed. They can, but need not necessarily, correlate with 
syntactic structures and are marked by prosodic boundaries. As such they are not 
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Y'   but=uh it's=uh .hh cErtainly caught On; 
   the whole outdoor thing has caught on with the uh 

(.) minnesotans; 

Having first agreed with Freddy’s rather drastic comparison (lines 4, 6-8) 
(line 9-10), Patrick then opposes too negative conclusions about this league 
of baseball (lines 11-14). Following that, he agrees again that, indeed, 
some of the gems of a major-league game are missing (lines 15-21), but 
finally returns to his initial point that on the whole this league is to be 
evaluated positively (line 22). 

This example indicates that in this way the turn of the second speaker 
can include various rounds of acknowledgement and counter and thus 
occupy a considerable amount of speaking time. More extreme extensions 
of the Cardinal pattern may eventually result in what Altenberg (1986) has 
termed “contrastive zig-zagging”, i.e. a speaker swinging back and forth 
between two positions (cf. ex. (75)). Altenberg claims that this strategy 
“may reflect a genuine desire to give a many-sided and exhaustive 
presentation of a problem, but often there is an undercurrent of defensive 
hedging” (1986: 31) – an effect which is compatible with the effect of 
Concession, as will be shown in chapter 5.2.3. 

A second way to “extend” the Cardinal schema is by producing a “gap” in 
the sequence of the Concessive moves. In these cases X’ does not follow X 
immediately but only after some inserted material, for instance because one 
of the speakers, before acknowledging, attends to some other action or 
activity. This results in the following schema: 
   A: X 
   A/B: ... 
   B: X’ 
    Y 
    (X’) 
    ((Y’)) 

Gaps can, for instance, occur as a result of (sub)topically different 
asides or the fixed turn-taking rules in institutional situations such as a 
panel discussion. In the latter genre the moderator usually has the exclusive 
right to allocate the floor (Greatbatch 1986b), self-selection may negatively 
influence the audience’s opinion of the speaker. Therefore, in the following 
example from a radio show, Bert first of all has to manage his violation of 
the turn-taking rules in collaboration with the presenter (lines 6-7), before 
he can comment on his co-expert’s contribution with an acknowledgement 
and a counter (lines 8-16). 
                                                                                                                          

synonymous with clause or sentence, which are terms to refer to units of written 
language, though their scope may coincide (cf. Schegloff 1996b, also Selting 2000).  
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(16) Larry King: jump in (74.03, DAT: 25:22 (634)) 
AE radio programme with Larry King. Larry is interviewing three lawyers on the O.J. 
Simpson trial. Simpson is accused of having murdered his ex-wife and her new partner 
and he has claimed in his defense that, as an arthritis sufferer, he would have been 
unable to commit the crime. Jake, one of the lawyers, is stating his opinion on the 
present situation. 
 01 Jake: and if this continues in this fashion, 
   .hh it would be <<rall>mY gUEss> <<len, 

rhythmic>rEAd mY lIps>, 
X   <<len>that they will not cAll the: defEndent (-)> 
 05  .hh [to the cAse. 
->  Bert:   [i/ can i jUmp in on thAt larry; 
->  King:  you- anybOdy cAn [Any time. 
X'  Bert:   [yeah.=i i I agree with jErry that 

uh the lAst thing that they need to do at 
 10  this jUncture; 
   gIven the way events have tUrned; 
   is to cAll ou-jai sImpson;= 
Y   =but wE have to rEalise;= 
   =we haven't hEArd the de:-en-ai evidence yEt. 
 15  .hh and wE haven't hEArd some of the Other evidence 

Table 4 shows that in comparison with the simple Cardinal Concessive 
schema these cases, as well, are a not too infrequent exception to the rule. 
Table 4: Extension of the Cardinal Concessive schema by a “gap” 
 Cardinal Concessive schema 

relevant total: 82 
X-X’-Y(-X’(-Y’)) 70 (85%) 
X-gap-X’-Y(-X’(-Y’))... 12 (15%) 

4.2 Variation in the sequence of elements: the Reversed 
Cardinal Concessive schema 

In the Cardinal Concessive schema the sequence of X, X’ and Y is such 
that X’, the realisation of the acknowledging move, precedes the realisation 
of the counterclaim Y. In slightly less than half (46%) of the examples in 
our subcorpus, however, this sequence is reversed, i.e. the second speaker 
begins her turn with the counterclaim before she admits that the preceding 
claim may hold. Altogether 36% of the examples in the subcorpus (cf. 
Table A-123) exhibit exactly the same structure as the Cardinal 
Concessives, except for the reversed order of acknowledgement and 
counter. Hence, they are referred to as Reversed Cardinal Concessives. 
Their structural pattern can be summarised in the following schema: 

                                                        
23  Tables whose numbering is preceded by ‘A-’ can be found in Appendix 2. 
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   A: X 
   B: Y 
    X’ 

Ex. (17) illustrates such a case: 
(17) Larry King: God something (74.03, DAT: 22:41 (607)) 
The same context as in ex. (16). In the heat of the trial, one of the defendants, Chris 
Darden, or Jake, his lawyer, has obviously made some offensive remark towards the 
judge, and King is pressing Jake to repeat it. 
 01 Jake: i was <<knocking on the table>pray>ing for him; 
   don't you understand?= 
X  King: =Are you saying you said gOd (.) sOmething- (-) 

[apOlogise; 
Y 05 Jake:  [nei/ 
   <<singing> nO no no nO no no>;= 
X'   =but i dId apologise to the jUdge a little lAter, 
   [(   / 
  King:  [no but did you ask darden to apologise. 

Jake rejects the validity of Larry King’s assumption that he cursed in the 
courtroom (lines 5-6). Nevertheless, immediately afterwards he admits that 
he apologised (lines 7-8), thereby implying that he indeed did say 
something which made this activity relevant. That this is the way in which 
King, too, understood this utterance can be concluded from his continued 
pressing of Jake to repeat his remark. The Concessive schema for this 
example looks as follows: 
(17a) X King: you said ‘god something’ 
 Y Jake:  no 
 X’   but I (said something for which I) apologised later 

Again, only the minority of the examples of this type end with the 
acknowledging move, however. In the above example Jake, too, seems to 
be interrupted by King. Similarly, in the majority of cases the speaker 
continues by returning to her earlier point, as is illustrated in ex. (18): 
(18) Presidential debate: Jim Baker (20.01, DAT: 55:20 (724)) 
AE TV discussion; second part of the 1992 presidential debate with Bush, Clinton and 
Perot, in which journalists are confronting the candidates with questions. The next 
question is asked by Susan Ross. 
 01 Ross: <<len>president bush.(-) 
   gentlemen;(-)  
   i acknowledge; (-) 
   that all of you (-) have women and ethnic 
 05  minorities,  
   working for you and working with you.= 
X   =.hh but whE:n we lOOk;  
   at the cIrcle (-) of the kEY: pEople (-) clOsest to 

you. (-) 
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 10  your Inner cIrcle of adVIsors;  
   wE see (.) whIte (.) mEn (.) Only. (.)  
   whY:,  
   and whEn will that chAnge.> 
Y  Bush: you don't see margret (tUtwiler)? (-) 
 15  sitting In there with me today? 

   ((...)[23 TCUs omitted with a brief clarification of the issue and 
Bush’s defence with listing women employed in influential 
positions in his government]) 

   you can lOOk all arOUnd;  
 40  and you'll see fIrst clAss strOng ↑WOmen.  
X'   uh: (-) jim bAker's a mA:n, (--) 
   yeah i agrE/=i plead gUIlty <<audience: laughing> 

to tha:t; 
Y'   .hh but lOOk arOUnd who's/- (.) 
 45  lOOk who's arOUnd wIth him there;> 
   i mean thIs is a little defENsive on your part 

sUsan 

Ross initially claims that Bush discriminates against women and ethnic 
minorities by pointing to the fact that they are underrepresented in the key 
circles of advisors. At the beginning of his reply, Bush immediately rejects 
this by means of counterexamples, margret tUtwiler..., and a counterclaim, 
you can lOOk all arOUnd and you’ll see fIrst clAss strOng ↑WOmen (lines 
14-40). He then, ironically, acknowledges that part of the accusation is true 
– there is a man in a key position, jim bAker (X’, lines 41-43) – but 
subsequently returns to his initial defence (beginning in line 44), which is 
marked by but.24 Thus the Concessive schema is as follows: 
(18a)X: Susan: in key positions we see white men only  

(implied: why do you discriminate against women and 
ethnic minorities in key positions) 

 Y: Bush: I don’t, look at the women I have on my staff 
 X':   yes, there is a white man, Jim Baker  
 Y':   but look around who's with him there 

(implied: there are so many women that he hardly 
counts, so I don't know what you're accusing me of) 

This way the acknowledging move, rather than merely following Y, is 
framed by two utterance parts pointing in a similar argumentative 
direction.  

Table 5 points out that most of the examples of the Reversed Cardinal 
Concessive schema exhibit four elements. This contrasts with the make-up 
                                                        
24  Polanyi (1988) refers to but in this function as a POP marker. The polyfunctionality of 

but as topic resumer and connector between X’ and Y’ can be considered as an 
indication of the relationship between but as a clausal conjunction and but as a discourse 
marker for topic resumption (cf. Schiffrin 1987). This may contribute to the variety of 
functions the Concessive relation can accomplish in discourse (cf. chapter 5). 



Structural variations in the realisation of Concession 68 

Table 5: Extension of the Reversed Cardinal Concessive schema 
 Reversed Cardinal Concessive 

relevant total: 44 
X-Y-X’ 16 (36%) 
X-Y-X’-Y’ 26 (59%) 
X-Y-X’-Y’-X’   0 (  0%) 
X-Y-X’-Y’-X’-Y’   2 (  4%) 

of the Cardinal Concessive schema examples, which predominantly 
consisted of three moves. It is interesting to note, though, that in this way 
with the majority of the examples of both kinds of orderings, the Cardinal 
as well as with the Reversed Cardinal Concessive schema, the final move 
of the Concessive construction expresses the speaker’s own point, Y. One 
explanation of this can be seen in the rhetorical ordering strategies referred 
to earlier: the final move has more weight and usually is the starting point 
for the further course of the conversation. Hence, if X’ follows Y as the 
final part of the construction, this item is likely to dominate the further 
course of the conversation. Since X’ contains the position to be opposed, 
placing this in final position involves the danger that it is given more 
weight than the speaker’s own position in what follows. This unfavourable 
development can be forestalled by placing the rephrased counterclaim in 
the position of the starting point for further talk, i.e. either positioning it 
after the acknowledgement, as in the Cardinal Concessive schema, or by 
repeating it after X’ as Y’, as in the Reversed Cardinal Concessive schema. 
That returning to her own point is considered an advantage by the speaker 
is indeed suggested by the fact that only one third of the examples ends 
with X’. 

Although our subcorpus is too small for any definite statement in this 
respect, the preference for finishing the construction with one’s own point 
seems to emerge with the reversed patterns with a gap, i.e. those with 
which the claim is countered only after some insertion as well: X-gap-Y-X’ 
is less frequent (0 examples) than X-gap-Y-X’-Y’ (3 examples). 

It can also be seen from Table 3 and Table 5 that, here as with the 
Cardinal Concessive schema, there are few longer extensions. Hence, 
contrastive zig-zagging is obviously not considered too helpful a strategy. 
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4.3 Variation in the number of participants: Pseudo-
dyadic and Monadic Concessive schemata 

In accordance with the prototypically dialogic nature of talk-in-interaction, 
all of the examples of Concession discussed so far have involved two 
speakers. However, apart from the order of X’ and Y, variation can also 
concern the number of participants involved in realising the Concessive 
relation. Whereas the Cardinal Concessive schema is dialogic, one third 
(33%) of all examples of the Concessive relation in our subcorpus are 
produced by a single speaker, either in the form of a Pseudo-dyadic or a 
Monadic schema.  

4.3.1 The Pseudo-dyadic Concessive schema 
In this variation the speaker monologically produces an entire Concessive 
schema on her own, enacting the roles of both A and B herself. Except for 
the “missing” second speaker, the Pseudo-dyadic schema resembles that of 
the Cardinal Concessive: the speaker first engages in producing a claim, X, 
second produces the acknowledgement, X’, and third the counter, Y: 
   A: X 
    X’ 
    Y 

This is illustrated in the following excerpt from the broadcasted 1992 
Presidential debate between Bush, Clinton and Perot. 
(19) Presidential debate: pay more (20.01, DAT: 7:00 (130)) 
AE TV discussion. Clinton is arguing against raising taxes, as this will negatively affect 
the middle class. 
 01 Clinton: so (-) my view is, 
   the middle class is the one/ there/'ve been 

suffering jim? (-)  
X   now; 
 05  uh/ shOUld people pay more for mEdicare if they 

can,  
X'   yEs.  
X   shOUld they pay more for social secUrity,  
   .hh if they get more OUt of it,  
 10  than they pAId in,  
   =they're Upper-income people,  
X'   yEs. (-)  
Y    but look what's hAppened to the middle class.  
   mIddle-class amEricans are working hArder for 
 15  lEss mOney than they were making ten years agO;  
   and they're pAYing higher tAxes. 
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In this example, Clinton points out that under Bush’s government the 
middle class suffered rather than gained financially (lines 1-3). For a 
moment then he adopts an opposing point of view with questions such as 
shOUld people pay more for mEdicare if they can (lines 4-6) and shOUld 
they pay more for social secUrity if they get more OUt of it ... (if) they’re 
Upper-income people (lines 8-11). He thereby mentions points which 
could well be proposed by his opponent(s). They can therefore be referred 
to as X. Clinton, (re)adopting his own “role”, answers both these questions 
positively (lines 7 and 12), admitting that there may be reasons justifying 
the suggestion that the middle class be asked to pay more (X’). However, 
now at the latest25, the rhetorical value of this setting becomes obvious 
when Clinton moves on to strengthen his own point of view, initially stated 
(lines 1-3), with the claim that already ... mIddle-class amEricans are 
working hArder for less mOney than they were making ten years agO... 
(lines 13-16) (Y). Hence all three parts of the Concessive pattern are 
realised, though in different roles, by one single speaker, Clinton.  

Pseudo-dyadic examples are interesting from the point of view of the 
concept of Concession in that they provide evidence for the participant's 
awareness of the three-part structure of the pattern. Yet, comprising only 
about 1% of all Concessive examples they are rather rare, even in the entire 
17-hour corpus. 

4.3.2 The Monadic Concessive schema 
In contrast to the Pseudo-dyadic schema, monadic variations, at 32%, are 
rather frequent. In these the speaker does not step into her opponent’s role 
but only assumes the existence of some possible claim which – though not 
(yet) explicit – can be acknowledged in X’. This can be the case, for 
instance, when the speaker begins a conversation or initiates a new topic. 
This already indicates that Concession is not only employed in case of 
disagreement but can be used for other purposes as well, such as hedging 
and topic management, as will be shown in chapter 5. 

a) One variant of the Monadic schema resembles the order of the Cardinal 
schema, except for the non-expression of X:  
   A: 0 
    X’ 
    Y  

This is illustrated in lines 5-6 in ex. (20): 

                                                        
25  Note the rhetorical nature of the initial questions. For the notion of rhetorical question 

cf., for instance, Carlson (1983), Hübler (1983: 107), also chapter 4.5.1.1. 
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(20) Julienne Melville show: absurd (71.01, DAT: 268) 
AE radio programme. Julienne is interviewing Mark Tidwell, author of a book on the 
drug situation in the U.S., on the issue of decriminalising drugs.  
 01 Mark: uh but we certainly uh should uh decriminalise uh 

drug possession for small amounts;  
   uh i mean as it is right now; 
   literally,  
X' 05  and this sounds absUrd;=  
Y    =but most americans don't knOw it; 
   if you're busted again with five grams of crack 

cocaine;  
   the weight of two pennies;  
 10  a judge can't do anything for you; 

Explaining the present legal situation with regard to drug possession, Mark 
inserts a Concessive sequence. Before he actually unfolds the “facts”, he 
acknowledges that what he is going to say sounds absUrd (line 5), which 
may imply that it is not appropriate to state it in an interview situation. 
Mark then points out that it is a fact widely unknown to the listening 
audience (line 6), which does provide an acceptable reason for mentioning 
it. 

b.1) The second type of monadic examples resembles the Reversed 
Cardinal Concessive pattern, again, however, without the initial claim 
having been produced. Here the speaker has already made her point Y 
explicit and then acknowledges an opposing view in X’. As with the 
Reversed Cardinal schema, in the majority of these examples (93% of the 
relevant examples), X’ is produced as a kind of insertion and the speaker, 
after the acknowledgement, returns to her earlier point: 
   A: 0 
    Y 
    X’ 
    (Y’) 

X’ is thus, again, embedded in the expressions of the speaker’s preferred 
position Y and Y’. This is illustrated in ex. (21). 
(21) Larry King: in front (74.02, DAT: 14:08 (421)) 
AE radio-programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole, who is running for 
president. In contrast to an earlier attempt, Dole at this stage has a leading position in 
the polls.  
 01 King:  do you like this spot better than the ones you were 

in before?  
  (-) 
  King: do you like being ahead than coming from behind? 
Y 05 Dole:  uh i Always like being ahEAd. 
  (-) 
  Dole: [(you know,)  
  King:  [better in front. 
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Y  Dole: wha/ bEtter in frOnt.= 
X' 10   =i mean i do/ i don't (think)=uh; (-) 
   .hh thAt doesn't mean that someone else won't 
   overtAke you; 
   i mean i'd/ you know sOmebody who's nOt as well-

known-= 
 15  =a lOt of it is nAme identification-= 
   =i'm not kIdding anybOdy:, 
Y'   .hh but=uh .hh I think it's a pretty good posItion 

to be In, 
   it puts a lot of pressure on the front runner,= 
 20  =but (-) .hh i think that's the way it ought to be. 
  King: wanna cover a lot of bases. 

Bob Dole confirms Larry’s assumption that he prefers being in frOnt (lines 
5, 9). He then acknowledges what could be brought up by Larry next, 
namely that ... thAt doesn’t mean that someone else won’t overtAke you ... 
(X’, lines 10-16). After this rather extensive insertion, he returns to his 
earlier point confirming his preference for a leading position (line 17-18).  

Antaki/Wetherell (1999) describe a similar phenomenon under the 
heading of show concession. It consists of a challengeable proposition, a 
concession of evidence against this proposition and some recognisable 
reassertion of it. There is a difference there to the examples summarised 
under the Reversed Monadic Concessive pattern, though: whereas in 
Antaki/Wetherell’s examples the initial proposition is reasserted almost 
exclusively without change in content, my subcorpus exhibits a number of 
instances where the initial position when “repeated” is in some way 
modified, for instance by hedges (cf. ex. (21): better in front vs. I think ... 
pretty, line 17). These may result from the speaker’s attempt to back down 
from a position which may turn out to be too strong (cf. chapter 5.1.2.2). 
Both variants may, however, achieve the same rhetorical effect: the term 
show concession underlines the fact that with these constructions the 
speaker is strengthening her own point by admitting that there are other 
aspects which may indeed suggest contrary conclusions. The return to the 
initial point indicates that these are less weighty (cf. also Liddicoat et al 
1994). Finally, it remains to be noted that, although Antaki/Wetherell 
(1999) do not explicitly extend this notion to the 0-X’-Y-examples 
examined above, these seem to illustrate use of the same strategy. 

Interestingly, the rhetorical ‘subordinatedness’ of the acknowledging 
move in examples of this type is often reflected in their prosodic design: 
whereas Y and Y’ are formatted in a prosodically similar fashion, X’ is 
usually realised at lower pitch, with greater speed and altogether “quieter” 
(cf. Local 1992, Auer 1996b: 72). As this design brackets off material from 
the surrounding Y and Y’, I will refer to it as prosodic bracketing (cf. 
chapter 4.4.4.3). 
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b.2) The correlation between an acknowledging move and a particular 
prosodic design also provides a tool for recognising an acknowledgement 
when it is not embedded between Y and Y’. This is the case with the 
second subtype of the Reversed Monadic pattern (7% of all relevant 
examples). Here the speaker does not explicitly return to the preceding Y 
but finishes the construction with the acknowledgement. This results in the 
following pattern: 
   A: 0 
    Y 
    X’ 

Ex. (22) illustrates this schema. 
(22) Carla Perez: easier (23.02, DAT: 51:24 (674)) 
AE radio show. Carla Perez is interviewing Sharon, who finds herself in the dilemma 
that one of her two sons intends to sign up for the Gulf War, while the other does not. 
She herself is a pacifist, in part due to the fact that she experienced the Vietnam war. 
Sharon has just listed what happened to those who objected to being sent to Vietnam. 
 01 Sharon: .hh they suffered enormous amounts of guilt, 
   so that in many ways their plight was as difficult, 

(-) 
   as the plight of the boys who went. 
Y 05  and in fact in sOme ways the boys who went and came 

back relatively ph↑Ysically intact. (-) 
   had it ↑Easier:; 
X'   <<all>(and) i'm ↑nOt saying anybody had it EAsy;> 
   .hh so i look at my boys. 
 10  .hh and one says, 

Sharon summarises the situation those young men who enlisted for the 
Vietnam war experienced in a relatively positive manner (lines 5-7). She 
then presumably realises that this might diminish what they had to suffer 
and, thus, possibly trigger explicit opposition. In an obvious attempt to 
avoid this, she acknowledges (no)body had it EAsy (X’), as a kind of 
afterthought (line 8). Instead of returning to her initial point Y, Sharon then 
continues with a different subtopic, the specific situation her two sons are 
experiencing. Note that the status of X’ as the acknowledging element is 
only marked by explicitly negating the grounds for a possible objection to 
the proposition which Y could have implied: i’m ↑nOt saying (line 8). It is 
this pattern which is employed in the service of backing down rather than 
disagreement. 

The Monadic variants of Concession listed can be distinguished from 
each other by, first, comparing the proposition preceding the 
acknowledging move (or its implication) with that of the move following 
it: whereas with 0-Y-X’-Y’ their argumentative direction is similar, in the 
cases of 0-X’-Y and 0-Y-X’ they are (sub)topically different from each 
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other. Second, the argumentative direction of the moves allows us to 
determine whether the acknowledging move is preposed or postposed with 
respect to the speaker’s own opinion Y, depending on whether she supports 
a possible countering position before or after stating her own point. 

For their categorisation as Monadic variations it is important to notice 
that in all three cases X’ refers to something which, apart from contrasting 
with the putative Y, is “new”, i.e. there was no claim produced in the 
relevant co-text. X’ thereby acknowledges another possible objection not 
(yet) mentioned as being similarly valid in the framework of the present 
discussion.26 
Table 6: Frequency of monologic patterns 
 Concessive examples  

total: 192 
explicit claim (X-X’-Y.../X-Y-X’...) 131 (68%) 
implicit claim (0-X’-Y/0-Y-X’...)   61 (32%) 
of these: 0-X’-Y 
               0-Y-X’(-Y’) 

  19 (31%) 
  42 (69%) 

Although more examples are produced with an explicit claim or point 
preceding the acknowledgement, Monadic examples are an important 
variation from the prototypical realisation of Concession. They can be seen 
as the link between the Cardinal Concessive schema and the prototypical 
realisation of Concession in writing. 

4.3.3 Excursus: written Concessive constructions 
Readers familiar with Concession in writing may already have noticed that 
there is a parallel between monologic Concessive schemata and the 
Concessive constructions produced in writing. Investigating written ‘Point 

                                                        
26  These examples resemble those Hermodsson (1994) categorised as ‘Einräumung im 

Monolog mit impliziter vorheriger Aussage’ (cf. Footnote 7). The description of the 
monadic examples has, however, shown that, in contrast to Hermodsson’s description, 
the speaker in these examples does not change her stance. Thus, in Hermodsson’s terms, 
these examples would rather have to be categorised as  ‘Zustimmung’. However, even 
this category is problematic, as Hermodsson claims on the one hand that the speaker 
agrees with the opinion uttered by his interlocutor and on the other hand that this 
agreement can be followed by a „...mehr oder weniger kontrastierende Äußerung oder 
Einschränkung [a more or less contrasting utterance or restriction]...” (1994: 62, my 
translation – DB-W), which brings this category into overlap with the Cardinal 
Concessive schema. In order to resolve this problem, Hermodsson’s categorisation needs 
to be extended in the way suggested by Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000): a 
category between Einräumung und Zustimmung including examples of ‘Einräumung im 
Monolog mit impliziter vorheriger Aussage’ and those where agreement is followed by a 
contrasting point, i.e. Concession. For „earlier typologies of contrast“ cf. also Onodera 
(1995), Pander Maat (1998), Mann/Thompson (1992).  
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of View’ essays, Barton (1995) observes an argumentative pattern, which 
resembles that of the monologic schemata. The following example is 
quoted from her article. 
ancient wrongs 
Excerpt from a “Point of View” essay written by DeMott, Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 1991 (quoted from Barton 1995: 228, hard returns have been added to be 
able to indicate the single moves) 
X'   The affirmative-action cause has failings, of 

course...  
Y   But righting ancient wrongs is complex work. 

The author of the essay, similar to the speakers in our corpus, 
acknowledges that the measure suggested by him may not be the only 
remedy but then (re-)turns to an argument in favour of it. Since Barton, 
similar to the majority of studies on written language, concentrates on the 
clauses immediately surrounding the connective, we can of course only 
speculate whether the acknowledging move was preceded by an expression 
of the writer’s own position (Monadic schema) or even a “stepping into 
one’s opponent’s shoes” (Pseudo-dyadic schema). 

Indeed, spoken Monadic examples are the link between written 
Concessive constructions and the Cardinal Concessive schema: in the 
spoken medium monologic patterns were explained as a reduced version of 
the Cardinal pattern in that one element, the claim, is left unrealised. 
Against this background, written Concessive structures can be seen as the 
product of a ‘mute’ dialogue between the writer and a (temporally and 
spatially separated) reader. Ford (1994), for instance, claims that “[w]hile a 
participant in conversation is negotiating with a copresent interlocutor, a 
writer is engaging in a dialogue with a range of potential recipients...” 
(1994: 549). A similar understanding of writing as a dialogue with the 
reader can be found in Vološinov (1973), Gray (1977), Göttert (1978), J. 
Klein (1980), Billig (1987) and Redeker (1991). Anscombre/Ducrot (1989) 
and Ducrot (1996) have incorporated this view into their theory of 
argumentation as the concept of polyphony. Similar to spoken monologic 
Concessive constructions, in which the speaker acknowledges possible but 
(as yet) unexpressed objections, writers seem to forestall possible 
objections from their future readers by the same means (cf. Lötscher 1988, 
Stati 1994).  

The following example, too, illustrates that written and spoken 
grammar exhibit parallels after all: writers, too, are aware of the three-part 
basic structure of Concession, as another one of Barton’s (1995) examples 
shows: 
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“The Pro-teaching movement should try economic Pressures” 
Excerpt from a “Point of View” essay written by Richard Chait, Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 1990 (quoted from Barton 1995: 225, hard returns added) 
X 01  Critics are likely to contend that establishing and 

nurturing an external market for effective teachers 
simply will enable a small number of superior 
instructors to move from one campus to 

 05  another, whereas we should be increasing the 
overall pool of good teachers.  

X'   True enough;  
Y   but one way, if not the best way, to enlarge the 

pool is to demonstrate that excellent teachers 
 10  are valued, pursued, and have job mobility. 

This example in fact almost exhibits the Pseudo-dyadic Concessive pattern: 
even though the writer still explicitly attributes it to the proponents of the 
view (critics, line 1), he introduces the claim, X (lines 1-6), then 
acknowledges the validity of this claim (line 7) and continues with a 
counterargument (lines 8-10). 

Explicit support for the connection between the expression of 
Concession and a writer’s opinion can be found in Werlich (1983). In his 
Text grammar of English he, too, describes Concession in written texts in a 
way similar to our action-oriented definition: 

“The concessive clause is the characteristic clause for including in a sentence 
objections which might be advanced by the addressee against the encoder’s 
main assertion. The encoder admits or concedes these objections as of only 
secondary or minor importance. They do not affect the validity of his thesis.” 
(1983: 260) 

In this sense written Concessive constructions can be seen as related to the 
Cardinal Concessive schema. Their authors assume that their readers are 
considering counterarguments, which they attempt to forestall with the 
same rhetorical strategy speakers employ: acknowledging them and 
thereby strengthening their own view by indicating that despite the 
existence of counterarguments the participant is a proponent of a different 
view. 

At this stage we have examined all the structural variations in the 
realisation of Concession which have come to my attention in the corpus. 
This is, therefore, a point suited to a brief survey of the various patterns 
and their frequency in the corpus before turning to the variation in 
marking.  
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Table 7: Frequency of the Concessive schemata 
 Concessive examples  

total: 192 
Cardinal Concessive 82 (43%)  
Reversed Cardinal 41 (21%) 
Pseudo-dyadic   2 (  1%) 
Reversed pseudo-dyadic   6 (  3%) 
Monadic  61 (32%) 
of these: ideal order 
               reversed order 

19 (31%) 
42 (69%) 

Table 7 indicates that, although frequency is a criterion which is 
problematic in terms of prototypicality, the relevant results obtained in the 
subcorpus underline the categorisation of the Cardinal Concessive schema 
as prototypical in this respect: in the subcorpus the Cardinal Concessive 
schema is the most frequent kind of structural realisation of Concession. It 
is followed in frequency by the Monadic schemata in “ideal” and reversed 
order. The Pseudo-dyadic schema, though interesting as evidence for the 
speaker’s awareness of the three-part pattern, is rare. 

Table 8, in turn, shows that, although with the Monadic patterns 
reversed order is more frequent, overall, the reversed order schemata are 
slightly less frequent than their “ideal-order” counterparts. This, too, points 
to the prototypicality of the Cardinal order, i.e. the preference of the 
speakers for the acknowledgement following the claim and preceding the 
counter, rather than vice versa. 
Table 8: Frequency of the Cardinal and Reversed order schemata 

(including Monadic patterns) 
 Concessive examples 

total: 192 
Cardinal order (X’-Y) 103 (54%) 
Reversed order (Y-X’)   89 (46%) 

4.4 Variation in the kind of marking: connectives, 
correlates, agreement, lexical emphasis and prosodic 
cues  

In investigating the marking of concessive constructions, previous, 
semasiologically oriented approaches have mainly focussed on certain, 
more or less established, commonly accepted “concessive” conjunctions 
(cf. Karantzola 1995: 57). Of these although is most popular (cf., for 
instance, König 1988, Ford 1993, Mondorf 1997, Crevels 1998, for Ger. 
obwohl 'although' cf. Di Meola 1997), more recently even though has been 
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added (König/Siemund 2000). Part of this preference may be related to the 
perceived dominance of these connectives in written Concessive 
constructions (Rudolph 1996: 5, also chapter 6.2). Other markers, for 
instance prepositional phrases, such as despite and in spite of, 
conjunctional adverbs, such as nevertheless and though, and even asyndetic 
constructions are mentioned as candidate cases (cf., for instance, König 
1988), but they only rarely figure in the analyses. 

This focus contrasts with findings that, on the one hand, Concession, 
similar to other discourse-pragmatic relations, can be signalled in various 
ways, but on the other hand, markers considered typical of Concession 
need not necessarily signal this particular discourse-pragmatic relation (cf., 
for instance, Mann/Thompson 1986, Thompson 1987, Spooren 1997). 

It has been emphasised before that the action-oriented approach allows 
us to separate the identification of the Concessive relation from the kinds 
of items signalling a link between the two actions. We can thus identify 
markers of Concession in our corpus in a non-circular way. The analysis 
will provide further evidence that the realisation of a Concessive relation 
can be signalled by a large variety of items: connectives, correlating items 
as well as agreement markers, lexical emphasis and prosodic cues. 

4.4.1 Connectives: conjunctions, connective conjuncts and 
prepositional constructions 

Prototypically the Concessive relation seems to be realised as a syndetic 
construction, i.e. most of the Concessive constructions in our corpus are 
marked by connectives (cf. Table 9). 
Table 9: Marking of the Concessive constructions  
 (*For asyndetic constructions cf. chapter 4.4.3) 
 Concessive examples 

total: 192 
asyndetic*   31 (16%) 
syndetic 161 (84%) 

This may be explained by the fact that connectives help in the 
comprehension of discourse-pragmatic relations (cf. Millis/Just 1994). 
Against the background of the theory of relevance, Blakemore (1989), for 
instance, describes connectives, such as but, as constraining the possible 
pragmatic interpretations of a relation in that their “...linguistic meaning ... 
provides an instruction as to the way in which the proposition recovered is 
to be processed for relevance” (1987: 18). Such cues, though, are not an 
indispensable pre-requisite. With the help of the co(n)text and inferences 
based on knowledge of the world (cf., for instance, Lockman/Klappholz 
1980, Dahlgreen 1988, Schwarz 2000) as well as communicative principles 
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such as the principle of informativeness, post hoc ergo propter hoc (cf. 
König 1985b, Traugott/König 1991) or the Gricean maxims (cf. Levinson 
1983: 100-118), recipients are able to understand discourse-pragmatic 
relations even when they are not signalled by a connective (cf. also Ochs 
1979a, Brown/Yule 1983: 191, Brauße 1983, Krivonosow 1983, 
Blakemore 1987, Thompson 1994: 59).  

This seems to be particularly valid for contiguous utterances which are 
related temporally (cf. Traugott/König 1991) or causally (cf. Gohl 2000), 
but it can also be observed with conditional relations under certain 
circumstances (cf. Thumm 2000). Concession, in contrast, has usually been 
considered a cognitively demanding discourse-pragmatic relation (cf., for 
instance, Chafe 1987, Kortmann 1991, Di Meola 1997: 10), because the 
recipient not only needs to reflect upon the relationship between (at least 
two) states-of-affairs, but in addition on the fact that their usual 
relationship in this particular case does not hold. Seen in this light, the 
preference for marking Concession is understandable. At the same time the 
asyndetic examples are rendered even more interesting. Before we turn to 
these, however, we will examine the syndetic cases. 

In order to qualify for the group of syndetically marked examples, the 
candidate case needs to exhibit a linking item which is positioned TCU-
initially. This parallels Quirk et al’s (1985: 13.7, 14.10) criterion of clause-
initial position, which is met by conjunctions as well as certain kinds of 
conjuncts and prepositional constructions. 

As could be observed in the majority of the examples presented, the 
overwhelmingly predominant marker of Concession in the spoken mode is 
the conjunction but, and Table 10 and Table 11 indicate that this is the case 
throughout the subcorpus. This correlates with Quirk’s (1954) claim 
“...that in modern English speech, as opposed to the literary language, the 
usual concessive construction is the nondependent one with but” (1954: 3). 
Although similar observations have been made more recently by Abraham 
(1975: 129, 1979), König (1991: 632), Grote/Lenke/Stede (1997: 91) and 
Reinhardt (1997), but has not yet been admitted into the circle of 
‘established concessive connectives’ (cf. also Rudolph 199627) – a neglect 
which was registered by Quirk (1954: 49).  

The markers which have been searched for instead are rare in speaking: 
even in the larger corpus we can only identify two examples of 
prepositional   constructions:   in  spite  of   and   except.   The  conjunctions 

                                                        
27  Rudolph excludes but from her list on the grounds of it being a coordinating connective, 

which does not fit the subordinating nature of Concession she postulates. In her survey 
of research literature, however, Rudolph mentions Kaufmann’s (1974) observation that 
in spoken language „...the concessive thought is expressed through a construction with 
the very frequent aber“ (Rudolph 1996: 201). 
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Table 10: Syndetic marking of the Concessive constructions 
 (*in TCU-initial position) 
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 161 
conjunction 160 (99%) 
connective conjunct*     0 ( 0%) 
prepositional constructions     1 ( 1%) 

Table 11: Conjunctions co-occurring with the Concessive constructions 
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 160 
but  
though  
although 
even though 
and 
yet 
and yet 
while 
unless 
or  
as well as 

154 (96%) 
    0 (  0%) 
    0 (  0%) 
    0 (  0%) 
    2 (  1%) 
    0 (  0%) 
    0 (  0%) 
    1 (  1%) 
    1 (  1%) 
    1 (  1%) 
    1 (  1%) 

although, though and even though, too, are infrequent in the constructions 
realising our concept of Concession. Apart from but, we can observe 
constructions using the conjunction and and even an example with or next 
to the less familiar concessive connectives while and unless. Two examples 
illustrating these are provided below. 
(23) Dr Edell: sacred thing (23.01, DAT: 24:54 (363)) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. Sarah, 
the caller, who is advocating sexual abstinence as the solution, is presenting the pre-
marital sexual abstinence of her own generation as an example. 
X 01 Sarah: uhm (-) when the/ when the stAndards of society 

hEld; 
   that sexual actIvity was reserved for the marital 

Union. 
 05 Edell: m-hm,= 
  Sarah: =and it was/ it was like the nOrm; 
   it was the the (2 syll); 
   it was/ Everybody knEw that that was really a: a 

sAcred thIng to a certain [extEnt; 
X' 10 Edell:  [rIght. (.) 
Y X' and nObody dId it (though).= 
  Sarah: =we upheld it. 
  Edell what d'you mean we; 
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(24) Larry King: grass fire (74.02, DAT: 20:22 (492)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole on voting on a balanced 
budget amendment. 
 01 King: will the president sign off? 
  Dole: uh we don't have to go [there; 
  King:  [you don't have to go (  )/ 
  Dole: [1it goes to the thirty-eight states; 
 05 King: [1(it has to have a two third     ;) 
  Dole: [2(    ) 
  King: [2(    ) 
X   thAt'll take a whIle. 
X'  Dole: it cOUld take a whIle; 
Y 10  or it cOUld go like=(uh) grAss fire; 
   you know a wIld fire could sweep the cOUntry. 

In both instances we can observe the acknowledging move and the 
countermove being joined by a connective. In ex. (23) the connective and 
is reinforced by the correlative conjunct though (cf. chapter 4.4.2).28 

Also, connective conjuncts are rare. Of these however can be found as 
well as on the other hand. The latter is illustrated in the following excerpt 
from the 1992 Presidential debate, where it restricts the preceding 
acknowledgement of a banking crisis on the horizon in the U.S. (line 21). 
(25) Presidential debate: loan crisis (20.01, DAT: 1:07:35 (892)) 
AE TV discussion; second part of the presidential debate between Bush, Clinton and 
Perot. Gene Gibbons, one of the journalists, is questioning Clinton about the possibility 
of a commercial bank crisis. 
 01 Gene: during the nineteen-eighty-eight campaign,=  
   =there was little or: no mention of the savings and 

loan crisis, 
   that has cost the american people billions and 
 05  billions of dollars; 
X   nOw there are rumblings that a commercial bAnk 

crisis is On horIzon. (.) 
   Is there: (.) such a prOblem sir;  
   If sO; 
 10  how bAd is it; 
   and what will it cOst to clean it Up. 
X'  Clinton: (1.8)  
   gEne there is (.) a prOblem in the sense that there 

Are some problem bAnks, (-) 
 15  and on december ninetEEnth, (-)  
   nEw regulations will go into effEct, (-)  

                                                        
28  And also often occurs in combination with yet as a complex conjunction (cf. Quirk et al 

1985: 8.146, 13.3). Examples with this kind of marking, however, are rather peripheral 
cases of Concession because yet, especially when it is the only potential marker for 
acknowledgement in the construction, is often too weak to signal it (cf. chapter 
4.5.3.2.2). 
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   which wIll (.) in effEct give the gOvernment the 
responsibIlity to close sOme banks that are not 
↑tEchnically insOlvent- (-) 

 20  but that are plainly in trOUble. (--) 
Y   On the other hAnd i dOn't think that (.) we have 

Any reason to believe that the dimEnsions of this 
crIsis are anywhere near as grEAt .hh as the 
savings and lOAn crisis;  

 25  the mistake that both parties made in washington 
with the es-en-el business was... 

The overall scarceness of examples of this group can be explained by 
the coding criteria employed: in the analysis conjuncts only qualified as 
connective conjuncts when there was no conjunction and when the 
candidate item was positioned at the beginning of one of the relevant 
TCUs. In Quirk et al’s (1985) typology, in contrast, a conjunct’s position is 
not a criterion for its functioning as a connective. This, however, renders 
the distinction between conjunction and conjunct more difficult, as a result 
of which Quirk et al (1985: 13.5), too, speak of a gradient distinction 
between the two categories. Also, the difference between the conjunction 
though and the conjunct though is less transparent in Quirk et al. In order 
to be able to clearly differentiate between connectives and correlates, the 
decision has been taken to determine these categories on the basis of their 
position in the TCU. 
Table 12: Position of connectives  
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 161 
in X’     9 (  6%) 
in Y 152 (94%) 

In terms of their position in the sequence of actions, Table 12 shows that 
they most frequently occur in the counterclaim. Doubtlessly this result is 
influenced by the predominance of the conjunction but. However, it also 
parallels Spooren’s (1989) claim that there is a correlation between but and 
the writer’s opinion in written contrastive coherence relations, which 
include Concession: 

“...the writer’s opinion – if overtly present – is expressed in the second conjunct: 
Discourses are used to vindicate the author’s claims and since ... the information 
in the second conjunct percolates to the speaker’s perspective, a conjunct 
expressing the writer’s opinion has to be the conjunct introduced by but.” (1989: 
42-43) 

The question remains whether this is indeed a direct correlation of 
writer opinion and but. The finding that all 9 cases in which the connective 
is positioned in X’ exhibit reversed order of acknowledgement and counter, 
i.e. Y-X’-order, rather suggests that but is being used as nothing more than 
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a hinge between two contrasting propositions or their implications 
regardless of which is weightier. Although that part of the utterance which 
is placed in final position is, according to rhetorical ordering strategies, 
usually more weighty, this fact as such has no direct implications for the 
placement of the connective, but only for the positioning of the 
writer’s/speaker’s opinion. 

When there is no conjunction and a conjunct occurs in a position other 
than TCU-initial, the construction is counted as asyndetic (cf. chapter 
4.4.3). Far more frequent than asyndetic constructions, however, are those 
where the conjunct co-occurs with a conjunction. In these cases the 
conjuncts qualify as correlates. 

4.4.2 Correlates: correlative conjuncts and other expressions 
signalling Concession 

With the term correlate I will refer to the broad range of items other than 
conjunctions which can co-occur with Concession. The group of items 
most familiar in this function are correlatives. Quirk et al (1985: 8.145, 
13.33) distinguish between correlatives occurring in co-ordinating and 
subordinating constructions and ascribe to them a reinforcing, clarifying or 
endorsing function with respect to the meaning of the conjunction. 
According to Quirk et al correlatives function anaphorically, i.e. they are 
positioned in the clause following the one with the ‘primary marker’. 
Conjuncts such as yet, still, however, nevertheless, nonetheless, 
notwithstanding, anyway, anyhow, medial/final though are treated as the 
kind of correlative typical of Concessive constructions (for instance, 
Quirk/Greenbaum 1973: 8.55, Quirk et al 1985: 8.137, 8.143). In addition, 
of course (Quirk et al 1985: 8.141, 19.48, Antaki/Wetherell 1999, Lewis 
1999: 368) and well (Quirk et al 1985: 8.135, 19.54) are mentioned. 

A number of these conjuncts can be found in the corpus investigated. In 
the analysis conjuncts qualify as correlative conjuncts when they occur in 
other than TCU-initial position or in TCU-initial position when they 
accompany a conjunction. Interestingly, the most frequent conjunct in our 
corpus is not one of the familiar Concessive conjuncts, such as 
nonetheless, but well (cf. Table 13). This may be explained by its function 
of indicating that a less preferred or even dispreferred move is on the verge 
of being produced (cf. chapter 4.5.3.2.2). Though, in particular final though 
follows well in frequency (cf. Table A-2). All other correlative conjuncts 
occur considerably less frequently.  
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Table 13: Correlative conjuncts  
 (*This number indicates the total number of examples in which the 

conjunct occurred. **This number indicates the total number of 
occurrences of the conjunct.) 

 Concessive examples 
relevant total: (63*/71**) 

well 
though 
still 
of course  
now  
nevertheless 
yet 
on the other hand  
nonetheless 

29/31 (46%/44%) 
25/27 (40%/38%) 
  2/  5 (  3%/  7%) 
  3/  3 (  5%/  4%) 
  2/  2 (  3%/  3%) 
  1/  2 (  2%/  3%) 
  1/  1 (  2%/  1%) 
  0/  0 (  0%/  0%) 
  0/  0 (  0%/  0%) 

Consider ex. (26) as an illustration of the co-occurrence of of course 
with Concession, which is triggered here by an information question which 
is treated as a loaded question (cf. 4.5.1.1). It should be noted that of 
course occurs in the acknowledging move (line 6), which renders this 
example an instance of of course in its usual position. 
(26) Tury Rider: getting a divorce (10.01, DAT: 674) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She and her co-host Peter are talking about the next 
potential guest in the Barbara Carlson radio show, the politician Bruce Vento. Vento is 
planning to obtain a divorce for a younger woman. 
 01 Peter: uh bruce doesn't like barbara. 
  (--) 
  Tury: <<chewing>wel[l maybe i:/> 
  Peter:  [cause barbara questions bruce. 
X 05 Tury: is bArbara gonna Ask why he's getting a divOrce? 
X'  Peter: o'cOUrse barbara would Ask that;= 
Y    =but he won't come On. 
  Nicole: [<<ff> u:h> 
  Tury: [he won't wome on? 
 10 Peter: no bruce vento will [not come on. 
  Tury:  [i like bruce. 

Including of course and well in their list of conjuncts Quirk et al 
themselves weaken their criterion of the exclusively anaphoric reference of 
correlatives (see above). Their initial, more or less distinctive definition of 
correlatives is weakened even more by later considerations: judging from 
the description which is provided for correlatives in comparative sentences, 
correlatives are not restricted to the same kind (word class) as the ‘primary 
marker’ (1985: 15.63-75) and they can even co-occur with 0-connectors in 
particular clause types, such as Non-Finite clauses (1985: 15.39). As a 
consequence, the only criterion for correlatives remaining then is that of a 
more or less systematic co-occurrence with the ‘primary’ marker. On this 
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basis we can add other kinds of correlating expressions to the list of items 
helping to indicate the relation between X’ and Y. In view of their 
mentioning certain adverbials as correlates (Quirk et al 1985: 8.145n), this 
extension may have been viable for Quirk et al themselves. A similar 
conclusion has been drawn by Reinhardt (1997). The list of correlates 
compiled on this basis includes:  
• modals: This category comprises the closed class of modal verbs (cf. 

Bublitz 1988, Spooren 1989, Reinhardt 1997, Antaki/Wetherell 1999) 
as well as modal analogues (cf. Graustein et al 1987), such as have 
(got) to and wish. Ex. (27) illustrates the use of two modals.  
(27) Dr Edell: sex education (23.01, DAT: 27:27 (391)) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. 
One of the callers, Sarah, has vehemently advocated sexual abstinence as the 
solution. Edell is closing the call by summarising his position of promoting sex 
education. 
Y 01 Edell: it would be interesting to know what the 

majority of americans feel; 
   and mOst of the surveys i thInk show that 

americans wAnt sex education in the schOOls; 
 05  and it's kind of like=uh wAr; 
X'   you know there're a lOt of us (-) ((clears 

throat)) you know amEricans who (-) ((swallows)) 
may be agAInst; 

Y'   but you gOt to go/ gOt to go with the  
 10  majOrity; 
   and the minOrity doesn't have a rIght to st↑Op 

the majority in many of these cAses; 
   and uh our childrens are our own  

   responsibility,= 

Modals occur in strengthening (modals of necessity: must, have to, 
got to etc) and weakening form (modals of possibility: may, might). 
With the Concessive constructions the weakening modals dominate (cf. 
Table 14). 
Table 14: Kinds of modals co-occurring with the Concessive 

constructions 
  (*These examples exhibit more than one modal with different 

emphasising force.) 
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 26 
strengthening   6 (23%) 
weakening 18 (69%) 
weakening-strengthening*   2 ( 8%) 
strengthening-weakening*   0 ( 0%) 

In addition, the weakening modals concentrate on the 
acknowledging move (cf. Table A-3), whereas the strengthening ones 
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occur predominantly in the countermove (cf. Table A-4). This 
corroborates Reinhardt’s (1997) observation that the weakening may in 
the acknowledgement correlates with concessive but (cf. also Quirk et 
al 1985: 4.53). 

• adverbials: This category includes items which modify the verb or the 
entire TCU. In the corpus the most frequent adverbials are those of 
certainty such as certainly (cf. Bublitz 1988, Reinhardt 1997, Aijmer 
1997: 21), obviously (cf. Antaki/Wetherell 1999), absolutely (cf. 
Poutsma 1929) (cf. also Quirk et al 1985: 8.145n, 19.53n) and other 
TCU emphasisers such as really (cf. Quirk et al 1985: 8.99) and 
actually (cf. Quirk et al 1985: 8.100, Oh 2000) as well as minimisers 
such as (not) at all (cf. Quirk et al 1985: 8.111). The following example 
shows certainly as a correlate in Concession.  
(28) Julienne Melville show: hearings (71.01, DAT: 028) 
AE radio programme. Larry, who is leaving the broadcasting station to work as a 
teacher again, is summarising his experiences as a journalist on Capitol Hill. 
 01 Larry: and it is t/ you know i mean as a (2 syll) who 

is a part-time educator, 
   it it's heartbreaking to me;  
Y   I haven't fOUnd (-) One hearing to gO to in  
 05  the two and a half months i've bEEn here,  
X'   <<l, all>and there mAY have bEEn one,  
   and i mIght have mIssed it cause (they) hAve 

forty hearings every dAY; ()>  
  Julienne:hm 
Y' 10 Larry: .hh but it cErtainly Isn't something [(you come 

across very o)/ 
  Julienne: [it hasn't 

leaped off (to date)? 
  Larry: no it doesn't leap off (one page     ), 

Apart from these, we find adverbials of doubt (maybe29) and 
restriction (just, at least) as well as adverbials of simultaneity (also), 
normality (normally) and partitioning (basically) co-occurring with 
Concession (cf. Table 15). Ex. (29) illustrates the use of at least in a 
Concessive construction.30 
(29) Larry King: jump high (74.01, DAT: 5:34 (111)) 
AE radio programme with Larry King on the O.J. Simpson case. Larry is 
interviewing Marvin Rudnik, the representative of a company which is distributing 
an exercise video starring Simpson, on whether this can be used as counterevidence 
to Simpson’s alibi, arthritis. 

                                                        
29  Maybe is an interesting case of a grammaticalised weakening modal. One of its basic 

forms, may, still functions as a Concessive modal (cf. Reinhardt 1997). 
30  Meier (1999), in her investigation of the acquisition of the Concessive relation with 

children, points out that at least is produced by children, even when they do not yet use 
markers such as although or even though. 
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 01 King:  but is this tape gonna hurt or help in your 
legal opinion. 

  Rudnik: well i'm an ex-p-prosecutor myself; 
   i mean it/ i think it cuts both ways larry; 
 05  uh on one hand it really does prove that ou-jai 

simpson isn't the healthy person that uh (-) .hh 
everybody believes he is,= 

Y   =<<l, all>i mean he's a world class Athlete, 
   and he he can't jUmp very hi:gh;>(-) 
X' 10   <<l, rall>.hh at lEAst not on the vIdeo, 
   and nOt from what i'm told by his trAIners.> 
   .hh on the other hand uh how much does it take 

to accomplish a particular=uh crime that we're 
talking about; 

Table 15: Kinds of adverbials co-occurring with the Concessive 
constructions  

 (*These examples exhibit more than one adverbial with different 
emphasising force.) 

 Concessive examples 
relevant total: 55 

strengthening 20 (36%) 
weakening 13 (24%) 
weakening-strengthening*   2 (  4%) 
strengthening-weakening*   0 (  0%) 
restriction 11 (20%) 
simultaneity   3 (  5%) 
partitioning   3 (  5%) 
normality   2 (  4%) 
other   1 (  2%) 

Although this tendency is less clear than with the modals, which 
may be due to the open-class character of this group of items, the 
adverbials, too, tend to be distributed according to their force: 
weakening adverbials co-occur with the acknowledging move (cf. 
Table A-5), whereas strengthening adverbials can be found in the 
countermove more frequently (cf. Table A-6).  

Apart from this, there seems to be a rather clear division of labour 
between modals and adverbials with respect to strengthening and 
weakening the propositions and their implications: whereas modals 
predominantly accomplish the weakening task, adverbials are mainly 
employed to strengthen a proposition (cf. Table A-7). 

• emphatic do: Emphatic do has an effect similar to adverbials of 
certainty. According to Quirk et al “[t]he function of this EMPHATIC 
POSITIVE use of the operator is to deny a negative which has been stated 
or implied” (1985: 3.25). This explanation again parallels our 
understanding of Concession. Reconsider ex. (17) as an illustration. 
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(17’) Larry King: God something (74.03, DAT: 22:41 (607)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing three lawyers on the O.J. Simpson 
trial. In the heat of the trial, one of the defendants, Chris Darden, or Jake, his 
lawyer, has obviously made some offensive remark towards the judge, which King 
is pressing Jake to repeat. 
 01 Jake: i was <<knocking on the table>pray>ing for him; 
   don't you understand?= 
X  King: =Are you saying you said gOd (.) sOmething- (-) 

[apOlogise; 
Y 05 Jake: [nei/ 
   <<singing> nO no no nO no no>;= 
X'   =but i dId apologise to the jUdge a little 

lAter, 
   [(   / 
  King:  [no but did you ask darden to apologise. 

Table 16 gives a survey of the frequency of the correlating items 
described so far. The co-occurrence of these items with Concession can be 
explained by the concept of Concession: correlative conjuncts such as 
...though..., final though, still, nevertheless, yet, on the other hand stress 
the existence of an opposition of some kind. Modals of necessity, 
adverbials of certainty, TCU emphasisers and emphatic do serve to 
strengthen the one or the other position by explicitly emphasising its 
validity.31 Weakening correlating items, such as well, modals of possibility 
and adverbials of doubt, in contrast, can be used to downplay the validity 
of one view and thus support the preceding or upcoming opposing point.  
Table 16: Frequency and kinds of correlating items (I) 
 (*This number indicates the total number of examples in which the 

conjunct occurred. **This number indicates the total number of 
occurrences of the conjunct.) 

 Concessive examples 
relevant total: 119*/160** 

correlative conjuncts 
adverbials 
modals  
emphatic do 

63/71 (53%/44%) 
33/55 (28%/34%) 
17/26 (14%/16%) 
  6/  8  (  5%/  5%) 

One exception to this explanation is the correlating transitional conjunct 
now (cf. Quirk et al 1985: 8.137). Its occurrence as an initiator of the 
acknowledging move may be attributable to the fact that the speaker in 
acknowledging the argument opposing her own view does indeed 
transcend something, namely her own position. This explanation is 
                                                        
31  Cf. the development of “established” concessive markers in German zwar - aber < 

MHG. ze ware ‘in Wahrheit’ (Primarova-Miltscheva 1986, cf. also König 1985a). A 
similar strategy seems to motivate the employment of extreme case formulations in the 
case of an unsympathetic hearing (cf. Pomerantz 1986).  
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supported by the fact that in most of the examples with now as a correlate 
the speaker has been presenting her own view for some time before she 
turns to her opponent’s view. In the following excerpt from an AE radio 
show from the Minnesota State Fair, for example, Don, who is blind, has 
been telling T.D., his co-presenter, how he manages to coordinate his 
clothes. After T.D. has complimented him, Don ratifies this compliment 
and then continues by admitting that this method may have some as yet 
unmentioned disadvantage. This is introduced by now. 
(30) Don Vogel: flashy (08.02, DAT: 55:17 (734)) 
AE radio show with Don Vogel. T.D. Mishky, his co-host, has just asked Don, who is 
blind, how he manages to coordinate his clothes. 
 01 TD: as i look out here on some of the folks dressed for 

the fair today, 
  Don: [((laughing)) 
  TD: [there's a lesson in that for all of us. 
 05 Don: u-huh,  
  (-)  
  Don: yeah it's very easy; 
X'   .h now you cAn't dress rEAl flAshy, (-) 
   by dOing it that wAY,  
Y 10  .hh bUt (--) you know i'd rather be: (-) able to 

sort of mA:tch,  
   than to be real flAshy. 
   [=y'knOw what i mean? 
  TD: [m-hm, 
 15 Don: so; (-) [(     ) 
  TD:  [.hh do you ever go into a place and say 

In addition to introducing the acknowledging move, now – here as in many 
other cases – serves as a marker of topical development (Redeker 1991): 
what Don admits has so far not been in the (topical) centre of the talk. This 
double function of now highlights the close connection between 
Concession and topic shift, which we will examine in chapter 5. 

Returning to the “typical” correlating items, we can notice that all of 
them have in common that they underline (or diminish) the validity of the 
proposition expressed. This function can be accomplished by two more 
means as well: markers for certain kinds of agreement and other 
strengthening or weakening lexical and syntactic items. That these can be 
added to the list of hints for a Concessive relation is already indicated by 
the fact that of course which belongs to these categories has acquired the 
status of a concessive conjunct even in Quirk et al’s terminology (1985: 
8.141). Therefore I will extend the list of correlates by two additional 
items: 
• (extensive) agreement markers: One kind of agreement marker 

signalling Concession are those marking (overly) extensive agreement, 
which may, in addition, be unexpected. In contexts in which 
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disagreement prevails, such as the discussion of an academic 
presentation or a panel discussion on a controversial topic, the 
statement of (not even too) extensive agreement alone can signal an 
upcoming disagreement on the basis of the principle of informativeness 
(cf. König 1985b) and the Gricean maxim of quantity. Consider the 
relevant part of the excerpt from the Presidential debate in ex. (18) 
again. 
(18’) Presidential debate: Jim Baker (20.01, DAT: 55:20 (724)) 
AE TV discussion; second part of the presidential debate between Bush, Clinton 
and Perot. Here Bush is defending himself against the accusation of discriminating 
against women and ethnic minorities. 
Y  Bush: you don't see margret (tUtwiler)? (-) 
 15  sitting In there with me today? 

  ((...) 23 TCUs omitted with a brief clarification of the issue and 
Bush’s defence involving listing women employed in influential 
positions in his government) 

   you can lOOk all arOUnd;  
 40  and you'll see fIrst clAss strOng ↑WOmen.  
X'   uh: (-) jim bAker's a mA:n, (--) 
   yeah i agrE/=i plead gUIlty <<audience: 

laughing> to tha:t; 
Y'   .hh but lOOk arOUnd who's/- (.) 
 45  lOOk who's arOUnd wIth him there;> 
   i mean thIs is a little defENsive on your part 

sUsan... 

The extensiveness of Bush’s acknowledgement certainly adds a note of 
irony to his response, which is responded to by the audience with 
laughter.  

It should be noted that the category of overly extensive and 
unexpected agreement differs from those cases in which an interlocutor 
expresses her agreement with an assessment by an upgraded version of 
that assessment using a stronger evaluative term or an intensifier. 
According to Pomerantz (1984) these kinds of responses signal 
agreement rather than upcoming disagreement. 

Finally, although (overly) explicit agreement is certainly the more 
unambiguous cue, it needs to be pointed out that “normal” agreement, 
too, can be understood as an indication of upcoming disagreement. CA 
describes this phenomenon under the heading of disagreement 
prefacing. In particular same evaluations or downgraded assessments 
serve this function (cf. Pomerantz 1984): when a speaker, upon the 
relevance of and preference for agreement, produces a weak agreement 
token, she indicates that the central point of her turn will be 
disagreement rather than agreement. This signal allows the previous 
speaker to back down or hedge her preceding utterance in some way. 
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The “concessive force” of explicit acknowledging items such as 
positive comment clauses as, for instance, it’s true, okay, I agree, has 
been described by Quirk et al (1985: 15.54n) and Antaki/Wetherell 
(1999) (cf. chapter 4.5.3.1). These, as well as Concessive phrases, such 
as I acknowledge, I realise, are regarded as correlates of Concession, 
too.  

• other lexical and syntactic markers: This category includes items 
which, next to adverbials and modals, express the speakers’ preference 
by either strengthening or weakening one view as opposed to the other. 
It comprises adverbs, i.e. items which modify adjectives and adverbs. 
These are amplifiers, such as quite (AE), very, real, and downtoners, 
such as quite (BE), a bit, fairly, pretty, kind of. Furthermore, this group 
contains discourse markers. One of the most frequent in X’ is I mean. 
Apart from editing in the case of phonological or semantic mistakes 
(Quirk et al 1985: 17.80), this item seems to accomplish some kind of 
pragmatic editing in case a position has proven too strong (cf. also 
Schiffrin 1987, Redeker 1991, Antaki/Wetherell 1999). Consider ex. 
(31), in which the presenter, in an attempt to explain why the 
relationship between doctors and patients is a difficult one, forestalls 
several obvious counterarguments. These moves are signalled by I 
mean in the two Concessive constructions observable (lines 5 and 13). 
(31) A word in Edgeways: detached (46.03, DAT: 55:10 (742)) 
BE radio discussion on the relationship between doctors and their patients. The 
moderator is assuming it to be problematic and is suggesting reasons for this 
situation. 

 01 Mod: the invol/ the b/involvement you have in the 
problem is very important; 

Y1   and therefore thAt relAtionship (-) is quite 
unlike any other one you hAve;= 

X'1 05  =i mean you mAY take (-) yourself to your (-) 
pr↑IEst tOO of course; 

   <<all>you know Obviously you will take yourself 
to your/ to a psychIatrist, 

   or a psychOlogist, 
 10  or i suppose (you) (-) you even account to you  
   as doctors tOO;> 
Y'1   .hh but (-) it's qu↑Ite unlIke any Other thing. 
X'2   <<all>you can i mean you can detAch youself 

from Other problems; 
 15  you can mOAn- 
   you mAY not understand how the guy is fIxing  
   the washing mashine- 
   .h you mAY wish to bAsh his hEAd (-) .h for 

tAking so long about (they know they're  
 20  chArging you);= 
Y'1   =.hh but nOnetheless you can be pretty detAched 
   about it;= 
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   =it Only hurts in your wAllet; 
Y'2   but it's when it actually hurts inside; 

Other frequent items are the tentative and deliberative uses of I 
think, a comment clause with hedging meaning (Quirk et al 1985: 
15.54, Aijmer 1997), you know, a comment clause claiming the hearer’s 
attention (Quirk et al 1985: 15.54), and attention getters such as listen. 
Furthermore, this category comprises negated comment clauses such as 
I don’t know when they occur as hedges, i.e. are surrounded by other 
material, which contrasts their use as answers to information questions, 
focussing topic TCUs, such as the point is, or cleft and pseudo-cleft 
constructions such as that’s the way it is, what you’re doing though 
doctor. 

Table 17 indicates the frequency of these two additional kinds of 
Concessive correlates. 
Table 17: Frequency and kinds of correlating items (II) 
 Concessive examples  

total: 32 
extensive agreement   6 (19%) 
other lexical and syntactic markers 26 (81%) 

Similar to the adverbials correlating with Concession, with extensive 
agreement markers and other lexical and syntactic correlates, too, those 
items seem to dominate which strengthen the proposition or its implication. 
If more than one emphasising item occurs, the one with strengthening force 
is placed in final position, i.e. has more weight (cf. Table 18). 
Table 18: Kind of extensive agreement and other lexical and syntactic 

markers co-occurring with the Concessive constructions 
 (*These examples exhibit more than one correlate with different 

emphasising force.) 
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 32 
strengthening 13 (41%) 
weakening 11 (34%) 
weakening-strengthening*   6 (19%) 
strengthening-weakening*   2 (  6%) 

In addition, with these kinds of correlates, again, we can observe a 
tendency to place strengthening items in the acknowledging move and 
weakening items in the countermove. 

In summary, alongside the familiar connectives there is a great variety 
of lexical items which provide a cue to the kind of discourse relation 
between X(’) and Y: conjunctions, connective conjuncts and prepositional 
constructions in TCU-initial position function as connectives, and 
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correlating conjuncts, certain modals, adverbials and adverbs, discourse 
markers as well as emphatic do mainly in non-TCU-initial position 
function as correlating items together with extensive agreement markers as 
well as other lexical and syntactic markers.32 

It is to be noted that these items differ from Quirk at al’s correlatives in 
that they can also occur before the ‘primary marker’, i.e. they can function 
both anaphorically and cataphorically. In order to distinguish these from 
Quirk et al’s notion, they are referred to as correlates here. I prefer this 
broader notion because it is based on a concept of processing rather than on 
grammatical categories: in processing an utterance the listener can be 
assumed to not only include those signals which follow the main 
connective but also those that preceded it. Support for this assumption is 
provided by Primarova-Miltscheva (1986), when she claims that the 
German correlate zwar signals that there is some problem under way 
before the primary marker is produced. 

Secondly, Quirk et al’s notion of correlatives requires a main 
connective to co-occur with the conjunct for the latter to qualify as a 
correlative. Thus, a conjunct can only function as a correlating item in 
syndetic constructions, whereas in asyndetic constructions it would be a 
connective independent of its position. In the approach applied here, in 
contrast, the relevant linguistic signal remains in its category as correlating 
with and thus indicating Concession even if it occurs in an asyndetic 
construction. Table 19 indicates that the signalling force of lexical 
correlates is indeed used widely in the production of Concessive 
constructions, in the acknowledging move and/or in the counter. 
Table 19: Distribution of correlates in the Concessive constructions 
 Concessive examples 

total: 192 
no correlate   41 (21%) 
correlate 151 (79%) 

With respect to the habitat of the correlates it can be said that they 
occur in both moves, though they are slightly more frequent in the 
countermove (cf. Table A-10). What is more interesting is the distribution 
of the kind of correlate in the Concessive construction: the acknowledging 
move more often co-occurs with a weakening correlate, whereas the 
countermove more often exhibits a strengthening item (cf. Table 20 and 
Table 21). Thus, in a Concessive relation, in accordance with its rhetorical 
function, correlates seem to be used by the speakers to underline their own 

                                                        
32  In German, the category of correlatives would also include connective particles such as 

doch, aber. Cf. Raible (1992) for a similar function of the connectives and the particles 
aber and doch as well as for a similarly broad notion of markers of junction. 
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position and undermine that of their opponent. This suggests, once more, 
that the acknowledging move is a rhetorical device rather than actual 
agreement. 
Table 20: Kind of correlate in the acknowledging move 
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 151 
no correlate 56 (37%) 
correlate 95 (63%) 
of these: strengthening  
               weakening  
               weakening-strengthening  
               strengthening-weakening  
               unclear cases 

20 (21%) 
54 (57%) 
  8 (  8%) 
  2 (  2%) 
11 (11%) 

Table 21: Kind of correlate in the countermove 
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 151 
no correlate   50 (33%) 
correlate 101 (67%) 
of these: strengthening 
               weakening  
               weakening-strengthening  
               strengthening-weakening  
               unclear cases 

  50 (50%) 
  31 (31%) 
   7 ( 7%) 
   6 ( 6%) 
   7 ( 7%) 

The clarifying force of the correlating items is, of course, not restricted 
to syndetic constructions, but extends to asyndetic realisations of the 
Concessive relation as well.  

4.4.3 Asyndetic Concessive constructions 
The term ‘asyndetic’ here refers to the juxtaposition of two clauses without 
any connective. They are examples of what Brauße (1983: 28) refers to as 
information which remains unexpressed, but needs to be understood. On 
the grounds of the assumed cognitive complexity of the Concessive 
relation, asyndetic Concessive constructions have been treated as a special, 
rather rare case (cf. Hermodsson 1994, Di Meola 1997). In our spoken 
corpus, though, they follow but in terms of frequency (cf. Table 9 and 
Table 11). 

In these instances the recipient needs to infer the Concessive relation 
between the TCUs. I have explained in chapter 4.4.1 that, on the basis of 
various kinds of knowledge, temporal and causal relationships can be 
inferred from contiguous utterances. If we extend the validity of 
Traugott/König’s (1991) explanation of the development of concessive 
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markers from causal connectives, this can be the starting point for inferring 
Concession. They suggest that: 

“There are so many things going on simultaneously and there are so many 
things cooccurring that mere cooccurrence or concomitance of two situations 
(states, in particular), is rarely highly relevant information. Nevertheless, there 
are some contexts in which concomitance may be highly relevant ... One of 
these ... is where there is a general incompatibility between the two situations.” 
(1991: 200) 

If it is appropriate in the given co(n)text, the recipient may then, in a kind 
of syntagmatic implicature (Harder 1997: 218), “make the most” of the 
given utterance and interpret it as not only temporally or causally but 
Concessively related. 

Following Polikarpow (1996), the frequency of the asyndetic 
Concessive constructions could be explained as a result of their relieving 
the speaker from having to search for appropriate linguistic signals for the 
discourse-pragmatic relation to be expressed (principle of speaker 
economy, cf. Spooren 1997). Because Concession is inferable, the speakers 
can act on the assumption that “...human beings do not require formal 
textual markers before they are prepared to interpret a text. They naturally 
assume coherence, and interpret the text in the light of that assumption” 
(Brown/Yule 1983: 66). At the same time, however, the reduction of the 
cognitive load for the speaker increases the processing load for the hearer. 
In processing the utterance the ambiguity resulting from the 
underspecification of the relation may cause misunderstanding (Moeschler 
1989: 332) or at least an increased processing effort, because, after all, she 
needs to arrive at a certain inference (principle of hearer economy). 
Therefore, the production of Concession without any possible cue to the 
nature of the discourse-pragmatic relation appears less desirable.  

This may explain, on the one hand, why only 16% of the Concessive 
constructions are asyndetic, i.e. produced without a connective (cf. Table 
9). On the other hand, the advantage of cueing mirrors itself in the fact that, 
even though there are no connectives, other markers are employed in the 
asyndetic constructions, such as the correlates described above. In other 
words, claiming that a construction is produced asyndetically does not 
mean that there is no marking at all.  

Extending the notion of correlates to all items which co-occur with the 
action sequence ‘claim-acknowledgement-counterclaim’ allows us to 
distinguish markerless asyndetic constructions without any connective or 
correlate at all from quasi-asyndetic ones with a correlate, such as a 
correlative conjunct, in other than TCU-initial position. If we reconsider 
the examples without a connective item from this angle, the number of 
markerless asyndetic constructions becomes negligible. Ex. (32) is the only 
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case in the subcorpus which, for all practical purposes, appears to be 
without any lexical marker at all: the Concessive construction indicated 
exhibits neither a connective item nor one of the correlates we have 
considered above. (Other instances of the Concessive relation in this 
example are marked.) 
(32) Rush Limbaugh: gay play (10.02, DAT: 58:39 (B 038)) 
AE radio phone-in with Rush Limbaugh on a play staged by gays in a southern U.S. 
American city which the commissioners of the city council refused to fund. Rush is 
explaining his understanding of the matter to Gill, a caller. 
 01 Rush: what the=uh city council or the town council or 

commissioners did down there, 
   .hh as i understand it,=  
   =is simply say, 
 05  that we're not gonna use taxpayer funds on the 
   arts. 
   .hh and the gays are saying ah you're using that to 

silence us; 
X'   if yOU want to dO; (--) 
 10  a hOmosexual plAY;= 
   =for example if yOU gIll, 
   .hh wanna produce a plAY an' an' an' All thAt, 
   .hh prodUce it, ((knocking on the table)) 
   <<knocking on the table>mAr>ket it, 
 15  and <<knocking on the table>sEll> it,  
    and if pEOple wanna come an buy tIckets to it, 
   f↑Ine; 
Y   .hh the only <<knocking on the table>prOb>lem you 

have is is/ 
 20  and thIs is what cOnstitutes (thee/ 'n) you fAce; 
   is when you gO;  
   <<l>uh not you pErsonally,> 
   but when people expect the ↑tAxpayers, 
   to ↑fUnd these things, 
 25  .hh under the guise of divErsity, 
   it's the same thing as saying; 
   we're queer we're here, 

It may be no coincidence that in this example X’ consists of a conditional 
construction whose first part is rather extended (line 9-16). This creates the 
expectation of an apodosis, which might even hold beyond the short fIne 
(line 17). In addition, yOU (line 9) appears as a first item of a semantic 
contrast, i.e. it involves partitioning, which is indicative of Concession. In 
addition, it is realised with contrastive stress, which also indicates a close 
relationship with the next potential TCU (cf. also König/van der Auwera 
1988 and chapter 4.4.4.1).  

Most of the constructions without connective, however, exhibit a 
correlate, mainly a correlative conjunct in other than TCU-initial position. 
The most frequent of these is final though, an instance of which has been 



Variation in the kind of marking 97

shown in ex. (3). We will consider this example again with more context 
and the focus on though. 
(3’’’) Tury Rider: cute (10.01, DAT: 699) 
AE radio show. Tury Rider, the host, has claimed that there are no sexy politicians. She 
and her co-host, Peter, are producing examples of unattractive politicians, when Nicole, 
their guest, suggests an apparent counterexample. (Tury is eating popcorn.) 
X 01 Tury: i've nEver sEEn a sexy pol/ whO;  
   (jesse hEl:ms);  
   lOOk at him; 
   <<caricature sounds>U:-I:-hU:-hU:>; 
 05  .hh and look at strOm thUrmond with that flAming 

red wIg [(they got him); 
  Peter:  [hErm the spErm.  
  Tury: [hO mAn. 
Y X' Nicole: [jEsse jAckson though. 
Y' 10  jEsse jAckson has that sort of (char [ism/) 
  Tury:  [he's not a 

politician he's jus' a sleaze bucket. 
  Nicole: that's true; (-)  
  Tury:  i don't [like him.  

Nicole introduces her counterexample of an attractive politician when Tury 
and Peter are collaboratively producing examples of Tury’s claim (line 9). 
The conjunct though, integrated into her countermove in final position, 
accomplishes the task of marking jEsse jAckson as being a counterexample 
and at the same time acknowledges the previously mentioned politicians as 
valid support for Tury’s claim (cf. chapter 4.5.3.2.2). 

However, even correlative conjuncts are not indispensable for marking 
Concession. The realisation of a Concessive relation is still signalled by 
other correlates. Ex. (33) exhibits the use of just as correlate in an AE radio 
show, ex. (34) that of an adverb of certainty in a BE radio interview. 
(33) Tury Rider: weeny (10.01, DAT: 16:03 (243)) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She and her co-host Peter are talking about the next 
potential guest in the Barbara Carlson radio show. 
X 01 Tury: and barbara detEsts (skip humphrey). 
Y  Peter: nO she dOEsn't-= 
  Tury: =yEs she does. 
X'  Peter: she jUs[t doesn't like the way he drEsses- 
 05 Tury:  [sh:e: (--) 
   calls him a weeny. 
  Peter: well because he: (-) wouldn't come on her show;= 

(34) Blakemore: restless (25.04, DAT: 1:01:51 (855)) 
BE radio programme. Anthony Clair is interviewing Colin Blakemore, a well-known 
neurologist, on his life. 
X 01 Clair:  .hh you described your fAther as rEstless, (-) 
   would you say yOU are. 
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X'  Blakem: .hh uh i thInk i'm intellEctually restless. 
Y   i cErtainly don't have the kind of (--) 
 05  geogr(h)Aphical r(h)estlessness [that he just had  
  Clair:  [yeah; 
  Blakem: to be somewhere else; 
   he had to move on all the time; 

Markers such as these promote the interpretation of the relation as 
Concessive. They thus achieve a trade-off between speaker economy and 
hearer economy, i.e. the economy required by on-line production and the 
clearness of expression required by on-line processing. These findings 
suggest that the focus on established connectives in earlier research as well 
as some of the conclusions drawn from this, such as that “...the language 
users’ use of connectives reflects their conversational cooperativeness...” 
(Spooren 1997: 151) need to be regarded with more than a little care. The 
linguists’ attention needs to extend to other kinds of marking. Apart from 
the various kinds of correlates, prosodic marking is one of the fields which 
has been neglected in the study of discourse-pragmatic relations. 

4.4.4 Prosodic marking 
The last kind of marking to be investigated here, although it is only one of 
several, is particularly interesting in connection with spoken data. Even 
though in the great majority of the examples in the corpus the 
acknowledging move is a syntactically complete unit and thus at least 
potentially a point of turn completion (cf., for instance, Schegloff 1982, 
1996b, Selting 1996: 366, 1998), speakers are rarely interrupted in the 
production of Concession, i.e. their move is treated as an incomplete 
discourse unit (Houtkoop/Mazeland 1985). This can be explained only 
partly by the recipient’s awareness of the pragmatic complexity of the 
utterance (for instance, Ford/Thompson 1996) because, in contrast to, for 
example, a conditional construction, in which the protasis in pre-position is 
pragmatically incomplete without the apodosis, or vice versa, the first part 
of a Concessive construction is usually either a pragmatically complete 
agreement or a pragmatically complete disagreement. Hence, there must be 
particular means to signal the complexity of the construction. One group of 
these means are, of course, the lexical hints we have just reviewed, i.e. 
cataphoric connectives or, perhaps even more important, cataphoric 
correlates, which project the continuation of the syntactic unit of the TCU 
immediately preceding the change of argumentative direction (cf. Lerner 
1991). Interruptions, however, are rare even when these lexical hints are 
only provided in the TCU(s) of the following move, viz anaphorically, or 
when they are missing altogether. This underlines the fact that transition 
relevance places (TRPs), i.e. points at which a change of speakership is 
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possible (cf. Sacks/Schegloff/Jefferson 1974, Wilson/Zimmerman 1986), 
are determined not by lexico-semantic or -syntactic cues alone but by a 
bundle of features. These include prosodic marking as one important cue 
(cf. Ford/Thompson 1996, Selting 1998).33 

Scholars of spoken language have long emphasised the role of 
intonation in conveying the meaning of a text, i.e. the co-operation of 
syntax and prosody (cf. for instance, Brown 1990). It does not yet seem to 
be clear whether one or the other of the two dominates. Schegloff (1998: 
237), for instance, argues that “...syntax ... set[s] the parameters within 
which prosody is deployed and interpreted...” and justifies this by his 
observation that “...syntactic possible completions not realized in 
prosodically final contours are nevertheless not uncommonly the site of 
‘mis-targetted’ (i.e. immediately withdrawn) start-ups...” (1998: 237). On 
the other hand, prosody appears more basic in that it can overrule 
interpretations with regard to speaker intentions suggested by syntax: when 
an utterance with interrogative word order, for example, is produced with a 
kind of exclamatory intonation (i.e. the pitch falls to “low”), the recipient 
will be unlikely to understand the utterance as a request for information 
(Selting 1996b: 232). Similarly, for TRPs in German, Selting (1998, 2000) 
has shown that prosody indicating continuation can overrule the 
implications of a syntactically complete unit as well as vice versa. 

For our present purpose it should suffice to acknowledge the role 
prosody plays in signalling the (in-)completeness of a turn in general. Even 
though, according to Couper-Kuhlen (1986: 209), prosody seems to be 
employed less frequently as a distinctive cue than has been assumed in the 
past, 

“...intonation CAN be essential ... In instances when a given type of meaning is 
not conveyed by other linguistic means, intonation is left carrying the load – and 
here its function in shaping speaker meaning is undeniable.” (1986: 209, 
emphasis in the original) 

(cf. also Couper-Kuhlen/Selting 1996: 25, Selting 1996: 384). I will 
describe here a number of prosodic features co-occurring with Concessive 
constructions, thereby attempting to contribute to filling the gap noticed by 
König (1991) with respect to the prosodic realisation of Concession. Along 
with lexical markers, prosody will be treated “...as one of the orderly 
                                                        
33  What may also play a role in the corpus investigated, apart from linguistic cues is the 

specific setting of the data analysed: A greater number of examples are produced by 
interviewees, who can be assumed to have an extended right to speak. However, as will 
be pointed out in more detail in chapter 6, the interviewees themselves, in the production 
of their turns, orient, rather than to their right to speak, to their interviewers’ right to 
organise the discourse - another characteristic of the interview setting (cf. chapter 
6.3.2.2). In interviews, for instance, speakers seem to integrate their moves more than in 
conversation (cf. chapter 6.4). 
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details of interaction...” (Couper-Kuhlen/Selting 1996: 25, cf. also Leclère 
1983: 111, Thompson 1994). It is a contextualisation cue (Gumperz 1977, 
Auer 1996b: 58), which may be particularly important when other cues are 
missing, but which can also support other cues present in their signalling. I 
am particularly interested in the question whether and how the speaker 
signals to the recipient by prosodic means that what is currently underway 
is not just agreement, but a complex construction.34 Prosody will be 
understood here as the (at least partially) systematic, conventional and 
intentional use of features such as stress, speech rhythm and tempo, pitch 
and pausing for the purpose of communication (Couper-Kuhlen 1986: 3).  

There are a number of prosodic phenomena relevant with respect to 
discourse relations in general and Contrast relations in particular, and thus 
potentially to Concession. In view of the question what foreshadows the 
incompleteness of the first move, however, I will concentrate on those 
prosodic features which project the upcoming second of the X’-Y pair. 
Since in the subcorpus the Cardinal order of the moves dominates, the 
analysis thus mainly covers the prosodic realisation of the initial 
acknowledgement, i.e. the first move of the second speaker. If the counter 
precedes and X’ is not followed by another Y, the analysis covers the 
prosodic realisation of the initial counter. Rather than employing an 
impressionistic description, i.e. investigating all auditory phenomena 
regardless of their potential function (Local/Kelly/Wells 1986: 411-413), I 
have selected the following features, based on the prosodic features pointed 
out in the literature with respect to Contrast (cf., for instance, Couper-
Kuhlen 1984, 1986): 
• differences in the overall prosodic design of the relevant TCUs 

regarding pitch-range, loudness and tempo, 
• final pitch movements at the point of syntactic completion of the first 

move, 
• prosodic phenomena at the border of the two moves, such as final 

lengthening, latching and pausing, as well as 
• contrastive accent placement. 

With this selection I do not intend to imply that these are the only 
features relevant with respect to Concession. Pomerantz (1984), for 
instance, claims that gaps after statements, i.e. after X, can serve as 
prefaces to disagreement. Also, there may be a correlation between the 
length of these gaps and their implications, at least for German academic 
discourse: in this genre Koerfer (1979) observed that the longer the pause 
after the initial statement X, the less likelihood there is that a ja aber-
construction will follow. Also, disagreement may be indicated by the 

                                                        
34  For a similar function of certain prosodic cues in German dialects, cf. Gilles (2000). 
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displacement of acknowledgement tokens, for instance, in rhythm, before 
taking the turn (Müller 1996). Another cue for an extended turn can be 
provided by a particularly high onset (Couper-Kuhlen 1998a, 1998b), 
whereas aspiration of plosives and centralised vowels indicate turn endings 
in Tyneside English (Local/Kelly/Welly 1986). However, these phenomena 
are left for consideration in further research.  

Before I begin with the actual description of the prosodic features 
selected, two caveats need pointing out. First, the structure of the following 
paragraphs suggests that each of the relevant features can be investigated 
separately. It is to be noted, though, that with auditive analyses such as the 
one carried out here, it is hardly possible to separate the various features, as 
the human ear always perceives them as a complex Gestalt (cf., for 
instance, Auer 1996b: 59, Selting 1998, also Local/Kelly/Wells 1986). 
Knowledge of exactly which features trigger the perception of a certain 
phenomenon is still scant (cf. for rhythm, for instance, Stock 2000). 
Therefore, the quantitative information given on the separate features can 
only provide a rough indication of the frequency of a particular 
phenomenon. 

Secondly, for the same reason it cannot be claimed that in the examples 
given it is only and solely the feature under consideration which prevented 
the interlocutor from interrupting. The examples should rather be taken as 
serving to illustrate the particular phenomenon discussed. In each instance, 
the effect of the phenomenon discussed can be supported by other prosodic 
features, syntactic design as well as non-verbal signals and the situational 
parameters of the example.  

4.4.4.1 Contrastive accent 
Projecting a second unit seems to work best with phenomena which have 
(at least) two parts. Thus an if always seems to call for a then (cf. ex. (32)), 
an on the one hand for an on the other (Houtkoop-Steenstra 1980, Selting 
1998, 2000). In terms of prosody, contrastive accent suggests itself as such 
a two-part phenomenon to the extent that it establishes the perspective of 
contrast, even though there is no 1:1-relation between contrastive accent 
and Contrast, let alone Concession (Spooren 1989: 69, Bolinger 1989). The 
production of a first item with prominent stress in an appropriate context 
seems to call for, or at least imply, a second, contrasting one (Lerner 1991, 
1996).  

Crystal (1969: 120) distinguishes between stress (dominance of 
loudness) and accent (dominance of pitch). Since the perception of 
prominence depends on these as well as other factors, such as duration, 
(cf., for instance, Giegerich 1992: 251), I will refer here only to sentence 
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accent as the bundle of features including loudness, pitch and duration 
which make a word or syllable more salient or prominent than others.  

In the analysis, contrastive accent was taken to be employed by the 
speaker with “any accent pattern in which a non-stressable word is 
accented or in which some stressed item other than the final one received 
the accent” (Couper-Kuhlen 1986: 47), i.e. when stress occurred either on 
an unusual item or in an unusual place. Both features can, of course, co-
occur. 
a) unusual place: The “normal” stress pattern of a sentence, or a TCU for 
that matter, is determined by syntactic structure or (unmarked) information 
focus, with which the final item of a series usually receives the accent 
(Couper-Kuhlen 1986: 47). Therefore, if the accent is placed in some other 
than the usual, final position, it is contrastive. Let us consider ex. (35). 
(35) 08.03 Freddy Merts: religious group (DAT: 1:31:20) (B426)) 
AE radio programme. Freddy Merts is interviewing Judy Sterling, mother of eleven 
children who “lost” one son in the supermarket. Judy is in the process of leaving a 
religious sect. At this point of the programme, Patrick Racey, the sports correspondent, 
is given the floor after a phone call on Judy's story. He is referring to the show’s main 
topic. 
 01 Freddy: sorry [patrick? 
X'  Patrick:  [ye:a:h, (this) chrIst's household of fAIth 

uh might uh mIght not be uh .hh a reLIgious group 
that everyone endOrses,= 

Y 05  =but they have a hEll of a bAsketball uh=a wOmen's 
bAsketball team every yEAr fred, 

  Freddy: are you serious? 
  Patrick: oh yeah they're terrific. 

In contrast to what might be expected in a “normal” accent pattern, 
prominent stress is employed here on relIgious (line 3), not on group or on 
endOrses, which carries only a secondary stress. The unusual position of 
this accent raises expectations as to some ‘second’ coming up, i.e. it 
projects turn continuation. These expectations are indeed met by a 
contrasting item in the second TCU: bAsketball team (line 6). It is no 
coincidence that this accent pattern is employed on items which at the 
same time contrast semantically. Patrick underlines the semantic contrast 
between the two groups and their respective evaluation by contrastive 
accent: this uh chrIst's household of fAIth uh might uh mIght not be uh .hh 
a reLIgious group that everyone endOrses (lines 2-4), but they certainly 
are a sports group that is worthy of endorsement because they have a hEll 
of a bAsketball a wOmen's bAsketball team every yEAr (lines 5-6). 
b) unusual item: The distinction between typically stressed and typically 
unstressed words parallels, roughly, that between content and function 
words (Pike 1945, cf. also Kingdon 1958). Personal pronouns, for instance, 
are typically unstressed, except when they are used contrastively, as in ex. 
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(32), with accent on the personal pronoun yOU. In ex. (36) a usually 
unstressed modal is accented. 
(36) Larry King: option (74.02, DAT: 14:32 (426)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole, who has just been 
announced as the Republican party’s presidential candidate. King is enquiring about the 
announcement of a candidate for the vice presidency. 
 01 King: are you gonna name a vice president early? 
  Dole: uh i don't think so, 
   again [that's/ 
X  King:  [i thOUght you wEre gonna. 
X' 05 Dole: well=i thInk it's an Option; 
   jUst like the one TERM thing,= 
   =it's you know thEse are Options, 
   it MAY happen:,= 
Y   =but i think it's tOO early to TELL. 
 10 King: .hh rumor has it that colin powell has told 

friends, 

After Bob Dole disagrees, Larry King restates his assumption that Dole 
would name a vice president early (line 4) – thus providing evidence for 
the fact that utterances in interrogative form need not always be questions 
in meaning but can be employed to express claims (cf. chapter 4.5.1.1). In 
his answer Dole backs down from his initial disagreement and 
acknowledges that this course of action is an Option. This optionality is 
stressed by the modal MAY, which for this purpose receives prominent 
stress (line 8). 

Also, ex. (37) exhibits prominent stress on a modal in an unusual 
position. 
(37) Larry King: refocus (74.03, DAT: 24:21 (623)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing three lawyers on the ongoing O.J. 
Simpson case. One of them, Bert, is commenting on the defence strategy. 
 01 Bert: i think what they're realising is that .hh there's 

some trouble there, 
   and they need to (-) .h get their act together,= 
Y   =they need to rEfOcus, 
X' 05  and they cAn refocus;= 
Y'    =but they've got to be cOOl about it. 
  ??: [(and i thought mayb/) 
  King: [(you’re always good at) overview jerry, 

Having stated that the defence needs to refocus their strategy (line 4), Bert 
forestalls the possible assumption that he has thus implied that they would 
not be able to or should not do so. For this purpose he stresses that they 
cAn refocus (line 5), which nicely contrasts with the neutral accent pattern 
in line 4, where the accent is placed on refOcus. 

This example underlines that contrastive accent can indeed imply a 
contrast: cAn seems to function here as a cue for both the speaker’s 
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acknowledgement of the still unstated point and the upcoming 
contradiction. This effect is based on the co-occurrence of contrastive 
accent with normally unstressed items when they are contradicting some 
previous remark (cf. Brown 1990: 53). 

In summary, the identification of contrastive accent on the basis of 
unusual position in terms of which item receives stress and where in the 
utterance the accent is placed, already provides the analyst with a number 
of relevant cases. However, Couper-Kuhlen (1986: 47-48) points out that 
the formal identification of contrastive accent faces a number of problems 
(cf. also Couper-Kuhlen 1984): 
1. there are utterances without a “normal” accent pattern:  
  even a TWO year old could do that   

2. a contrast may be present although the accents fall in normal position: 
  the book is JOHN's  

3. even with a “normal” accent pattern we make assumptions about the 
context: 

  my mother is COMing (vs. my MOther is coming) 

4. accent placement may deviate without there being a (semantic) 
contrast 

  Did you REALLY climb the Eiffel tower? (all examples quoted from  
             Couper-Kuhlen 1986: 47-48) 

Similar phenomena can be observed in our corpus. Ex. (12) already 
illustrated a case where the prominent stress is located on a stressable item 
in final position but where it nevertheless signals a contrast (cf. line 10). 
(12’) Wally and friends: eat and drink (28.01, DAT: 27:40 (403)) 
BE dinner conversation between two older couples, Mora and Wally and Betsy and 
Dave. Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning to 
travel there and this time she is wondering whether she needs to keep money to be able 
to buy something to eat and drink during their stop at Singapore. 
X 01 Betsy: i mean if we're there for three hOUrs, 
   we'll prObably want something to eat and [drInk or  
X'1  Wally:  [oh yEAh. 
  Betsy: [something, .hh so/ 
 05 Mora: [yeah but the plane [feeds you and drinks you 
X'2  Wally:  [wEll; (-) 
  Mora: r-right up to the eyebrows;= 
  Betsy: [1really? 
X'2  Wally: [1=you mIght want a drInk, (.) 
  Betsy?: [2no; 
Y 10 Wally: [2you wOn't want any fOOd; [(1.1) 
  Betsy?:  [no; 
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  Wally: in twenty-five hOUrs we had two dIn[ners, two  
  Betsy:  [hm; 
  Wally: brEAkfasts, and <<laughing> two lUnches.> 
 15 Betsy: ((laughing)) 

After his initial agreement (line 3), Wally backs down to a position from 
where he can point out that part of what Betsy said is true – you mIght 
want a drInk (line 8) – while another part is not: you wOn’t want any fOOd 
(line 10). The items stressed, drInk and fOOd, are content words, i.e. not 
unusually carrying stress, and they are placed in final position. Therefore, 
from a formal point of view, their accent does not qualify as contrastive. 
Yet, since all other semantic, syntactic and prosodic aspects suggest 
contrast(ive accent) and since, for all practical purposes, Wally can be 
assumed to have intended to express this state of affairs as a contrast in this 
second round of answering, the analysis includes examples of this kind in 
the category of contrastive accent. In these cases the criterion for 
contrastive stress suggested by Bolinger (1989: 354) might be more useful. 
He claims that „the contrastive accent dominates the scene...“, i.e. it can be 
identified on this basis regardless of the nature of the item stressed. 

The projective force of the employment of this kind of contrastive 
accent can also be employed without a contrasting item actually being 
produced in a following TCU. Consider ex. (38) from an AE private 
conversation. 
(38) Alida: terms (12.01, DAT: 48:00 (652)) 
AE dinner conversation between friends. Mark has just mentioned a current project at 
work in which non-linguists carry out linguistic analyses for computerised speech 
recognition. 
X 01 Alida: i mean do you have to tEAch them a lot, 
   before they can dO [this sort of thing? 
Y  Mark:  [nO they sort of (2 syll),  
   and then then they they're sort of you know they 
 05  knOw; (-) 
   how to spEAk i guess, 
   (and just put them uh-) 
  Alida: u-hm, 
X'  Mark: <<l>they might not know the tErms, 
Y' 10   but uh - > (--) 
   but it's it's actually sort of tricky; 
   (y'know) 'cause when you 

Having negated Alida’s assumption that the linguistic lay-employees need 
considerable training before they can carry out the analyses, Mark 
acknowledges that they might not know the tErms (line 9). Note that the 
prominent stress is also located on the last stressable item. A continuation 
such as ‘but they can understAnd it’ or ‘but they dO know how to cOde the 
material’ would be highly plausible. We will see in chapter 4.5.2.1 that in 
these examples the prominent stress on the potential first part of a 
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contrastive pair can be employed to indicate the existence of that second 
pair part without it having to be produced explicitly.  

Against this background, the projective force of prominent stress of a 
potential first pair part can then be assumed to enable speakers to use 
contrastive accent for strategic reasons as well. Consider ex. (39). 
(39) Presidential debate: fighting dogs (20.01, DAT: 12:28 (213)) 
AE TV discussion. Clinton and Perot have been arguing whether Clinton’s experience 
as governor of Arkansas qualifies him for the position of President of the United States. 
Clinton is arguing using the opinions of the inhabitants of his state. 
 01 Clinton: the people who have jobs and educations and 

opportunities that didn't have'em ten years ago 
don't think it's irrelevant at all;  

   they think [it's highly relevan [t,= 
 05 Perot:  [(uh)/ [(you)/  
  Clinton: and they wish the rest of the country (   )/ 
X'  Bush: I don't have a dog in thIs fi:ght,=  
Y   =but i'd like to get In on [this. 
  Lehrer:  [oh you think it's 
 10  relevant.  
  <<audience: laughter>  
  Bush: i/ i/ 
   governor clinton has to operate under a balanced 

budget amendment.> 

Bush, sensing his chance to attack Clinton with Perot's backing, claims the 
floor by competitively overlapping Clinton, who has not yet finished his 
turn. This self-selection and the manner in which it is accomplished could 
cause Bush himself to lose face, in particular in the current institutional 
situation with its fixed turn-taking rules (cf. ex. (16), chapter 6.3.2), unless 
he has good reason to do so. The latter is indicated by Bush stating his 
desire to get In on this even though he is forced to acknowledge before that 
he does not have a dog in thIs fi:ght (line 7), i.e. does not have a vested 
interest in the point presently under discussion. This way Bush not only 
violates the institutional turn-taking rules but at the same time manages to 
confirm them by indicating that the violation is justified. This allows his 
behaviour to appear in a more favourable light. Yet, the acknowledging 
part does not only refer to turn-taking rules in the debate. It is essential for 
Bush’s success: he secures himself the floor, obtained in order to state his 
intention to get in, by using a contrastive accent in the first part. Stressing 
the normally unstressed item thIs projects the additional material to come 
and thus serves as a way to maintain the floor for this turn at talk extended 
for strategic purposes.  

Returning to ex. (38), it needs to be noted that when the second item 
expected is not produced, the example associates contrastive stress with 
emphatic stress. With this weaker kind of contrast a speaker, rather than 
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expressing something like A, not B, points out A of all possible other things 
(cf. Bolinger 1961, Couper-Kuhlen 1986):  
  Did you REALLY climb the Eiffel tower?  

These cases then do not qualify for contrastive accent. However, those 
which, for lack of a specific second, only single out one particular element 
from a range of possible alternatives by prominent stress do, as can be seen 
in ex. (39) above. They can be recognised by a context in which (semantic) 
contrast seems particularly plausible as well as by the stressed syllable 
being higher, louder and/or longer than is to be expected (Bolinger 1989: 
354). In the quantitative analysis I have therefore included both 
phenomena, all examples of prominent stress in “unusual” position as well 
as all examples with items which could potentially figure as ‘a first’ in a 
semantic contrast and which are extraordinarily highlighted by prosody. 
The main reason for the inclusion of these two kinds of stress in the 
category of projective contrastive accent is that both provide a similar 
amount of information to the potential next speaker: a possible first part of 
a two-part phenomenon projects a second part and in this way blocks the 
TRP. 

Nevertheless, as convenient as the strategy of employing contrastive 
accent appears to be, Table 22 shows that it is used less frequently than 
might be expected: only one third of all examples exhibit this kind of 
prosodic marking. 
Table 22: Contrastive accent with the first move of the X’-Y pair in the 

Concessive constructions  
 (*The category of contrastive accent was not applicable when X’ 

consisted of only one word. With items such as yes the position of accent 
was not negotiable. When X’ is realised as though, it is integrated into the 
following move, usually not carrying any stress at all.) 

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable*   33 (17%) 
relevant cases 159 (83%) 
of these: no contrastive accent  
                contrastive accent 

110 (69%) 
  49 (31%) 

This may be explained by the fact that contrastive accent frequently 
correlates with some kind of semantic contrast. In cases where this is not 
what the speaker intends to express, contrastive accent may not be the 
prosodic device best suited for projection. 

According to Schegloff (1998: 241), stress is relevant to another aspect 
of this, too: as pitch peaks usually occur at the end of a turn, they can 
project an intended turn completion. The possible last accent of a speaker’s 
turn can therefore be treated as the beginning of a transition relevance 
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space. If the speaker, as is likely in the case of a Concessive construction, 
intends to hold the turn, she can also integrate the moves into her turn in a 
way that prevents her interlocutors from occupying the floor. This can be 
achieved by various turn holding devices (Selting 1996: 383).  

4.4.4.2 Turn-holding: Final intonation and other devices 
Concession typically consists of three moves. Theoretically, it could 
therefore comprise (at least) three separate TCUs, each with their separate 
intonation contour. If the first move of the X’-Y pair, however, is designed 
prosodically as a complete turn, its end could be misinterpreted as a TRP 
and the utterance could be taken to indicate mere agreement or 
disagreement, instead of Concession – an interpretation which hence must 
be forestalled. In a case where it was equally undesirable to be 
interrupted35, Heritage (1997: 169) observed the speaker employing a 
number of devices to keep the floor at a potential TRP, among them the 
avoidance of (final) falling intonation as well as of breathing and pausing. 
Similar means can be found to be employed by the speakers in our corpus: 
they seem to retain the floor by non-final pitch movement at the end of the 
first move of the X’-Y pair as well as other means of prosodic integration 
of the two relevant TCUs. 
holding intonation: One indication as to whether the upcoming end of the 
first syntactic unit is a possible point of completion of the speaker’s turn, 
i.e. a TRP, is the design of the pitch movement at the end of this TCU. 
Chafe (1988) has observed two kinds of intonation contours at the end of a 
main clause and before a postposed adverbial clause: one which separates 
them (period intonation) and one which integrates them (comma 
intonation). As the end of an intonation unit can imply the end of a turn, 
this distinction is valid for our purposes, too (cf., for instance, 
Local/Kelly/Wells 1986). 

With period intonation the pitch typically falls to a low level near or at 
the bottom of the speaker’s voice range (Cruttenden 1986: 60, cf. also 
Local/Kelly/Wells 1986, Gardner 1997, Couper-Kuhlen 1998a, Selting 
1998, Gilles 2000). Note that low falls can however be influenced by the 
position of the nucleus, though: if the most prominent syllable in the tone 
unit occurs on the very last syllable in this unit, the speaker has to make 
more effort to reach the base line, as the usual tail, i.e. any unstressed 
syllables following the nucleus, is missing. The speaker can then either 
stretch the syllable to have enough “time” to reach the bottom line or 
simply let her voice fall in pitch as far as possible (Beatrice Szczepek in 
                                                        
35  The example referred to here showed the reaction of a mother to a telephone call from a 

school employee reporting that her son might be a truant from school (Heritage 1997: 
166). 
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personal communication). An example of final falling intonation is 
provided in (40). 
(40) Larry King: issue (74.01, DAT: 18:19 (312)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing William Bennett and Dick Cheney on 
the election campaign strategy of their party on the issue of abortion, especially when 
Clinton accuses their party of, as Larry puts it, ‘going into people’s bedrooms’.  
 01 Bennett: that's what they've done with foster;= 
   =i think rather cynically,= 
   =and they will try to argue that the republican 

party/ this is the only issue for the republican 
 05  party. 
   [.hhh but/  
X  King: [but whAt if he fOrms an Issue; 
   you knOw, 
X'  Bennett: hE wIll,  
-> 10  and thEY will:.= 
Y   =but as dick sAId;= 
   =i mean this is pArt of being (the) majority pArty-= 
   =i think it's Also part of being a pArty that has 
   some c↑Onscience on the issue.= 
 15  =i mean at lEAst in OUr party it is an Open quEstion. 
  King: (lee atwater) said... 

Bennett acknowledges that Clinton and the Democrats may indeed pursue 
such a strategy: hE wIll, and thEY will: using period intonation (lines 9-
10). Note that, although Bennett has produced a “typical” turn-ending final 
fall, Larry King does not attempt to take over the floor. He thereby 
indicates his understanding that a complex turn at talk is being produced 
(cf. Houtkoop/Mazeland 1985, Müller 1996: 132). This suggests that, apart 
from final falling intonation, there are other features which indicate the end 
of a turn. Among them may be other prosodic cues (cf. Local/Kelly/Wells 
1986) – we will see shortly that in ex. (40) the latching between the X’-Y 
pair is most likely a decisive cue – but there is also direction of gaze 
(Goodwin 1977) as well as the institutional context of an interview, in 
which the candidates are, in general, allocated more speaking time than the 
moderator.  

In terms of final pitch movement, however, continuation is signalled by 
comma intonation. Here the pitch moves to non-low, which includes rising, 
i.e. fall-rises and normal rising, and level intonation as well as truncated 
falls (cf. Chafe 1988, Couper-Kuhlen 1996, also Houtkoop-Steenstra 
1980). Truncated falls can end more or less close to mid, falling from high 
to mid or mid to “half low”, as in ex. (41). 
(41) Freddy Merts: floppy (08.03, DAT: 1:34:05 (B478)) 
AE radio show with Freddy Merts and Patrick Racey. Patrick is commenting negatively 
on the habit of eating popcorn for breakfast. 
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 01 Patrick: corn is not a good thing to start with [either. 
X  Freddy:  [oh it/ oh 

it's good thEre though. 
X' -> Patrick: yeah=it's terrIfic;  
Y 05   but it's flOppy.= 
   =you're you're you're rUIned for the dAY if you 

start Off with corn.= 
  Freddy: =you think so? 
  Patrick: .hh yeah.  

In this example, Patrick at first produces an upgraded agreement 
(Pomerantz 1984), terrIfic, with Freddy’s claim that the corn at the state 
fair is good. At the end, however, he indicates by a truncated fall that there 
is more to come (line 4). 

Ex. (42) illustrates a case of fall-rise, i.e. “...a phonetically prominent 
fall followed by a phonetically less prominent rise on one and the same 
syllable...or spread over one nuclear prominent syllable and the tail...” 
(Couper-Kuhlen 1996: 96). Consider line 6. 
(42) Larry King: Jim Otto (74.01, DAT: 12:15 (215)) 
AE radio programme on the O.J. Simpson case. Larry King is interviewing a physician, 
Doctor Huizenger, on whether Simpson would have been able to commit the crime he 
is accused of in spite of his suffering from arthritis. King adopts Huizenger’s parallels 
to the physical condition of former football players. 
 01 King:  let me ask you about someone you may know; 
   how's (jim otto); 
  Huizeng: uh (jim otto) is you know the prototype; 
   there's somebody [that (   )/ 
X 05 King:   [can he wAlk, 
X'-> Huizeng: (-) uh he cAn wAlk, 
Y    but it's with the aid of uh mUltiple uh titAnium 

jOInts.= 
   =and thEre you get a person that you know has 
 10  mOre spare pArts than the six million dollar mA:n. 

Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (2000: 401-402) described fall-rise as a 
prosodic signal associated with Concession. Yet, they could not find a 
systematic correlation of this feature with the Concessive relation in their 
data.36 This finding is corroborated by the results depicted in Table 23. 
Rising intonation, which included fall-rises, was employed in only one 
third of all relevant examples. What can be observed, however, is that the 
various non-low intonation types which signal continuation and are thus 
better suited to the needs of a speaker when conceding, are preferred in the 

                                                        
36  Bolinger (1989: 347), too, stresses that contrastivity and intonation are independent 

phenomena. However, Couper-Kuhlen (1983) claims that fall-rise signals continuation at 
least, and Houtkoop-Steenstra (1980) observed rising intonation to co-occur with 
concessive Dut. wel-maar-constructions. 
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realisation of Concession. Among these, truncated falls are most 
prominent.37 
Table 23: TCU-final intonation with the move of the X’-Y pair in the 

Concessive constructions  
 (*The categories of TCU-final intonation were not applicable when X’ 

realised as though was integrated into the second move or when the 
realisation of X’ was interrupted.) 

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable   23* (12%) 
relevant cases 169 (88%) 
of these: low fall/high rise  
               truncated fall/low rise 

  34 (20%) 
135 (80%) 

               of these: rising (incl. fall-rise)           
                              level  
                              truncated fall 

  45 (33%) 
    8 (  6%) 
  82 (61%) 

other turn-holding devices: Apart from final pitch movement indicating 
continuation, the speaker can also “fail” to provide an opportunity to her 
interlocutor to step in. This can be achieved by avoiding markers for 
intonation unit boundaries, such as final lengthening, as well as by talking 
through the expected pause or by filling it with floorholders or anticipatory 
articulation movements. 
a) Final lengthening: In prosodic research, the final syllable(s) in an 
intonation unit are often claimed to exhibit lengthening to a greater extent 
than is to be expected on the basis of accent and lexical stress patterns (Du 
Bois et al 1993: 59), regardless of whether they are stressed or unstressed 
(Cruttenden 1986: 39). Therefore, final lengthening is regarded as one of 
the main indicators of intonation unit boundaries, and as such of turn 
endings (cf., also, Local/Kelly/Wells 1986, Ford/Thompson 1996). 
However, it does not always occur at the end of the first move. Consider 
line 41 and 43 in ex. (18) again. 
(18’’) Presidential debate: Jim Baker (20.01, DAT: 55:20 (724)) 
AE TV discussion; second part of the presidential debate with Bush, Clinton and Perot, 
in which journalists are posing questions to the candidates. Bush is defending himself 
against the accusation of discriminating against women and ethnic minorities. 
Y  Bush: you can lOOk all arOUnd;  
 40  and you'll see fIrst clAss strOng ↑WOmen.  
X' ->  uh: (-) jim bAker's a mA:n, (--) 
   yeah i agrE/=i plead gUIlty 
 ->  <<audience: laughing> to tha:t; 
Y'   .hh but lOOk arOUnd who's/- (.) 

                                                        
37  Elizabeth Couper-Kuhlen (personal communication) pointed out to me that this may be 

due to the material investigated being AE. 
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 45  lOOk who's arOUnd wIth him there;> 
   i mean thIs is a little defENsive on your part 

sUsan 

Whereas mA:n in line 41 is a rather clear example of lengthening, tha:t in 
line 43 is less pronounced. Interestingly, this example is by no means an 
exception in this regard: in our corpus final lengthening occurs only in a 
quarter (26%) of all Concessive examples in the relevant position, i.e. at 
the end of the first move of the X’-Y pair (cf. Table 24). This contrasts 
with Cruttenden’s (1986: 41) claim that English has a high lengthening 
ratio. 

This difference may be explained by the fact that the present analysis 
excluded those examples from the statistics in which the stress occurred on 
the final syllable, as duration of a syllable is already a feature of prosodic 
prominence (cf., for instance, Laver 1994: 448). Judging from Du Bois et 
al’s description of final lengthening, however, previous studies can be 
assumed to have employed a similar restriction. This suggests that the 
present result could be interpreted as proposing another turn-holding 
device: in particular when co-occurring with other intonation unit boundary 
markers, such as unfilled pauses or anacrustic syllables, final lengthening 
can indicate the end of an intonation unit, therefore potentially also the end 
of a turn. This would counter the current speaker’s intention of retaining 
the floor in the production of Concession. Avoiding final lengthening 
could thus be a device for indicating an extended turn at talk. Although this 
is a question which must be left to further research, further support for this 
hypothesis can be found in the fact that when final lengthening occurs, as 
in ex. (18), it is often (in 96% of the cases) accompanied by other 
indicators of turn continuation, such as non-low-fall/high-rise intonation 
(see also below and Table A-11). 
Table 24: Final lengthening with the end of the first move of the X’-Y pair 

in the Concessive constructions  
 (*The category was not applicable when X’, realised as though, was 

integrated into the second move or when the realisation of X’ was 
interrupted.) 

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable 23* (12%) 
final stress 73 (38%) 
relevant cases 96 (50%) 
of these: final lengthening    
                no final lengthening 

25 (26%) 
71 (74%) 

Selting (1993), on the other hand, has suggested for German that in 
actual dialogic interaction final lengthening may not occur as frequently as 
suggested by theories based on idealised or written-to-be-spoken 
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utterances. She also found final lengthening to occur less frequently in 
dialogic data and explained this by the distribution of the right to the floor: 
written-to-be-spoken utterances are usually presented in a monologic 
situation, where the speaker does not have to defend her speaker status. 
Where other speakers may come in, in contrast, final lengthening would 
provide them with an opportunity to seize the floor.38 
b) Filled vs. unfilled pauses: Pauses, too, have been described as boundary 
markers between intonation units (cf., for instance, Cruttenden 1986, Chafe 
1988, Selting 1996). In addition, the relevance of pausing has been pointed 
out with regard to dispreferred moves: Pomerantz (1984) described gaps 
(pauses between turns) as indicative of disagreement.39 Auer/Uhmann 
(1982) attributed a similar function to pauses after prefaces to 
disagreements in German. 

The relevance previously assigned to the position of pauses indicates 
that there are different kinds of pauses. The same applies to their nature: on 
the one hand, pauses can be produced ‘unfilled’, i.e. occur as ‘silences’, 
breaks in the perceptible stream of speech sounds. These can be designed 
as ‘trail-off silences’, i.e. a legitimate place for turn transition, which is 
signalled by diminution of loudness, slowing down of tempo, level or 
falling pitch on the final item and/or an audible out-breath after it 
(Local/Kelly 1986).  

What appears as ‘silence’ in the audio data may, however, contain non-
vocal actions (Goodwin 1977, Psathas/Anderson 1990: 88). They will then 
more likely belong to the second group of pauses: filled pauses or ‘holding 
silences’ (Local/Kelly 1986). In their vocal realisation these will be filled 
with floorholders such as uh, uhm (cf., for instance, Gardner 1997: 150, 
Jefferson 1984b, Laver 1994: 536), or by anticipatory articulation 
movements (Auer 1996b). The latter are, for example, glottal closure 
(Local/Kelly 1986: 192), which can be indicated by an abrupt ending of the 
final sound before a silence, or an audible in-breath, which according to 
Psathas/Anderson (1990) is “...often a prelude to someone beginning to 
speak/take a turn, and can thus have implications for speaker transition” 
(1990: 81). Ex. (43) illustrates the employment of an in-breath in a 
Reversed order schema (line 12).  

                                                        
38  Instead of final lengthening Selting found more anacrusis, which avoids pausing 

between the TCUs. According to her explanation, anacrusis and final lengthening would 
then need to be treated as alternatives, rather than occurring together as markers of 
intonation unit boundaries. 

39  Couper-Kuhlen (1990), though, points to the role of rhythm in this respect. 
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(43) Larry King: name running issue (74.01, DAT: 365) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing William Bennett and Dick Cheney on 
the strategy of their party in the election campaign. Larry has enquired whom they will 
name as candidate for the presidency. 
X 01 King: uh does it lOOk like dOl:e- 
  (-) 
  King: i mean [is it gonna tAke sOme doing to bEAt him- 
Y-  ??:  [(no/) 
 05 Bennett: [(it's way/) 
X  King: [it's All political strAtegy (now).= 
Y  Bennett: =it's wAY too soon to tEll; 
   wAY too soon to tEll;= 
X'   =bob dole is running on nAme (running issue) now. 
 10  and Everybody knows who he Is;= 
   =he's also an extremely tAlented uh talented gUY. 
Y'->  .hh but thIs is/ it's vEry early;  
   and uh it's (.) wAY too soon to tEll. 
  King: also the uh the choice of his vice president will 
 15  be important, 

Since these kinds of pauses indicate that the current speaker is going to 
produce more language material, i.e. project another TCU, they can be 
expected to occur frequently with the realisation of the Concessive relation. 
Yet, Table 25 indicates that this expectation is not met by the data. Unfilled 
pauses are even slightly more frequent in the subcorpus.40 
Table 25: Pausing with the Concessive constructions 

(*The category was not applicable when X’ was interrupted or integrated 
into the countermove.)  

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable   23* (12%) 
no pausing 102 (53%) 
relevant cases   67 (35%) 
of these: filled pauses  
                unfilled pauses41 

  31 (46%) 
  36 (54%) 

Again, when including other turn-projecting/-holding features such as 
contrastive accent and non-low-fall/high-rise intonation in the analysis, the 
balance changes again – although here still with almost half (44%) of all 
relevant examples the production of a complex construction is not 
signalled by any of the means investigated (cf. Table A-12).  

                                                        
40  In the entire 17-hour corpus, though, filled pauses are more frequent. Thus, pausing may 

be one of the phenomena which is influenced by genre (cf. chapter 6). 
41  Pauses consisting of an initial break in the sound stream which is only then followed by 

a floorholder and/or an anticipatory articulation movement count as unfilled, too, 
because in these cases, in terms of pausing, there would at first be no signal that what is 
currently underway is a complex construction. 
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Interestingly enough, in the majority of these cases the interlocutor 
nevertheless only comes in either with a short backchannel device – a 
continuer (Schegloff 1982, Goodwin 1986) – or not at all. Thus, TCU 
boundaries marked with final falling intonation and an unfilled pause are 
treated only as a local pragmatic completion point, i.e. “...points at which 
the speaker is projecting more talk, but at which another speaker might 
reasonably take a minimal turn ... a small, non-floor-taking turn.” (cf. 
Ford/Thompson 1996: 150), not as a TRP. This, again, points to the fact 
that there must be other signals indicating the complexity of a turn. Apart 
from non-verbal actions, these are further prosodic cues. 
c) Rushing through – turn continuation and latching: Another device to 
prevent an interlocutor from taking the floor is not providing any pause at 
all, i.e. the speaker “talks through” the expectable pause. This can be 
accomplished by turn continuation or even latching of the two relevant 
TCUs. 

With turn continuation the speaker simply continues talking beyond the 
end of the first move without any break in rhythm or speech rate and 
without any perceptible pause. Consequently, the acknowledging move and 
the countermove seem to be produced almost as in one unit. This is 
illustrated in ex. (44) (lines 16-17). 
(44) Tury Rider: nice guy (10.01, DAT: 05:00 (092) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She, her co-host Peter and their guest Nicole are 
considering the candidates for the position of mayor of Saint Paul.  
X 01 Peter: %i/ I think (furacy) is one of the grEAtest human 

beings on the plAnet.= 
  Nicole: [(hear.) 
  Peter: [=he's a grEAt guy; 
 05  and i don't agree with him all the time either. 

   ((...) 8 TCUs omitted on F. being head of the police and fire 
department of Saint Paul and leaving that to become mayor) 

  Tury: what kind of loyalty is that. 
 15 (-) 
X'-> Nicole: .hh he's a nice gUY; 
Y->  but doe does dOEs saint paul need a nice gUY. 
  (-) 
  Nicole: saint paul/ that's right.  
 20  the gu/ i hear the guy saying no way; 
   .hh saint paul needs a rock'n'roll kind of guy. 

After she has obtained the floor, Nicole continues talking without a break 
or change in speech rate into the next syntactic unit starting with but (lines 
16-17). Only after the connective does she seem to be in need of planning 
(doe does does). Note that even though this kind of realisation closely 
resembles one single intonation unit, there may be final lengthening at the 
joint between the two moves.  
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Apart from turn continuation, the explicit avoidance of pausing by 
latching is another means to avoid a pause and thus prevent the interlocutor 
from taking the turn immediately after the first move has been finished by 
the current speaker. For this purpose the final item of the TCU preceding 
the change in the argumentative direction and the first item of the 
following TCU are not only produced in continuation (cf. above), but are 
audibly attached to each other (cf. Psathas/Anderson 1990: 92). This is 
achieved by a liaison or even accelerated pronunciation of the last syllable 
(cut-off) of the first TCU and/or the first syllable(s) of the following one 
(Local/Kelly/Welly 1986), as is the case with anacrusis. In contrast to the 
assumption apparent in much prosodic literature, anacrusis and final 
lengthening in the corpus occur rather as alternatives than as 
complementary markers of a TCU boundary: only 3 of 65 relevant cases 
exhibit both phenomena.  

In the following example the speaker can be observed to latch the final 
syllable of X’ (runner) to the first syllable of the following Y (but), 
accelerating his speech rate on the latter. 
(45) Larry King: front runner (74.02, DAT: 14:12 (424)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole on his leading the polls in 
running for president. 
 01 Dole:  uh i always like being ahead. 
  (-) 
  Dole: [(you know,)  
  King:  [better in front. 
 05 Dole: wha/ better in front.= 
    =i mean i do/ i don't (think)=uh; (-) 
   .hh that doesn't mean that someone else won't 
   overtake you; 
   i mean i'd/ you know somebody who's not as well 
 10  known-= 
   =a lot of it is name identification-= 
   =i'm not kidding anybody:, 
Y   .hh but=uh .hh I think it's a pretty good posItion 

to be In, 
X'->15 it puts a lot of prEssure on the front runner,=  
Y'->  =but (-) .hh i think thAt's the way it ought to bE. 
  King: wanna cover a lot of bases. 

Finally, it needs to be noted that simple turn continuation and latching, 
even though they can be described as separate phenomena, are closely 
related: they shade off into each other on a continuum of more or less close 
attachment of the two moves. Therefore, for the descriptive statistics they 
have been reduced to one category, which accounts for more than half of 
all Concessive examples (cf. Table 26). 
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Table 26: Turn continuation and latching with the X’-Y pair in the 
Concessive constructions 

 (*The category was not applicable when X’ was interrupted or integrated 
into the countermove.)  

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable   23* (12%) 
pausing   67 (35%) 
turn continuation and latching 102 (53%) 

With both turn-holding devices the speaker manages to bridge the usual 
gap between TCUs, i.e. avoids pausing. The effect of this attachment is 
that the recipient is not provided with a slot to “jump in” before the next 
argument is uttered by the current speaker, except if she competitively 
overlaps the current speaker. Thus, both phenomena function as clear 
devices for accomplishing what Schegloff (1982, 1998) referred to as a 
rush-through. 

“In a ‘rush-through’ a speaker ... increases the pace of talk, does not decelerate, 
talks through the momentary silence which regularly intervenes between the end 
of a turn and the start of a next, and launches a next turn-constructional unit, 
often stopping a bit into that new unit at a point of ‘maximum grammatical 
control’...” (1998: 241) 

(cf. also Local/Kelly 1986). Note that in the examples given, as well as in 
the majority of the relevant constructions, in accordance with Schegloff’s 
observation, the speaker after latching the preceding TCU with a following 
but inserts a pause (ex. (45)) or in some other fashion interrupts the smooth 
flow of speech (ex. (44)). The production of the connective but has created 
a ‘point of maximum grammatical control’, i.e. a point where interlocutors 
are least likely to claim the floor.42 

4.4.4.3 Prosodic bracketing 
At the end of this chapter on the prosodic marking of Concessive 
constructions, I would like to turn to a phenomenon which differs slightly 
from those described above: prosodic bracketing. Although it co-occurs 
with particular Concessive patterns rather frequently, it can be argued to 
                                                        
42  This suggests that the planning pause following but can be left unfilled. A survey of the 

data, however, indicates that it appears to be more often filled. This, in turn, could be 
explained as a further guarding against competitive turn-taking: ‘but pause’-patterns 
initially resemble dangling buts (cf. Altenberg 1986), after which turn-taking is relevant 
from the possible next speaker’s point of view. Therefore, producing ‘but (unfilled) 
pause’ may not be a point of ultimately maximum grammatical control, as interlocutors 
may misinterpret this as a dangling but and take the floor although the current speaker 
did not intend to offer it. Filling these pauses, in contrast, indicates the current speaker’s 
intention to continue her utterance and thus retain the floor more clearly. 
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signal a ‘big package’ only indirectly, if at all. Apart from this, however, it 
can contribute to the different weighting of the propositions and their 
implications and, at least for this reason, it deserves our attention.  

For German, Auer (1996b: 72) found that intonational extensions which 
contain less central information, are produced less loudly and faster. 
Similarly, Local (1992: 28), investigating continuing and restarting after 
(self-)interruptions in English, described the inserted sequence as faster, 
lower and altogether quieter. In our corpus, too, in 13% of all relevant 
cases we can observe the acknowledging move, i.e. that part of the 
construction which is less central from the speaker’s point of view, to 
exhibit a lower pitch and/or decreased loudness as well as increased tempo 
in comparison with the countermove (cf. Table 27). As these prosodic 
features manage to downplay the importance of X’ prosodically, they are 
referred to as prosodic bracketing.  
Table 27: Prosodic bracketing in the Concessive constructions 
 (*The category was not applicable when X’ was interrupted or integrated 

into the countermove.) 
 Concessive examples 

total: 192 
not applicable*   23 (12%) 
no prosodic bracketing 144 (75%) 
prosodic bracketing   25 (13%) 

Its backgrounding function makes prosodic bracketing highly suitable 
for the expression of the acknowledging move, in particular when the 
speaker inserts it into a lengthier description of her own position. 
Accordingly, prosodic bracketing can be found most frequently with the 
Monadic 0-Y-X’-Y’-pattern (cf. Table A-13). In these cases, the 
acknowledging move can be inserted into a single TCU (ex. (46), lines 13-
14) or between two TCUs (ex. (47), lines 8-9). 
(46) Larry King: missing something (74.03, DAT: 26:04 (641)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing three lawyers on the O.J. Simpson 
case, among them Bert and Mike. Bert is elaborating on his view of the state of the trial. 
 01 Bert: if they refocussed now, 
   and start getting the de:-en-ai evidence in; 
   and can show that't's not contaminated, 
   and show that the ef-be:-ai labs and the other 
 05  labs can uh can give a credible finding, 
   then i think you're gonna see the balance changing 

again;= 
   =so; 
   .h this case isn't over for the people?= 
 10 Mike:  =yeah;= 
Y-   =but the prOsecution is (-) is afrAId that the 

defEnse will be Able to;= 
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X' ->  =<<l>unlEss i've mIssed something in the last 
couple o'dAYs;>= 

-Y 15  =.hh will be able to bring in one of their very  
   crUcial defense witnesses; 
   and that is ou-jai's Alibi witness- 
   before the de:-en-ai evidence ever cOmes before the 

jUry. 
 20  and if they're able to do that; 

(47) Freddy Merts: Ken doll (009.01, DAT: 06:43 (122)) 
AE radio programme with Freddy Merts. In view of the fusion of two toy companies, 
Freddy is pondering on the Ken doll, the male complement to Barbie. 
 01 Freddy: and uh where's the innovation. (-) 
   to invent the next strange toy. 
   like that ken doll. 
   we talked about last friday. 
 05  (h)who app(h)arently is very gay, 
   .hh and=uh, (-) 
Y   and men lIke him. 
X'   (-) <<l, all>kIds don't know what what the heck it 

Is,>= 
Y' 10  =but=uh i think the bIggest purchasing=uh .hh uh 

grOUp or demogrAphic for the new ken dOll,  
   gAY mEn. (-) 
   so matell is happy. 

In both cases X’ is prosodically backgrounded in accordance with its 
discourse function of introducing information which is additional to the 
main line of argument (cf. chapter 5.3.1.3). It is this co-occurrence with X’ 
which suggests that prosodic bracketing is another of those prosodic 
features signalling an extended turn at talk: we have seen earlier that 
speakers, more often than closing their turn with an acknowledging move, 
return to their own position (93%, cf. chapter 4.2 and 4.3.2). This suggests 
that, with a great degree of certainty, the recipient can expect the current 
speaker to (re)turn to the counter whenever she produces a move 
recognisable as an acknowledgement, in particular when this 
acknowledgement has been preceded by the expression of the speaker’s 
own position. As prosodic bracketing, in turn, correlates with the 
acknowledging move, it would be interesting to investigate whether the 
prosodic backgrounding of the insertion as such – similar to any of the 
lexical correlates mentioned in chapter 4.4.2 – already increases the 
recipient’s expectations of continuation. Support for this hypothesis can be 
found in the fact that among the relevant examples in the present study we 
can find only one case in which the bracketed material coincides with the 
end of the speaker’s turn, whereas in all other cases the current speaker 
continues without being interrupted. At the same time, however, it should 
be pointed out that all cases of prosodic bracketing are accompanied by 
one or several other of the turn-holding devices described above (cf. Table 
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A-14). This suggests that prosodic bracketing on its own may be too weak 
to function projectively. 

4.4.4.4 Summary: Prosodic marking 
Table 28 and Table 29 summarise the various prosodic features co-
occurring with the realisation of the Concessive relation on the basis of the 
criterion of whether or not they signal an extended turn at talk. 

Table 28 indicates that in 80% of all relevant cases at least one of the 
prosodic markers investigated here signals a ‘big package’, namely non-
final pitch movement. It is followed by devices accomplishing a rush-
through. In addition, as the total percentage of markers exceeds 100%, it 
can be concluded that the projection of the second part of the X’-Y pair in 
a Concessive construction is frequently accomplished by several prosodic 
means at once. This parallels the multiplicity of marking which has been 
observed with other discourse pragmatic relations (cf., for instance, 
Thumm 2000 for the conditional relation). 

In general, the prosodic features examined more often signal turn 
continuation than turn ending. Against the background of the lexical and 
syntactic cues described earlier, the prosodic marking of the Concessive 
constructions thus can be considered as providing another instance of the 
collaboration of prosody and syntax in signalling an extended turn (cf. also 
Chafe 1988). The role of prosody is underlined by another fact: of the 
asyndetic Concessive constructions which have no correlate, i.e. which 
exhibit no lexical hint as to a complex construction being underway at all 
(total: 4), 3 are integrated by non-final intonation. The remaining example, 
in turn, is characterised by a filled pause, which blocks the TRP. Thus, 
when there is no lexical hint  as to the complexity of the construction,   it  is 
Table 28: Prosodic marking indicating continuation with the end of the 

first move of the X’-Y pair 
 (*These categories can co-occur. ** In these cases X’ was interrupted or 

integrated into the countermove. ***In this category the relevant total 
amounted to 159 only.) 

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable 23**(12%) 
relevant cases 169 (88%) 
of these: any device 158 (93%) 
     of these: contrastive accent*,***  
                    trunc. fall/low rise* 
                    no final lengthening*  
                    filled pauses*  
                    rushing through* 

  49 (29%) 
135 (80%) 
  71 (42%) 
  31 (18%) 
102 (60%) 
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Table 29: Prosodic marking indicating non-continuation with the end of 
the first move of the X’-Y pair  

  (*These categories can co-occur. ** In these cases X’ was interrupted or 
integrated into the countermove.) 

 Concessive examples 
total: 192 

not applicable 23**(12%) 
relevant cases 169 (88%) 
of these: any device   74 (44%) 
     of these: low fall/high rise*  
                    final lengthening*  
                    unfilled pauses* 

  34 (20%) 
  25 (15%) 
  36 (21%) 

signalled prosodically. Hence, syntax can indeed be seen as benefiting 
from intonation as claimed by Bolinger (1984: 401). 

If we restrict our consideration to prosodic marking (cf. Table 30), we 
can establish that, of the first parts of the X’-Y pairs with final intonation, 
2/3 exhibit other markers of turn continuation, whereas one third of the 
cases are not marked by any of the prosodic signalling means described 
above. These, however, exhibit lexical marking. Apart from that, they may 
be signalled by non-verbal means, such as gestures or gaze in face-to-face 
encounters, as well as further prosodic cues, such as a particularly high 
onset in the first TCU (Couper-Kuhlen 1998a) or other verbal cues such as 
first verbs (Sacks 1992, Vol 1: 180), none of which have been looked into 
in this study. 
Table 30: Prosodic devices indicating continuation with intonationally 

non-integrated X’-Y pairs  
 (*These categories can co-occur.) 
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 34 
contrastive accent*   4 (12%) 
rushing through*   6 (17%) 
no final lengthening* 10 (29%) 
filled pauses* 10 (29%) 
none of these 11 (32%) 

All in all, the results obtained on prosodic marking of the realisation of 
the Concessive relation corroborate Thompson's claim that  

“...cohesion is a multi-layered phenomenon in which the clause relations are 
signalled both by lexico-grammatical cohesion and intonation choices, each of 
these features acting simultaneously to signal explicitly the meaning relation 
underlying the text” (1994: 65). 

This study thus not only justifies but even calls for an inclusion of prosodic 
marking in the consideration of correlates signalling, if not Concession 
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itself, at least an extended turn at talk, i.e. discourse-pragmatic relations 
and complex activities in general. 

4.4.5 Summary: Marking of the realisation of the Concessive 
relation 

We have seen that Concessive constructions co-occur with a variety of 
lexical, syntactic and prosodic cues. This co-occurrence assigns to these 
cues the status of markers of the Concessive relation. Even though the 
connector but is the most frequently recurring connective, it is often 
accompanied by lexical correlates such as correlative conjuncts, modals 
and adverbials. Similarly, markers of extensive agreement as well as other 
lexical and syntactic markers indicate the nature of the discourse-pragmatic 
relation at hand. In addition, prosodic features such as non-final intonation, 
latching and filled pauses project most second parts of the X’-Y pairs of 
Concessive constructions and thus, on the one hand, help the speaker to 
maintain the floor and, on the other, prevent the recipient from 
misinterpreting turns as pure agreement or disagreement. It needs to be 
repeated that, whereas the analysis of marking in tape-recorded data has to 
come to a halt here, there may be a variety of non-verbal indicators of the 
complexity of a turn or even of “doing conceding” which need to be 
considered when analysing visual data. 

The findings with respect to the marking of Concession in our corpus 
have several implications for further research: first, they underline the 
importance of investigating data from sources other than written language 
only. Prosodic realisation has proven an important marker of Concession; 
yet, these signals are naturally excluded when investigating discourse-
pragmatic relations in writing. Second, the study emphasises the need for 
an action-oriented approach to Concession, which attends to the concept of 
a discourse-pragmatic relation rather than to the presence of certain 
connectives. We have seen earlier that even the employment of although is 
not always a reliable indicator of the kind of discourse relation at hand (cf. 
ex. (10)). This is not to claim that there are no Concessive although-
constructions at all; but we should be aware – as we are in so many other 
domains of linguistic research – that there is no 1:1-relation between form 
and meaning or function (cf., for instance, Raible 1992) and that 
connectives are only one of a variety of markers of the realisation of a 
discourse-pragmatic relation. 
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4.5 Variation in the kind and size of the constitutive 
actions: Core and peripheries of Concession 

As with the number of participants, the sequence of the moves and the kind 
of marking, the concept of Concession is similarly flexible in terms of the 
manner in which its constitutive actions are realised. This implies that the 
kind of linguistic material in X, X’ and Y can vary. When introducing the 
concept of Concession, I have briefly mentioned claims and interrogatives 
as possible realisations of the initial claim. We will now (re-)turn to the 
realisation of each of the three moves in more detail. 

Apart from, or rather together with, the kind of linguistic material, the 
size of the moves can vary. A move can extend over words, phrases, 
single- and multi-clause TCUs or entire turns. Concerning extensiveness 
there seem to be few limits, except those imposed by the human perceptual 
capacity. The claim and the counterclaim may be entire texts, which can 
even be intertextually related, for instance, to texts the speaker produced in 
defence of her position on earlier occasions. The size of the 
acknowledgement, in contrast, seems to be more restricted. One of the 
limiting factors can be assumed to lie in the speaker’s need to arrive at her 
own, opposing position within a limited amount of time in order to realise 
the projection of the disagreement. Therefore, in the great majority of the 
examples, X’ is rather short as compared with X and Y. However, as ex. 
(48), an excerpt from a BE radio interview, illustrates, even X’ can extend 
over various TCUs. 
(48) Colin Blakemore: spiritual world (25.04, DAT: 1:09:41 (946)) 
BE radio programme. Anthony Clair is interviewing Colin Blakemore, a well-known 
neurologist. Clair has just objected to Blakemore comparing the human mind with a 
machine by pointing to emotions as a human trait which is not machine-like. Blakemore 
has initially attempted to circumvent a personal defence by suggesting that Clair 
underestimates the human brain, whereupon Clair pursues an answer. 
 01 Clair: now you prefaced all that by saying you could slip 

a/ away and do it,=  
X   =why/what is the Other way of respOnding to this 
   Issue of (-) .hh (-) [the fAUlty analogy with th' 
 05 Blakem:  [.hh well/ 
  Clair: machIne-  
   becAUse of this messy area of [fEEling. 
X'  Blakem:  [well of course it 

cOUld be that I:, 
 10  a:nd i have to say thee vast majority of brain 
   resEArchers .hh are wrOng:, 
   in our assUmption, 
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   that (-) the: (-) spIritual wOrld of self-
awAreness, (-)  

 15  .hh is really jUst (-) a prOduct (.) of the 
   machInery of the brAIn.= 
   =it mIght bE; (-)  
   .hh that there's sOmething very distinctly 

dIfferent- 
 20  that is sEparate from the physical world, 
   call it a sOUl or or whatEver you .hh you wIll, 
   that we'll nEver understand in scientific tErms. 
Y    .hhh i don't belIEve that. 
   .hh and i/ Actually i don't believe that Anybody 
 25  who seriously <<all>gOEs into the laboratory (2 
   syll) stUdy how the brain works can actually 
   entertAIn that hypothesis,= 
   ((...) 8 TCUs omitted continuing along the same line)> 
 36 Clair: given what you've said, 
   the: objections often put to that view;  
   that it is so reductionist; 

In this example, Blakemore, in a rather roundabout way, acknowledges the 
validity of what Clair has said before: well of course it cOUld be that ... 
(lines 7-22). Note that he uses the correlate of course to underline the 
validity of X. It is only after a considerable number of TCUs, that he 
dismisses this argument by describing it as a hypothetical one not believed 
by himself (lines 23-35). Despite the surface complexity of X’, we can still 
recognise the Concessive relation, perhaps not least due to the number of 
correlates employed: apart from of course we find well (line 8), cOUld 
(line 9), mIght (line 17), pausing filled with breathing anticipating the 
upcoming next move etc. Their presence may explain why it is possible for 
X’ in this example to extend over such a large number of TCUs. 
Nevertheless, the fact remains that extensiveness, even if it occurs with X’, 
appears relatively unproblematic.  

However, against the background of the three-part action structure of 
the Concessive pattern, the reader may rightfully suspect a problem arising 
from a different quarter, namely when the realisation of the Concessive 
moves is less explicit. In the following I will analyse the realisation of the 
three actions in kind and size in more detail and point out those structures 
which are critical to the analysis of the corpus. 

4.5.1 Realisation of the initial claim (X) 

4.5.1.1 Kind of X 
Prototypically, the production of a Concessive relation is triggered by a 
claim, i.e. a statement by which the speaker asserts something as true, real 
or factual. Claims can be made with respect to the validity of some 
proposition, to a situation or about the interlocutor. In the second case the 
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claim is often some (more or less pointed) evaluation or assessment of this 
situation, in the latter case it may be an accusation, i.e. the proposal that 
someone’s action was defective (Drew 1978: 4). Coulter (1990: 186) refers 
to these kinds of moves as declarative assertions (cf. also Hutchby 1996). 
Examples of this phenomenon are manifold. Reconsider ex. (1) and (3’’) or 
the following case from an AE radio phone-in, in which a claim (line 8) is 
followed by a vivid discussion of premises and their consequences. 
(49) Dr Edell: we did it too (23.01, DAT: 24:04 (363)) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. Sarah, 
the caller, is advocating sexual abstinence as the solution, presenting the pre-marital 
sexual abstinence of her own generation as an example. 
 01 Edell: m-hm,= 
  Sarah: =and it was/ it was like the norm; 
   it was the the (2 syll); 
   it was/ everybody knew that that was really a a 
 05  sacred thing to a certain [extent; 
  Edell:  [right. (.) 
   and nobody did it (though).= 
X  Sarah: =wE uphEld it. 
Y  Edell whAt d'you mean wE. 
 10  where are y↑OU from. 
  Sarah: well ↑nO i'm just/ ↑I'm using society in gEneral? 
   (-) 
   [(   i/ 
  Edell: [oh okAY; 
 15  cause I'm from your neck of the wOOds; 
   and i/ [sOUnds like we're about the [same Age; 
  Sarah:  [(I'm from/)  [just/ 
X'  Edell: and gOsh;  
   I don't knOw;  
Y' 20  but those days in the fOrties; 
   we did it <<sing-song>tOO:>. 
   [((laughing)) 
  Sarah: [well we/ we're (starting) 

Claims, though, do not need to be realised as statements. There are 
several other ways of producing a disagreement-relevant move. The way 
favoured by the speakers in the subcorpus is that of producing a loaded 
question – perhaps because the subcorpus is a collection of radio 
programmes which often involve the activity of interviewing 
(challengingly) (cf. Harris 1986, Heritage/Greatbatch 1991: 107, also 
chapter 6.3.2.2). Loaded questions are “...interrogative in form ... [but] 
their primary illocutionary force is not to elicit information but to act as an 
accusation...” (Harris 1995: 81). They resemble rhetorical questions in the 
sense that the questioner already “knows” the answer to her question 
(Frank 1990), “[w]hat [s]he expects to hear is not an answer to the question 
but rather ... the denial of the presupposition of the questioner’s point of 
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view” (Carlson 1983: 126, cf. also Herring 1991: 257). In contrast to 
rhetorical questions, however, loaded questions require an answer. The 
latter is in fact provided by the acknowledgement and the counter in the 
framework of the Concessive relation. Hübler (1983) describes a similar 
phenomenon as assertory questions, “...questions ... expressing an opinion 
(normally associated with the form of an assertion)” (1983: 99). Consider 
ex. (2), (17), (42) as well as the following excerpt from an AE radio phone-
in as illustrations. 
(50) Freddy Merts: compensated (08.03, DAT: 1:23:24 (B335)) 
AE radio phone-in with Freddy Merts, who is interviewing Judy Sterling, mother of 
eleven children who “lost” one son in the supermarket. A caller, John, is criticising 
Freddy’s manner of interviewing Judy by directly addressing her. 
 01 John: uhm i feel sorry for this lady, 
X   and i hOpe that you're (-) .hh you're ((clears 

throat))=getting cOmpensated for being on the AIr 
   and having to Ask or/ and/ or excUse me to Answer 
 05  all these quEstions,= 
 ->  =Is it sO:? 
Y   Freddy: well=wAIt a second;= 
   =jO:hn; 
   she's being cOmpensated? 
 10  you wanna have her sell her story to=uh (-) 

<<creaky>uh>=current affAIr, 
X'   thAt might happen at some pOInt, 
Y'   but [I don't thInk so, (-) 
  John:  [wE:ll no i/  
 15 Freddy: [i mea/ the most imp/ 
  John: [the way that you/ the way that you talking to her- 
   i think it is uh/ there's some ulterior motives- 

In this example, for a change, a caller challenges the presenter. Initially 
John could be interpreted as expressing only his attitude towards Judy and 
the situation she experiences (lines 1-5). However, with the question is it 
sO:? (line 6), he makes the underlying complaint and his expectation of 
some kind of (accounting) response more visible. Although the question 
could be interpreted as being directed at Judy, Freddy, too, recognises its 
critical content and seizes the floor in defence (lines 7-13). 

What is less typical of the beginning of a Concessive construction is the 
employment of what could easily be counted as neutral 
utterances/assertions. Statements, for instance, may be meant by the 
speaker for all practical purposes as a neutral description of a situation 
such as in the attempt at phatic communion. Nevertheless, they can be 
treated by the recipient as a claim and thus as a starting point of 
Concession. In accordance with the CA next-turn proof procedure (cf. 
Hutchby/Wooffitt 1998: 15), Hutchby (1996: 23), for instance, points out 
that whether a turn is arguable or not is always determined by the 
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production of an oppositional move subsequent to the candidate move. 
Jefferson (in private conversation), however, pointed out that the next turn 
can, at best, show how the preceding turn is treated, not whether it was a 
particular action or activity. Therefore, even though seemingly “neutral” 
utterances are treated by the recipients as claims, in the present analysis 
they are still categorised as neutral. Theoretically, this approach may lead 
to including too many instances in the corpus of Concessive examples. 
However, similar to our being able to identify Monadic examples, we can 
identify acknowledgements even when they follow a less prototypical first 
move. Since the acknowledgement is the main criterion, this then provides 
the basis for categorising an instance as Concessive.  

“Counter-intentional” treatment of a move by a recipient can, for 
example, be triggered by the particular speech situation. Interviews, for 
example, are, in the speakers’s experience, characterised by (challenging) 
questioning rather than neutral descriptions (Hutchby 1992, cf. also chapter 
6.3.2). If in doubt, the recipient will therefore choose the first 
interpretation:  

“...interviewees will of course be sensitive to the impugnary undertones of many 
of the questions put to them, and will deploy strategies of their own to construct 
their answers as denials, rebuttals, accounts, and so on.” (Hutchby 1996: 30)  

Another cue is the content of the statement itself: it is more likely to be 
understood as a claim if it concerns a situation or a state to which the 
recipient has better access (cf. Pomerantz 1980). This may be the case, for 
instance, when it is connected to her or to a state of affairs caused by her 
actions. Consider the following ambiguous case in which the guest of the 
radio broadcast describes the present situation of the listeners (line 6) and 
the acknowledgement is realised with an even stronger uptake (line 7). 
(51) Joe Soucheray: people at home (10.04, DAT: B 265) 
AE radio show with Joe Soucheray from the Minnesota State fair. Joe is interviewing 
David Chevess, the winner of the fair’s taxidermy competition. 
 01 Joe: (say) our guest today is (david chevess); 
   another (-) big ribbon winner, 
   at the minnesota state fair, 
   ((swallows)) you are a: taxidermist sir, 
 05  but not by=uh but not by trade. 
X -> David: <<p>thEY can't hEAr us:; > 
X'  Joe: nObody can hEAr us:;= 
Y   =excEpt the people at hOme. 
   [so we'll/ 
 10 David: [oh right; 
  Joe: .h we'll keep talking. 

Similarly, interrogative utterances which, at first sight, resemble simple 
information questions can be treated as a claim as in ex. (2) and (26). 
Hübler (1983) refers to these as questory question. 
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In contrast to assertory and interrogative utterances, straightforward 
imperatives are notably absent from the range of starting points for 
Concession. This may be due to the fact that whereas adjacency pairs 
which are started with claims, statements or (loaded) questions can be and 
usually are completed by a verbal second, imperatives make an actual, not 
only a verbal, action relevant when they are successful. When they are not, 
it may be considered too contradictory to acknowledge the validity of the 
imperative, such as the speaker’s right to order the recipient, and at the 
same time refuse to carry out the relevant action. One can imagine, 
however, a situation in which the recipient partially accepts an order, such 
as in the following fictitious exchange between two journalist colleagues: 

(52) A: go and find out what that article said 
 B: well i can get it for you 
  but you’ll have to read it yourself  

   i’m too busy with my own stuff right now 

In the corpus we can find examples in which the imperative is 
understood as a claim. In excerpt (53) from the interview with Judy 
Sterling, Judy interprets Freddy Merts’ advice to stop looking backwards 
as the claim that she does and points out that she is already doing what he 
suggests. 
(53) Freddy Merts: blaming (08.03, DAT: 59:03 (B012)) 
AE radio programme. Freddy Merts is interviewing Judy Sterling, mother of eleven 
children who “lost” one son in the supermarket. Judy has been a member of a religious 
sect for 20 years and is now in the process of leaving it. Joe is presumably the station's 
technician. 
 01 Freddy: what you have to do right now, (-) 
   is; (-)  
   take responsibility. 
X->  stop blAming the church. (-) 
-> 05  stop blAming the: crow/ christ household of 
   crAp whatever it wAs, 
->   take responsib↑Ility (-) [you know for your brU:t. 
X'  Judy:  [i'm nOt/  
   i'm nOt (.) blAming (-) the ch [Urch (-) for what 
 10  hAppened; 
  Freddy:  [okay quickly joe/ 

yeah? 
Y  Judy: i'm/ i'm just sAYing that we're moving OUt o' 

there, 
 15 Freddy: m-hm? 
  Judy: we're rUnning back and fOrth, 
   we're tAking turns bAby-sitting- 
   ((swallows)) we didn't take enough head counts, 

The corpus, in fact, contains one example which becomes interpretable 
if we assume that gestures, too, can function as triggering devices for 
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Concession. Obviously these are then interpreted as implying the validity 
of some point/claim as well (cf., for instance, Maynard 1985).43 

Table 31 summarises the frequency of the various ways to trigger 
Concession. It shows that the starting point for Concession in our 
subcorpus is most frequently a claim either produced in an assertive or an 
interrogative form. Almost one third of the relevant instances are triggered 
by neutral statements and questory questions understood as claims. 
Table 31: Nature of the initial move in the Concessive patterns 
 Concessive examples 

total: 192 
implicit claim/point   61 (32%) 
explicit claim 131 (68%) 
of these: claim:  stated claim   52 (40%) 
 loaded question   37 (28%) 
               neutral: neutral statement   33 (25%) 
 questory question     8 (  6%) 
               imperative     1 (  1%) 
               gesture     0 (  0%) 

4.5.1.2 Size of X: Implicit claim 
Table 31 also indicates that in almost one third of all instances of the 
Concessive relation in the subcorpus the initial claim is not produced 

                                                        
43  The example is the following:   

Wally and friends: bone (28.01, DAT: 24:47 (361)) 
BE dinner conversation between two older couples. Each of them has brought their dog. 
Betsy is restating the questions as to when to change her money when she goes to 
Australia. 

 
 01 Betsy: when do you change your money. 
  (1.3)  
  Betsy: before you go? 
  Wally: no (heaven no).  
 05  (4.0) when did i change my money; (.)  
   i changed my french francs, 
   with the :uhm(0.8): french bank in sydney, (1.3)  
   i already had some australian dollars there, (1.0) 

<<clatter of dishes>and i - i changed/ i took -  
 10  (1.1)> 
X  ??: ?? 
X'  Betsy: <<p>there's nothing thEre. 
Y   but you can have (2 syll); 
   that's a bOne;> 
 15 Wally: [(oh  
 
 The sequence becomes interpretable if we assume that Betsy is reacting (line 12) to one 

of the dogs searching for something to eat (line 11). This search could be understood by 
the pet-lover Betsy as the claim that there will be something edible to be found where 
the dog is searching. 
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explicitly. These are examples of the Monadic Concessive patterns, 0-X’-
Y, 0-Y-X’ and 0-Y-X’-Y’. Ex. (20) is repeated here. 
(20’) Julienne Melville show: absurd (71.01, DAT: 268) 
AE radio programme. Julienne is interviewing Mark Tidwell, author of a book on the 
drug situation in the U.S., on the issue of decriminalising drugs.  
 01 Mark: uh but we certainly uh should uh decriminalise uh 

drug possession for small amounts;  
   uh i mean as it is right now; 
   literally,  
X' 05  and this sounds absUrd;=  
Y    =but most americans don't knOw it; 
   if you're busted again with five grams of crack 

cocaine;  
   the weight of two pennies;  
 10  a judge can't do anything for you; 

On second thought, the examples given as an illustration may be 
debatable: taking into account only the two propositions realised in the 
construction, it could be claimed that the examples illustrate a bipartite 
discourse-pragmatic relation, i.e. not Concessive 0-Y-X’(-Y’) or 0-X’-Y, 
but adversative X-Y. There are, however, linguistic cues which clarify the 
status of the element accompanying Y as being the acknowledgement and 
not the claim itself. One of these is lexical correlates usually occurring in 
X’, such as now, of course and weakening modals. Another cue is the 
prosodic design: prosodic bracketing, for instance, i.e. the backgrounding 
of linguistic material by prosodic means such as lower pitch and increased 
speech rate, co-occurs with satellites, viz the acknowledging move, rather 
than with nuclei. Such cues indicate to the recipient, as well as to the 
analyst for that matter, that the status of the initial part is that of an 
acknowledgement, X’, and not of a claim, X. Therefore, these cases are not 
to be categorised as Adversative but Concessive. 

4.5.2 Realisation of the counter (Y) and the return to the counter 
(Y’) 

4.5.2.1 Implicit counterclaims 
Of the three moves in the Concessive pattern, the counterclaim can remain 
implicit, too.44 This variation at first sight seems to be more problematic 
than an implicit claim, because with the contrastive move, not only a move 
but incompatibility, one of the basic characteristics of the conceptual 
definition of Concession, is missing. The relevance of this criterion is 

                                                        
44  These examples are not to be confused with those without a return to the counter, Y’ (cf. 

chapter 4.2 and 4.3.2). 
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indicated by the fact that the corpus contains only few instances of this 
structural variation. Yet, even when the countermove is not produced, it, 
too, is implied by certain cues. One of these is the production of a but, 
which then turns into a dangling but (Altenberg 1986: 32-34). Reconsider 
ex. (38). 
(38’) Alida: terms (12.01, DAT: 48:00 (652)) 
AE dinner conversation between friends. Mark has just mentioned a current project at 
work in which non-linguists carry out linguistic analyses for computerised speech 
recognition. 
X 01 Alida: i mean do you have to tEAch them a lot, 
   before they can dO [this sort of thing? 
Y  Mark:  [nO they sort of (2 syll),  
   and then then they they're sort of you know they 
 05  knOw; (-) 
   how to spEAk (i guess, 
   and just put them uh) 
  Alida: u-hm, 
X'  Mark: <<l>they might not know the tErms, 
Y'->10   but uh - > (--) 
   but it's it's actually sort of tricky; 
   (y'know) 'cause when you 

After his acknowledgement (line 9), Mark begins a return to his earlier 
argumentative direction with but uh (line 10), which he, however, leaves 
unfinished. After a significant pause he starts a new subtopic. 

At the same time, this example illustrates two other cues suggesting the 
existence of a counter: contrastive accent and partitioning. As explained 
before, the prominent stress on tErms projects the second part of a 
contrastive pair and, hence, the existence of an additional part of the 
construction. In addition, tErms and any second lexical pair part which 
could plausibly accompany it (for instance, ‘cOde’, ‘understAnd’ etc), 
refer to two elements of knowledge which the lay-analysts in question 
might require for accomplishing their task. Employing the strategy of 
partitioning, the speaker negates the importance of one of them. 

Similar cues can be observed with examples in which even the 
projective dangling but is missing, as in the following example. 
5-minute man  
(quoted from Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 397) AE private conversation. Harold, 
Miles, Pete and Jamie are gossiping about a neighbour who has recently produced a 
number of ‘brat’ kids. 
X 01 Harold: does she even have a b- a MAN? 
   I guess she MUST. 
  Miles: (0.5) does she have a WHAT? 
  Jamie: [a MA.N. 
 05 Harold: [a MA.N. 
  Pete: (.hh) 



Structural variations in the realisation of Concession 132 

X'  Jamie: she has SOME [kind of a-  
X'  Miles:  [at least TEMPORARILY, 
  Pete: [yeah, 
 10 Harold: [yeah. 
  Jamie: heh heh (.h) [at ONE time 
X'  Harold:  [for about FIVE minutes, 
   PROBABLY. 
  Miles: heh 
 15 Pete: heh 

Here, again, the countermove (Y) is strongly projected by several moves 
acknowledging X, she must have a man (lines 1-2): she has SOME kind of 
a- (line 7), at least TEMPORARILY (line 8), at ONE time (line 11) and for 
about FIVE minutes (line 12). The use of lexical items such as SOME kind 
of and TEMPORARILY suggests a contrast ‘to other kinds’ and 
‘permanently’. This interpretation is fostered by fall-rise intonation and 
strong stress on the relevant items, whose meaning, in addition, may lead 
the recipient to associate their complementaries. The lexical choice and the 
prosodic design of the realisation of the acknowledging moves make the 
speakers’ actual point of view obvious to all participants, and speakers and 
recipients join each other in laughing together (lines 14-15).45 

These cues, similar to those allowing the recipient and the analyst to 
determine the X’-move, are crucial for the categorisation of an example as 
Concessive. Where the counterclaim is not implied and thus missing 
altogether, we are not dealing with Concession but with straightforward 
Agreement. This is illustrated in ex. (54). 
(54) Larry King: minimum fitness (74.01, DAT: 093) 
AE radio interview. Larry King is interviewing Marvin Rudnik, representative of a 
company which produced a fitness video starring O.J. Simpson, against the background 
of the Simpson trial, in which Simpson defended himself by claiming to suffer from 
arthritis. 
X 01 King: in fact wAsn't the video originally promoted as a 

video fOr couch potAtoes- 
   for people nOt in shape-  
   who could dO it at their dEsk, 
X' 05 Rudnik: mInimum fItness; 
   that's rIght. 
  King:  .hh so therefore it's not a false-claim video; 

Larry states, in the form of a rhetorical question, that the video was 
originally promoted as a video fOr couch potAtoes ... (lines 1-4), which 
implies that it advocates minimum effort to stay in minimum shape. This is 

                                                        
45  Hutchby (1992) describes a similar effect with the phrase you say in controversial talk 

on talk radio: „...you say X, at least (but not exclusively) when intoned in a particular 
way (e.g. with stress, and perhaps also vowel-extension, on the sA:y) has an immediate 
sense of ellipsis about it. It suggests something ‘more’, a ‘but...’“ (1992: 685). 
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agreed with by Rudnik: mInimum fItness; that’s rIght (lines 5-6). A 
countering move is neither explicit nor implied by the design of X’, the 
acknowledging move. The example is therefore not one of Concession but 
Agreement. 

4.5.2.2 Length of the counter and the return to the counter 
In the introduction to this chapter I stated that the claim and the 
counterclaim can be rather extensive in length. However, producing a 
Concessive construction with a Reversed order schema, for example, the 
speaker, at some stage, needs to arrive at the acknowledgement to 
underline that she is producing Concession and not mere disagreement. In 
order to investigate whether this influences the length of a counterclaim 
preceding X’, I have analysed the length of the Y preceding X’ in the 
Reversed order Cardinal schema and compared it with that of the Y 
following X’ in the Cardinal Concessive schema as well as with the length 
of the return to the counter (Y’).  

The boundaries of Y and Y’ can be determined by turn beginnings and 
endings as well as prosodic hints such as a new high onset. Furthermore, 
the beginnings and endings of the claim and the acknowledging move 
indicate the borders of the countermove. Consequently, we are forced to 
neglect those examples where 
a) an interlocutor competitively overlaps and interrupts the current speaker 

in producing Y or Y’. Similarly problematic are cases of failed turn 
transition, i.e. where the current speaker continues speaking after a final 
fall and a pause because the second speaker did not self-select (open 
discourse units, cf. Houtkoop/Mazeland 1985).  

b) Y or Y’ are left unfinished as a sort of “dangling counter”, for instance, 
to invite the second speaker to take up the current speaker’s point. 

c) the topic fades out and the conversation finds itself, without a 
recognisable ending, continuing on a different subtopic (cf. Jefferson 
1984b). The same holds for instances in which the topic “fades in”, i.e. 
there is no noticeable “beginning” of the speaker’s point. 

In the remaining examples the length of the counterclaim has been 
categorised into simple (one TCU) and complex (more than one TCU) 
moves. The results, which are summarised in Table 32 and Table 33, 
suggest that the position of the countermove does indeed seem to influence 
its complexity: with the relevant Cardinal order schemata, i.e. those where 
the countermove follows the acknowledgement, it more often consists of 
more than one TCU. With the relevant Reversed Cardinal order schemata, 
in contrast, the move preceding the acknowledgement is more often 
produced as a simple TCU. This suggests that the speakers, intending to 
produce Concession, attempt to arrive at the acknowledging move quickly. 
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Once this is produced, they can dwell on their own point at length. This is, 
however, not supported by the complexity of Y’, the return to the 
countermove, which follows the acknowledgement (cf. Table 34). Y’ is 
produced slightly more often with a single TCU, i.e. the speaker, after 
producing the acknowledgement, does not dwell on the counterclaim. Also, 
there seems to be no division of labour between Y and Y’ with respect to 
complexity when they co-occur: rather a simple Y co-occurs with a simple 
Y’ (cf. Table A-15). However, there is a significant correlation between the 
length of Y’ and the length of X’: regardless of the complexity of Y, a long 
X’ correlates with a long Y’, i.e. the weight of a complex conceding move 
is counterbalanced by the weight of a complex return to the counter (cf. 
Table 35). 
Table 32: Complexity of the countermove with the Cardinal order patterns 
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 103 
indeterminable cases   6 (  6%) 
relevant cases 97 (94%) 
of these: Y long 55 (57%) 
               Y short 42 (43%) 

Table 33: Complexity of the countermove with the Reversed order patterns 
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 89 
indeterminable cases 20 (22%) 
relevant cases 69 (78%) 
of these: Y long 21 (30%) 
               Y short 48 (70%) 

Table 34: Complexity of the return to the countermove  
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 74 
indeterminable cases   4 (  5%) 
relevant cases 70 (95%) 
of these: Y’ long 34 (49%) 
                Y’ short 36 (51%) 

Table 35: Correlation between the complexity of the acknowledgement and 
the return to the countermove  
(*** significant at 2% chance of error) 

 Concessive examples with a complex X’ 
relevant total: 17 

indeterminable cases   1 (  6%) 
relevant cases 16 (94%) 
of these: complex Y’       13 (81%)*** 
                simple Y’         3 (19%)*** 
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4.5.2.3 Kind of extension of the counterclaim 
Ford (2000) claims that Contrast relations, including the Concessive 
relation, co-occur with explanations and solutions. Explanations are text 
spans which provide a reason for the counter preceding it or for the state of 
affairs described by that counter (Ford 2000: 290, cf. also ‘accounts’ in 
Gohl 2000). Solutions are text spans which present a (partial) solution to a 
problem. Note that contrast can be considered an instance of a problem 
(Ford 2000: 297). The regular co-occurrence of Contrast and explanations 
or solutions, according to Ford, is evident from the fact that the absence of 
these activities subsequent to a contrast is treated as problematic by the 
participants. There are exceptions, though. Contrast without explanations 
or solutions is unproblematic if the contrast  
• exists only on the “surface”, i.e. a contrast marker such as but is used as 

a discourse marker on the textual level without any literal contrast 
being presented, 

• contributes to an assessment sequence at the close of a story telling, 
• enacts or indexes authority, for instance in the class-room, 
• is part of a correction, 
• is interpreted as being in the service of troubles telling (Ford 2000: 300-

305). 

In order to test this claim against the Concessive constructions in my 
corpus, I analysed those countermoves which follow an acknowledgement 
in a Cardinal order pattern and are complex, i.e. consist of more than one 
TCU, in terms of the kind of actions extending these turns.  
Table 36: Kinds of extensions with complex countermoves in the Cardinal 

Concessive schema 
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 55 
paraphrase 16 (29%) 
detailing 16 (29%) 
additional point 12 (22%) 
reason/consequence   9 (16%) 
other extensions   2 (  4%) 

Table 36 shows that explanations, i.e. giving an actual reason for the 
proposition initially uttered as a counterpoint, occurred rarely in the 
subcorpus. More often we find speakers providing a paraphrase of their 
counterpoint, i.e. the extension expresses or implies a point which is 
similar or at least very close to Y. Consider ex. (50) (lines 9-11) again. 
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(50’) Freddy Merts: compensated (08.03, DAT: 1:23:24 (B335)) 
AE radio phone-in with Freddy Merts, who is interviewing Judy Sterling, mother of 
eleven children who “lost” one son in the supermarket. A caller, John, is criticising 
Freddy’s manner of interviewing Judy. 
 01 John: uhm i feel sorry for this lady, 
X   and i hOpe that you're (-) .hh you're ((clears 

throat))=getting cOmpensated for being on the AIr 
   and having to Ask or/ and/ or excUse me to Answer 
 05  all these quEstions;= 
   =Is it sO:? 
Y   Freddy: well=wAIt a second,= 
   =jO:hn; 
   she's being cOmpensated? 
  ->10  you wanna have her sell her story to=uh (-) 

<<creaky>uh>=current affAIr, 
X'   thAt might happen at some pOInt, 
Y'   but [I don't thInk so, (-) 
  John:  [wE:ll no i/  
 15 Freddy: [i mea/ the most imp/ 
  John: [the way that you/ the way that you talking to her- 
   i think it is uh/ there's some alterior motives- 

In other cases Y was extended by further detailing the counterpoint, as 
in ex. (55). 
(55) Larry Bensky: rank and file (71.01, DAT: 386) 
AE radio programme. Among others, Larry is interviewing three opponents of timber 
cuts. One of them is Ron Mitchel, executive director of the Idaho sporting congress. He 
is raising the issue of some extremists supporting large-scale timber cuts by the timber 
industry. 
X 01 Larry: we'll stop any environmentalists et cetera. 
   these are (-) survIvalists, 
   members of I don't know what identity sEct;  
   but=uhm part of the far right in the united stAtes, 
 05  in the far lEft, 
   uhm ((swallows)) corner of the united states;= 
   =as you look at a mAp,  
   what what's going On in idaho. 
  Ron: (--) well thee=uh the community is is split over  
 10  this issue largely because of the propaganda that's 

been spread uh by industry and the forest service 
   working together (that that) carl mentioned  
   earlier; 
X'   uh there there are/ Idaho has some smAll uh ultra- 
 15  right-wing (-) extreme grOUps;=  
Y    =but (-) uh (-) thEy're not the rAnk and fIle.  
 ->  the rAnk-and-file lAgers are basically victimized 

pEOple;  
   like the fEllow that i talked to last wEEk,  
 20  who cAlled me to threaten mE.  
   and i pointed out that it wasn't me that cut down 

all trees in oregon and washington;  
   shipped most of them to to japan; 
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   it wasn't me that caused the local mill to to to 
 25  close, 

Finally, Y can be extended by an additional argument countering the 
initial claim. A similar distribution may be established with the return to 
the countermove (cf. Table A-16). In both moves, solutions were missing 
altogether. 

These findings, which at first sight contrast with Ford’s observations, 
may be explained by the fact that a number of the exceptions she describes 
can be found in the corpus, too. Particularly frequent is the use of 
Concession in the service of topic shift, i.e. a case of “no literal contrast”, 
which may distort the picture (cf. chapter 5.3.1). Without these, the ratio 
does indeed change to the advantage of Ford’s claim (cf. Table A-17). 
Moreover, it needs to be pointed out that due to inferences suggested by 
the principle of informativeness, it is often difficult to decide whether an 
extension is only a paraphrase or whether it is causally related to the 
preceding TCU. Also, accounts can occur in the wider, sequential, 
co(n)text of an example of contrast (Stephanie Schulze-Wenck in personal 
communication), a case which has not been considered here. However, the 
overall infrequency of a reason or a consequence with Concession renders 
this particular kind of extension less predictable than seems to be implied 
by Ford. 

4.5.2.4 Relationship between counter and return to the counter 
The return to the counterclaim repeats the argumentative direction of Y. 
Syntactically Y’ can be realised as  

1) the syntactic continuation of Y: In these cases the countermove is 
split into two parts: the speaker produces its beginning but before 
completing it, she inserts an acknowledging move and only then finishes 
the earlier syntactic construction. The acknowledgement is thus framed by 
the parts of the counterclaim (syntactic insertion) and can be deleted, 
together with the connective, without the syntactic structure of the 
counterclaim being altered. This is indicated by the variables Y- and -Y’ in 
the examples. Consider the Concession in lines 15-19 of the following 
example. 
(56) Larry King: margins (74.01, DAT: 384) 
AE radio phone-in with Larry King, Dick Cheney and William Bennett. A caller, C, 
claims that Cheney and Bennett are not running for president because they are too 
conservative. 
X 01 C: uh no no; 
   i mean that thEse gentlemen are tOO consErvative 

for the: the: the wAY that the republican pArty is 
   rUnning now. 
 05 Bennett: .hh no i d/ i certainly i don't feel that way;  
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   i consider myself a conservative, 
   uh if you look at my (3 syll) for ten years in the 

house, 
   that's the case,  
 10  but i/ .hh i think the republican party is 
   essentially a conservative party, 
   and and that there is broad consensus on the .hh 

basic fundamental principles- = 
   =(that united us) as a party, 
Y- 15  a:nd that  
X'    while there may be some debAtes over .hh uh the 

mArgins, 
-Y'  i think bAsically that there's a good deal of 

consEnsus about uh among All of our candidates. 
 20 Cheney: i i'm too lots of things; 

In lines 15 and 18-19 Bennett can be observed to produce an(other) 
argument countering the claim stated by the caller. Its production is 
interrupted by an acknowledgement of the caller’s claim about the situation 
on the margins of the Republican party (lines 16-17). The latter is thus 
framed by the two parts of the speaker’s counter. 

2) recycling Y: These cases resemble those in category 1) in that the 
speaker, without finishing Y, produces an acknowledging move. However, 
in contrast to 1), here the insertion of X’ is treated as, or is in fact, a repair 
(cf. Schegloff 1997, 2000) in that material from Y before the insertion is 
(partially) recycled (cf. Fox/Jasperson 1995). There may be deictic 
adjustments (cf. “identical” resayings in Schegloff 1996a: 179) or a 
replacement of explicit noun phrases with pronouns, but no substantial 
rewordings (Schegloff 1997: 525). These kinds of countermove and return 
to the counter are indicated by the variables Y- and Y’. 
(57) Larry King: short list (74.02, DAT: 15:04 (431))  
AE radio programme. King is interviewing Bob Dole, who is running for president. He 
has just asked whether Colin Powell would be a likely candidate for vice-president. 
 01 Dole: i might have two of them on the line at the same 

[time, 
  King: [(well what a/) wouldn't colin be; 
  Dole: and maybe caroll cambell [from co/ 
 05 King:  [couldn't we say colin 

would be high on the list; 
Y-  Dole: he'd be [vEry/ 
  King:  [((laughing)) 
X'  Dole: I have a- a vEry- uh d/ fAIrly long shOrt li:st, 
Y' 10   but he'd cErtainly be [hIgh On it. 
  King:  [<<laughing>m-mh-mh>  
  Dole: yeah. ((laughing) 
  King: .hh high on the long short list. 
  Dole: (you're) r(h)ight. 
 15 King: alright now; (--) 
   school lunches- 
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Starting to agree with King’s assumption about the candidates, Dole 
realises that his utterance, if it were continued without qualification, could 
be (mis-)interpreted as agreeing that Colin Powell is a the likely candidate 
for the vice-presidency. He therefore provides the necessary qualification 
in terms of what a specific position on the list of candidate nominees 
implies (line 9), and then recycles the beginning of his reply substituting 
vEry by cErtainly (line 10). 

3) repetition of Y: This category also contains those cases in which Y’ 
repeats (some or all) material from Y. In contrast to category 2), however, 
Y is syntactically complete and is “only” reproduced, for instance, for the 
purpose of emphasis (Longacre 1983: 123-124). Again, the second round 
qualifies for repetition as long as it exhibits only unsubstantial adjustments. 
Consider lines 9 and 12 in ex. (58). 
(58) Presidential debate: fair shot (20.01, DAT: 14:11 (237)) 
AE TV discussion. Lehrer, the moderator, is raising the issue of Bush’s reaction to 
crises. 
X 01 Lehrer: and that relates to an earlier crIticism- 
   that you began to fOcus- 
   On the ecOnomy; 
   On health cAre; 
 05  on racial divIsions in this country- 
   ↑ONly after they became (-) crIse:s.  
   (-) is thAt/ is thAt a: a fAIr crIticism- 
Y  Bush: uh jIm;= 
   =I don't think that's a fair shOt, (-)  
X' 10  <<l>uh i hEAr it,  
   i hear it Echoed by political oppOnents,>=  
Y'   =but i dOn't think it's fAIr. (--) 
   I think we've been fighting (from) day one. 

4) conversational continuation of Y: A conversational continuation of 
an earlier, syntactically and pragmatically complete Y, Y’ can, for 
example, paraphrase the earlier argument or introduce an additional point 
which implies the same position. As a paraphrase Y’ can express or imply 
a point which is similar or at least very close to that expressed in Y without 
literally repeating its material (cf. ‘reassertion’ in Coulter 1990: 189, 
‘modified resaying’ in Schegloff 1996a: 179). This characteristic explains 
that paraphrasing occurs when the speaker shifts to another (sub)topic. An 
example of this has been provided in (21), where Dole expressed his 
preference for the leading position at the beginning of his answer (line 9) 
and returns to it after the acknowledgement (lines 17-18). 
(21’) Larry King: in front (74.02, DAT: 14:08 (421)) 
AE radio-programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole, who is running for 
president. In contrast to an earlier attempt, Dole at this stage has a leading position in 
the polls.  
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 01 King:  do you like this spot better than the ones you were 
in before?  

  (-) 
  King: do you like being ahead than coming from behind? 
 05 Dole:  uh i Always like being ahEAd. 
  (-) 
  Dole: [(you know,)  
  King:  [better in front. 
Y  Dole: wha/ bEtter in frOnt.= 
X' 10   =i mean i do/ i don't (think)=uh; (-) 
   .hh thAt doesn't mean that someone else won't 
   overtAke you; 
   i mean i'd/ you know sOmebody who's nOt as well-

known-= 
 15  =a lOt of it is nAme identification-= 
   =i'm not kIdding anybOdy:, 
Y'   .hh but=uh .hh I think it's a pretty good posItion 

to be In, 
   it puts a lot of pressure on the front runner,= 
 20  =but (-) .hh i think that's the way it ought to be. 
  King: wanna cover a lot of bases. 

Topical development can also be achieved by Y’ introducing an 
additional point. In these cases Y’ resembles Y only in terms of the 
argumentative direction, supporting the speaker’s own position, not in 
terms of the specific content. Ex. (37) illustrated earlier how this can be 
accomplished: although Bert, after the acknowledgement of a possible 
counter (line 5), in some way returns to his earlier argumentative direction 
viz proposing future action of the defence, the actual content of Y’ does 
not paraphrase that of Y but is a further development of this argumentative 
line (lines 4 and 6). The acknowledgement here functions similarly to an 
apo-koinu construction in that it belongs to the preceding as much as to the 
ensuing counterclaim. 
(37’) Larry King: refocus (74.03, DAT: 24:21 (623)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing three lawyers on the ongoing O.J. 
Simpson case. One of them, Bert, is commenting on the defence strategy. 
 01 Bert: i think what they're realising is that .hh there's 

some trouble there, 
   and they need to (-) .h get their act together,= 
Y   =they need to rEfOcus, 
X' 05  and they cAn refocus;= 
Y'   =but they've got to be cOOl about it. 
  ??: [(and i thought mayb/) 
  King: [(you're always good at) overview jerry, 
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Table 37: Relationship between the countermove and the return to the 
countermove  

 Concessive examples  
total: 192 

no Y’ 118 (62%) 
relevant cases   74 (39%) 
of these: syntactic continuation   15 (20%) 
               recycling     8 (11%) 
               repetition     6 ( 8%) 
               conversational continuation   45 (61%) 

Table 37 shows the frequency of the various possibilities of realising a 
return to the countermove. Conversational continuation, i.e. paraphrasing 
the earlier point or introducing an additional argument, is most frequent. 
Longacre suggests that this preference is “[p]erhaps ... dictated by the 
feeling that unless a certain number of words are used in saying something, 
the speaker will not get through to the hearer...” (1983: 115). Although this 
assumption matches nicely with the persuasive function of Concession, it 
will, of course, still need to be supported by further evidence.  

In contrast to a paraphrasing relationship, the use of Concession within 
the framework of repair or the interruption of the countermove are less 
frequent. This suggests that Concession is a regular speech activity, and 
conceding is planned and integrated smoothly into pursuing one’s own 
argumentative line. 

4.5.3 Realisation of the acknowledgement (X’) 

4.5.3.1 Relationship between the claim and the acknowledgement 
Similar to the relationship between Y and Y’, there are various ways for 
the acknowledging move to refer to the contents of the preceding claim. X’ 
may: 

1) refer to X by means of an agreement phrase, which may contain 
yes/yeah/no, emphatic do; other agreement tokens such as of course or 
surely plus some material from the preceding claim or phrases such as X is 
right, I agree. 

2) repeat X. In these cases, the lexical items of the initial claim are re-
produced in their original syntactic order. The original material may be 
extended by new material, which is, however, not an agreement token. The 
material may also be reduced, i.e. repeated as an ellipsis, but only to a 
degree which maintains its recognisability as a repetition of the original. 
This implies that usually at least the structure of the phrase or collocations 
are maintained, though there may be deictic and speaker change 
adjustments or a replacement of explicit noun phrases with pronouns but 
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no substantial rewordings (cf. above, Schegloff 1996a: 179, 1997: 525-
529). One of the cases of X’ repeating X is illustrated in line 9 of ex. (59). 
(59) Don Vogel: plastic bag (08.02, DAT: 43:24 (596)) 
AE radio show with Don Vogel and T.D. Mishky from the Minnesota State fair. Don is 
advertising state fair t-shirts. 
 01 Don: you can actually buy'em, (-) 
   .hh they have order forms in these little uh (--) 

bags that you'll get (out there,)  
   pAckets i guess they call them rIght? 
 05 TD: m-hm, 
   yeah; 
X  Don: just a plAstic bAg (well) basically- 
   Isn't it? 
X'  TD: well=it's a plAstic bA:g, 
Y 10  but Inside there's sOmething you wIgh/mIght wanna 

hang On to, 
   because nas/nExt week there's a possibIlity you 
   could wIn: (-) .hh some prIzes, 

3) paraphrase the preceding claim and thus express or imply the same point 
as X without an agreement phrase or repetition of original material. This 
strategy to deal with the opposing point is, again, predominant. This 
strengthens Longacre’s (1983) suggestion mentioned above that a certain 
number of words is felt to be needed to convey a point. In view of 
strategies such as partitioning, there may be yet another explanation for the 
speaker paraphrasing rather than repeating prior material: Clayman (1993) 
points out that in this way the speaker, though acknowledging the opposing 
point, can change its focus into one more suitable to an envisaged counter. 
Reconsider ex. (44). 
(44’) Tury Rider: nice guy (10.01, DAT: 05:00 (092) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She, her co-host Peter and their guest Nicole are 
considering the candidates for the position of mayor of Saint Paul.  
X 01 Peter: %i/ I think (furacy) is one of the grEAtest human 

beings on the plAnet.= 
  Nicole: [(hear.) 
  Peter: [=he's a grEAt guy; 
 05  and i don't agree with him all the time either. 

   ((...) 8 TCUs omitted on F. being head of the police and fire 
department of Saint Paul and resigning from these offices to 
become mayor) 

  Tury: what kind of loyalty is that. 
 15 (-) 
X'  Nicole: .hh he's a nice gUY; 
Y   but doe does dOEs saint paul need a nice gUY. 
  (-) 
  Nicole: saint paul/ that's right.  
 20  the gu/ i hear the guy saying no way; 
   .hh saint paul needs a rock'n'roll kind of guy. 
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With her acknowledgement (line 16) Nicole refers to the earlier 
enthusiastic assessment of one of the candidates by Peter (lines 1-2 and 4). 
Although she otherwise uses the same lexical material which has 
previously been used by Peter, Nicole downgrades her own assessment by 
using nice instead of great. This not only indicates the upcoming 
disagreement (cf. Pomerantz 1984) but at the same time introduces an 
idiomatic phrase which provides her with the opportunity to move to a 
different subtopic: from ‘evaluating personal characteristics as such’ to 
‘considering them as qualifications for becoming the incumbent’. 

Table 38 summarises the frequency of these kinds of 
acknowledgements. It shows that paraphrasing is most frequent, followed 
by agreement phrases. Repetition, in contrast, occurs least frequently, 
similar to the relationship between Y and Y’. The similarity of these 
findings suggests that speakers, regardless of whether they express their 
own point or that of their interlocutor, prefer to use their “own” words – an 
assumption which, however, will need to be proven by further research on 
material expressing similar ideas at different stages in discourse. 
Table 38: Relationship between the claim and the acknowledging move  
 (*The remaining cases consist of a single word (and a correlate) only. 

**In these examples the claim is not produced and consequently X’ 
contains new material.) 

 Concessive examples 
relevant total: 153* 

new** 60 (39%) 
relevant examples 93 (61%) 
of these: repeating claim   5 (  5%) 
                agreement phrase 31 (33%) 
                paraphrase 57 (61%) 

4.5.3.2 Variation in the size of the acknowledgement 
Apart from variation in kind, the acknowledging move, X’, can vary in 
size, too. It is this variation which will prove most problematic for the 
identification of Concession, since it dilutes the distinction between this 
discourse-pragmatic relation and Adversativity. At first sight, the question 
regarding the existence of an explicit acknowledgement seems a 
sufficiently clear criterion for analysis: either there is an X’ and the 
example can be categorised as Concessive (cf. ex. (1)), or there is not and it 
is to be counted as Adversative (cf. ex. (10)). However, there are various 
degrees of strength and explicitness with which the acknowledging move 
can be realised. These can be ordered on a scale of explicitness, which in 
fact runs parallel to the distinction between Adversativity and Concession 
(cf. Figure 8). 
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Fig. 8: Scale of explicitness of the acknowledging move 

ADVERSATIVITY CONCESSION

discourse-pragmatic relation

none explicit

acknowledging move

 
How the analyst treats cases that are less clear, in fact, strongly influences 
the results of a study on Concession, particularly when it attempts to 
combine the qualitative description of the various realisations of 
Concession with quantitative statements on the frequency of their 
occurrence as it is done here.  

In the remainder of this chapter I will describe the various degrees of 
explicitness of the acknowledging move along the scale of explicitness and 
in doing so explain which examples belong to the collection of Concessive 
constructions and from which point onwards they cannot be counted as 
Concessive any longer. At the same time, the collection of Concessive 
examples will be divided into a core as well as an inner and an outer 
periphery. This will also clarify the basis for the descriptive statistics 
provided: all figures listed are based on the core and the inner periphery of 
Concession only. 

4.5.3.2.1 Core: Multi-word acknowledgements 
Most distinctive to Adversativity are those examples where the 
acknowledging move is realised as a multi-word version. The borders of 
the acknowledging move can usually be identified relatively easily. It is 
either produced at the beginning or the end of the speakers’ turn and is 
marked by correlates, such as discourse markers (now, cf. Bublitz 1988: 
118), connectives (but) and prosodic bracketing. This allows us to 
determine the length of X’.  

The term ‘yes, but...-formula’ (cf., for instance, Schiffrin 1985, 
Fairclough 1995, Holtgraves 1997) suggests that the realisation of the 
acknowledgement condensed into such an acknowledgement token is the 
rule. This would not be surprising against the background of X’ expressing 
the point opposing the speaker’s own view. Nevertheless, in the corpus, the 
acknowledging move often consists of more than a single word. In fact, in 
the great majority of examples it is indeed taken up fairly extensively (cf. 
Table 39). 
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Table 39: Length of the acknowledging move  
 Concessive examples  

total: 192 
single word/single word plus correlate 38 (20%)/39 (21%) 
more material 153 (79%) 

Table 40: Complexity of the acknowledging move  
 Concessive examples 

relevant total: 153 
simple (1 TCU) 104 (68%) 
complex (more than 1 TCU)   49 (32%) 

However, this explicitness is not unlimited: although there are complex 
acknowledging moves comprising several TCUs – an exceptionally 
explicit realisation of X’ was shown earlier in ex. (48) – they more 
frequently consist of a simple, i.e. single, TCU (cf. Table 40). This 
limitation, at least, may be interpreted as resulting from the speaker’s 
awareness of the danger of making the point she intends to oppose too 
explicit and thus too weighty. This assumption is supported by the fact that 
more examples in our corpus exhibit simple acknowledging moves rather 
than simple countermoves or returns to the counter (cf. Table A-18). 
Against this background it is remarkable that as many as one third of the 
instances of acknowledgement are complex. The simple X’ parts of two 
examples of the Cardinal Concessive schema are repeated here for the 
purposes of illustration. 
(1a) X' Mora: <laughing> ha ha well yes i think it's a bit 

steep myself 

(2a) X' Maureen: well it may be accElerating because of the 
change of clIma:te;  

Explicitness of the acknowledgement is, of course, not restricted to the 
Cardinal Concessive schema. We can also find it in examples of the 
Monadic variation. With the Monadic patterns the acknowledgement is 
(even most significantly) more often longer than with the dyadic schemata 
(cf. Table A-19). This, however, may be less surprising: in the Monadic 
examples the claim itself has not been produced and must therefore be 
made explicit in X’.  
(39a)X' Bush: I don't have a dog in thIs fi:ght,= 

(22a)X' Sharon: i'm ↑nOt saying anybody had it EAsy. 

4.5.3.2.2 Core and periphery: One-word acknowledgements 
Moving along the scale of explicitness, next we find those examples where 
the acknowledgement is reduced to a one-word unit only. In this group we 
can again distinguish several items with differing acknowledging force. 
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The latter also depends on whether the items inhabit a separate move or 
whether they are integrated into the countermove. 

a) Lexical items of assessment and agreement: Lexical items of assessment 
such as interesting, cute or terrible, or of agreement, such as right, are the 
most unambiguous cases of acknowledgement among one-word 
acknowledgements. Of the acknowledgements in ex. (60), consider the one 
in line 7. 
(60) Larry King and Bob Dole: lengths ahead (74.02, DAT: 13:42 (415)) 
AE radio programme with Larry King. Larry is interviewing Bob Dole, who is the 
Republican candidate for President. Dole is leading the polls. 
 01 King: with senator bob dole majority leader united states 

senator- 
X   whAt's it like to be lEngths ahead. 
  Dole: .hh well i/ [you know/ 
X 05 King:  [you're down the back stretch lEngths 

ahEAd; 
X'  Dole: rIght;  
Y   well=i wIsh the election were tomOrrow, 
   the you know the the nominAtion process just 
 10  stArted,=  
X'   =but=uh .hh i must say it feels dIfferent out there 

than it did in nineteen-eighty-sEven and nineteen-
eighty-EIght. 

   .hh so=uh you know we just hope we can sustain it, 

b) yes/yeah/no: In accordance with what is suggested by terms such as ‘yes, 
but’-formula referring to Concession, a number of Concessive 
constructions indeed exhibit a simple yes or yeah as acknowledgement of 
the prior claim. This is the case in ex. (61) (line 14). 
(61) Freddy Merts: stupid female (08.03, DAT: 1:21:54 (B318)) 
AE radio phone-in with Freddy Merts on Judy Sterling, a mother of eleven children 
who “lost” one of her sons in the supermarket. Mary, a caller, tries to support Judy by 
explaining her situation. 
 01 Freddy: maybe fifteen years too late,  
   but amen. 
  Mary: no it's not fifteen years too late- 
   this is very important. 
 05  .hh there are two kinds of abusive systems; 
   .hh by and large; 
   one of them is a spiritual .hh religious abusive 

system, 
   and one of them is a an abusive home. 
X 10  and Almost All of those abusive sYstems depEnd on, 
   (2 syll), (-)  
   .hh bY A: mAle. 
   One (-) mAle.  
X'  Freddy: yEAh;= 
Y 15  =but it takes a stUpid fEmal/ 
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   <<f>it takes [a/ it takes a nai/ it tAkes a naIve 
  Mary:  [(                                  ) 
  Freddy: fEmale, 
   to fall for the (mAle).>= 
 20  =okAY? 
  Mary: [(when (    )/ 
  Freddy: [there are wo/ now wait a second now; 

An apparently similar case was produced by Mora in ex. (12’). This 
example is repeated here with the respective focus. 
(12’) Wally and friends: plane food (28.01, DAT: 27:36 (401)) 
BE dinner conversation between two older couples, Mora and Wally and Betsy and 
Dave. Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning to 
travel there with another relative and is wondering whether she needs to keep money to 
be able to buy something to eat and drink during their stop at Singapore. 
X 01 Betsy: i mean if we're thEre for three hOUrs, 
   we'll prObably want something to EAt and [drInk or  
X'1  Wally:  [oh yEAh. 
  Betsy: [something, .hh so/ 
(X'2)Y Mora: [yeah =but the plA:ne [feeds you and drinks you (-) 
 06 Wally:  [well; (-) 
  Mora: r-right up to the EYEbro:ws;= 
  Betsy: [1really? 
  Wally: [1=you might want a drink, (.) 
 10 Betsy?: [2no; 

Betsy (tentatively) claims that during their stop in Singapore they’ll 
prObably want something to EAt and drInk or something (lines 2 and 4) 
(X). Whereas Wally, at least initially, agrees with this whole-heartedly 
(line 3), Mora only uses a short yeah before she immediately counters 
Betsy’s claim by stating that the plA:ne feeds you and drinks you (-) r-right 
up to the EYEbrows (lines 5 and 7). Thus, she suggests that Betsy and her 
companion simply will not desire more food and drink when stopping in 
Singapore. 

In CA, items such as yeah are referred to as agreement tokens 
(Pomerantz 1978, 1984, Schegloff 1987, also Schiffrin 1985). It is argued 
that these items are so regularly followed by subsequent disagreement that 
they tend to forebode this rather than agreement.46 Their weak agreement 
nature is seconded by their reduced size, which iconically reflects the 
(reduced) importance and validity the speaker assigns to the preceding 
claim: she still acknowledges it, presumably in order to appear co-
operative but in fact stresses her own view.  

                                                        
46  This may have prompted Muntigl/Turnbull (1998), who observed this pattern in 

argumentation, to place yes/yeah-but-constructions and adversative but-constructions in 
one category, that of counterclaim, completely disregarding the agreement aspect. 
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There is, however, an important difference between ex. (61) and (12’) 
on another than the lexico-syntactic level: the yes/yeah in the first case is 
prosodically highlighted, it carries stress and exhibits a falling pitch 
contour. Yeah is similarly emphasised when it introduces a purely agreeing 
sequence. The yeah in the second example, in contrast, is prosodically 
downgraded, almost integrated into the intonation contour of the following 
countermove. A similar difference has been observed by Jefferson (1993) 
in the realisation of pre-shift tokens in the service of topical development: 
whereas yeah indicating recipient alignment is produced with an up-to-
down pitch contour, yeah preceding topic shift was realised with a 
prosodically flat contour. Similarly, Gardner (1997) found Mm in 
Australian English face-to-face conversations to co-occur with varying 
prosodic realisation which correlated with functional distinctions: Mm with 
1) falling intonation functioned as an acknowledgement token indicating a 

problem-free receipt of the prior utterance, 
2) a fall-rise functioned as a continuer signalling understanding of the 

present utterance as a complex turn at talk, and  
3) rise-fall indicated a problem-free receipt but heightened involvement. 

Müller (1996), too, points out a difference between weak and strong 
acknowledgement tokens, of which one acknowledges de dicto without 
further commitment, whereas the other agrees de re and displays a stance. 

The varying prosodic realisation of yeah in our case effects a different 
strength of acknowledgement: due to its prosodic realisation, yeah in the 
first case more closely resembles the original agreement function. In the 
analysis it is therefore treated as a clear acknowledging move and 
examples exhibiting this kind of yeah belong to the core of the Concessive 
relation. If yeah is prosodically downgraded as in the second case, 
however, its acknowledging force is weaker and we should rather speak of 
a pre-disagreement marker. Accordingly, cases of the second kind belong, 
if at all, to the periphery rather than the core of Concession (cf. also 
Jurafsky et al 1998). This underlines that the yes, but-strategy is not 
necessarily always Concessive. 

The same holds, of course, if the speaker acknowledges the claim with 
no. No counts as acknowledgement of claims with negative polarity 
(Schegloff 1987: 105, Bald 1979: 184, Bublitz 1988: 225, Jurafsky et al 
1998), which can be expressed, for instance, by syntactic or morphological 
negation. The following example shows that, apart from these, negative 
polarity can be expressed by the implication of a question as well. 
(62) Presidential debate: irrelevant (20.01, DAT: 10:45 (193)) 
AE TV discussion. Perot is explaining that being governor of a state is not a 
qualification sufficiently recommending a candidate for the presidency of the United 
States. 
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 01 Perot: so i think probably we're making a mistake night 
after night after night to cast the nation's future 
(-) uh=on a unit that small. 

  Lehrer: why is that a mistake. 
 05 Perot: it's irrelevant. (--)  
  Lehrer: [what he d/)  
   [<<audience: laughter, clapping> 
  ??: you know; 
  Perot: nOw; (--) 
 10 Lehrer: [what did/ what he/ 
  Perot: [I i wOUld/ i > 
X  Lehrer: what hE did as gOvernor? 
   of Arkansas, 
   was ir[rElevant? 
X' 15 Perot:  [no-no (-) nO:,  
Y   but you cAn't/ I could say you know that I ran  (-) 

a small grocery store on the cOrner, 
   therefore i extrApolate thAt into the fact that I 

could run wAl-mart.= 
 20  =thAt's not trUE. 
  <<audience: laughter> 
  Clinton: mister perot-...> 

Perot claims that experience as governor is irrelevant in terms of running 
for president. After considerable turmoil in the audience, Lehrer manages 
to question this. For this purpose he uses an interrogative, what hE did as 
gOvernor of Arkansas was irrElevant? (lines 12-14). The latter can be 
interpreted, for all practical purposes, as a rhetorical question which 
expresses the reason for the audience’s reaction: the position of governor 
of a state is not considered to be irrelevant at all. This negative polarity is 
what is acknowledged by Perot in his answer by saying no (line 15). In 
contrast to the yeah in the two preceding examples, no is repeated here, 
which in fact lends it more weight than a simple one-word 
acknowledgement (cf. Müller 1996). 

c) well: Examples in which the acknowledgement is reduced to well, as in 
ex. (63), are a different matter. 
(63) Larry King: dropping people (74.01, DAT: 396) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing William Bennett and Dick Cheney on 
the strategy of their party in the election campaign. Larry has enquired whom they will 
name as candidate for the presidency. 
 01 Bennett: the only reason i say probably is;  
   that bob dole is probably closer (-) to the view of 

more more conservatives in the party, 
   .hh uh who are the source of energy in the party, 
 05  than (norman spector). 
  (--) 
  King: dick? 
X   you agrEE with bOth those statements- 
X'  Cheney: wEll;=  
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Y 10  =but i think it's a little EArly for us to start  
   dropping people Off, 
   uhm mY expectation is;  
   we began to see even more people rUnning,= 

After Bennett has expressed a certain preference for Bob Dole as 
candidate, King turns to Cheney to check whether he agrees (line 7). 
Cheney interprets this question as the claim that he does and answers with 
well before he opposes the appropriateness of any question or statement on 
this issue by i think it’s a little EArly for us to start dropping people Off 
(lines 10-11) (Y).  

The reduction of the acknowledgement here is not so much on the level 
of lexico-syntax – there is still one lexical item – but rather on the 
pragmatic level: well projects the upcoming disagreement more clearly 
than the agreement token yeah. According to Carlson (1984)  

“...well unlike but is a sign of considered acceptance. It can be construed as 
giving due consideration to the opposing view without implying acceptance of 
the view itself. More importantly, well does not make the contrast between the 
two viewpoints explicit in the way but does; well is ater all (sic!) used in many 
other ways too, introducing harmless remarks as well as challenging moves. It 
lets the listener work out the conclict (sic!) between his position and the new 
contribution. Finally, well can express polite reluctance to create a conflict.” 
(1984: 44-45) 

(cf. also Quirk et al 1985: 19.54, Sacks 1987, Schiffrin 1987, 
Goodwin/Goodwin 1990, Lerner 1991, Redeker 1991, Jucker 1993, 
Hutchby 1996, Holtgraves 1997, Reinhardt 1997). This then suggests the 
advantage which the employment of the uncommitted well instead of a 
clearer yes or no can have for speakers: they can leave their stance towards 
their interlocutor’s claim rather vague. This enables them to avoid an open 
conflict, whilst still being able to advocate their own point.47 At the same 
time the lack of commitment is reflected by the fact that, in the example 
above, well is not prosodically integrated into the disagreement move. 
Instances where it is, as in ex. (60) above (line 8), do not qualify for this 
category. 

The ambiguity of well locates it at the periphery of Concession, in 
particular when, as in the example above, it is the only sign of 
‘acknowledgement’. 

More problematic for identifying Concession than yes/yeah/no or even 
well are those cases where the acknowledgement does not constitute a 
separate verbal move, but, instead – in “traditional” syntactic terms – is 
realised as a component of Y.  

                                                        
47  Stefan Pfänder (personal communication) pointed out that Fr. bien and bon parallel well 

in this function. 
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d) though: The correlative conjunct though is the best known of these 
cases. Although it frequently accompanies the connective but, in a number 
of examples though occurs in an asyndetic construction and is thus the only 
realisation of acknowledgement. Consider ex. (64). 
(64) Freddy Merts: corn (08.03, DAT: 1:34:04 (B476)) 
AE radio show with Freddy Merts and Patrick Racey. Freddy is telling Patrick about a 
colleague who can successfully accomplish several actions at one and the same time, 
among them eating (pop)corn. Patrick shifts the topic to having corn for breakfast. 
 01 Freddy: and i'm still eating the first piece of corn, 
   like fifteen minutes later, 
   trying to walk, 
   and she's holding my drink for me.= 
X 05 Patrick: =cOrn is not a good thing to start with [EIther. 
Y  Freddy:  [oh 
Y X'           it's/ oh it's good thEre though; 
  Patrick: yeah=it's terrific;  
   but it's (floppy). 

After Patrick has changed the topic and claimed that cOrn is not a good 
thing to start with (line 5), Freddy defends his early-morning eating habit 
by singling out the popcorn at the State fair as being more digestible than 
other sorts (lines 6-7). Instead of simply contrasting Patrick’s claim, 
however, Freddy integrates though into the countermove Y. 

Though in these cases can be interpreted as a reduced version of a more 
explicit acknowledging move X’ (Mätzner 1885, Curme 1931, Pomerantz 
1984, Quirk et al 1985: 8.143, Barth-Weingarten/Couper-Kuhlen 2001).48 
The advantage of such “packaging” is related to rhetorical strategies: on 
the one hand, the acknowledgement helps to mitigate disagreement. On the 
other hand, postposed acknowledgement invites the interlocutors to adhere 
to this, rather than the speaker’s preferred, position. By using 
acknowledgement in the form of final though, the acknowledgement is 
reduced to such a degree that, in spite of its postposition, the point 
acknowledged is less likely to dominate the further course of the 
conversation. 

The difference to the one-word acknowledgements mentioned before 
lies in the fact that though is not a separate move but prosodically 
integrated into the countermove. This weakens its force as 
acknowledgement considerably. In the analysis, constructions in which the 
acknowledgement is expressed by the correlative conjunct though only, 
also belong to the periphery of Concession, perhaps even more so than 
those with yes/yeah/no or well. 

                                                        
48  For a similar function of the predecessor of the German particle doch, OHG dhoh, thoh, 

doh and MHG doh, doch, cf. Mensing (1891: 22). 
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e) yet: A similarly condensed realisation of the acknowledgement can be 
observed when it is expressed by yet. Ex. (65) illustrates such an instance: 
(65) Don Vogel: dedicated (08.02, DAT: 45:13 (619)) 
AE radio show with Don Vogel and T.D. Mishky. Don is commenting on journalists 
reporting from war-stricken Bosnia. 
 01 Don: i mean; (-)  
   think about it.= 
   =why (why wou/ i mea/) why would you wanna be in 

bosnia. 
 05 TD: yeah you know these dedicated-to journalist types? 
   [a lot of them/ 
  Don: [(i mean) you gotta be super dedicated,= 
X   =i mean;  
   the thOUght i'd go into bOsnia just would turn mY  
 10  big stOmach, 
(X') Y and yet= uh (-) there's sOmebody over in bOsnia-= 
   =i mean all they dO every dAY is like wAIt for 

stuff to hAppen, 
   an/ and try to keep out of trOUble and dAnger  
 15  right? 
  TD: it's adventure. 

After T.D. suggested dedication as one motivation for journalists to stay in 
Bosnia despite the danger to their health and even their lives (lines 5-6), 
Don agrees with this in an upgraded form (line 7). He continues by giving 
a reason for this upgrading: i mean the thOUght that i go into bOsnia just 
would turn mY big stOmach (lines 9-10), with which he implies ‘every 
“normal” person, as I am, would keep out of it’. This idea is then 
contrasted with the apparently incompatible fact that there’s sOmebody – 
the journalists – over in bOsnia (line 11). This is preceded by yet, which is 
integrated into Y in clause-initial position after the connector and. In this 
position, yet, similar to the correlative conjunct though, underlines the 
validity of the initial claim by referring to it in a condensed form. It could 
therefore, similar to though, be counted as acknowledgement.  

However, yet can, to my knowledge, not be explained as a reduced 
version of an acknowledging TCU. Moreover, its position, which is 
“virtually restricted ... to initial...” (Quirk et al 1985: 643), rather associates 
it with the connective but, which in turn does not count as a reduced 
version of X’. These two facts locate yet even more clearly than though at 
the periphery of Concession.49 

                                                        
49  That the character of these items is less clear with respect to Concession was also 

suggested by the results of a native speaker test, in which both conjunct though and yet 
as primary markers were ranked closer to the contrastive end of the continuum than 
when though correlated with but (cf. also Footnote 6). 
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f) other correlative conjuncts: Similar to though and yet, other correlative 
conjuncts such as still, however, nonetheless, nevertheless etc. can be 
argued to occur as realisations of the acknowledgement. What these items 
have in common is that they, too, refer to and underline the validity of 
what has preceded. 

Nevertheless, similar to yet, they cannot be claimed to have developed 
from a reduction of an extensive acknowledging TCU. Moreover, they 
seem to prefer co-occurrence with a multi-word realisation of the 
acknowledging move: in fact, neither the subcorpus nor the entire corpus 
exhibit any example of them occurring as the only realisation of the 
acknowledging move. This suggests that these items are even weaker 
realisations of acknowledgement than yet. For these reasons, if they occur, 
they, too, belong at best to the outer periphery of Concession. The same 
holds for other correlates integrated in Y and underlining the validity of the 
opposing claim X, such as just. 

4.5.3.2.3 Periphery: Implicit acknowledgements 
Descending one step further on the scale, the acknowledging move may 
not even be realised by a single word integrated into Y, but only hinted at 
in the co(n)text. Ex. (66) illustrates a case from the larger corpus where the 
acknowledgement comes relatively late and hence only retrospectively 
contextualises the earlier countermove as Concessive. Instances such as 
this one corroborate the findings on contextualisation cues for conditional 
discourse relations which are similarly positioned (Thumm 2000). 
(66) Tuesday call: nervous horse (57b.03, DAT: 55.10 (734)) 
BE radio phone-in on horses. Jenny, a horse trainer, is giving advice on a caller (C)’s 
question as to whether and how an older horse can overcome traffic nervousness. 
X 01 Jenny: ((...) 21 TCUs of the advice omitted) 
   and jUst give your horse a pat and tAlk to him when 

the car comes towArds you, 
.hh and you will fInd that that's a great hElp to 

 05  you. 
  C: ah:;  
   right, thank you very much.= 
0 Y Michael: =but but bE cAreful- = 
   =uh because of cOUrse (-) the roads are One area 
 10  with horses, 
   where you mAY not get a second chAnce; 

it's an area where trIAl and Error .hh doesn't 
really wOrk. 

   ((...) 4 TCUs omitted on being careful) 
X'   i'm sUre they cAn improve, 
   i quite agrEE;= 
Y' 20  uhm but=uh be vEry wAry if your animal shows nO 
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   signs of imprOvement;= 
=really is a (bAd 1 syll) in traffic, 

Michael self-selects after the caller thanks Jenny for her optimistic advice 
(lines 1-7). In resemblance to the Cardinal Adversative schema, he does 
not acknowledge what Jenny has said, but without further ado points out 
that the method suggested is not a panacea: but bE cAreful ... (lines 8-17), 
thereby implying that Jenny's advice has to be taken judiciously. Although 
the disagreement is marked by hesitation phenomena (line 7: but but ... uh) 
and is rather extensive, an acknowledging move can be felt to “be in the 
air”. This is supported, firstly, by the fact that Michael does not invalidate 
Jenny’s claim completely, but only adds a caveat. Thus, he produces the 
second part of a partitioning construction. Secondly, Michael eventually 
produces an acknowledging move, though rather late (lines 18-19). 

Another retrospective contextualisation cue can be found in the 
contrastive accent. With regard to this, I mentioned earlier that the 
production of a first (potential) item of a contrastive pair with the 
respective prosodic features can project the second, which then does not 
need to follow explicitly. In view of this, it may be of interest to note that 
producing only the second part of a contrastive pair, too, seems to be able 
to evoke the context of Concession rather than Adversativity without 
having to realise an acknowledging move on the surface. One precondition 
for this seems to be that the (apparent) second pair part is produced by a 
second speaker. This is illustrated in ex. (67). 
(67) Presidential debate: trickle-down government (20.01, DAT: 34:53 (465)) 
AE TV discussion. Clinton is accusing Bush of changing sides on economic matters. 
X 01 Clinton: hE said trIckle-down economics was voodoo 

econOmics-  
   now he's its bIggest practitioner? 
  audience:[1((laughter))  
 05 Clinton: [1he promised/  
  audience:[2((laughter, cheering)) 
  Clinton: [2he/ (you know).  
   (      ) say; 
  Lehrer: sure. 

0 Y10 Bush: [but i've Always said trickle-down gOvernment is 
bad. 

  Clinton: [i i could/  
   i could run this string out a long time; 

   but remember this jim; 

Here Clinton criticises Bush for not acting consistently based on his earlier 
attitude towards trIckle-down econOmics (lines 1-3). While he is 
continuing (lines 4-5), Bush tries to defend himself by pointing out that he 
is consistent in his attitude towards trickle-down gOvernment (lines 10-11). 
At first sight, the construction resembles Adversativity, as there is not even 
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a reduced acknowledging move. However, Bush does not directly disagree 
with what Clinton has said, either. Instead he shifts the topical focus from 
trIckle-down economics to trickle-down gOvernment. This is underlined by 
the employment of a contrastive accent on gOvernment. This (sub)topic 
shift – again partitioning – then leads us to assume that Bush would have 
had to agree with Clinton’s earlier criticism and that he avoids this by the 
strategy just described. According to this argumentation, examples of this 
kind, in contrast to Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson’s approach, should be 
categorised as Concessive, although they, too, belong to the outer 
periphery of the discourse relation. 

4.5.3.2.4 Missing acknowledgement 
Finally, at the end of the scale of explicitness, the acknowledging move 
may not even be suggested by the context: X’ is missing altogether. This 
has been illustrated in examples (10) and (13) – examples of Adversativity.  

4.5.3.2.5 Summary: Explicitness of the acknowledgement – core and 
periphery of the Concessive relation 

Describing the various kinds of realisation of the acknowledging move, I 
have shown that they differ not only in their degree of explicitness but also 
with respect to their acknowledging force. Since the latter is one of the 
defining criteria of Concession, the scale of explicitness at the same time 
describes the scale between the prototypically organised notions of 
Concession and Adversativity. This has two implications: on the one hand, 
the relationship between Concession and other contrastive relations is not 
as clear-cut as it may have appeared in the beginning (chapter 3.3). Rather, 
it is a matter of degree. On the other hand, the concept of Concession 
exhibits prototype effects and its instantiations can be ordered according to 
their prototypicality within the microfield of Concession (cf. also Figure 
5). The varying degrees of acknowledgement, i.e. various sizes of the 
acknowledging move, and their effect are summarised in Figure 9. Most 
central are those items, and the examples containing them, which express 
the acknowledgement in a separate, multi-word TCU. Less central, though 
still belonging to the core are those with clear one-word 
acknowledgements, such as lexical items of assessment and agreement as 
well as prosodically highlighted yes/yeah/no. Whereas the core items could 
also function as clear agreements, a second group contains items which 
have in common that they either clearly point at the upcoming 
disagreement or already contain an element of disagreement themselves. 
These items belong to the periphery. In general, the following holds: the 
less explicit the acknowledging move, the stronger the sense of
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disagreement. The scale described may therefore also be taken to illustrate 
the continuum of disagreement mentioned in Ford/Mori (1994). 

Apart from the differences between core and periphery items, I have 
described differences between the items belonging to the periphery. In 
order to capture these in the analysis, I have divided the periphery of the 
discourse-pragmatic relation of Concession into an inner and an outer 
periphery. The inner periphery is close to the core of the relation. It 
contains items which still inhabit a separate move, such as well, or can be 
assumed to have developed from one, such as though. The outer periphery 
mediates between the concept of Concession and that of Adversativity in 
that here the acknowledgement is rather reduced and integrated into the 
countermove without being an abbreviated separate move. These are 
prosodically flat yes/yeah/no, yet, still, however, nonetheless, nevertheless 
etc. Close to the border of the outer periphery are those examples where 
the acknowledging move is only hinted at in the co(n)text. Finally, outside 
the periphery of Concession and clearly in the realm of Adversativity are 
those constructions which exhibit no cue to an acknowledgement at all. 
Table 41: Realisation of one-word acknowledgements in the core and 

peripheries of the Concessive relation 
Concessive examples  

core 
 

relevant total: 
17 

inner  
periphery 

relevant total: 
21 

outer  
periphery 

relevant total: 
11 

lex. assessment/agreement tokens   3 (18%) – – 
prosod. highlighted yes/yeah/no 14 (83%) – – 
well –   1 (  5%) – 
though – 20 (95%) – 
prosod. flat yes/yeah/no – – 0 (  0%) 
yet – – 3 (27%) 
other correlative conjuncts – – 0 (  0%) 
acknowl. implied by co(n)text – – 8 (73%) 

Table 41 summarises the frequencies of the various ways of realising 
the acknowledging move as a single token and single-TCU unit in the 
subcorpus. It can be seen that the correlative conjunct though is most 
frequent, followed by the prosodically highlighted agreement tokens 
yes/yeah/no. 

Whereas a prototypical organisation of the phenomenon of Concession 
poses no problem for a qualitative description, the manner in which the 
analyst covers the less clear-cut cases at the periphery of Concession is, of 
course, decisive for the quantitative analysis: although the latter approach 
requires a reduction of complexity, particularly in view of the time frame 
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of the present study, it is equally unacceptable to altogether neglect this 
complexity. As the study of Concession in spoken discourse is currently at 
a point where it is still not completely clear how complex the matter we are 
dealing with is, it was decided for the purpose of this study to concentrate 
on the frequency and distribution of the various ways to realise the core 
and the inner periphery of Concession. Hence, all figures provided with 
respect to the various patterns and markings in the tables, apart from the 
restrictions in terms of certain situational variables (cf. chapter 3.4.3 and 
chapter 6), are based only on examples belonging to these parts of the 
sample collection (for an indication of the total number of examples cf. 
Table A-20). The relevant columns in Table 41 above are shaded in grey. 
In the long run, of course, it appears most desirable to complement the 
present study by an analysis of the outer periphery of the realisation of the 
Concessive relation along the lines suggested here. 

4.6 Summary: Structural variation in the realisation of 
the Concessive relation 

In this chapter we have investigated realisations of the Concessive relation 
which differ from the Cardinal Concessive schema with respect to the 
sequence of elements, the number of participants involved in producing the 
Concessive relation, the kind of marking of the constructions and the 
extensiveness of the realisation of its moves. These variations suggest that 
Concession can be regarded as a prototypically organised concept with the 
Cardinal Concessive schema as its prototypical realisation. Its 
prototypicality is based on the following points: 
• in contrast to the Monadic variations, for instance, it realises all three 

actions associated with the concept of Concession, 
• in contrast to the Reversed order schemata, these moves are realised in 

ideal order, 
• in contrast to the Pseudo-dyadic and the Monadic schemata, it is 

dyadic, 
• it shares the acknowledging move with all variations, 
• it is more frequent than its variations, and 
• it is most distinctive with respect to neighbouring categories. 

Whereas the variation in terms of the sequence of elements, the number 
of participants and the kind of marking are irrelevant with respect to 
qualifying an example as an instantiation of Concession, the variation in 
the extensiveness of the moves becomes relevant, as soon as X’ or Y are 
realised less explicitly. This criterion of the explicitness of the moves, and 
in particular of the acknowledgement, structures the realisation of 
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Concession prototypically: whereas a less explicit realisation of the 
countermove opens up the perspective of pure Agreement, a reduced 
acknowledgement moves the example closer to the concept of 
Adversativity. 

In summary, whilst before we distinguished Concession from related 
discourse relations relatively clearly, we have now arrived at those 
structural variations which in fact render this distinction difficult. In order 
to keep the balance between this complexity and the reduction necessary to 
profit from a quantitative description of Concession on the one hand, and 
the qualitative description of the less clear-cut reality of its actual 
instantiations on the other, the quantitative analyses have been carried out 
on the basis of the core and the inner periphery of the concept only. 

Until now we considered the variations of the structural realisation of 
the Concessive relation separately and in their own right. Analysis has 
shown, however, that this is only one side of the coin: these variations are 
not a pool from which the speaker can choose at will. Instead, we can 
observe a number of correlations of various features, i.e. the speaker’s 
choice of structural realisations seems to be limited by co- and contextual 
factors. In the remaining two chapters we will look into two of the most 
obvious and important influences on the structural realisation of the 
Concessive relation: the shaping of the Concessive constructions by their 
accomplishing certain functions in interaction and by the extra-linguistic 
parameters which characterise the situations of interaction.50  

                                                        
50  Apart from these, a number of correlations between the various structural features of 

realisation can be expected – an undertaking which is clearly desirable for future 
research. 



 

5 Concession in action: Discourse functions of 
Concessive constructions 

Investigating a phenomenon of talk in its actual habitat of interaction 
relates this study to the interactional approach to discourse (cf. Couper-
Kuhlen 1998a, Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2000, Couper-Kuhlen/Selting 
2001). In the present context of describing the influences on the structural 
variation of Concession, one of the assumptions of Interactional 
Linguistics is particularly appealing: 

“Talk-in-interaction is situated. Utterances are designed to be appropriate to an 
actual recipient on an actual occasion.” (Couper-Kuhlen 1998a: 8) 

This suggests that a speaker’s utterance is shaped by the co(n)text of her 
utterance. This context, of course, subsumes a number of situational 
parameters, the influence of which we will analyse in chapter 6. However, 
it comprises more than that: Interactional Linguistics assumes that, when 
talking, speakers are constantly engaging in action (cf. Couper-Kuhlen 
1998b: 8). Against this background, the notion of the situatedness of 
language suggests that the kinds of actions the speakers are accomplishing 
shape the form of the linguistic structures, too (Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 
2000: 78, cf. also Halliday 1985a: XIII). Having studied the structural 
variations in the realisation of Concession, in this chapter we will 
investigate which functions the Concessive constructions fulfil in 
organising social interaction and in how far their linguistic structure is 
oriented to and perhaps even shaped by these functions.  

For this purpose it would be desirable to continue the description of the 
discourse functions of Concession in the qualitative-quantitative manner 
we have employed until now. Yet, with discourse functions the basic 
requirements for a quantitative description, the numerator, i.e. the set of 
types of candidate functions, and the denominator, i.e. the possible relevant 
environments of occurrence, are not yet sufficiently clear to venture 
detailed quantitative analysis (cf. Schegloff 1993). Problems begin as early 
as with the notion of discourse function. When referring to its function in 
discourse, a number of earlier studies of Concession often only list various 
uses of the relation, such as ‘warning against a wrong conclusion’ or 
‘persuading one’s interlocutor’ (cf., for instance, König/Eisenberg 1984, 
Azar 1997). If the term is actually employed, it is frequently assumed to be 
self-explanatory. Koerfer (1979: 16-17), for example, refers to the 
“affirmativ-adversative Doppelfunktion” of ja, aber constructions, without 
explaining the notion of function (cf., also, Rudolph 1989: 183). Also, 
studies which explicitly aim at a definition of the notion of function hardly 
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achieve satisfactory results. Harder (1997: 88, 104), for example, describes 
function as a predominant effect which is oriented towards some larger 
context, the pragmatic cause(s) for using a linguistic item. The present 
study, too, is far from remedying this shortcoming. However, in order to 
provide sufficient clarification of the object examined in this chapter, I will 
at least relate my concept of the notion to other understandings. 

In his classical functional approach to language, Halliday (1985a: XIII), 
for instance, distinguishes three metafunctions:  
1) the ideational function, which serves to mirror the environment 

(transactional, referential in Brown/Yule 1983),  
2) the interpersonal function, which reflects the attempt to act on others 

in this environment (interactional in Brown/Yule 1983), and  
3) the textual function, which refers to the means of organising the 

resulting communication.  
Although this distinction includes all kinds of more specific language 
functions, it is situated on a rather crude level. A more fine-grained 
distinction can be found with CA, where the basic aim is to describe the 
organisation of action in interaction (cf. ten Have 1999: 198, 
Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2000: 92). It uses questions to determine what a 
particular item is achieving or accomplishing. This certainly is another one 
of the possible “meanings” of function. ‘Why that now?’ is a regular 
question in determining the kind of action implemented (Schegloff 1997: 
506). On the basis of this method we have established earlier the actions 
which constitute the larger activity of Concession: claiming, 
acknowledging and countering.  

However, there is a level of function which is located between that of 
the Hallidayan triad and the fine-grained CA level of action. It is this level 
which I am aiming at when claiming that, by means of its actions, 
Concession can carry out functions in discourse which are more than just 
acknowledging and countering. Speakers can use it for particular purposes, 
such as referring to a contrast or accomplishing face work and developing 
topic. These purposes, in turn, can then be classified according to 
Halliday’s metafunctions as ideational, interpersonal and textual functions 
respectively. 

In this understanding, discourse functions may be influenced by speaker 
intentions. Regardless of whether these are conscious or subconscious (cf. 
Heritage 1990/91), speaker intentions are rather difficult to identify. One 
hint as to what they are is provided by an observable exploitation of the 
ordinary properties of ordinary sequential devices in discourse strategies 
(cf. Drew 1995: 133). It is, however, common knowledge that one’s 
observation, or rather perception, is influenced by one’s knowledge. As the 
analyst may still be lacking in the latter, CA relies on a second hint as to 
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possible speaker intentions: the (conscious or subconscious) knowledge of 
the participants regarding the interpretation of certain sequences of ‘bursts 
of language’. The turn after the contribution under discussion provides 
evidence for at least one possible interpretation of the preceding one: it 
shows how it is treated by the recipient and thus, one possibility of how it 
might have been understood (next-turn proof procedure, cf., for instance, 
Hutchby/Wooffitt 1998: 15). 

This latter method is doubtless a rather reliable indicator, since 
misinterpretations on the side of the participants tend to be topicalised by 
the interlocutors within the discourse itself. Yet, in institutional discourse, 
and radio broadcasts in particular, the analyst faces difficulties when the 
interlocutor’s turn, the listening or overhearing audience’s reaction, is not 
captured in the data. Moreover, even when there is another participant 
present in the studio, there may be no explicit hints as to the 
accomplishment of a specific discourse function: a successful self-repair 
within the same turn or a temporal digression from the current topic may 
pass uncommented on by the recipient. 

A second problem in the description of discourse function is the 
determination of what leads our attention to one “discourse function” 
rather than another. Although since its development CA has contributed 
considerably to our understanding of how it is that we can “do things with 
words”, there is still no closed list of discourse functions – a consideration 
which leaves aside the question of whether there ever can be. Therefore, 
with respect to discourse functions the analyst, even more so than with the 
“hard-core” descriptive categories of language structure, cannot be certain 
to have the correct numerators and denominators at her disposal. 

For these reasons the following chapter is an attempt to reach the 
study’s goal of revealing the parameters determining the variation in the 
realisation of Concession despite the obstacles to a clear-cut quantitative 
analysis. Therefore it needs to be noted that, firstly, with the discourse 
functions of the Concessive constructions I describe in this chapter, I do 
not claim completeness. Rather, I include those which, on the basis of 
features such as (proto-)typicality or frequency, captured my attention. The 
list is decidedly an open one and should be understood as an invitation for 
further research. 

In the description it proved more feasible not to attempt to classify the 
particular Concessive construction in its entirety but to differentiate 
between the discourse functions of the acknowledgement and the 
countermove. Often, the function of one of these dominates and determines 
that accomplished by the entire construction. Nevertheless, the moves often 
“co-operate” to attain particular discourse functions. Secondly, in view of 
the methodological considerations above, this chapter focuses on the 
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qualitative description. The latter is at times complemented by 
quantifications, which, nonetheless, remain informal (cf. Schegloff 1993) 
and have the status of “notes of interest”. The interested (or insistent) 
reader is referred to the results in the tables in the Appendix, however, not 
without a word of caution: a number of the discourse functions described 
can co-occur, and the tables provided only reflect the frequency of the 
dominant functions (cf. Table A-21). These figures then also provide the 
basis for the tentative correlations between the discourse functions and the 
structural variation in realising Concession which I discuss in this chapter. 
A further limitation in this respect is the small size of the corpus: I will 
cover only the most significant correlations (chance of error <2%) for 
those discourse functions which are instantiated by a sufficient number of 
examples (for less significant correlations cf. Table A-22). 

We will now review a number of the discourse functions of Concession 
in detail. The chapter is structured on the basis of Halliday’s three 
metafunctions, under whose headings the respective specific functions are 
illustrated. It will be shown that, even though acknowledging as such can 
be referred to as a function accomplished by one of the moves of 
Concession, it is often used for additional purposes, i.e. as an 
“acknowledging in order to”. For a quick, visual survey of the various 
discourse functions of Concession, the reader is referred to the summary in 
Figure 10 at the end of the chapter. 

5.1 Discourse functions of Concessive constructions on 
the ideational level 

5.1.1 Expressing a contrast 
Earlier approaches to concession have often emphasised the contrastive 
relationship between the two propositions or their implications (cf. 
Rudolph 1996), i.e. a contrast on the ideational level. This function has 
mainly been understood as accomplished by the countermove providing an 
argument, i.e. a state of affairs, which in some respect counters the claim. 
The counter can, for instance, suggest a different conclusion by pointing 
out the existence of a state of affairs which would normally not be 
expected to co-exist with or follow from the state of affairs acknowledged 
in X’. This has led to the semantic descriptions of concession as ‘diversion 
from a norm’, ‘negated causal relation’, ‘frustrated expectation’ and 
‘potential but ineffective obstacle’. 

However, extending our perspective beyond the two clauses, or rather 
TCUs, we can identify other discourse functions which are realised by this 
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“expression of a contrast” in the wider discourse context. These will be 
examined in this subchapter. 

5.1.1.1 Emphasising a contrast 
Although the Concessive construction is more regularly used to highlight 
one state of affairs or its implication against another, it can also rather 
frequently (cf. Table A-22, line 151) be found to draw attention in particular 
to the contrast between the two states-of-affairs. Consider ex. (23) again. 
(23’) Dr Edell: sacred thing (23.01, DAT: 24:54 (363)) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. Sarah, 
the caller, who is advocating sexual abstinence as the solution, is presenting the pre-
marital sexual abstinence of her own generation as an example. 
X 01 Sarah: uhm (-) when the/ when the stAndards of society 

hEld; 
   that sexual actIvity was reserved for the marital 

Union. 
 05 Edell: m-hm,= 
  Sarah: =and it was/ it was like the nOrm; 
   it was the the (2 syll); 
   it was/ Everybody knEw that that was really a: a 

sAcred thIng to a certain [extEnt; 
X' 10 Edell:  [rIght. (.) 
Y X'  and nObody dId it (though).= 
  Sarah: =we upheld it. 
  Edell what d'you mean we; 

Edell, though acknowledging that Sarah’s generation may have valued pre-
marital sexual abstinence with rIght (line 10), points out that nobody 
actually observed the implications of this value: nObody dId it (line 11). 
The point of his X’-Y pair is arguably not only that sexual abstinence was 
not practised in reality. Rather it is the combination of the two states-of-
affairs: valuing it and in spite of this not practising it. Evidence for this 
interpretation may be found, first, in the employment of and as a 
conjunction (line 11) and, second, in the return to the acknowledgement by 
though (line 11). Both and and though contribute to a more equal 
weighting of the two states-of-affairs, which in effect shifts the emphasis to 
the contrast between them. This impression is paralleled by the apparent 
correlation between the discourse function of emphasising a contrast and 
strengthening correlates in the acknowledging move (cf. Table A-22, line 
23.2), which contrasts with the “normal” distribution of emphasis in the 
Concessive constructions. Concessive constructions with this function 
therefore underline the relationship between Concession and Adversativity.  

                                                        
51  The indication of lines here refers to the relevant lines in the respective tables in 

Appendix 2. 
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A second kind of function which also, rather than highlighting one of 
the states-of-affairs, weights them quite equally, is that in which the 
contrasting states-of-affairs are not expressed “on the spot”, but are 
reported as having been produced in a particular speech event. It is to be 
noted that this kind of Concessive construction differs radically from those 
produced on the spot: in the original speech event the relation between the 
state of affairs may have been used in order to accomplish any one of the 
discourse functions of Concession described in this chapter. Alone, the act 
of “reporting” distances them from their original function in the speech 
event reported and brings them out with equal weight. On these grounds 
these instances are treated here as a separate category. 

5.1.1.2 Excursus: Reporting Concession 
In this special type of Concessive construction on the ideational level a 
speaker, without being immediately involved herself, reports the 
production of Concession by herself or another speaker in an earlier speech 
event. Examples such as these are rare52, but they can be expected to occur, 
for instance, in the context of stories or, more specifically, trouble tellings, 
when other speakers’ utterances are quoted in direct speech. This is the 
case in the following example from an AE radio interview. The interview 
topicalises the O.J. Simpson trial, in which Simpson is defending himself 
against the charge of murder by claiming that he suffers from arthritis. At 
the same time a video promoting physical fitness has been released which 
stars Simpson. Larry King is trying to relate both facts in the interview 
with Marvin Rudnik, a representative of the video company. Rudnik 
reports that Simpson had already limited the company’s expectations with 
regard to his starring in the video by pointing out his illness. In doing so, 
Simpson is furthermore reported to have acknowledged possible claims 
regarding his seemingly improved state of health at the moment of the 
negotiations. Whereas the original discourse function of the Concessive 
construction may have been hedging (cf. chapter 5.2.2), for instance, it 
now features in the framework of the report of an earlier speech event 
(lines 4-9). 
(68) Larry King: disappoint you (74.01, DAT: 082) 
AE radio programme. King is interviewing Marvin Rudnik, a representative of a video 
company distributing an exercise video starring O.J. Simpson. Rudnik reports on the 
negotiations with Simpson. 
 01 Rudnik: uh when we got into the discussion, 
   uh ou-jai said; 
Y   wEll he said=uh; (-) 
   if you expEct me to do a lot of strenuous 

                                                        
52  The subcorpus exhibited only one example. 
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 05  Exercise. (.) 
   he said i may=uh .hh disappOInt you.= 
   =because i dO suffer from=uh arthrItis.= 
X'   =i dO feel better now, 
Y'   but=uh .hh it's a kind of a day-to-day thIng.= 
 10 King:  =are you gonna be called as a witness; 

Although Rudnik himself may pursue a certain goal by reporting this 
Concessive construction to have been produced by Simpson, he does so on 
a different level, namely by his entire report, which embraces more than 
the Concessive construction. Therefore, in terms of discourse functions of 
Concession, instances of reporting Concession cannot be treated similarly 
to those constructions produced on the spot.  

5.1.2 Restricting the validity of a claim 
One of the typical functions of Concession seems to be the correction of an 
interlocutor’s position on the state of the world. If we associate correction 
or restriction with the notion of ‘repair’ (cf. Schegloff 1997, 2000), where 
the reparable is the validity of a proposition or its implication, we can 
similarly adopt the distinction between ‘other-correction’ and ‘self-
correction’.53 

5.1.2.1 Other-correction: restricting the validity of another speaker’s 
claim 

Research on concession has often concentrated on the fact that the 
countermove can state a different version of a state of affairs. Depending 
on the extent of the difference between claim and countermove, this then 
restricts or even corrects the claim. The countermove can also suggest a 
different conclusion, which restricts the inference deducible from the initial 
claim (cf., for instance, Brauße 1983, König 1988). As the claims 
countered are usually produced by another speaker, restricting them 
implies that this other speaker is corrected.  

This observation seems to be valid for a number of the Concessive 
constructions in the present approach, too. In the Cardinal Concessive 
schemata, for instance, the counter following the acknowledging move can 
be interpreted as restricting its validity: here, although acknowledgement 
and restrictive move are usually produced by the same speaker, X’ in fact 
restates the stance of another speaker and this then, rather than the 
speaker’s own position, is the point of reference for the counter. As an 
illustration reconsider ex. (42). It showed a case in which the claim implied 
by the initial question is restricted in its general validity: the point is not 
                                                        
53  Günthner (2000a, 2000b) suggests a similar terminology for the corrective use of Ger. 

obwohl and wobei (cf. also Gülich/Kotschi 1995, Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 404). 
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that the person spoken about can walk – this is acknowledged – but that he 
can do so only with the help of multiple titanium joints.  
(42’) Larry King: Jim Otto (74.01, DAT: 12:15 (215)) 
AE radio programme on the O.J. Simpson case. Larry King is interviewing a physician, 
Doctor Huizenger, on whether Simpson would have been able to commit the crime he 
is accused of in spite of his suffering from arthritis. King adopts Huizenger’s parallels 
to the physical condition of former football players. 
 01 King:  let me ask you about someone you may know; 
   how's (jim otto); 
  Huizeng: uh (jim otto) is you know the prototype; 
   there's somebody [that (   )/ 
X 05 King:   [can he wAlk, 
X'  Huizeng: (-) uh he cAn wAlk, 
Y    but it's with the aid of uh mUltiple uh titAnium 

jOInts.= 
   =and thEre you get a person that you know has mOre 
 10  spare pArts than the six million dollar mA:n. 

The fact that restricting another proposition or its inference is almost 
inherent in Y can be seen from the fact that it occurs in the overwhelming 
majority of all relevant cases (cf. Table A-23).  

What has been widely neglected so far is that restriction can be 
accomplished by the acknowledging move in a Cardinal order schema as 
well. In view of its usual function of supporting the validity of the earlier 
claim, this may be surprising. However, supporting a claim can be 
accomplished in various ways: in addition to pointing out the validity of 
the earlier claim, the speaker can, by acknowledging, restrict the validity of 
the state of affairs claimed before. 

One of the practices to effect other-restriction in the acknowledgement 
is the employment of partitioning. By selecting only “half” of the 
proposition stated for acknowledgement, the general validity of this 
proposition is already limited. Hence, in the restrictive function the 
acknowledging move collaborates with the countermove. The latter usually 
underlines the division of the general claim by negating the validity of the 
second part of the proposition. See ex. (12) again, where the probable 
desire for provisions of any kind was restricted to a likely wish for a drink 
only (lines 9 and 11).  
(12’’’) Wally and friends: eat and drink (28.01, DAT: 27:40 (403)) 
BE dinner conversation between two older couples, Mora and Wally and Betsy and 
Dave. Mora and Wally have been to Australia several times. Now Betsy is planning to 
travel there and this time she is wondering whether she needs to keep money to be able 
to buy something to eat and drink during their stop at Singapore. 
X 01 Betsy: i mean if we're there for three hOUrs, 
   we'll prObably want something to eat and [drInk or  
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X'1  Wally:  [oh yEAh. 
  Betsy: [something, .hh so/ 
 05 Mora: [yeah but the plane [feeds you and drinks you 
X'2  Wally:  [wEll; (-) 
  Mora: r-right up to the eyebrows;= 
  Betsy: [1really? 
X'2  Wally: [1=you mIght want a drInk, (.) 
 10 Betsy?: [2no; 
Y  Wally: [2you wOn't want any fOOd; [(1.1) 
  Betsy?:  [no; 
  Wally: in twenty-five hOUrs we had two dIn[ners; two  
  Betsy:  [hm; 
 15 Wally: brEAkfasts, and <<laughing> two lUnches.> 
  Betsy: ((laughing)) 

A second kind of “early restriction” could arguably be found in the 
downgraded agreements which function as disagreement prefaces (cf. 
Pomerantz 1984): when Nicole in ex. (44) turns Peter’s great guy into a 
nice guy we cannot help but feel a limitation to this person’s qualities. This 
may of course be caused to a certain extent by our association of 
downgraded agreement and disagreement as well. 

A third way of restricting another speaker’s claim in the acknowledging 
move seems to correlate with a Reversed order schema (cf. Table A-22, 
line 1.2). Here the stated claim is countered and then paraphrased in a 
weaker version. Constructions such as these are often produced 
asyndetically (cf. line 14.2), where correlates such as just play a major role. 
Consider ex. (33) (line 1 and 4) as an illustration again. 
(33’) Tury Rider: weeny (10.01, DAT: 16:03 (243)) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She and her co-host Peter are talking about the next 
potential guest on the Barbara Carlson radio show. 
X 01 Tury: and barbara detEsts (skip humphrey). 
Y  Peter: nO she dOEsn't-= 
  Tury: =yEs she does. 
X'  Peter: she jUs[t doesn't like the way he drEsses- 
 05 Tury:  [sh:e: (---)  
   calls him a weeny. 
  Peter: well because he: (-) wouldn't come on her show;= 

This kind of restriction leads us to the second kind of correction: self-
correction. Countering another’s claim straightforwardly and then 
rephrasing it in a milder version affects the validity of the earlier counter, 
too. When Peter acknowledges that Barbara does not like the way a person 
dresses, he admits at least some kind of negative feeling of Barbara 
towards this person. This then restricts a conclusion which at least could 
have been drawn from his earlier outright negation: if Barbara does not 
detest Skip Humphrey, she feels positively towards him. 
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5.1.2.2 Self-correction: backing down 
We have seen above that restricting a certain validity or the strength of 
one’s own claim can be achieved by means of the special position and 
contents of the acknowledging move. The Concessive construction can 
then, for instance, be understood as a backing down from the speaker’s 
earlier position. This is frequently accomplished when the speaker senses 
potential disagreement as a recipient reaction and attempts to minimise 
this. 

Backing down can be realised by the acknowledging move in two 
different ways: 

1) in the acknowledging move which follows the expression of the 
speaker’s own position as in the Reversed order schemata, and at the same 
time constitutes the end of an idea unit or even the current turn (cf. Couper-
Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 404) (cf. Table A-22, lines 2.2 and 4.1). Backing 
down in a 0-Y-X’ schema was illustrated in ex. (29). 
(29’) Larry King: jump high (74.01, DAT: 5:34 (111)) 
AE radio programme with Larry King on the O.J. Simpson case. Larry is interviewing 
Marvin Rudnik, the representative of a company which is distributing an exercise video 
starring Simpson, on whether this can be used as counterevidence to Simpson’s alibi, 
arthritis. 
 01 King:  but is this tape gonna hurt or help in your legal 

opinion. 
  Rudnik: well i'm an ex-p-prosecutor myself; 
   i mean it/ i think it cuts both ways larry; 
 05  uh on one hand it really does prove that ou-jai 

simpson isn't the healthy person that uh (-) .hh 
everybody believes he is,= 

Y   =<<l, all>i mean he's a world class Athlete, 
   and he he can't jUmp very hi:gh;>(-) 
X' 10   <<l, rall>.hh at lEAst not on the vIdeo, 
   and nOt from what i'm told by his trAIners.> 
   .hh on the other hand uh how much does it take to 

accomplish a particular=uh crime that we're talking 
about; 

Marvin underlines the position that O.J. Simpson is not fit by drawing the 
listener’s attention to the fact that Simpson is a world class Athlete and he 
can’t jUmp very high (lines 8-9). Realising that this may be objected to by 
someone who has seen Simpson covering heights which are considerable 
even though he suffers from arthritis, Marvin adds a back-down from his 
earlier strong claim which allows for situations other than the video and the 
training he is familiar with (lines 10-11). This acknowledgement 
constitutes the end of the idea unit covering Simpson’s lack of fitness. 

It needs to be pointed out that postposition of the acknowledgement is 
not the only structural criterion for backing down. In addition, the 
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acknowledging move needs to be at least a multi-word TCU too; simple 
final though, for instance, is less suited to produce this effect. 

2) in the counterclaim following the acknowledging move in a Monadic 
Y-X’-Y’ schema. In these cases X’ introduces information which, in effect, 
limits the validity of the speaker’s previous position, and the speaker 
explicitly softens her position in the following Y’ to a milder, less arguable 
version (cf. Pomerantz 1984: 76-77). This can be seen in ex. (69). 
(69) Joe Soucheray: Santana (08.01, DAT: 00:30 (22)) 
AE radio programme with Joe Soucheray. Joe is announcing the up-coming events at 
the Minnesota State fair, among them a concert by Bob Dylan with Santana. He 
speculates on the audience’s chances of hearing it during Tury Rider’s broadcast from 
the fair. 
 01 Joe: and he'll be on,= 
Y   =i bEt you'll be able to hear snIppets of it, 

during tury rIder's show, 
   shE is on from sIx to EIght;= 
X' 05  =<<l>I don't know if dylan stArts that early;> 
Y'   .hhh but hE is here tomorrow night .hh with 

santAna.= 
   =.hh we=uh are continuing to look ahead, 

Joe initially conveys the impression that the listeners will certainly be able 
to hear parts of the Dylan concert during the Tury Rider show: i bet you'll 
be able to hear snIppets of it during tury rIder’s show (lines 2-4). 
Presumably considering Tury’s broadcasting time, however, he then backs 
down from this claim pointing out that Dylan may not start playing during 
the programme. Consequently, he returns to a weaker version of his earlier 
claim: but hE is here tomorrow night with santAna (lines 6-7), which at the 
same time constitutes the end of this (sub)topic. 

Backing-down constructions, too, are frequently produced asyndetically 
(cf. Table A-22, line 14.2) and exhibit a correlate in the acknowledging 
move. Furthermore, the acknowledgement often exhibits features of 
prosodic bracketing (cf. Table A-22, line 30.2). 

Restricting a previous claim, whether one’s own or that of an 
interlocutor, of course, not only has repercussions on the validity of 
different versions of describing the state of the world, i.e. on the ideational 
level, but it can seriously influence the relationship between the 
participants as well. We will now (re-)consider the Concessive relation in 
terms of alignment strategies and face needs, i.e. its function on the 
interpersonal level. 
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5.2 Discourse functions on the interpersonal level: 
Alignment and face work 

Not surprisingly the extension of a counterargument by an 
acknowledgement of what another speaker has said before, as with 
Concession, is employed in various ways on the interpersonal level, i.e. the 
relationship of the participants. Face work is one of the most central of 
these aspects in the framework of this study. Restricting someone else’s 
claim, for instance, can also be interpreted in terms of a disalignment 
strategy which can be paraphrased by ‘You are partly right but mostly 
wrong’ (cf. Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 403-404). The speaker 
producing the restriction thereby threatens her interlocutor’s face by 
suggesting that she subscribes to a position which is (at least partly) in 
disagreement. Backing down, in contrast, i.e. downtoning a claim after it 
has been produced, can be employed to re-dress the speaker’s own face 
when she feels that her claim was too strong and as a result will not be met 
with agreement. In these cases the Concessive construction is used for 
alignment, i.e. positive work on the interpersonal level. 

Since Brown/Levinson’s (1978) discussion of politeness phenomena, 
which is based on the folk notion as well as Goffman’s (1967) 
considerations, the notion of face has become a basic explanatory principle 
in all kinds of pragmatic treatments of language use. Face, “...the public 
self-image that every member [of a community, DB-W] wants to claim for 
himself...” (Brown/Levinson 1978: 66), consists of a negative face – the 
want for freedom of action and freedom from imposition – and a positive 
face – “...the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least 
some others ... [,] the desire to be ratified, understood, approved of, liked 
or admired” (1978: 67). A second distinction Brown/Levinson suggest is 
that between the speaker’s own face and that of her interlocutor, while their 
description and the ensuing research have mainly concentrated on the latter 
(but cf., for instance, Chen 2001, Overstreet/Yule 2001). Politeness, which 
is recognisable by a violation of the Gricean maxim of Quantity, for 
example, can save face by softening face-threatening acts, such as the 
expression of disagreement. The latter threatens the recipient’s positive 
face in that it impedes the desire to be approved of. 

Positive face wants are, for instance, mirrored in the preference for 
agreement (cf. Pomerantz 1984, Sacks 1987, Bublitz 1988, Cheepen 1988). 
Expressing disagreement by way of Concession can be considered one of 
the basic verbal strategies induced by considerations of face. First and 
foremost, it satisfies the higher order positive politeness strategies ‘Seek 
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agreement’ and ‘Avoid disagreement’ (cf. also Levinson 1983, Holtgraves 
1997, Chen 2001). Concession, on the one hand, displays the seeking of 
agreement in that, even though the second speaker in fact (partially or 
entirely) disagrees with what has been claimed before, the acknowledging 
move which accompanies the counter provides an opportunity to the 
speaker to still display support for her interlocutor’s claim. By 
downplaying the difference and underlining the similarities in opinion (cf. 
J. Klein 1980, König/Eisenberg 1984, König 1991), the (second) speaker 
saves her own face by avoiding outright disagreement.  

On the other hand, the insertion of an acknowledging move serves the 
goal of minimising disagreement in that it delays its production within the 
turn so that the previous speaker is provided with the opportunity to back 
down from her earlier problematic position (cf., for instance, Pomerantz 
1984, Greatbatch 1992). Backing down then would allow her to save her 
own face in this way. What disturbs this impression slightly is the fact that 
in most instances the acknowledgement and the counter are integrated 
rather closely with the help of prosodic means, i.e. the interlocutor is, 
contrary to the assumed intention of disagreement prefaces, not provided 
with a chance to produce a downtoned version of her earlier claim unless 
she competitively overlaps the production of acknowledgement or 
disagreement.  

Still, it can be maintained that the employment of Concession is 
prompted by politeness principles. The insertion of acknowledgement as 
such alone achieves a mitigation of disagreement, which suggests that the 
current speaker is pursuing a co-operative line of talk and is paying 
attention to her interlocutor’s face needs, even if this is done only at “face 
value” (cf. also Goodwin 1983, Hutchby 1996, Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 
2000, for writing Mulkay 1985, Barton 1995). 

It needs to be pointed out, however, that not all Concessive 
constructions accomplish this face-saving work to the same extent. The 
structural variations in the realisation of the acknowledging move result in 
various degrees to which the speaker can satisfy the face needs of her 
interlocutor. We will briefly review these in more detail before we turn to 
the employment of this function in the service of larger discourse functions 
on the interpersonal level. 

5.2.1 Excursus: Expressing agreement and acknowledgement 
Referring to the action which distinguishes Concession from other 
contrastive relations, I have applied the term ‘acknowledgement’ in a 
rather broad sense. It comprises at least two kinds of functions which 
constantly recur in the description of the phenomenon of Concession: 
expressing agreement and acknowledging. Although they often seem to be 
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used synonymously (cf., for instance, Muntigl/Turnbull 1988, Greatbatch 
1992, Clayman 1993, Lerner 1996, Holtgraves 1997), in a more technical 
sense they are alternatives (cf., for instance, Pomerantz 1984, Heritage 
1985). 

Technically, agreement refers to the speaker endorsing her 
interlocutor’s position as her own (Heritage 1985). She is thereby taking a 
stance, i.e. expressing a specific position towards a proposition or an 
implication. If this occurs in a Concessive construction, the speaker 
underlines the validity of the earlier claim without restriction. Consider ex. 
(70) (lines 8-10). The unrestrictedness of Barbara's agreement is underlined 
by the fact that the ensuing Y only includes a contrast on the textual level. 
(70) Barbara Carlson: ethics test (09.03, DAT: 1:28:09-1:28:16 (1123)) 
AE radio show. Barbara is introducing Amy Johnson, who is one of the candidates for 
mayor of Saint Paul. Amy brought her a soup and Barbara is jokingly asking her co-
host Peter whether Amy is buying a vote. (Rick Stafford seems to be the head of the 
Ethical Practices Board.) 
 01 Peter: [i (ought to) call the ethical prActices board 

right now;= 
   ='s she a dear fellow? 
  Barbara: yEs [she's a dear fellow. 
X 05 Peter:  [whEre the hell is (rick stAfford). 
  Barbara: well i [know nO(ne of him). 
X  Peter:  [hE::'s supposed to be here with the tEst.= 
X'  Barbara: =yEs; 
   an Ethics test;((knocking on something)) 
 10  we'll hAve to call and see if this is okAY;= 
Y   =but i <<len>dO wAnna wElcome (-)> .h amy jOhnson 

to the ↑shOw.= 
  Amy: =thank you very ↑mUch. 

Acknowledgement, in contrast, when used in a technical sense, refers to 
a strategy which is weaker in terms of face work. The speaker neither 
disattends nor adopts preceding talk (Jefferson 1984a), she is not taking a 
stance, but, as Jefferson (1993: 3) in her study on (minimal) 
acknowledgements of overlapping talk suggests, responds in the most 
diminished way in order to display attention, while thereafter continuing 
with her own point. Such a strategy is shown in ex. (71). 
(71) Tury Rider: liberal gifts (10.01, DAT: 710) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She, her co-host Peter and their guest Nicole are 
discussing the “qualities” of conservative as against liberal politicians. 
 01 Tury: but i mean; 
   .hh liberal rich politicians can't go round doing 

the same things that rich liberal/ uh rich  
   conservative republican politicians can do;= 
 05  =they can buy yachts, 
   (-) 
  Nicole: mh-hm, 



Concession in action: Discourse functions of Concessive constructions 174 

  Tury: they can buy luxury (-) cars,= 
X  Nicole: =that's ↑Always nice for a first dA:te,  
 10  (a little gIft,) 
X'  Tury: yEAh%;  
Y   but you/ but you can't dO that if you're a 

liberal,= 
   =it's un/ you know it's unlIberal-like somehO:w; 
 15 (-) 
  Tury: that's why i like the kennedys; 
   they're the only rich liberals who don't mind about 

spending money. 

After Tury has for some TCUs described the spending behaviour of 
conservative politicians, Nicole tries to join her by collaboratively 
producing a comment on this behaviour in terms of its attractiveness to 
women (lines 9-10). Rather than as a collaborative production of one and 
the same point, Tury treats it as an insertion, and acknowledges it with a 
short yeah (line 11) before she returns to her original train of thought (line 
12-14). 

Acknowledgement in this sense, more than agreement, can be said to 
serve as a rhetorical preface (Harris 1991) which suffices to display co-
operation (cf. Muntigl/Turnbull 1988). According to Goodwin/Goodwin 
(1990: 98) it is, however, so weak that ongoing activities, such as 
‘arguing’, are not halted. 

Interestingly, this latter argument holds in the case of straightforward 
agreement as well – an observation which suggests that the two functions 
are related on a continuum. This is supported by the observation that the 
employment of various kinds of acknowledgement realisation parallel the 
distinction between agreement and acknowledgement: whereas in an 
extended up-take of the prior claim the speaker may not be able to avoid 
taking a particular stance, i.e. expressing agreement rather than 
acknowledgement, in particular single tokens such as yeah may be 
ambiguous between acknowledging and agreeing or both (cf. 
Drummond/Hopper 1993b, Gardner 1997). This ambiguity provides the 
speaker with the opportunity to leave it to the recipient to decide whether 
she intended to express a supportive agreement or a less pointed 
acknowledgement. By this vagueness the speaker using these tokens 
accomplishes off-record politeness with regard to an earlier arguable claim 
on the one hand, and at the same time precludes being held accountable for 
disagreeing on the other. Ambiguity, because it can function as an off-
record politeness phenomenon, may, however, also lead to the negative 
interpretation of something being just an empty agreement phrase (cf. 
Schiffrin 1985: 43, also Holly 1979). 

In any case, expressing agreement and acknowledgement enable the 
speaker, to different degrees, to act in accordance with her experience that 
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“...it is a good thing never to refute his [an interlocutor’s – DB-W] 
arguments in such a way that he seems a poor advocate” 
(Perelman/Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969: 454). 

5.2.2 Hedging 
Hedging refers to face work on behalf of the speaker herself: in the 
acknowledging move the speakers express their awareness of uncertainties 
as to the validity of their point, and they do so before attention has been 
drawn to these by their interlocutor(s). The point marked as arguable is 
stated or restated immediately after the acknowledgement. The advantage 
of this strategy is that the speaker can forestall possible counterarguments 
by her interlocutor(s).  

The (still) implicit claim can concern, for instance, the validity of the 
speaker’s position  
1) in terms of the exchange of opposing positions, i.e. it forestalls a 

counterargument. 
2) in terms of its status as an argument, i.e. it is a metacomment to 

forestall a (still) implicit claim with regard to  
a) the speaker’s access to the state of affairs reported,   
b) the validity of a state of affairs to the extent claimed by the speaker, 
or   
c) matters of formulation. 

Both effects serve to preclude disagreement which threatens the 
speaker’s face as the one who has said something disputable. The nature of 
this function alone predicts that hedging frequently co-occurs with 
Monadic patterns, such as 0-X’-Y and 0-Y-X’-Y’ (cf. Table A-22, lines 
1.5, 3.4 and 4.6). If, markedly or unmarkedly, it interrupts the expression 
of the speaker’s position, the speaker either recycles part of the unfinished 
Y, or simply finishes it (cf. chapter 4.5.2.4) (cf. Table A-22, lines 12.4 and 
12.2). 

5.2.2.1 Forestalling a possible counterargument 
Prototypically the acknowledging move refers to an explicit claim. We 
have been able to see that with certain structural variations X’ can, 
however, refer to a claim which (still) remains implicit. In these cases the 
acknowledging move realises what Quintilian has referred to as prolepsis 
(cf. Billig 1987: 269), i.e. the speaker, by referring to it, pre-empts this 
possible counterargument (Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 1999, Barth 2000, 
also Houtkoop-Steenstra 1980: 73-75, König 1988: 148). This has been 
illustrated in ex. (27), in which the moderator closes the current call by 
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repeating his position and introducing some new arguments which might 
support the caller’s position. 
(27’) Dr Edell: sex education (23.01, DAT: 27:27 (391)) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. One 
of the callers, Sarah, has vehemently advocated sexual abstinence as the solution. Edell 
is closing the call by summarising his position of promoting sex education. 
 01 Edell: it would be interesting to know what the majority 

of americans feel; 
Y   and mOst of the surveys i thInk show that americans 

wAnt sex education in the schOOls; 
 05  and it's kind of like=uh wAr; 
X'   you know there're a lOt of us (-) ((clears throat)) 

you know amEricans who (-) ((swallows)) may be 
agAInst; 

Y'   but you gOt to go/ gOt to go with the majOrity; 
 10  and the minOrity doesn't have a rIght to st↑Op the 

majority in many of these cAses; 
   and uh our childrens are our own responsibility,= 

This effect can, of course, be achieved not only in the Monadic schema. 
A speaker can also forestall a possible objection to the content of her claim 
by means of the Pseudo-dyadic schema. In this realisation at first she 
voices the opposing claim which has not yet been expressed by her 
opponent. In these cases, however, the speaker in the acknowledging move 
still refers to an explicit claim. Consider again one of the excerpts from the 
broadcasted Presidential debate between Bush, Clinton and Perot. 
(19’) Presidential debate: pay more (20.01, DAT: 7:00 (130))) 
AE TV discussion. Clinton is arguing against raising taxes, as this negatively affects the 
middle class. 
 01 Clinton: so (-) my view is, 
   the middle class is the one/ there/'ve been  
   suffering jim? (-) 
X   now; 
 05  uh/ shOUld people pay more for mEdicare if they 

can,  
X'   yEs.  
X   shOUld they pay more for social secUrity.  
   .hh if they get more OUt of it,  
 10  than they pAId in,  
   =they're Upper income people,  
X'   yEs. (-)  
Y    but look what's hAppened to the middle class.  
   mIddle-class amEricans are working hArder for 
 15  lEss mOney than they were making ten years agO;  
   and they're pAYing higher tAxes. 

By anticipating possible counterarguments to their claim or point, it can 
be assumed that speakers are trying to invalidate them within their own 
turn by making them explicit in X’ before their interlocutor has a chance to 
state them. In doing so, the speaker is arguably pursuing a persuasive 
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rhetorical effect (Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson 2000: 403, also chapter 2.2.2). 
Azar, for instance, states that 

“...the speaker states in advance what may have been an unfavorable argument 
for his belief, and by doing so he firstly eliminates a possible unfavorable 
intervention and secondly reinforces the credibility of what is said in the 
nucleus. This occurs because the recipients are brought to believe that the 
speaker has already considered all possible objections, or at least the important 
ones, and has rejected them all.” (1997: 308) 

The rhetorical advantage of mentioning arguments opposed to one’s 
own position has been advocated by Quintilian. This is underlined by 
Perelman/Olbrechts-Tyteca, who state that 

“[e]verything that furnishes an argument against the thesis being defended by 
the speaker, including objections to his own hypotheses, becomes an indication 
of sincerity and straightforwardness and increases the hearer’s confidence.” 
(1969: 457) 

They explain this effect by the assumption that 
“[a]n anticipated argument is a banal argument. It is also an argument which, 
though he [the speaker – DB-W] was aware of it, did not prevent the person 
defending a certain decision from making it. One therefore presumes that the 
strength of the argument was not very great. The anticipation of an argument is, 
in addition, a sign of competence ... In short, an anticipated argument, however 
effectively it may be advanced, has lost its critical power.” 
(Perelman/Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969: 468-469) 

(cf. also ‘show concessions’ in Antaki/Wetherell 1999). Hence, forestalling 
a possible counterargument serves to pre-empt disagreement with regard to 
the content of the argument. 

5.2.2.2 Metacomments 
The second subcategory of hedging acknowledgements are those in which 
the speaker wards off negative typifications (Billig 1987: 239) of her own 
person. These may regard 

a) reporting something she does not have sufficient access to (maxim 
of Quality), 

b) breaking a social rule (maxim of Manner), and 
c) breaking a formulatory rule (maxims of Quantity, Relevance, 

Manner). 

In this way she forestalls being held fully accountable for the upcoming 
statement, she can “say something while pretending not to have said it”54, 
or at least not to have said it with the strength usually associated with a 
claim. As a result the actual statement is “mitigated” (cf. Lakoff 1977), 

                                                        
54  I am indebted to William Flowe for drawing my attention to this point. 
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which increases the chance of its being acceptable to the recipient (cf. 
Hübler 1983: 23). 

a) Access. In this case the speaker acknowledges that the validity of her 
previous or following utterance may be limited due to her limited 
knowledge on the issue. In the following example Bush, as a precaution, 
admits that his accusation may be wrong (line 11). 
(72) Presidential debate: foreign accounts (20.01, DAT: 0:37:23 (497)) 
AE TV discussion. Bush is defending himself against accusations of employing foreign 
lobbyists in his campaign and in doing so attacks Perot. 
 01 Bush: if i found somebody that was/ had a conflict of 

interest,=  
   =that would try to illegally do something as a 

foreign registered lobby, 
 05  the laws cover this, 
   i don't know why/ i've never understood quite why 

mister perot was so upset about it, 
Y   'cause One of the guys he used to have wOrking for 

him, 
 10  i belIEve had had=uh had foreign accOUnts.  
X'   cOUld be wro:ng,  
Y'   but i thInk so.=  
  Perot: =and as soon as i found it out he went out the 

door; 
 15  (i tell you).  
  ((audience: [laughter)) 
  Perot:  [yeah. 
  Bush:  [wEll, ((laughing)) 
   <<laughing>but i/ but i/ 

b) Breaking a social rule. Social rules relevant in discourse are of the 
kind ‘Don’t insult’, ‘Don’t boast’, ‘Don’t be selfish’ or ‘Don’t lose 
(physical/cognitive/emotional etc.) control’ (Overstreet/Yule 2001, also 
Brown/Yule 1978). A frequent example of a metacomment forestalling 
typifications in this regard are instantiations of the kind of I’m sorry. 
Consider ex. (73) (line 9-10) from the extended corpus. 
(73) Presidential debate: I’m sorry (20.01, DAT: 39:54 (514)) 
AE TV discussion. Perot has just finished a major turn and Lehrer tries to open the 
second part of the presidential debate. 
 01 Perot: who understAnds when you're gettin your pocket 

picked. (--)  
  Lehrer: ['lright?  
   [<<audience: clapping> 
 05 Clinton: jim-  
  Lehrer: we [uh/ we have to/  
X  Clinton:  [can i respOnd to that?)>  
  Lehrer: (-) 
X'   gOvernor i'm sOrry.=  
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Y 10  =but that concludes= [uh mY=uh time with=uh/  
  ??:  [(    )  
  Lehrer: with=uh/  
   well, 
  Clinton: well i had a [grEAt (response) to that? 
 15 Lehrer:  [you/ 
   alright, 
   go ahead [quick/ quickly, 
  Perot:  [((laughing)) 

After Clinton has announced his desire to take the floor (line 7), Lehrer 
acknowledges his right to do so (line 9), but refuses to grant it at this stage 
of the debate (line 10). 

Overstreet/Yule (2001) claim that these constructions are employed to 
show recognition that due process rules have been complied with (cf. also 
McEvoy 1995: 53). In ex. (73), for instance, proper proceedings would not 
allow Clinton to take another turn. Weydt (1983) claims that a similar 
connection to social rules exists in Ger. entschuldigen Sie (aber). 

Our familiarity with phrases such as I don’t know and I’m sorry but in 
this function suggests that forestalling negative typifications is a regular 
activity; at least it occurs so frequently that it is accomplished by such pre-
fabricated patterns (cf. Hakuta 1974). Overstreet/Yule (2001) refer to them 
as formulaic disclaimers and describe them as a  

“...specific grammatical structure with a regular pragmatic function ... , 
’constructions of English which conventionally associate special pragmatic 
forces or effects with specific morpho-syntactic structures’ (Kay, 1997: 23) ... 
like a template, with some closed and some open positions, which provides a 
basic pattern conventionally associated with a particular pragmatic function.” 
(2001: 47)  

(cf. also lexicalised sentence stems in Pawley/Syder 1983, phraseological 
patterns in Wong Fillmore 1994, semi-autonomous grammatical 
constructions in Fillmore/Kay/O’Connor 1988). In this sense the 
metacomments in the acknowledging move, too, are subject to the 
pragmatic functions which Overstreet/Yule (2001: 48-49) suggest for 
formulaic disclaimers:  
• They render potentially problematic actions meaningful and define such 

actions as irrelevant to reassessing the speaker’s identity, and thus 
function like Goffman’s (1959) preventatives:  

• They underline the speaker’s status as a competent member of society, 
who is aware of these rules.  

• They hint at the speaker’s intention to perform a problematic action, 
such as disagreement.  

• They dissociate the speaker’s identity from this action. 
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c) The third kind of metacomment differs slightly from the two 
previous ones in that it functions on the level of formulations, i.e. the 
textual level. Instantiations of this kind may be used to provide additional 
information on the position, function, relevance and/or form of the 
upcoming utterance in the text. Thus, apart from helping the recipient to 
process the utterance, they forestall negative typifications of the speaker 
with respect to the formulation of her particular position at a certain point 
in discourse. In ex. (74) taken from a radio panel discussion in the 
extended corpus, a moderator softens his choice of words when referring to 
a panelist’s attitude towards homosexuality (line 9). 
(74) Moral maze: aberration (33.04, DAT: 56:56 (746)) 
BE radio panel discussion on homosexuality. Rabbi Hugo Grimp regards 
homosexuality as caused by faulty genes. It therefore can be healed by eradicating these 
genes. The moderator tries to shift the focus of the argument to Grimp’s attitude 
towards homosexuality itself. (Edward is another panel member.) 
 01 Grimp: why shouldn't we use it to pa/ [for parents who 

wish/ who seek it.= 
  Edward:  [.hhh/ 
  Mod:  =hang on a second edward- 
 05  can i just () e:e:e: move this on from the g:enetic 

argument to y/ to your attitudes towards (-)  
   homosexuality itself. 
Y-   :uh uh uh=whY you/  
X' ->  c-condEmn is perhaps (-) a strOng wo:rd. 
Y' 10  but w-w-whY you regard it as a-a-a-an abErration, 
   .hh a-and whAt y-you thInk uh the dAngers.  
   in/in-n-n (-) tOlerating homosexuality might [bE:- 
  Grimp:   [.hhh 

i'm all in favour of showing the utmost 
 15  understanding- 
   and tolerance- 
   uh and indeed sympathy; (-) 
   for homosexuals.= 

Examples of this kind of function can overlap with functions such as 
backing down as well as practices of self-repair in general. 

Metacommentary constructions thus function similarly to those 
forestalling a possible objection on the propositional level. As a difference, 
the objection to which they are oriented is aimed directly at the speaker’s 
credibility instead of “only” admitting, in a less personalised way, the 
possible validity of a counterclaim. Metacomments can be used to “repair” 
a breach before it happens (cf. Antaki 1994) and thus forestall negative 
consequences for the speaker’s self-face with regard to her modesty, her 
being honest or her being a competent speaker (cf. also Chen 2001 and 
mitigating commentary markers in Fraser 1996). 
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With both kinds of hedging, the acknowledgement’s ability to 
accomplish face work, more precisely the ability to save the speaker’s face, 
is crucial. A similar positive effect for the speaker’s face can, however, be 
achieved by a combination of acknowledgement and counter as well. 

5.2.3 Preserving space to manoeuvre: meandering 
Another strategy which is almost exclusively induced by the speaker’s 
desire to save (her own) face is that of preserving space to manoeuvre (cf. 
Houtkoop-Steenstra 1980). Such space may be needed when the state of 
the world still needs to be negotiated, i.e. when it is not yet clear which of 
two opposing propositions describe it more adequately. Elsewhere I have 
drawn on this as one of the reasons for the general preference for paratactic 
over hypotactic Concessive constructions (cf. Barth 2000): having used 
paratactic constructions, which assign weight to the propositions more 
equally, the speaker can, if necessary, still change sides without losing too 
much face by suddenly adopting a point of view which opposes the one she 
advocated initially (cf. Mulkay 1985). 

One specific strategy of preserving space to manoeuvre among 
paratactic constructions, in turn, is the employment of meandering. In these 
instances the speaker mentions several pros and cons, alternating between 
two positions, without seeming to prefer one or the other (contrastive zig-
zagging in Altenberg 1986). This strategy weighs the contrasting 
proposition more evenly than the employment of a paratactic construction 
alone. Ex. (75) taken from the larger corpus provides an impression of how 
extensive meandering can become. 
(75) Tuesday call: hard hats (57b.03, DAT: 11:19 (183, 189)) 
BE radio phone-in on horses. Guy Robinson is calling about whether it should be 
compulsory for horseriders to wear hard hats. (Teresa is the moderator. Jenny and 
Michael are the experts.) 
 01 Guy: my question is about (-) riding safety, 
X   wOUld jenny and mIchael support legislAtion, 
   to make the wEAring of (-) hArd hAts compUlsory, 

when (mOUnting). 
 05 (-) 
Y  Michael: .hh wEll, i thInk that the prOblem of Any lAw is, 
   that you have to be able to admInister it 

effectively;= 
   =and i think the bIg problem about dOing that, 
 10  would bE, 
   it's extrEmely dIfficult to effEct.= 
   =much mOre difficult than for example .hh safety 

belts in cA:rs. 
X'   .hh but i thInk that the possibIlity of people 
 15  hAving to wear a prOper hard hAt; 
   with a chIn strap; 
   when rIding on the rOAds; 
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   is something that rEAlly i think may well becOme 
law in due cOUrse;= 

 20  =it's quIte pOssible,= 
   =because i thInk that rIding .hh has changed so 

mUch in recent yEArs; 
   because there are sO many hard sUrfaces; 
   it's terribly impOrtant that people dO wear hard 
 25  hats- 
   .hh the current be:es:ai stAndard;  
   <<l>the british safety stAndard;>  
   for the riding hAt; 
   is being rEconsidered yet agAIn,= 
 30  =the mInister said so in the house the other dAY, 
   .hh uhm we get fAr too mAny serious Accidents,  
   hEAd injuries through people [falling on the 
  ??:  [((clears throat)) 
  Michael: rOAds,  
 35  and on hArd surfaces gEnerally,  
Y'   .hh but i thInk that to uh trY to uhm lEgislate for 

the wearing of hard hats in all cIrcumstances is 
dIfficult.= 

X'   =nEvertheless the be:eitch-Es; 
 40  <<all> the british hOrse society>, ((swallows)) and 

the Other .hh organizAtions rUnning horse spOrts; 
   are mUch more conscious Of it.= 
   =the rAcing world is well ahEAd of us.= 
   =they have lOng ago insisted that it's Absolutely  
 45  essEntial for all rAcing staff- 
   <<all> jEnny will tell you more abOUt this,> 
   (but) All the rAcing staff to wear=uhm (skulk) hAts 

with uh chin strAps;  
   and i'm vEry much agAIn/ uh vEry much in fAvour Of  
 50  it All the way. 
  Teresa: jenny uh... 

Michael indeed needs several moves, each with a number of TCUs, to 
finally arrive at a favourable response to the caller’s question. Against this 
background his final strongly positive statement that he is vEry much in 
fAvour Of it All the way (lines 49-50) appears rather strained, especially 
since at first he produces the “wrong” summary (line 49). 

It is interesting though that, although they look rather familiar, 
examples of this type are rare in my corpus. Thus, the subcorpus exhibits 
only this one example. If this scarcity is supported by other studies, one 
might have to consider that it mirrors the fact that the speaker, even if she 
produces Concession which on the ‘surface’ highlights both positions, 
clearly favours one over the other. 

Having reviewed various uses of Concession in the service of alignment 
and maintaining a co-operative atmosphere between the interlocutors, we 
will now turn to functions of Concession which achieve the opposite effect, 
namely disaligning. 
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5.2.4 Disaligning 
Whilst alignment is closely attached to the acknowledging move, the 
notion of disaligning is more closely connected with the opposition created 
by contrasting X’ with the countermove. We will see in a moment that not 
only these, but also certain uses of acknowledgement can produce this 
effect. At first, however, we turn to the employment of the counter to 
emphasise opposition. 

5.2.4.1 Insisting on one’s position  
Whereas backing down, hedging and meandering are strategies to achieve 
alignment with one’s interlocutor, insisting on one’s position accomplishes 
disalignment. The speaker explains that even though her interlocutor may 
be of a different opinion, her position is the only valid one. Not 
surprisingly this function is among the most frequent discourse functions 
of Concession (cf. Table A-22, line 1). It is often accomplished by a 
Reversed order schema in which the speaker at first argues for her position, 
then acknowledges an argument for an opposing point – this can in fact 
involve some kind of hedging. Immediately afterwards she marks this as 
invalid or too weak by returning to her own position again and 
paraphrasing an earlier argument or producing another in favour of her 
position. Whereas in the case of hedging considered above the return to the 
counter expresses a milder version of the speaker’s initial position, the 
return to the counter is produced with the same strength as the earlier Y. 
Consider lines 7-8 (Y) and 12-13 (Y’) of ex. (43) again. 
(43’) Larry King: name running issue (74.01, DAT: 365) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing William Bennett and Dick Cheney on 
the strategy of their party in the election campaign. Larry has enquired whom they will 
name as candidate for the presidency. 
X 01 King: uh does it lOOk like dOl:e- 
  (-) 
  King: i mean [is it gonna tAke sOme doing to bEAt him- 
Y  ??:   [(no/) 
 05 Bennett: [(it's way/) 
X  King: [it's All political strAtegy (now).= 
Y  Bennett: =it's wAY too soon to tEll; 
   wAY too soon to tEll;= 
X'   =bob dole is running on nAme (running issue) now. 
 10  and Everybody knows who he Is;= 
   =he's also an extremely tAlented uh talented gUY. 
Y'   .hh but thIs is/ it's vEry early;  
   and uh it's (.) wAY too soon to tEll. 
  King: also the uh the choice of his vice president will 
 15  be important, 
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Insisting is frequently realised by Monadic Concessive constructions of 
the 0-X’-Y-pattern (cf. Table A-22, line 3.4). If the constructions exhibit a 
Y’, it usually paraphrases the earlier Y (cf. line 12.6). Insisting is 
characterised by a frequent employment of lexical and syntactic correlates 
(cf. line 20.1) which are positioned in both the acknowledgement and the 
countermove (cf. line 17.3). 

A more spectacular, though less frequent, method to achieve 
disalignment is by way of a certain kind of acknowledgement. 

5.2.4.2 Ironic acknowledgements  
Irony is one of the means to distance oneself from the surface “meaning” 
of a verbal utterance (cf. Kotthoff 1996, Hartung 1998). Consequently, 
ironic use of the acknowledging move can be employed to turn alignment 
into disalignment. The following example illustrates such a case. 
(76) Freddy Merts: whole story (08.03, DAT: 1:46:42) (B654) 
AE radio phone-in with Freddy Merts on Judy Sterling, mother of eleven children, who 
“lost” one son in the supermarket. A caller, Debby, after initially supporting Judy, in a 
second telling implicitly accuses her of not properly looking after her children. (Matt 
may be a reference to the biblical Matthew.)  
 01 Debby: .hh i come from a family of ten; 
   .hh and we had an excellent childhood; 
X   .hh and my mUm and dAd Always knew where wE were at 

All tImes; 
 05 Freddy: (--) 
X'   you had the electronic devIce; 
   like they hAve that- 
   i fell dOwn but i cAn't get Up. 
   you were wIred:. (-) 
 10 ??: [(   ) 
Y X' Freddy: [hey even jEsus got lost in the bible though. 
  (-) 
Y'  Freddy: wEll those (2 syll) jEws;  
   look what happened to hIm.= 
 15 Debby: [=<<pp>(    ) 
  Freddy: [thank you (matt). 
  Debby: ha-h 
  Freddy: [okay debby,= 
  ??: [(    ) 
 20 Freddy: ='preciate the call. 

Freddy, initially, produces what could be understood as a collaborative 
extension of the caller’s telling: you had the electronic devIce; like they 
have that- i fell dOwn but i cAn’t get Up (lines 6-8). Nevertheless, a 
disagreeing note can be suspected in his letting a pause elapse at the 
beginning of his turn (cf. Pomerantz 1984). Moreover, the length and the 
increasingly whimsical contents of his remark, you were wIred (line 9), 
mark his utterance as less serious and suggest that it should not be 
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interpreted as aligning, but rather as disaligning. As Debby does not 
immediately react to these subtle hints, Freddy produces a more explicit 
counter (lines 11, 13-14) which retrospectively clarifies the ironic, and 
hence disaligning, use of X’. The ironic use of the acknowledgement thus 
achieves the same interpersonal effect as the repeated employment of the 
counter. 

Finally it should be pointed out that, similar to the overlap between the 
ideational and the interpersonal functions, there is an overlap between the 
interpersonal level and the third metafunction of language, the textual 
level. When hedging or backing down employ (additional) information to 
carry out functions on the interpersonal level, they function not only to 
locally organise arguments, but at the same time they execute a more 
global discourse task, in that they contribute to the overall structuring of 
the discourse. We will now examine instantiations of the functions at this 
level more closely. 

5.3 Discourse functions of Concession on the textual level: 
Topic and discourse management  

5.3.1 Topic management 
In contrast to the accomplishment of discourse functions on the ideational 
and the interpersonal level, the reader may at first be surprised to find the 
Concessive relation working on the textual level, in the service of topic and 
discourse management as well. There is a strategy for dealing with an 
awkward situation, though, which is familiar to all of us: changing the 
embarrassing or controversial topic (cf. Jefferson 1984b). This strategy can 
be employed in an even more unnoticeable manner if a construction is 
exploited for this purpose which is associated with disputable situations 
anyway. In view of this, using Concession in a situation of disagreement in 
order to help the topic develop away from it as inconspicuously as 
possible, may not be too surprising after all. In fact, Maynard (1980: 279) 
has mentioned topic change as one mechanism to achieve the minimisation 
of disagreement. Bublitz (1988), too, states:  

“...a topic cannot only be changed or broken off or shifted or suspended for a 
digression because the speaker wants to enforce his topic, to impose it on the 
interlocutors and to substitute it for the previous unwanted topic, but also 
because, on the contrary, he endeavours to remove a resulting discord, an 
impending difference of opinion or a now apparent contrast of interests.” (1988: 
135-136)  

(cf. also Koerfer 1979, Klein 1981, Jefferson 1984b, Coulter 1990).  
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Diamond (1996) explains the co-occurrence of Concession and topic 
development from the opposite angle. She describes topic change as a face-
threatening act which needs to be softened by politeness strategies, such as 
Concessive constructions. Diamond claims 

“[r]aising a new topic or shifting away from the current one is a threat to the 
speaker who raised the last topic and to the speakers engaged in developing it ... 
[Therefore] the speaker must redress the face threat implicit in shifting the topic 
away from the current one.” (1996: 97) 

We will see in the following that on this basis the boundary between the 
activity of Concession and that of topic change is in fact fuzzy and that, 
due to this, what we recognise as a Concessive construction rather 
frequently accomplishes functions on the textual level (cf. Table A-22, line 
1). 

5.3.1.1 The notion of topic 
In any verbal move in her turn, the speaker has the opportunity to affect the 
topicality of talk by expressing a point which can be either more or less 
closely related to the present topical line (for the distinction between 
speaking topically vs. speaking on a topic, cf. Brown/Yule 1983: 84). 
Determining the degree of topicality, however, may be a matter of debate. 
Although we are able to refer to the topic of a discourse, the notion of 
‘discourse topic’ is, still, an intuitive, hardly clear-cut one (cf. Brown/Yule 
1983, Bublitz 1988). For the purpose of the present study I will employ it 
to refer to ‘what it is that is presently being talked about’ (cf. also 
Covelli/Murray 1980, Maynard 1980, Brown/Yule 1983, Bublitz 1988, 
Polanyi 1988).55 There are various degrees of explicitness at which the 
topic of a discourse can be defined (cf. Brown/Yule 1983, Bublitz 1988, 
Chafe 1994). The level I am aiming at here is that of the topic of a 
sequence of turns rather than that of an entire speech event or of a single 
TCU. Also, rather than determining what the topic of a stretch of discourse 
is, I will restrict myself to identifying points in conversation at which the 
topic is in some way developed, in order to show that some of these points 
correlate with Concessive constructions. 

On the basis of Bublitz (1988: 41)’s (open) list of topical actions56 I 
distinguish between  

                                                        
55  Reichman (1978: 298) assumes it to be the title elementary school children are expected 

to employ in reading comprehension when requested to choose an appropriate title for a 
passage. 

56  Bublitz (1988) distinguishes 
 a) introducing a topic: individually accomplished topical action at the beginning of a 

conversation, in the course of a conversation when the previous topic is closed and after 
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1) digressing from a topic: whenever there is a topical development 
with the previous topic being suspended only for a limited period in 
discourse, 

2) changing a topic: whenever there is a noticeable topical development 
(cf. also Maynard 1980: 253-264) and the previous topic is suspended for 
good. 

Bublitz (1988) points out that topical actions are complex in that they 
are realised in connection with other actions (reporting, suggesting etc). 
This is similarly valid with regard to topic organisation and Concession: 
here topical development is achieved by moving from one part of the X’-Y 
pair to the other. Whereas X’ by acknowledging the previous claim still 
contributes to one topic, the counter may draw upon another (though 
related) issue. Topical development then only becomes recognisable 
retrospectively, when the subject matters of the two moves are compared.  

5.3.1.2 Changing a topic 
Topic change is the most frequent of the dominant discourse functions of 
Concession in the subcorpus (cf. Table A-22, line 1). The Concessive 
relation thus contributes to accomplishing what Sacks (1987: 61) refers to 
as topic change occurring, not only at turn boundaries, but also within 
turns. Table 42 shows that it is predominantly achieved by the 
countermove; in fact, topic change can be the only function of the 
                                                                                                                          

a digression when a topic is re-introduced. Often topic introduction is preceded by 
speaker change. 

 b) closing a topic: individually or collaboratively attained topical action in the course or 
at the end of a conversation when previous talk is summarised, a conclusion is drawn, a 
concluding statement made, a moral stated etc., or when it peters out, i.e. when there is a 
decreasing number of recipient signals and major contributions, more falling tones and 
an altogether lower and slower prosodic realisation of the contributions, etc. (topic 
attrition cf. Jefferson 1993). 

 c) changing a topic: collaboratively accomplished topical action in the course of a 
conversation when the participants establish mutual consent on closing the old topic (cf. 
above) and introducing a new one. 

 d) digressing from a topic: individually implemented topical action when a new topic is 
introduced before the old one is closed, so that the latter is only suspended and 
afterwards re-introduced (cf. Roncador/Bublitz 1979). Digressions are either 
spontaneous or intentional, such as when they serve to secure understanding by 
explaining, interpreting, identifying, evaluating or commenting on a topic. 

 e) shifting a topic: individually accomplished topical action of de facto closing the 
previous topic by shifting to a different aspect of a topic. The latter may lead to a new 
topic (step-wise transition cf. Jefferson 1984b).  

 Although Bublitz separates these categories in his description, he himself points out that, 
for instance, topic shift and topic change may be difficult to distinguish (1988: 62, 126). 
Also, introducing and closing a topic may refer to one and the same topic developmental 
event. In addition, the relationship between these and changing a topic appears to be 
hyponymic. I will therefore restrict myself to two categories. 
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countermove. Equally frequently, however, we can observe a co-
occurrence of the expression of a counterargument and topical 
development. 
Table 42: Topic organising functions of the countermove  
 (*Indeterminable when Y was interrupted or produced in a 0YX’-pattern) 
 Concessive examples  

total: 192 
indeterminable     3 (  2%)* 
relevant examples 189 (98%) 
of these: pure counter   87 (46%) 
               topic organisation 102 (54%) 
      of these: topic resumption   38 (37%) 
                      topic change   64 (63%) 
 of these: co-occurring with a counterarg.   32 (50%) 
 pure topic organisation   32 (50%) 

It may be with examples such as these that the reader has thought the 
term ‘counterargument’, when understood in a narrow, technical sense, not 
fully appropriate to all examples. ‘Counterargument’ needs to be 
interpreted as having a wide range of meaning, which at times includes a 
change in topic that, rather than expressing disagreement, seems to avoid 
it. In the following example, for instance, the interviewee changes from the 
topic of evaluating the questionable success of their efforts (lines 7-11) to 
the praiseworthiness of undertaking these efforts in general (lines 12-13). 
(77) Larry Bensky: common cause (71.01, DAT: 683) 
AE radio programme. Larry is interviewing Ann McBride, executive director of 
Common Cause, a citizens’ lobby in Washington. They are considering allies among 
politicians for Common Cause. Bensky criticises the achievements of a particular 
politician as insufficient. 
 01 Larry: he basically said; 
   well it's the best we can do;  
   it's not perfect;  
   it's not even very good;  
 05  but it's all we can get through there.=  
X   [=thAt's=not=really gOOd enough. 
X'  Ann: [well/ 
   well It is nOt good enough as it is right nOw;  
   <<l>althOUgh in the last wEEk;= 
 10  =uh our understAnding is that they have worked to  
   strEngthen their lObby/ lObbyist gIft (ba:nd),> 
Y    .hhh but he is at lEAst talking about putting these 

issues on the ↑TAble.  
   and i tell you what;  
 15  if you bring these issues to the floor; (-)  
   under an open rule; 
   and amendments to offer to strengthen them; 
   people vote for it. 
  (-) 
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 20 Ann: .hh [and 
  Larry:  [that's a big if. 

The fuzzy boundary between Concession and topic change is promoted 
by three similarities in the practices employed to carry out these activities:  

1) the polyfunctionality of but: But can be used as a simple connective 
as well as a discourse marker for a change in topic (cf. Covelli/Murray 
1980, Altenberg 1986, Schiffrin 1987, Jucker 1993, Brinton 1996). 
Moreover, the two functions often co-occur. 

2) an agreeing minimal response token, recipient assessment or 
commentary occurring in the realisation of the activities: Jefferson (1993) 
lists all of these items as preceding a change in topic, too (cf. also 
Auer/Uhmann 1982). To occur in this environment it seems to be irrelevant 
whether they exhibit differences in their prosodic realisation as well as 
extensiveness. Jefferson only assumes them to display different degrees of 
interactional engagement. This difference in strength can be observed with 
our Concessive acknowledgement items as well. That we are still not 
looking at the same practices is suggested by the fact that in a number of 
the instances Jefferson lists, the pre-shift practices are separated from the 
ensuing topic shift by some kind of break, created by the insertion of 
elongated in-breaths, floorholders or lexical markers of topic shift such as 
listen, by the way etc. (cf. Drummond/Hopper 1993a: 165). Consider line 9 
in the following example, which is quoted from Jefferson’s article. 
Bridge  
(quoted from Jefferson 1993: 19) 
 01 K: i mean i was: (.) one that was grea:tly at fault, 
   .hhhh and i: don't think elva appreciates anything 

like that 
   no:t that she said anything 
 05  bu(.)t you (.) you just don't (.) play bridge that 

w [ay claire.] 
  C:  [no uh she w]asn't saying anythin:g too much was 

she. 
->   .hhhhhhhh i was just wondering if we had that other  
 10  ta:ble (0.2) in the dining room= 
  K: =to me that would- 
  C: yah i now if i had been teresa:. 
  K: i: wou:ld have (0.2) i don't know she could shorten 
   her table but... 

Although such breaks can be found with Concessive constructions as 
well, X’ and Y are usually more closely connected, prosodically and 
lexically. Nevertheless, I believe that it is no coincidence that the practices 
of both activities are similar on the lexical surface (cf. chapter 4.5.3.2) (cf. 
ex. 71), as these markers can express acknowledgement, which occurs with 
both topic-shift and Concession. Not exhibiting explicit TRP signals 
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between X’ and the following Y, as can be observed in Concessive 
constructions, could then be interpreted as exploiting this discourse-
pragmatic relation in an attempt to camouflage the topic change and thus to 
avoid disagreement.  

Diamond (1996: 97), in contrast, approaches the phenomenon from the 
angle of politeness and considers the acknowledging preface to redress the 
face-threatening act, which moving away from the topic another speaker 
has introduced and others have engaged in can be interpreted as. 

Either way, Concession seems to be one of the means by which “...topic 
and topical actions ... help to reach a compromise of interests, to create and 
maintain common ground, and to establish co-operation and agreement” 
(Bublitz 1988: 139). Seen from this angle it may not be surprising that the 
best examples of agreement in the acknowledging move precede a counter 
which changes the topic (cf. ex. 70). 

3) A third connection between topic change and Concession is that the 
countermove, even if it is used prototypically, i.e. states a 
counterargument, almost always introduces some further point. Hence, 
even a prototypical third move in the Concessive pattern is always the first 
step in a (potential) step-wise transition (Sacks 1992, Jefferson 1984b) and 
thus achieves topical development, even if it is very minor. Bublitz (1988) 
makes the relationship between disagreement and topical development 
even clearer by claiming that “...any kind of conversation ... will fail to (be) 
develop(ed) ... unless each participant at least occasionally contradicts his 
interlocutor’s statements...“ (1988: 263). This, too, explains the overlap 
between the argumentational and topic organisational use of Y. I believe 
that it is this connection which at the same time paves the way for the 
development of, for instance, Concessive correlates such as final though 
into discourse markers of topic change (cf. Schank 1977, Barth-
Weingarten/Couper-Kuhlen 2001, but Leuschner 1998). 

Accordingly (final) though and its habitat, the Reversed order pattern 
X-Y-X’-Y’, regularly correlate with this discourse function (cf. Table A-
22, lines 18.1 and 4.2). At the same time, however, we can find Cardinal 
schemata being employed for topical development as well (cf. line 1.1). 
The topic change is then frequently initiated on the basis of acknowledging 
a neutral statement (cf. line 5.4). Apart from the single word though, X’ is 
also often an agreement phrase (cf. lines 6.1. and 8.3). The following 
“countermove” is in the majority of the cases non-complex (cf. line 10.1). 

Although the countermove seems ideally suited to topical development, 
the acknowledgement can play a role here, too, and contribute to topical 
development, even though this function is less frequent with X’ (cf. Table 
43). 
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Table 43: Topic organising functions of the acknowledging move  
 (*Irrelevant when X’ expressed a metacomment or acknowledged the 

stage of discourse reached) 
 Concessive examples  

relevant total: 166* 
inside the line of argument 142 (86%) 
related to the line of argument   21 (13%) 
additional information     3 (  2%) 

Moreover, in contrast to the counter, the possibility of developing the topic 
is more restricted with the acknowledgement, depending on the position of 
X’ and the explicitness or implicitness of the previous claim: if the 
acknowledgement follows an explicit claim, the latter will of course have 
established a certain topic for the following move. As the 
acknowledgement repeats the argumentative direction of the claim, this 
topic is then likely to be adopted for X’, too. Thus, the speaker is rather 
restricted in terms of changing the topic, though she can of course shift the 
topical focus by means of employing one of the various ways to 
acknowledge a point (cf. chapter 4.5.3.1). Clayman (1993), for instance, 
points out that a paraphrase allows the speaker to formulate the earlier 
point in a manner which is better suited to the counterpoint intended to be 
expressed. These examples, though, will not qualify as topic change. In 
contrast, if the claim is still implicit, the speaker has a greater choice from 
the various possible objections to be forestalled. Similarly, when X’ 
follows Y, it can concentrate on aspects at the topical periphery of the 
preceding claim. Hence, these latter two cases are better suited than the 
Cardinal order patterns to topical development with the acknowledgement.  

Another and more frequent function of the acknowledgement in terms 
of topical organisation is the introduction of additional information in a 
digression from the original topic. 

5.3.1.3 Digressing from and resuming a topic: Introducing additional 
information 

In examples of this kind speakers for a short period in conversation 
suspend their original topic to acknowledge (background or additional) 
information that has previously been or is presently being mentioned. 
Additional information is usually related rather loosely to the 
argumentative line; it provides some additional background57, which could, 

                                                        
57  Brinton (1996) describes background as "[t]he part of the discourse which does not 

immediately and crucially contribute to the speaker's goal, but which merely assists, 
amplifies, or comments on it... By contrast, the material which supplies the main points 
of the discourse is known as FOREGROUND..." (1996: 45). The relationship between the 
two notions is, again, a scalar one. 
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however, be known to and hence be brought up by other participants (cf., 
also, Barth 2000). Structurally this function is often realised as an insertion 
in a Monadic Reversed order pattern (cf. Table A-22, lines 1.5 and 2.2) and 
the acknowledging move contains weakening correlates (cf. line 23.1). 

Due to the speaker’s return to the original topic the acknowledging 
move here acquires the status of a side sequence (Jefferson 1972), i.e. it is 
not part of the framing activity but in some sense relevant, and constitutes 
a break in the surrounding activity (cf. also Cheepen 1988: 11). Consider 
ex. (57), in which the speaker inserts background information relevant to 
evaluating the information he is about to provide (line 9). 
(57’) Larry King: short list (74.02, DAT: 15:04 (431))  
AE radio programme. King is interviewing Bob Dole, who is running for president. He 
has just enquired whether Colin Powell would be a likely candidate for vice president. 
 01 Dole: i might have two of them on the line at the same 

[time, 
  King: [(well what a/) wouldn't colin be; 
  Dole: and maybe caroll cambell [from co/ 
  05 King:  [couldn't we say colin 

would be high on the list; 
Y-  Dole: he'd be [vEry/ 
  King:  [((laughing)) 
X'  Dole: I have a- a vEry- uh d/ fAIrly long shOrt li:st, 
Y' 10   but he'd cErtainly be [hIgh On it. 
  King:  [<<laughing>m-mh-mh>  
  Dole: yeah. ((laughing) 
  King: .hh high on the long short list. 
  Dole: (you're) r(h)ight. 
 15 King: alright now; (--) 
   school lunches- 

We can observe in this example what Bublitz (1988: 106, 119) has claimed 
for the linguistic marking of digression as well: whilst introducing the 
digression is usually not marked by a connective, closing it and readopting 
the previous topic is (but, line 10). Apart from connectives and correlates, 
the acknowledgement and counter are often prosodically integrated by turn 
continuation (cf. Table A-22, line 28.2). Prosodic bracketing seems to be 
relevant here, too (cf. line 30.2). 

The insertion of additional information, naturally, co-occurs frequently 
with a topic organisational function which the countermove, or rather the 
return to the countermove, Y’, realises: resuming the original topic after an 
insertion or a side-sequence. Hence, these functions complement each 
other. In ex. (57) above, the countermove is resumed and the syntactic 
construction completed. In ex. (58) the speaker returns to a point which has 
been syntactically completed before the acknowledgement. Reconsider 
lines 9 and 12. 
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(58’) Presidential debate: fair shot (20.01, DAT: 14:11 (237)) 
AE TV discussion. Lehrer, the moderator, is raising the issue of Bush’s reaction to 
crises. 
X 01 Lehrer: and that relates to an earlier crIticism- 
   that you began to fOcus- 
   On the ecOnomy; 
   On health cAre; 
 05  on racial divIsions in this country- 
   ↑ONly after they became (-) crIse:s.  
   (-) is thAt/ is thAt a: a fAIr crIticism- 
Y  Bush: uh jIm;=  
   =I don't think that's a fair shOt, (-)  
X' 10  <<l>uh i hEAr it, 
   i hear it Echoed by political oppOnents,>=  
Y'   =but i dOn't think it's fAIr. (-) 
   I think we've been fighting (for) day one. 

In her description of side sequences Jefferson (1972: 315-330) 
distinguishes between  

a) resumption, which marks that there is a problem in accomplishing a 
return using items such as the attention getter listen, 

b) continuation, which incorporates the contents of the side sequence 
into the syntax of the ongoing sequence, for instance employing items such 
as so, and thus camouflages the problem and, in effect, “deletes” the side 
sequence. 

Mazeland/Huiskes (2001), who adopt Jefferson’s distinction for the 
description of Dut. maar ‘but’, claim that it signals problematic resumption 
rather than unproblematic continuation and that it is prevalently realised by 
recycling the last telling part before the side sequence. My data, in contrast, 
shows that, even though but is the prevalent marker for the return to the 
original line of thought (cf., for instance, Reichman 1978, Fraser 1988), Y’ 
is only rarely a recycle or repeat of what has been said earlier. Instead, the 
speaker often paraphrases Y or simply continues talking (cf. chapter 
4.5.2.4) and in doing so rather smoothly incorporates the side sequence 
containing the acknowledging move into her turn. Rather than a binary 
distinction between a problematic resumption and an unproblematic 
continuation, I would therefore, again, suggest treating resumption and 
continuation as the endpoints on a continuum. Concessive 
acknowledgements, as a routine means of producing a side sequence, and 
their subsequent return to the counter are located between these two. 

5.3.2 Discourse management  
Finally, I will describe two discourse functions which, rather than 
contributing to topical organisation, serve the global organisation of the 
discourse structure: summarising previous discourse and resuming a prior 
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activity. In both these functions acknowledgement and counter must “co-
operate”, again, to attain the desired effect. 

5.3.2.1 Summarising previous discourse in X’ and Y 
Concessive constructions with this global discourse function summarise 
the points discussed in the preceding co-text in order to dismiss one in 
favour of the other. Summarising something requires the topic to have been 
discussed for some time already, and it is usually followed by a change in 
topic (cf. Barth 2000). This is illustrated in ex. (78), lines 17-18. 
(78) Don Vogel: arrange something (08.02, DAT: 18:50 (274)) 
AE radio show with Don Vogel and T.D. Mishky. Don is describing his “revenge” on a 
critic of their show. 
 01 Don: now we're trying to=uh get him to .hh hh into a 

actual duel. 
  (-) 
  TD: [hm. 
 05 Don: [.hh where we would=uh ((swallows)) engage in 

fencing; 
  TD: m-hm, 
  Don: and=uh literally challenge him (.) to a duel. (-) 
   .hh and he said;  
 10  <<nasal, singing>you know i'll think about that-= 
   =i don't know (like), 
   have to talk to my=uh boss, 
   and (wheeny-yeah);> 
   you know; 
 15 TD: u-hm; 
  Don: so=uh; (-) 
X'   .hh I don't know if it's gonna come Off;= 
Y   =but wE're gonna still try to arrAnge something,= 
   =and the prOceeds will go to charIty, 
 20  we gonna (-) .hh sell tickets- = 

Summarising constructions tend to exhibit more of the “established” 
concessive connectives, such as although and even though. In general, 
however, they are altogether rare in speech. Again, the subcorpus exhibited 
only one example. This is no coincidence. As I have laid out elsewhere 
(Barth-Weingarten forthcoming), these observations can be explained by 
the fact that spoken, and prototypically unedited, language is usually used 
to negotiate opinions about the state of the world, i.e. the relationship 
between X and Y, whereas written, and prototypically edited, language 
reports the result of this negotiation. Consequently, constructions which 
report the results of these negotiations, as it were, are more likely to occur 
in the mode which is most often used for the purpose of depicting these, 
i.e. writing (cf. also 6.2). 



Discourse functions of Concession on the textual level 

 

195 

5.3.2.2 Resuming a prior activity 
This function, too, contributes to the management of the discourse in 
general: speakers use it to deal with some interruption and then return to 
the activity they pursued prior to it. The interruption can be due to an 
interlocutor having asked some question or made some remark which 
needs to be dealt with first, or the speaker resumes a more serious mode 
after inserting, for instance, a joke herself. It is to be understood that 
resuming a prior activity frequently overlaps with resuming a topic. 
Consider ex. (71) again. 
(71’) Tury Rider: liberal gifts (10.01, DAT: 710) 
AE radio show with Tury Rider. She, her co-host Peter and their guest Nicole are 
discussing the “qualities” of conservative as against liberal politicians. 
 01 Tury: but i mean; 
   .hh liberal rich politicians can't go round doing 

the same things that rich liberal/ uh rich 
conservative republican politicians can do;= 

 05  =they can buy yachts, 
   (-) 
  Nicole: mh-hm, 
  Tury: they can buy luxury (-) cars,= 
X  Nicole: =that's ↑Always nice for a first dA:te,  
 10  (a little gIft,) 
X'  Tury: yEAh%;  
Y   but you/ but you can't dO that if you're a 

liberal,= 
   =it's un/ you know it's unlIberal-like somehO:w; 
 15 (-) 
  Tury: that's why i like the kennedys; 
   they're the only rich liberals who don't mind about 

spending money. 

As in this example, resuming a prior activity is often accomplished by a 
Cardinal Concessive schema in which a neutral statement is acknowledged 
by an agreement phrase (cf. Table A-22, lines 1.1, 5.4 and 8.3). The 
countermove seems to be oriented to the interruption by often being an 
extended turn-at talk in which the extending TCU paraphrases the first one 
(cf. line 11.1). This gives the recipient a “second” chance to process the 
unrelatedness of the reaction to her remark in X’ and the following activity 
in Y. In a technical sense, the acknowledging move here is closer in 
content to the notion of acknowledgement than agreement. 

5.4 Summary: Discourse functions of Concession 

In this chapter we have seen that Concessive constructions can achieve a 
variety of discourse functions on all three language levels, the ideational, 
the interpersonal and the textual level. Although the interpersonal function, 
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due to the nature of Concession, is the most important, its realisations often 
function on the ideational and textual levels as well. Topical development, 
for example, often co-occurs with the Concessive relation because the 
strategy of moving away from a topic, which prompts disagreement rather 
than the preferred agreement, co-occurs with the face-saving purpose of 
Concession. Figure 10 summarises the various discourse functions and 
illustrates the overlap between the language functions. 

The discourse function of the entire Concessive construction often 
depends on the discourse functions which its parts, the acknowledgement 
and the countermove, carry out. We have seen that, although these can also 
function on all language levels, they are somewhat more specialised: the 
acknowledging move is predominantly used for functions such as hedging 
objections of various kinds, introducing additional information and 
backing down. The countermove, in contrast, preferably fulfils functions 
such as other-correction, insisting and topic organisation. 

In addition, as the results of Table A-21 and Table A-22 show, there 
seem to be certain combinatorial preferences for particular discourse 
functions accomplished by the Concessive moves. Introducing additional 
information by X’, for instance, correlates with topic resumption by Y. 
Also, some correlations between discourse functions and structural 
variations have been mentioned. This suggests that, in accordance with 
what is assumed by Interactional Linguistics, the function of a linguistic 
item has, if not repercussions on, at least a correlate in certain structural 
variations of that linguistic item. The detailed quantitative analysis of this 
relationship will be a promising task for further research. 

The structural variation of a language item is, however, not only 
influenced by functional considerations. Interactional Linguistics also 
assumes a relationship between the structural features and the particular 
situational environment in which an item occurs. We will now, in the final 
chapter of this study, examine this relationship in more detail. 
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6 Concession in context: The influence of 
selected situational parameters on the 
realisation of Concession 

All figures provided with respect to the realisation of the Concessive 
relation in the quantitative analysis have been based on a smaller, more 
homogeneous part of the overall corpus. It only included those examples 
which were produced spontaneously by speakers experienced in speaking 
in the public situation of a U.S. American radio or television broadcast. 
This choice of examples reflects the assumption that the particulars of the 
situation of use of a language item, including the characteristics of the 
speaker, shape that item’s specific form of realisation in this situation 
(Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 2000). This context-sensitivity entails assuming 
that information concerning a phenomenon’s realisation always pertains to 
a certain context. For disalignment with an interlocutor’s astonishment, for 
instance, Selting (1996b: 257) points out that while it seems to be 
accompanied by an account in private conversation, no account follows in 
institutional talk. Therefore, in particular in a study which complements the 
qualitative description of a phenomenon with quantitative information on 
the distribution of its various forms, the analyst is required to confine the 
investigation to examples occurring in as homogenous a context as 
possible and necessary, and to indicate clearly to which domain the 
information given applies. 

On the other hand, assuming the context-sensitivity of Concession does 
not mean that the activity of Concession is restricted to particular public 
contexts. Indeed, Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000) have developed 
their typology of Concessive patterns on the basis of data from private 
conversation. Being able to identify this phenomenon and its variations 
also in a public context, as shown in this study, indicates that Concession is 
“universal” in the sense that we can observe the phenomenon in its various 
forms of realisation in different kinds of situations: neither specific patterns 
nor particular realisation forms of the moves are restricted to special 
settings. This correlates with our experience that conceding can be 
accomplished in all kinds of contexts and speaker roles, in public discourse 
as well as private conversation, with spontaneous as well as prepared 
language, in AE as well as BE. However, when investigating Concession 
in view of the various contexts in which it occurs, we can observe some 
frequency differences with respect to single structural patterns, markings or 
realisations of the single moves. In this sense this chapter will draw 
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attention to the fact that Concession is a common yet context-sensitive 
phenomenon. It thus supports Zimmerman/Boden (1991)’s claim that 

“[t]o the extent that conversational organization is general, forms of talk unique 
to institutional settings should be rare. Instead, we should expect to find 
mundane forms selected and shaped to address the interactional contingencies of 
a given setting.” (1991: 12, cited in Hutchby 1996: 73) 

(cf. also Drew/Heritage 1992). Accordingly, the differences in realising 
Concession can be expected to correlate with various contextual 
parameters. Among them are genre, roles of the participants, degree of 
editedness and mode.  

Employing “correlate with”, rather than “determined by” reflects the 
specific relationship between context and linguistic forms assumed by CA 
as well as Interactional Linguistics. In these approaches utterances and 
actions are treated as doubly contextual (Drew/Heritage 1992: 18): on the 
one hand, they are context shaped, i.e. they cannot be understood without 
reference to the local and the larger context. Yet, at the same time, 
utterances and actions are context renewing, i.e. context is shaped and 
produced by the participants’ actions (cf. also Heritage 1984: 280-290). 
The differences in language conduct themselves constitute the genre or 
even the contextual frame, i.e. the domain they are employed in (cf. 
Heritage/Greatbatch 1991: 94-95, Heritage 1997, Selting/Couper-Kuhlen 
2000: 91).  

It should be noted, though, that context is assumed in this study to have 
a certain prerogative over the participants’ actions and language conduct. 
Otherwise we would not be able to identify misconduct in a certain setting 
but we would rather recategorise the situation setting-wise.58 Moreover, if 
we did not assume a certain independence of setting and language conduct, 
research on “language behaviour in institutional settings”, for instance, 
would be in danger of becoming circular. I will therefore adopt the 
exogenous parameters as a basis on which to ground my explanations (cf. 
Hester/Francis 2000: 404, but Drew/Heritage 1992: 20-21, 52, Heritage 
1984: 290). 

Based on the assumption of the interrelatedness of context and form of 
a linguistic item, I have restricted the quantitative parts of the study to a 
homogeneous context, even though I trust that the majority of findings on 
the structure of Concessive constructions will prove valid beyond it. 
Controlling situational variables, however, is not unproblematic. 
Ethnographers of speaking, in their attempt to describe the linguistic 
repertoire of language communities in certain situations, have listed a 

                                                        
58  This problem may be solved, though, on the basis of the frequency of certain kinds of 

language conduct in a particular situation. 
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considerable variety of contextual features. Among them are regional 
variation, use-related variation due to the specific external setting (such as 
genre, topic, text type, editedness or mode), user-related variation due to 
the relationship between speaker and recipient with regard to sex, age, 
familiarity or speech event roles, and in addition language variation 
through time (cf., for instance, Hymes 1964, Halliday/McIntosh/Strevens 
1964, Wells 1982, Brown/Yule 1983, O’Donnell/Todd 1991). It was soon 
realised, though, that on account of its “...apparently infinite extensiveness 
... situation cannot be described exhaustively” (Gregory 1967: 179). As 
Dürmüller (1983) states  

“[i]t appears that a complete explanation and determination of the occurrences 
of variants is impossible; there are simply too many contributive factors; and 
individual speakers always have space and freedom for role-play and their own 
interpretations of variables.” (1983: 47) 

As a solution, Gregory suggests  
“that the linguist draws upon situational features to the extent necessary in order 
to make a statement of meaning concerning the text satisfactory for the explicit 
purpose for which he is examining ... that particular text, and to the extent to 
which he can maintain viability (keep the statement public rather than private).” 
(1967: 179)  

The present study is further limited, apart from the potentially infinite 
number of situational variables, by the resources available for the 
investigation: the small number of examples and the large variety of their 
contexts did not permit as systematic a treatment as may have been 
desirable. Therefore, instead of attempting a comprehensive treatment, I 
will only discuss selected theoretical considerations and interesting 
correlations between the realisation of Concession and a small number of 
selected situational variables in this chapter. These may nonetheless point 
to correlations which will stand up to further scrutiny. In summary, this 
chapter will provide more questions than answers. It is intended to point 
out possible influences between the specific realisation of Concession in 
particular situations and the characteristics of these situations on the one 
hand, and invite discussion and further research on these aspects on the 
other. 

In accordance with the majority of the examples which have figured in 
the analyses so far, I will begin by focussing on a particular type of public 
discourse in the AE corpus – interviews with public figures – and 
describing the correlations between this genre, its participants and certain 
traits of the realisation of Concession. Similar to the previous chapter, only 
those differences which are most significant (at the level of a 2% chance of 
error) have been part of the considerations here. The complete results can 
be found in the tables in Appendix 2. The findings will then be compared 
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with features of Concession produced in radio shows and private 
conversations. Before we begin to focus on diatypic and diastratic 
variation, however, a few words are needed with regard to the restriction of 
the analysis to AE and spontaneously produced examples. 

6.1 Regional variation: AE vs. BE 

Restricting the quantitative analysis in the study to the AE part of my data 
parallels the general habit in corpus compilation of keeping the national 
varieties separate: whereas social and functional variation can be observed 
in monolingual corpora rather frequently, they are usually compiled with 
strict observance of the principle of homogeneity with respect to regional 
variation, at least on the level of the national varieties, such as BE, AE or 
AustrE (cf., for instance, LOB, BROWN, Macquarie and Kolhapur corpus, 
FLOB and FROWN, the BNC and the project of an American National 
Corpus, ICE and ICLE). This suggests that regional origin is considered 
highly influential in terms of language variation.  

Yet, Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson’s (1999, 2000) findings, which are 
based on both AE and BE data, suggest that the activity of Concession as 
well as the variation with respect to its structure and marking can be 
observed in the BE variety as well. This is verified by an analysis of our 
larger corpus: in 4.5 hours of spontaneously produced BE, Concessive 
constructions can be observed to amount to roughly the same percentage as 
in the 10 hours of spontaneously produced AE (cf. Table 44).  
Table 44: Frequency of the Concessive constructions in the AE and BE 

subcorpora 
 Number of examples 

(total) 
Examples/hour 

AE (10 hours) 274  27 
BE ( 4.5 hours) 136 30 

Apart from this general impression, the BE data exhibits a similar 
variation with respect to the structure and marking of the Concessive 
constructions: analysing the entire corpus of spontaneously produced BE 
data, we find that there are no variations in structure, realisation of the 
moves and marking in the AE data which cannot be observed in the BE 
data as well (cf. Table A-24). In this study we have seen BE examples of 
the Cardinal Concessive schema in the prototypical form (ex. (1), (34), 
(48)), for the Reversed Cardinal schema (ex. (75)) and the Monadic 
patterns (ex. (31), (74)), for different kinds of marking (ex. (31), (34)), 
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different extensions of the acknowledging move (ex. (48), (66)) and 
various discourse functions (ex. (74), (75)).59 

This suggests that Concession is not an exclusively AE phenomenon, 
but is instead common with respect to national (and presumably also sub-
national) regional variation. Moreover, this finding correlates with the fact 
that the same phenomenon with similar variation can be observed in (still 
unsystematic) analyses of Concession in German as well as French 
(Pfänder in private conversation). Similarly, Houtkoop-Steenstra (1980) 
has already described the phenomenon for Dutch and Asmuß/Steensig 
(2002) for Danish. Thus, detailed horizontal comparative research 
(Zimmerman 1999) in these as well as other non-Germanic and non-Indo-
European languages is desirable in order to determine whether the 
phenomenon of Concession is indeed a language universal and whether 
different language types prefer different structural realisations. The same 
holds for dialects. An interesting difference in this respect can, for 
example, be expected on the basis of O’Donnell/Todd’s (1991: 25) and 
Quirk et al’s (1985: 8.144) claim that but in the English varieties of 
southern Scotland, northern England, Ireland and Australia can exhibit the 
same utterance-final position and function as the conjunct though. 

                                                        
59  There are a number of most significant differences with respect to the frequency of the 

various aspects of the realisation of Concession. Yet, the BE part of the corpus does not 
sufficiently parallel the AE part with respect to other situational variables to take these 
differences as indications of actual differences between the two national varieties with 
respect to the realisation of Concession. 

6.2 Mode and degree of editedness: written vs. spoken, 
prepared vs. spontaneous 

Apart from the restriction to AE, the examples have been selected on the 
basis of two additional criteria: spoken and spontaneous production. These 
decisions were also based on the assumption that mode and degree of 
editedness are basic parameters influencing the shape of a phenomenon’s 
realisation (cf., for instance, Kroll 1977). This is suggested by a 
comparison of the findings in our corpus with the results of the current 
research literature on concession, which has mainly analysed idealised or 
written examples. I will illustrate this with the example of marking of the 
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Concessive constructions, which provides support for Hopper’s claim 
(1996) that 

“...grammatical constructions may often be very delicate flowers that do not 
survive transplanting out of typical genre contexts, and are especially vulnerable 
to decontextualized sentences, to internalized written grammatical norms, and 
even, perhaps, to controlled experimental contexts where, however 
unobtrusively, performance in specific tasks in being monitored.” (1996: 237) 

Earlier studies have highlighted connectives such as although, though 
and even though as the most frequent connectives of concession (cf., for 
instance, Rudolph 1996: 5). We have, however, seen in chapter 4.4.1 that 
this contrasts with, among other features, the overwhelming predominance 
of the connective but in the spoken English data (cf. also Barth 2000: 417-
418). 

This difference is of course, first of all, related to the different 
approaches to Concession rather than to the modes of language use: the 
established approach often considered concession against the background 
of causal relations. Rudolph, for instance, defines concession as the 
“subordinate relation of the connection of contrast” (1996: 14); the 
contrast, she claims, is to be found in the effect stated and that expected 
upon the statement of a cause. The scope of clause relations included by 
this semantic understanding, of course, differs from that embraced by the 
action-oriented approach which is employed in this study. This is 
underlined by the fact that most of the connectives considered concessive 
by earlier approaches, if they occur in my corpus at all, mark constructions 
which often do not meet the criteria for Concession, i.e. they accompany 
utterances whose status as acknowledgements is rather doubtful. Consider 
ex. (79) from the presidential debate. 
(79) Presidential debate: gone down (20.01, DAT: 0:01:13 (028)) 
AE TV discussion. Clinton is elaborating on plans by the Bush administration to raise 
taxes on the middle class. 
 01 Clinton: but the trUth is that middle-class amEricans, (-)  
   are basically the Only group of americans who've 

been taxed mOre, (-)  
   in the nineteen-EIghties, 
 05  and during the last twelve yEArs, 
->   even though their Incomes have gone dOwn. 
   .hh the wEAlthiest americans have been taxed much 

lEss, 
->   even though thEIr incomes have go:ne (-) Up. 
 10  .hh middle-class people will have their fair share 

The moves introduced by even though in lines 6 and 9 can hardly be 
interpreted as acknowledgements. Rather, they provide a “counterreason” 
for the situations described in lines 1-5 and 7-8 respectively. This general 
finding suggests that connectives such as although, though, even though 
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etc., mark the realisation of discourse relations of Negated Causality in the 
Adversative sense rather than Concession as it is understood here. This 
means that the apparent differences between the marking of the 
constructions in speech and writing (cf. Table A-25) are caused by 
comparing different discourse relations. 

Yet, even if we identify examples in the written mode on the basis of an 
action-oriented approach, differences in the marking of the constructions 
can still be expected.60 Although it is beyond the scope of the present study 
to compile a comparable corpus of written data based on the present 
approach, I will entertain this hypothesis on the assumption that differences 
between the realisation of a language phenomenon in the written and the 
spoken mode are due to two factors: 
1) the different requirements of language production and processing 

associated with the two language modes, and 
2) the different degrees of editedness typical of the two language modes. 

In the beginning, most research on speech and writing focussed on the 
first issue: the differences between the two language modes were seen as 
related to the interlocutors being non-separated or separated. The ensuing 
dissimilarities, for instance, with regard to the repertoire of language levels 
available (acoustic vs. graphic), monitoring (immediate vs. delayed or no 
feed-back) and the cognitive load of on-line vs. off-line language 
production and processing have been thought responsible for the structural 
differences in the language use observable in the two modes (cf., for 
instance, Brown/Yule 1983, O’Donnell/Todd 1991). 

With regard to the latter point, however, there have been contrasting 
results. A number of scholars have found subordination to prevail in 
written language. Consequently, they have assumed that it is the more 
complex mode and explained this by the detachment of the writer (Chafe 
1988) and the planning time available (cf. Poole/Field 1976, Ochs 1979a, 
Thompson 1984, Biber 1986, 1988, Thompson 1994). Other researchers, in 
contrast, have found co-ordination and simple sentences to dominate in 
writing. Perhaps surprisingly, though, they have used the same 
explanations for this contrasting finding. Halliday (1979, 1985b) claims 
that the lack of planning time in speaking does not allow the speaker to 
control her output to the advantage of clarity.  

Beaman (1984), who also found speaking to be more complex, has 
widened research attention beyond the differences in the situationality of 
the modes. She related her finding to differences in formality and purpose 
of speech and writing (cf. also Biber 1986). Moreover, she pointed out that 

                                                        
60  Restricting himself to the traditional understanding of Concession, Kaufmann (1974) 

arrives at a similar conclusion for German. 
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inconsistencies with regard to the comparability of the written and spoken 
data may have led to different results. Kroll’s (1977) findings, for instance, 
are based on elicited narratives, which, even though they are spoken, may 
be pre-planned as narratives (cf., also, Rudolph 1989). 

As regards the realisation of Concession in my corpus I have observed a 
dominance of paratactic constructions61 with the connective but in the 
spoken mode. I have explained this elsewhere with the requirements, 
among others, of on-line language production and processing: paratactic 
constructions can be assumed to be easier to produce and process in a face-
to-face situation with its highly restricted planning time (cf. Barth 2000: 
418-419, also Altenberg 1986).62  

Moreover, I believe that it is worth stressing the interaction of the 
dimensions ‘spoken – written’ and ‘spontaneous – prepared’. Bublitz 
(1988) captures spontaneous utterances with the following definition:  

“Any specimen of conversation is usually defined as ‘spontaneous’ whenever its 
participants have not pre-planned their respective linguistic contributions and 
non-verbal signals or even already produced them beforehand so that they are 
now merely reproduced.” (1988: 9) 

Following this specification, I have distinguished in my examples between 
those spontaneously produced and those prepared before production. The 
latter category includes all utterances which are pre-planned, either by 
being written to be spoken or by being prepared orally (cf. also Rudolph 
1983: 55). Hence, 'prepared' comprises news and adverts, and presumably 
also the closing statements of the Presidential debate, as well as all 
statements which are (constantly) repeated in an exchange. In the 
Presidential debate, Bush, for instance, repeatedly claims that Clinton has a 
pattern of making contradictory statements. The fact that Bush repeats this 
claim every time with very similar wording suggests that it was pre-
formulated before the actual speech event.  
(80a) Presidential debate: pattern 1 (20.01, DAT: 377) 
AE presidential debate. Bush is accusing Clinton of constantly changing sides on 
economic issues. 
-> 01 Bush: and you can't have it both ways; 
->   (-) there's a pattern here. 
   of... 

   ((...) 3 TCUs omitted spelling out the pattern)  
   you can't do it as president. 

                                                        
61  There is an ongoing discussion on the appropriateness of terms such as parataxis - 

hypotaxis, subordination - coordination (cf., for instance, Lakoff 1984, Thompson 1984, 
Haiman/Thompson 1984). Not intending to engage in this discussion here, I am using 
the respective pair parts as synonyms, referring to a connection of nuclei or of nucleus 
and satellite respectively (cf. chapter 2.2.1). 

62  For a slightly different reasoning in terms of the time constraint see Auer (2000). 
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->   .hh you can't have a pattern of One side of the 
->   issue One day- 
-> 10  and on another the nExt. 

(80b) Presidential debate: pattern 2 (20.01, DAT: 31:15 (430)) 
 01 Bush: my problem with governor clinton once again, (-)  
->   is that one time he's gonna make up his mind, 
   he (would) see some merit in it,  
->   but then he sees a lot of things wrong with it, 
-> 05  and then the other day he says he's for it,  
->   however then we've got to pass other legislation. 

(--)  
   .hh <<p>when you're president of the united  
   states>; (-)  
-> 10  you cannot have this pattern (-) of saying-  
->   well=i'm for it- = 
->   =but i'm on the other side of it.  
   and it's true on this,  

(80c) Presidential debate: pattern 3 (20.01, DAT: 33:31 (454)) 
 01 <<audience: clapping> 
  Lehrer: we got uhm; (-) 
   [we got about four/ 
  Bush: [i think he made my case;> 
-> 05  on the one hand it's a good deal, 
  Lehrer: [(   )/ 
->  Bush: [but on the [other hand we'll make it better. 
  Lehrer:  [alright, 
   [we got about/ 
 10 Bush: [you can't do that as president.=  
   = .hh you can't do it on the war, ((knocking on 

something)) (-)  
   where he says;  
->   wEll, (-)  
 15  i was wIth the minor/ minority:,  
->   but i/ guess i would've voted with the majority,(-)  
   y/ this is my point tonight. 

(80d) Presidential debate: pattern 4 (20.01, DAT: 44:54 (559)) 
Bush is extending the accusation to Clinton’s management of war affairs.  
-> 01 Bush: he got a notice or he didn't.  
->   and i/i think it's this pattern that troubles me 

=<<all>more than the draft; 
   a lot of decent honorable people felt as he did (-) 
 05  on the draft.> () 
->   but it's this pattern;  
   and again (-) u/  
   <<l>you might be able to make amendments (.) all 

the time governor,> 
 10  but you got to/  
   as president you can't be (-) on all these  
   different sides;  
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Other examples of pre-formulated utterances are provided by the first 
utterance(s) of a caller in a radio phone-in show. Hutchby (1996) reports 
that callers are screened according to their issues and ability to make their 
point, before they are given the opportunity to speak on the air. During this 
screening process they most likely have already formulated their issue, 
which suggests that stating it in the actual show means repeating it.63 

Using the term ‘written’ in the description of the category ‘prepared’ 
already indicates the relationship between the dimensions mode and 
editedness: both dimensions are continua whose endpoints often co-occur 
(cf. Koch/Oesterreicher 1985), in that spoken language is typically 
spontaneous while written language is typically prepared. 

The state of editedness of an utterance, in turn, is the pre-requisite for 
two things: first, it provides planning time to the producer to accomplish 
the cognitively more demanding hypotactic construction. Second, and this 
is no less important for the way in which a state of affairs is expressed and, 
to a certain extent, it is even a pre-requisite for the use of a subordinating 
construction: planning time can be used not only to prepare the expression 
of a certain state of affairs, but also to work out the state of affairs mentally 
(cf. Göttert 1978: 73). In the case of Concession this means that planning 
time provides a space to decide the relationship between two states-of-
affairs, i.e. the question whether X or Y is the valid argument. Once this 
decision has been taken, their relationship can be expressed by 
subordinating connectives such as although and even though, iconically 
accompanying the proposition which is “subordinate” in consequence. 

If this assumption is valid, however, it raises the expectation of a 
dissimilar distribution of co-ordinating and subordinating connectives in 
those language modes which are typically used either for negotiating the 
state of the world or for presenting the result of this negotiation as well: it 
is spoken, dialogic language which is usually employed to negotiate the 
state of the world (cf. Gray 1977) – a fact which we may experience even 
in the process of writing. Drafting an academic article, for example, or an 
important letter, we often engage in a (mute) discourse with ourselves (cf. 
also Ford 1994). As long as the state of the world is still being negotiated 
(in speaking), we will employ paratactic constructions. These may have an 
additional advantage, at least in dialogue, because we can change sides 
easily. In the final (written) product of our considerations, in contrast, but 
can (though it need not necessarily) be replaced by although, which 
iconically subordinates one argument to another syntactically (cf. Figure 
11). 
                                                        
63  Examples which could not be categorised according to the distinction ‘spontaneous - 

prepared’ for lack of background knowledge or clear surface hints, have been excluded 
from the analysis. 
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Fig. 11: Relationship between mode, editedness and marking of the 
Concessive constructions 
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Proof of this assumption can, for instance, be found in the employment of 
although rather than but in one kind of (discursively) prepared spoken 
situation: summarising a previous exchange. The interlocutors have for 
some time considered the two positions before their relationship is 
described in a construction which summarises the positions and expresses 
their relationship (cf. Barth-Weingarten forthcoming, also chapter 5.3.2.1). 
A similar phenomenon can be observed with even though in the following 
example from Clinton’s closing statement in the presidential debate. 
(81) Presidential debate: profound differences (20.01, DAT: 1:28:42 (1113)) 
AE TV discussion. Clinton’s closing statement. 
Y- 01 Clinton: i'd like to say to (-) mister bUsh;  
X'   Even though i've got profOUnd differences wIth him- 

(-) 
-Y'  i dO honour his service to our cOUntry-  
 05  .hh i appreciate his efforts- 
   .hh and i wish him well;  
   i just believe it's time to change. (-) 

Apart from the fact that even though here appears in a statement which has 
almost certainly been carefully pre-planned, it is articulated as a statement 
which can be interpreted as summarising the opponents’ points in the 
previous debate. 

The employment of the respective connectives at these stages of a 
debate on the state of the world on the one hand, and the employment of 
speech and writing for different stages in an exchange on the state of the 
world – process and result – on the other, allows us to expect the 
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connectives to be distributed differently over speech and writing as well.64 
It is for further research to examine this hypothesis. Yet, until it is proven 
wrong, the analyst should keep the corpus homogeneous in this respect, 
also (cf. Schegloff 1993: 118). 

After these basic considerations on the influence of regional origin and 
the mode of the material, we will now examine variation in Concession 
which correlates with more specific situational parameters such as genre, 
roles and characteristics of the participants. 

                                                        
64  Apart from a greater presence of Concession in prepared discourse, our corpus exhibits 

the following differences between spontaneous and prepared examples (cf. Table A-26): 
a predominance of Monadic patterns (cf. line 1.5), strengthening of X’, mainly by a 
correlate (cf. lines 23.2 and 17.1) and hedging (cf. line 32.6) with the prepared examples 
from 2 hours AE, as well as a preference for Cardinal and Reversed Cardinal patterns 
(cf. lines 1.1 and 1.2), with the acknowledgement often reduced to though (cf. lines 6.1 
and 18.1), latching (cf. line 29.1) and truncated falls (cf. line 26.1) with the spontaneous 
examples from 10 hours AE. 

6.3 Genres, roles, participants: The institutional domain 

The spontaneous AE corpus of examples has been further restricted in 
terms of diatypic and diastratic variation: it is limited to examples 
produced in public discourse by speakers experienced in speaking in this 
setting, as these features, too, have been assumed to influence the manner 
of producing Concession. We will review these and a number of other 
situational variables with the example of the public genre ‘interview’. I 
have chosen this genre for two reasons: on the one hand, it is relatively 
well-described in the research literature; on the other hand, examples of 
Concession produced in this genre are well represented in our corpus. After 
focussing on interviews and the roles and characteristics of their 
participants, we will look beyond this genre and compare Concession 
produced in interviews with that in radio shows. Finally we will look into 
differences to the private domain. 
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6.3.1 The institutional setting 
Drew/Heritage (1992) and Hutchby (1996) describe institutional 

discourse as being task-oriented and defined by a particular setting, i.e. it 
usually occurs within the framework of an organisation. This setting 
assigns certain roles to the speakers, which require certain verbal 
behaviour. Thus, the institutional setting reduces “the available set of 
conversational options” (Heritage/Greatbatch 1991: 96, cf. also 
Drew/Heritage 1992) in the sense that the participants do not have equal 
rights in turn-taking and that the setting fosters or favours particular speech 
activities over others. To name only two examples, doctors, for instance, 
usually ask questions, which their patients are expected to answer (cf. 
Maynard 1991, ten Have 1991). Similarly, moderators of radio 
programmes are responsible for topic development and turn allocation (cf. 
Greatbatch 1986b, Brand/Scannel 1991).  

Mentioning the example of a doctor-patient consultation and a radio 
programme already indicates that there are various kinds of institutional 
settings, or communicative genres, which, according to Luckmann (1984), 
are connected with particular language repertoires and expectations.65 One 
of them is public broadcast. Apart from the reduction of the participants’ 
conversational options, this setting is special in another regard: there is not 
only the communicative relationship between the immediate participants, 
the host and her guest(s), which may be extended by a studio audience, but 
also that with the listeners (cf., for instance, Scannell 1991, Lätzer 1996). 
This makes public broadcast special in that, first, potentially all exchange 
is double-addressed and, second, participants not only have face to lose in 
the eyes of those present in the studio, but also in the eyes of the wider 
public (cf. Drew/Heritage 1992: 27). In this regard Brand/Scannell (1991) 
claim: 

“[t]o be physically present in the studio, whether as programme host, participant 
or audience member, is to be inescapably aware of the broadcast character of the 
event for the technology and personnel of broadcasting – cameras, microphones, 
lights, production staff – are pervasively evident. The design of the setting ... 
structures the communicative character of the event and orients all participants 
(including studio audiences) to the roles and performances they are expected to 
produce for absent viewers and listeners.” (1991: 223) 

                                                        
65  Although CA in practice distinguishes between what can be referred to as genres (for 

instance, dinner conversations, news interviews, emergency service encounters), to my 
knowledge it has not yet attempted to define this notion. In sociology, Luckmann (1992) 
describes communicative genres as „socially constructed communicative models for the 
solution of communicative problems“ (1992: 226, cited in Paltridge 1997: 20-21, cf. also 
Luckmann 1984: 59, Günthner/Knobloch 1995). Cf. Paltridge (1997) for an overview of 
approaches to genre. 



Genres, roles, participants: The institutional domain  

 

211 

Intensified research on various genres in the public domain has led scholars 
to recognise a number of particularities with certain public genres. For 
radio phone-ins, Thornborrow (2001) describes a reversal of the power 
relation between questioner and questionee: usually, i.e., for instance in 
private genres, the questioner is “powerful” because with her question she 
determines the further course of the conversation and, more importantly, 
she forces the questionee to answer the question and by doing so limits her 
choice of action (cf. Sacks 1992). The special opening sequence of phone-
ins, in contrast, shifts the caller out of the role of the initiator of the call 
and, in consequence, out of the role of the topic initiator. Instead, the host 
of the programme assumes these roles. In addition, the mediated character 
of phone-ins provides the host with the power to “cut off” the line. Hence, 
in case of conflict or opposing opinions, she has in all circumstances the 
chance to say the last word or escape to the next caller (cf., for instance, 
Brand/Scannell 1991). The participant’s awareness of these rules can be 
shown to be displayed in discourse. Consider ex. (82), where the caller in a 
phone-in programme topicalises the host’s right to close the call. 
(82) Dr Edell: hang up (23.01, DAT: 346) 
AE radio phone-in with Dr Edell on sexual diseases and abortion with teenagers. Sarah, 
the caller, is advocating an unpopular view and Edell has interrupted her. 
 01 Edell: [this'll this will [(    ) coming out/ 
  Sarah:  [well/ [well can i just (-) finish this;  
->   i mean i mean it's your show; 
->   so you'll be able to hang up [and go on [with the  
 05 Edell:  [yeah;  
     [yeah; 
  Sarah: whole thing; 
  Edell:  [1okay, 
  Sarah:  [1sorry; 
 10  [2(i think you/) 
  Edell:  [2i wanna help you make your point; 
   cause you may be doing the opposite  

As soon as there are studio guests, the moderator loses “power”. If the 
host moderates a panel discussion, she still usually distributes the right to 
speak and “violations” of the order of turns have to be explicitly permitted 
(cf. Heritage/Greatbatch 1991). However, potentially all panel members 
have the opportunity, with more or less threat to their own face, to come in 
at any time, and to defend their position against that of other panel 
members. 

A special case of a panel discussion is a presidential debate. Here, turns 
are distributed very strictly by the moderator. Consequently, this genre 
resembles an interview rather than a panel discussion (cf. Kienpointner 
forthcoming). Therefore, distortions in rights to the floor due to the 
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strength of particular political parties, as have been described by Adams 
(1999), are more obvious. 

6.3.2 Concession in interviews 

6.3.2.1 Interviews 
Similar to other kinds of institutional discourse, the genre ‘interview’ is 
characterised by task-orientation and certain participant roles – 
interviewer(s) and interviewee(s) – which assign to the interlocutors 
particular rights and obligations in discourse. For news interviews 
Heritage/Greatbatch (1991) claim that their function is “...the 
communication of information or opinion from public figures, experts or 
other persons in the news for the benefit of the news audience” (1991:106). 
The participants’ conversational options are reduced to a question-answer 
format; these activities are assigned to one of the roles each (‘asymmetries 
of participation’, cf. Heritage 1997). 

The interviews I have analysed are part of special programmes rather 
than the news. They can be assumed to be less prepared than those in the 
news section of a programme, and they are characterised by the function of 
obtaining information in addition to transferring it. Moreover, the role of 
the interviewer is adopted by the host of a radio programme rather than a 
news reporter. The interviewees, in turn, are for the most part experts on 
the issue discussed. With regard to this latter category, I have assumed that 
it is important to distinguish between experts who are experienced in 
speaking in a public situation, such as politicians, and “ordinary” 
participants who have acquired special access to an issue, for instance, by 
being witness to a crime or having experienced some other “newsworthy” 
event. 

These distinctions already point to further situational variables which 
may have repercussions on language use, and thus on the production of 
Concession within this genre. We will, however, neglect these for the 
moment and first of all pay attention only to those kinds of Concessive 
constructions encountered in general in interviews between hosts and 
interviewees who are experienced in public speaking. The following 
example from the Larry Bensky show appears to be a rather typical 
instance of Concession in such a genre. 
(83) Larry Bensky: cynicism (71.01, DAT: 634) 
AE radio programme. Larry is interviewing Amy Waldman, one of the editors of the 
“Washington Monthly”, a political magazine, on the situation after a new 
administration has taken over following an election in Washington. Larry has just 
pointed to the fact that anger at the system helped to overturn the previous congress. 
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X 01 Larry: do yOU see a counterweighting bAlance like that 
coming up agAInst (.) thIs congress-  

   if it doesn't clean up its act? 
X'  Amy:  well i think it's pOssible:, 
Y  05  uhm but i think what what the lOnger term is all is 

is (-) rEAlly just increasing cYnicism- (.) 
   in the elEctorate,  
   and this belIEf that really nOthing in washington 

Is chAngeable;= 
 10  =and i thInk (-) y'know that/ that will be the 

wOrst [(-) long-term cOnsequence in a way,  
  ??:  [(yeah); 
  Amy: because... 

Larry poses a loaded question (line 1-3). It is responded to in the form of 
an unextended Cardinal Concessive schema. Its implication is first 
acknowledged by a simple, multi-word TCU; this X’ already exhibits a 
correlate indicating the upcoming counter and ends in non-final intonation 
(line 4). The following countermove is marked by the connective but and it 
is a complex move (lines 5-9). In terms of the discourse function 
accomplished, the example instantiates topic development. These are a 
number of features which most frequently co-occur with Concession in an 
interview setting in general (cf. Table A-27): 

General pattern: Concession is mainly realised in the form of the 
unextended Cardinal Concessive schema (cf. Table A-27, lines 1.1 and 3.1, 
ex. (83)) and the Monadic 0-YX’Y’- and 0-X’Y-patterns (cf. lines 1.5, 4.6 
and 3.4). 

Specific realisation of the moves: The speakers most often initiate 
Concession on a loaded question (cf. line 5.1, ex. (83) line 1-3). In the 
majority of the cases the acknowledgement is a simple, multi-word TCU 
(cf. Table A-27, lines 7.1 and 6.4, ex. (83) line 4), which paraphrases the 
contents of the initial X (cf. Table A-27, line 8.2). If X’ is a single word, it 
is predominantly realised as though (cf. Table A-27, line 9.3). The 
countermove, in contrast, is often a ‘big package’ (cf. line 10.2, ex. (83) 
line 5-9), in which the additional TCUs frequently provide detail on the 
contents of the first TCU (cf. Table A-27, line 11.5). In most of the 
examples, Y is the only realisation of the countermove (cf. line 12.1, ex. 
(83)). If there is a return to Y, it is more often an extended turn-at-talk as 
well (cf. Table A-27, line 13.2) which paraphrases the earlier countermove 
(cf. line 12.6). 

Connectives: Acknowledgement and counter are predominantly 
connected syndetically by but (cf. line 14.1, ex. (83) line 5). 

Correlates: The constructions often exhibit (at least) one correlate (cf. 
Table A-27, line 16.2), such as well (ex. (83) line 4), adverbials, modals 
and though (cf. Table A-27, lines 20.1, 18.4, 18.9, 19.9, 18.7, 19.7 and 
18.1). These are almost equally distributed over X’ and Y (cf. line 17.1-3), 
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but their predominant effect is a weakening of X’ (cf. line 23.1), while Y is 
mostly kept neutral (cf. line 24.6). In ex. (83) well foreshadows the 
upcoming counter (line 4). 

Prosody: The speakers often integrate X’ and Y with non-low 
intonation (mainly truncated falls) at the end of the first TCU (cf. Table A-
27, lines 25.3 and 26.1). In ex. (83) the speaker employs rising intonation 
(lines 4-5). Contrastive stress and prosodic bracketing play a minor role 
(cf. Table A-27, lines 27.4 and 30.3), but latching as a projective means is 
frequently employed (cf. line 29.1). Final lengthening, in contrast, is 
“avoided” (cf. line 31.4). 

Discourse functions: Of the discourse functions, changing the topic is 
prevalent (cf. ex. (83)), followed by backing-down, resumption of the prior 
activity, correcting a prior claim and insisting (cf. Table A-27, lines 32.1-
12). 

Examining the realisation of Concession in interviews in general we 
can note that, although particular features dominate, in this particular genre 
of the institutional domain, too, all kinds of realisation of Concession can 
be observed. This, again, suggests that Concession is a common, wide-
spread phenomenon. 

Treating interviews as a homogeneous text sort, however, abstracts 
from the fact that they are produced by speakers who are acting within the 
framework and boundaries of particular roles within this genre. 
Investigating these in more detail, in fact, reveals interesting differences in 
the realisation of Concession between the interlocutors in an interview 
situation.  

6.3.2.2 Roles: hosts and experts, interviewers and interviewees 
Being the host of a programme appears to be a fixed role assigned to the 
person presenting a radio programme. She is vested with extensive rights 
to allocate turns, determine her interlocutors and the topic (cf. 
Brand/Scannell 1991). Yet, “role switch” is quite frequent in radio 
programmes: the host often assumes the role of an interviewer and thus 
obtains their rights and obligations in discourse. This observation supports 
Cheepen’s (1988) claim that it is necessary to distinguish between the roles 
external to the speech event (for instance being the host of a programme as 
well as being a husband, mother, etc.) and those internal to the speech 
event (for instance being the interviewer). Whereas external roles appear 
relatively fixed, internal roles can change quite frequently.  

Adopting the role of the interviewer admittedly does not change the 
host’s rights and obligations too extensively. Interviewers, too, are 
endowed with relatively comprehensive discourse organisational rights, 
which resemble those of a host (cf. Greatbatch 1986b, 1992, 
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Heritage/Greatbatch 1991, Hutchby 1992, 1996). On the other hand, the 
interviewers’ set of conversational options is slightly more restricted than 
that of the host: they need to orient towards the question-answer format 
and they are to a greater extent subject to the demand for ‘neutrality’ stated 
by the broadcasting law, i.e. interviewers are expected to question the 
interviewees, rather than comment on their answers (cf. 
Heritage/Greatbatch 1991, Hutchby 1996). Hosts adopting the role of an 
interviewer may, however, have the freedom to “get the best of both 
worlds”, at least to some extent, by adding their own rights as host to their 
rights as interviewers. 

The experts, in turn, i.e. the invited guests interviewed in the studio or 
on the phone, are characterised by special access to the topic of talk (cf. 
Pomerantz 1980). Once the floor is assigned to them, they have quite 
extensive and exclusive rights to turn, though the host can eventually select 
a next speaker, finish the exchange, etc. Depending on the kind of issue 
they are being interviewed on, they have exclusive access to the issue and 
can thus talk relatively freely, uninhibited by the fear of being interrupted. 
With public issues such as political matters, in contrast, the host is more 
likely to challenge their version. In ex. (36) Larry King immediately 
intervenes after Bob Dole has answered in the negative what seems on the 
surface to be a questory question, (line 4).  
(36’) Larry King: option (74.02, DAT: 14:32 (426)) 
AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing Bob Dole who has just been 
announced as the Republican party’s presidential candidate. King is enquiring as to the 
announcement of a candidate for the vice presidency 
 01 King: are you gonna name a vice president early? 
  Dole: uh i don't think so, 
   again [that's/ 
X -> King:  [i thOUght you wEre gonna. 
X' 05 Dole: well=i thInk it's an Option; 
   jUst like the one TERM thing,= 
   =it's you know thEse are Options, 
   it MAY happen:,= 
Y   =but i think it's tOO early to TELL. 
 10 King: .hh rumor's that colin powell has told friends, 

For the experts the assignment of the role of an interviewee has 
considerably greater consequences. While politicians, for example, in the 
institutional situation of a strategy meeting for their election campaign 
distribute tasks and the right to speak to their staff, in the interview 
situation they are the ones who, at least at face value, need to comply with 
the turn-taking and topical proceedings suggested by the interviewer (but 
cf. Fairclough 1995: 51). In the example above, Dole, for instance, readily 
submits to Larry’s competitive overlap (line 3). 
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For politicians, in particular, the effect of broadcasts may be especially 
immediate and vital: as a consequence of losing face they may lose an 
election (cf. Klein 1996, also Adams 1999). On the other hand, appearing 
in public in whatever way is their chance to present themselves and 
advocate their issues (cf. Lätzer 1996). In this regard Harris (1986) claims 
that the interview is a way to conduct political debate.66 

Yet, it is the internal roles of being the host interviewing and the expert 
interviewed, which seem to be reflected in the production of Concession by 
the interview participants in our corpus. Let us compare their ways of 
realising Concession (cf. Table A-28): The interviewee, in order to fulfil 
her task of providing answers to the questions, is usually allotted more 
speaking time than the interviewer. Against this background it is not 
surprising that overall she produces more instances of Concession than the 
interviewer in the corpus (cf. Table A-28, line 1). In addition, though this is 
statistically hardly significant, the interviewees’ acknowledgements and 
countermoves are more often extended (cf. lines 7.2 and 10.2). This 
parallels Heritage/Greatbatch’s (1991: 101) finding that answers in 
interviews are often extended multi-turn units. Their status as those 
providing information, in turn, seems to be underlined by the 
predominance (though less significant) of descriptive-expository67 kinds of 

                                                        
66  For this reason Klein (1989, 1996) even claims that politicians follow special strategic 

discourse principles. 
67  Concession has often been considered as a rhetorical means typical of argumentation. 

However, the subcorpus shows that this is only true for a quarter (26%) of the examples. 
The quantitative analysis in this respect was based on Werlich’s (1983) notion of text 
type. It is understood here as referring to the general aim, or perlocutionary effects, a 
portion of discourse pursued in a particular situation. Consequently, an instance of a 
genre can illustrate a number of text types. The examples in the corpus have been 
classified according to the type of text prevalent in the cotext of each example. 
Following Werlich’s typology, I distinguish between  
• argumentative text type: In contrast to Anscombre/Ducrot’s (1989: 85) theory of 

argumentation, not every utterance is argumentative in the sense that the speaker 
chooses one particular formulation from all possible ones (cf., also, Ducrot 1996). 
Rather, argumentative is understood here as a competitive exchange of opposing or 
alternative opinions which are verbally explicated in a sequence of moves, in which 
each interlocutor aims at persuading the other(s) of her position although she need 
not necessarily succeed in doing so (cf. also Barton 1995, Hutchby 1996). Single-
move utterances, in contrast, do not qualify as argumentation (but cf. Öhlschläger 
1979, Klein 1987), although these can initiate argumentation. The argumentative 
text type is often characterised by a certain prosodic involvement, i.e. louder, higher, 
lengthened etc., articulation.  

• instructive text type: The speaker tells herself or others what to do or how to behave.  
• descriptive-narrative text type: The speaker reports factual phenomena (i.e. persons, 

objects, relations) in a spatial and temporal context, i.e. she “tells what happened”. 
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Concession with these participants (cf. line 41.3). Also, the very significant 
absence of prosodic bracketing (cf. line 30.3) indicates that all information, 
at least that given in the Concessive constructions, is treated as equally 
relevant to the topic. 

In addition, interviewees frequently (though not significantly) integrate 
acknowledgement and counter prosodically (cf. lines 28.2 and 29.1-2, also 
ex. (36) lines 5-8). This, too, may be interpreted as an orientation towards 
their right to extended turns-at-talk. Another possibility to interpret this 
finding, however, is suggested by Diamond (1996). She observes 
hierarchically inferior participants in institutional meetings speaking faster 
and explains this by their fear of being interrupted by the more dominant 
members of the group. This situation may be taken to parallel that of the 
interviewees if the interview setting is interpreted as one in which the 
interviewer has the power to locally manage turn-taking and speaking 
times, even though interviewees have the basic right to speak longer. The 
prosodic integration would then be employed to project continuation in 
order to forestall competitive overlap by the interviewer. This 
interpretation is underlined by the interviewees’ more extensive 
deployment of other prosodic signals projecting continuation, such as turn 
continuation (cf. Table A-28, line 28.2), filled pauses (cf. line 29.2) and 
latching (cf. line 29.1) as well as the avoidance of final lengthening (cf. 
line 31.4), although these differences are hardly statistically significant (but 
cf. ex. (36)). 

The distribution of questions and answers typical of interviews is 
reflected in the specific realisation of the moves: in view of Schiffrin’s 
(1987) finding that well “...prefaces responses that are insufficient answers 
to questions” (1987: 102) or are in some way dispreferred, it may not be 
surprising that interviewees, rather than interviewers, tend to preface their 
acknowledgements by the correlate well (cf. Table A-28, line 18.4 and ex. 
(36) line 5). They can be assumed to indicate in this manner the 
“insufficiency” of their answering with a Concession rather than a 
straightforward yes or no. Moreover, whereas the host bases her 
acknowledging move on a neutral statement (X), the interviewee can be 
observed to react most frequently to a loaded question (cf. Table A-28, 
lines 5.4 and 5.1). This distribution is effected by ‘the reduction of the 
available set of conversational options’ described by Heritage/Greatbatch 

                                                                                                                          
• descriptive-expository text type: The speaker explains the (causal or otherwise 

meaningful) relation between the constituent elements of a concept or construct, i.e. 
she tells how and why something happens or happened. 

 The two latter categories are based on Werlich’s descriptive, expository and narrative 
text types, which are at times difficult to distinguish. (cf. also Eggs 2000, 
Gülich/Hausendorf 2000, Heinemann 2000, Jahr 2000, Adamzik 2000). 
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(1991) for institutional settings: In an interview the interviewee usually 
does not ask questions, but answers those raised by the interviewer (cf., 
also, Hutchby 1996). The interviewer, in contrast, is supposed to ask 
questions and, in doing so, provides this particular trigger for Concession 
to the interviewee. 

The questions triggering Concession with the interviewee, in turn, are 
not neutral but are treated as loaded, i.e. they are to a certain extent defined 
by the interviewees as claims (cf. 4.5.1.1, Heritage/Greatbatch 1991, Harris 
1991). If they can be proven to be intended as loaded by the interviewers as 
well, as may be the case with Larry’s initial question in ex. (36) (line 1), 
the interviewers’ formulation of claims in the shape of interrogatives can 
be described as a way developed by these participants to either combine 
their internal with their external role as a host, in order to be able to state 
their own position, or to circumvent their internal role and the ensuing 
requirement to maintain a neutral stance and to state their own position 
nevertheless. It may have been the same ambiguity against the background 
of the institutionalised question-answer format which led 
Heritage/Greatbatch to claim that in news interviews “...challenges and 
responses overwhelmingly remain packaged within turns that remain 
minimally recognisable as questions and answers respectively.” (1991: 98) 
(cf. also Hutchby 1996). This strategy allows the interviewers to maintain 
the pretence of ‘neutrality’, while stating their own view in their role as 
interviewer (cf. Harris 1986, 1991). 

Yet not only interviewers, but the interviewees, too, seem to have 
developed a way of circumventing their original rights and obligations in 
interviews. Whereas the research literature agrees that at least the bulk of 
topic organisation, if not all, is accomplished by the interviewers (cf., for 
instance, Greatbatch 1986b: 441, Lätzer 1996, for talk show hosts cf. 
Brand/Scannell 1991), those interviewed can change the topic as well: they 
seem to prefer to produce the acknowledging move as a paraphrase of the 
contents of the initial X (cf. Table A-28, line 8.2) – in ex. (44’), for 
instance, Nicole rephrases Peter’s claim that one of the candidates for 
mayor of Saint Paul is a grEAt guy (line 4) into he’s a nice gUY (line 10). 
This observation parallels Clayman’s (1993) finding that interviewees 
accomplish an activity which he refers to as ‘embedded reformulations of 
questions’: By expressing agreement through reformulating part of the 
question (or claim, for that matter), the interviewee can establish a revised 
version of what was said and can use this as a basis for further talk. This 
allows her to shift the topical agenda into a more desirable direction (cf. 
also ‘formulating’ on the interviewer’s side, Heritage 1985). Strategies 
such as this one may have led to claims that in political interviews, 
interviewees rather than interviewers develop topics (cf. 
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Holly/Kühn/Püschel 1986: 162, Fairclough 1995: 23), existing side by side 
with those claiming that the interviewer organises topical development. 

Nevertheless, the claim that it is the interviewer who organises topics in 
the interview is indeed supported by a number of results obtained in the 
corpus, too: Interviewers, for instance, use though significantly more 
frequently as a correlate in the countermove than their interlocutors (cf. 
Table A-28, line 18.1). Since the correlative conjunct though can be 
employed to signal topic organisation (cf. Barth-Weingarten/Couper-
Kuhlen 2001), its prevalence can be seen in connection with the dominance 
of the interviewer in topic organisation. This becomes even more obvious 
when the interviewers employ the countermove in the service of topic 
change. Interviewees, in contrast, produce counterarguments within the 
line of argumentation more often (cf. line 34.1) Consider ex. (36) in 
comparison with ex. (84), in which the interviewer uses a though-
construction to shift the topic (line 11). 
(84) Freddy Merts: lesbian friends (09.01, DAT: 27:02 (386)) 
AE radio programme. Freddy is interviewing Nora, a lesbian, who has called the station 
to talk about her life and situation. Nora has invited Freddy to go out with her and her 
lesbian partner. 
 01 Nora: ((laughing)) 
  Freddy: now she doesn't mind, 
  Nora: not at [all. 
  Freddy:  [the three of us going out to a couple of 
 05  clubs in town? 
  Nora: that's right; 
   if you don't mind, 
   i don't mind. 
  Freddy: what am i gonna mind? 
X 10 Nora: wEll, (you knOw), i/ we just gonna have some fUn. 
Y-X'-Y'Freddy: but your lesbian frIEnds though won't mi:nd. 
  Nora: not at all. 
  Freddy: they [won't. 
  Nora:  [there're very open. 

The differences just described, however, do not imply that interviewers 
in general employ Concession to accomplish topic change more frequently: 
the quantitative analysis of the discourse functions of all Concessive 
constructions in the subcorpus does not show any significant difference in 
this respect (cf. Table A-28, line 32.9). Firstly, this may be due to the 
interviewees having developed their own topic development strategies – 
paraphrasing the initial claim – as we have seen above. Secondly, 
interviewees, too, accomplish topic change in the countermove, though 
apparently less frequently (cf. lines 34.2 and 34.3). This has been 
illustrated in ex. (83) above. Greatbatch (1986b) refers to this phenomenon 
in the interviewees’ answering strategies as ‘post-answer agenda shifts’, 
the overt or covert change in topic after an answer has been provided. This 
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latter method allows the interviewees to redress a potentially face-
threatening act: According to Diamond (1996) “[r]aising a new topic or 
shifting away from the current one is a threat to the speaker who raised the 
last topic and to the speakers engaged in developing it ... [therefore] the 
speaker must redress the face threat implicit in shifting the topic away from 
the current one” (1996: 97). Accomplishing topic change after 
acknowledging the previous topic is one way to redress this threat to the 
interlocutors’ face. Diamond (1996: 105) explicitly mentions but and yeah 
as strategies to reject, dispute or disagree with others’ topics. The effect of 
such softened topic change can be seen in Greatbatch’s (1986b) finding 
that topic change by the interviewees is less frequently sanctioned when it 
is accomplished in conjunction with an answer. 

Saving one’s face may also be the explanation for another difference 
between interviewer and interviewee: whereas interviewers prefer to use 
strengthening lexical and syntactic correlates (cf. Table A-28, line 22.2) 
and neutral correlates in Y (cf. line 24.6; also ex. (84)), interviewees rather 
tend to employ weakening, and this not only with respect to X’ but also to 
their own position (cf. lines 23.1 and 24.1; also ex. (83) and (36): I think). 
One reason for this language conduct on the part of the interviewee may be 
the immediate face threat imminent in a publicly broadcasted interview. 
Although the interviewer has face to lose, too, what is more at stake here is 
the face of the informant. The interviewee provides information as a 
competent expert. Her status would be most endangered by giving 
disputable or uncertain information without hedging. The questioner, in 
contrast, can often be heard to pursue the (argumentative) line of the rest of 
the public (cf. Fairclough 1995: 189). Hence, hedging against the 
audience’s opposition is less necessary for her. 

To sum up, although Concession in general as well as its structural 
variations can be found to be used by all participants in interviews, the 
participants’ different roles as interviewer and interviewee and the ensuing 
rights and obligations in this kind of discourse have repercussions on their 
preference for particular ways of ‘doing conceding’. In this respect, it 
would be interesting to conduct further research on the presence of other 
experts in a panel discussion, for instance. Here, all panel members have 
more or less similar rights to the floor and the expert currently speaking 
can more easily be interrupted by other panel members, even without 
permission from the host (cf. Hutchby 1996). This raises the question, for 
example, whether the different power relations connected with the role of 
being one expert among others have repercussions on the experts’ 
realisation of Concession. 
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6.3.2.3 Degree of experience 
Although roles can be considered an important situational parameter, they 
are only one factor in a network of situational variables which may 
influence the realisation of Concession. Another one which can be assumed 
to be relevant is that of the degree of experience of the interlocutors with 
the situation at hand. Greatbatch (1986a: 118-119), in his study of 
supplementary questions pursuing an issue after a first answer in news 
interviews, points out that similar competitive strategies may be rare with 
inexperienced interviewees, as their employment would be considered 
“indecent” by the listening audience. Drew/Heritage (1992: 44), in 
addition, point out the effect of routine on the internal patterning of 
institutional encounters. Selecting examples produced by hosts and 
politicians rather than callers, for instance, suggests that I, too, consider 
experience in public speaking influential: whereas politicians, as we have 
seen above, seem to have developed strategies to balance the topic 
organisational power, this may not be the case with speakers unfamiliar 
with the interview situation. 

Comparing the Concessive constructions produced by these different 
kinds of speakers, however, shows that although experience seems to play 
a role in our subcorpus, it is only a minor one: The only most significant 
differences are observable in the employment of correlates. Whereas 
experienced experts use at least one and often more than one of the 
correlates (cf. ex. (83), (36)), non-experienced experts use no correlates or 
at best strengthening lexical and syntactic correlates (cf. Barth-Weingarten 
2001). Consider ex. (85) (line 12) with the strengthening intensifier a lot. 
(85) Freddy Merts: big smile (08.03, DAT: 1:19:01 (B289)) 
AE radio programme. Freddy Merts is interviewing Judy Sterling, mother of eleven 
children, who “lost” one of her sons, Dillan, in the supermarket. Judy is in the process 
of leaving a religious sect and Freddy is pursuing the issue of whether Judy is a fit 
mother.  
 01 Freddy: and maybe a few years too late, 
   but you finally did; hh 
X   and=uh the only gOOd news here is that dIllan, 
   at lEAst on all the pictures we've sEEn, 
 05  had a big smIle on his face, 
   so .hh [hOpefully/ 
X'  Judy:  [yeah=(I'm surprIsed) that he is as 

healthy-mInded as As he Is, 
   and thAt you know that's One thing to be thAnkful 
 10  for, 
  Freddy: sure; 
Y -> Judy: but i've got a lOt of kids that hAve a lot of 

prOblems from bEing there, 
  Freddy: lot of battle stories heh; 
 15 Judy: ((clears throat)) 
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   well ((clears throat)) that was one reason the 
pastor thought; 

   my husband should be harder on some of the kids, 

More systematic research on this issue would obviously be called for. 
In future research, it would moreover be interesting to study whether – 

and if so, how – crossing the threshold to the studio (Brand/Scannell 1991) 
influences speakers unfamiliar with public speaking in other situations. 
Embarking on the disadvantageous position of a caller in a radio phone-in 
(cf. Hutchby 1996, Thornborrow 2001, also chapter 6.3.1) may, for 
example, change a private person’s manner of realising Concession. 
Moreover, the caller’s position is usually more disadvantageous than that 
of an expert interviewed. It can be expected that the effects of a less 
powerful status will be more obvious while at the same time callers may 
have fewer chances to circumvent their institutionally weak position. 

6.3.2.4 Other sociolinguistic parameters 
In contrast to speaker roles and their experience with the speech event at 
hand, a number of variables which are well established in sociolinguistics 
have been largely neglected in the selection of the data. These are the 
interview partners’ sex, familiarity, age and regional origin. Correlating the 
speakers’ age, for instance, with the manner of realising Concession may 
provide hints as to diachronic variation. However, maintaining other 
situational parameters (interview and role) constant, the corpus did not 
yield enough examples for an analysis. For the same reason regional 
variation could not be investigated more systematically in the corpus (but 
cf. chapter 6.1).  

The speakers’ sex, in turn, did not yield major significant differences in 
the realisation of Concession. All in all, male and female interviewees and 
hosts seemed to realise Concession in roughly similar ways. This suggests 
that the speakers’ role overrides their sex and thus supports recent gender 
study claims: women in interview roles seem to behave similarly to men in 
these roles.68 

The situational variable of familiarity, too, has been neglected in the 
quantitative analysis so far, even though a number of studies claim that 
there is a connection between this variable and politeness. Brown/Levinson 
(1978: 88), for instance, state that speakers will be less likely to risk 
impoliteness with dominant interlocutors and strangers (cf. also 
Holtgraves/Yang 1992, Diamond 1996, Holtgraves 1997). This opinion 
counters Leichty/Applegate’s (1991) claim that familiarity seems to 
interact with other situational variables, such as power.  
                                                        
68  For similar results with regard to disagreement in academic contexts see Rees-Miller 

(2000). 
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In my subcorpus of Concession in institutional settings the familiarity 
between the participants69 seems to be irrelevant: both the interviewees and 
the hosts exhibited language use which hardly differed depending on 
whether they were familiar with their recipient or not (cf. Barth-
Weingarten 2001). Among the few differences observable is that the hosts’ 
Concessions were triggered more often by neutral statements when they 
were unfamiliar with their recipients. These findings would be in line with 
the ‘more familiar-less polite’ hypothesis: a lack of familiarity results in 
the (less offensive) avoidance of explicit claims. However, ex. (84), which 
is a typical illustration of these cases, shows that the hosts often 
accomplish topic change in these instances with a single word. In contrast, 
the observation that the interviewees more often maintain the topic, i.e. 
avoid a face-threatening activity, when they are less familiar with the host 
may indeed result from the lack of familiarity.  

Two observations point in a different direction, though: the 
interviewees’ preference for weakening, i.e. more face-saving, lexical and 
syntactic correlates when they were more familiar with the host (cf. ex. 
(36)) on the one hand, and the hosts’ more frequent employment of 
backing-down and forestalling with familiar interlocutors (cf. ex. (30)) on 
the other. 

To sum up, we have seen that the genre ‘interview’ is a rather special 
form of public discourse. Within this genre, the greatest differences in the 
realisation of Concession were related to the participants’ roles. Those of 
the more established situational variables which could be investigated here, 
in contrast, did not prove too influential, at least in the corpus under 
examination. Their possible influence seems to have been overridden by 
the roles the participants are required to adopt and the consequent 
limitation of their conversational options.  

Yet, the rigidness of interviews in terms of task-orientedness and 
participant roles not only has repercussions within this genre. Extending 
our attention beyond the genre ‘interview’, we can observe a number of 
differences between this and other public genres. In the last but one 
subchapter I will highlight some of these with an example from another 

                                                        
69  Those participants are said to be familiar who share a large amount of background 

knowledge about each other, such as, for instance, husband and wife. More or less 
familiar are those who share a considerable amount of background knowledge, such as 
regular copresenters of a show or politicians frequently invited to a show - Larry King, 
for instance, jokingly refers to his show as “Bob Dole life“, as Dole has recently been 
such a frequent guest. Those participants are unfamiliar who share little background 
knowledge, for instance hosts and radio phone-in callers. Often this kind of ethnographic 
knowledge reveals itself in the content of what is being said. Cases in which this variable 
was not determinable with certainty were excluded from this part of the analysis. 
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institutional genre, that of radio shows, before we finally compare the 
institutional setting with the private domain. 

6.3.3 Beyond interviews: radio shows 
In a talk show ‘the available set of conversational options’ can be assumed 
to be less limited than in an interview. Its institutional character is still 
obvious in the framing as a radio broadcast and the host still has 
considerable rights in turn allocation and topic management 
(Brand/Scannell 1991). Yet, the studio guests are less under pressure to 
appear competent in conveying information. Although the show may 
contain interview-like elements, it emphasises entertainment more than an 
interview and can thus be considered an exemplar of infotainment (cf. Ilie 
2001: 211). Hence, apart from, or perhaps even instead of, being a 
competent expert on an issue, the studio guests may have to appear quick-
witted and sociable. In this sense talk shows may be considered closer to 
private conversation than interviews. Such an intermediate position is 
claimed by Ilie (2001) for TV talk shows (cf. also Penz 1996). 

The different setting has a number of repercussions on the speakers’ 
producing Concession. These are compiled survey-like in the following 
list.70 

Firstly, we can observe several highly significant differences which 
highlight the fact that the set of conversational options for the participants 
in radio shows is less restricted: 
• In contrast to the interview, the guests’ Concession in radio shows is 

less often triggered by a loaded question. Instead neutral statements and 
– less so – stated claims prevail (cf. Table A-29, lines 5.3 and 5.4, ex. 
(44)).  

• The hosts’ interlocutors are less restricted to statements, therefore the 
prevalence of this trigger of Concession cannot be observed with the 
hosts’ Concessive constructions in the radio shows (cf. Table A-30, line 
5.4, ex. (71)). 

• Topic organisational though loses its dominance with hosts (cf. Table 
A-30, line 18.1), as the task of topic development can also be 
accomplished by their interlocutors, and they themselves can 
accomplish other tasks. 
Secondly, we can observe differences due to a less competitive, face-

threatening situation: 

                                                        
70  In order to maintain comparability this comparison is again only based on those 

examples of Concession which are produced by the host and those experts, i.e. studio 
guests, experienced in public speaking. 
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• Both guests and hosts seem to feel less need to lay out their positions in 
detail; instead they produce more single-unit countermoves (cf. Table 
A-29, line 10.1, ex. (44); Table A-30, line 10.1, ex. (26)). Also, hosts in 
particular return less frequently to their own position when the 
acknowledgement follows the counter (cf. Table A-30, line 12.1, ex. 
(26)); also Table A-29, line 12.1). 

• Radio show guests employ fewer correlates in the radio show situation 
(cf. Table A-29, line 16.1), which suggests that they feel less of a need 
to emphasise the Concessiveness of their utterance. 

• Guests are less oriented towards hedging: When correlates are 
employed, rather than weakening their position as in the interviews, Y 
often remains unemphasised (cf. Table A-29, lines 24.1 and 24.6, ex. 
(44)). In addition, there are fewer Monadic YX’Y’-patterns in the radio 
show situation, which is the pattern for accomplishing hedging (cf. 
Table A-29, lines 1.5 and 4.6). 

• Hosts, in turn, seem to feel less of a need for face work on their own 
behalf in radio shows than in interviews: They produce significantly 
more Reversed Cardinal Concessive patterns of the XYX’-type (cf. 
Table A-30, line 4.1, ex. (33)) without returning to their own position. 
In addition, they employ weakening correlates for their own position Y 
(cf. Table A-30, line 24.1, ex. (47)), but also, though less significantly, 
in X’ (cf. line 23.1). 
Thirdly, the shift from providing information to entertaining is 

reflected. 
• Guests employ fewer examples of descriptive-expository and more 

examples of the argumentative text types (cf. Table A-29, lines 41.1 
and 41.3, ex. (64)). 

In summary, genre indeed seems to be a powerful situational variable in 
the production of Concession. A number of features which were typical of 
the situation of an interview cannot be observed in radio shows – both 
guests and hosts become more “normal” interlocutors in the radio show 
situation because the restriction on their conversational options loosens 
with the degree of institutionalisation of the communicative situation. 

This tendency should be supported by observable differences when we 
move even one step further away from the institutionalisation of the 
interview genre towards the private domain. In the following subchapter 
we will examine the repercussions this contextual frame has on the 
production of Concession. 
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6.4 The private domain 

The private domain is characterised by (predominantly) spontaneous 
language production in communicative events which take place in a setting 
unhampered by institutional tasks, roles and/or rules in the sense described 
above. There is no on-looking or over-hearing audience.71 Instead, this 
setting is characterised by participants who are on a more or less intimate 
and equal footing, not only with regard to rights to the floor but also to 
status (cf. Goffman 1976: 264, Luckmann 1984, Bublitz 1988: 9-10). 

CA regards conversation as the prototypical instance of a 
communicative event in the private domain (cf. Schegloff 1998). This 
“genre” does, of course, have subgroups such as coffee chat, family dinner 
talk or telephone conversations. Our AE corpus comprises some recordings 
of dinner talk between friends and family members (cf. Appendix 3 for a 
list of the material in the corpus). 

Apart from the differences between the public and the private setting, 
we can expect that the increased familiarity between the interlocutors 
affects the production of Concession in that the assumed ‘more familiar – 
less polite’ principle comes into effect. Nevertheless, since this feature is 
inherent in the difference between public and private, except in situations 
in which one is making a new acquaintance in a private setting, it will not 
be given special attention by homogenising the corpus for analysis in this 
respect, even though it will need to be borne in mind.  

I have pointed out above that, setting-wise, radio shows can be 
considered closer to the private domain than interviews. Along these lines 
we could assume a cline ‘public/institutional – private/conversational’, 
with interview on the one end, conversation on the other, and radio shows 
being locatable in between these two end-points. If this mirrors (language) 
reality, we can expect this cline to be paralleled by a strengthening of the 
differences in the realisation of Concession we have observed between 
interviews and radio shows. In the corpus this is only partly the case, 
though, as the following list of the most significant differences between 
these genres and the private domain show (cf. Table A-31): 
1. In the private domain the conversational options of the participants seem 
to be even less restricted as 
• loaded questions function least frequently as triggers for Concession in 

conversation (cf. Table A-31, line 5.1, ex. (1) vs. ex. (2)). 

                                                        
71  In the framework of analysis there is, of course, the participating and/or recording 

observer. 
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2. The private domain is a less competitive and hence less face-threatening 
situation in terms of being an “expert” as 
• the need for complex countermoves seems to decrease (cf. Table A-31, 

line 10.2) and acknowledgements are reduced in their extensiveness (cf. 
line 6.3, ex. (1’) line 26). This difference in the extensiveness of 
agreement, i.e. the face-saving part, may be attributed to the politeness 
phenomenon that the closer the participants are, the less need there is 
for politeness (cf. chapter 6.3.2.4.2). 

• lexical and syntactic correlates are employed less frequently (cf. Table 
A-31, line 20.1), and if they are used, they are more often employed for 
weakening (cf. line 22.1) (cf. ex. (1)). 

However, at the same time 
• speakers seem to feel more of a need to support their view by returning 

to their own positions in conversation (cf. Table A-31, line 12.1, ex. 
(38)). 

3. At the same time the private setting seems to be more competitive in 
terms of rights to the floor:  
• there is a (less significant) increase in using turn continuation (cf. Table 

A-31, line 28.2, ex. (1)), and  
• an increasing employment of contrastive stress (cf. line 27.4, ex. (38)). 
4. There is a shift from providing information to entertaining, or, in the 
case of conversation, rather phatic communion, though this genre, too, can 
serve to exchange information: 
• Concession is less often employed in the service of the descriptive-

expository text type and more for narrative-descriptive purposes (cf. 
Table A-31, lines 41.3 and 41.4) as in the following example. 

(86) Alida: fun (12.02, DAT: 45:01 (586)) 
AE dinner conversation. Alida is telling her friends about herself and some other team 
members leaving their basketball team, which almost resulted in a breakdown of the 
entire team. 
 01 Alida: <<yeah.>creaky>=  
   =actually they were sort of struggling (to get a 

team) when the (five of us left);  
X'   <<l>which wAsn't really inTENded;> 
Y 05   but (---) it just wAsn't any FUN. 
   i mean at this age hh- (-) 
   it'd better be fun or else forget it.= 
  Sarah: =forg(h)et it(h). 

Furthermore, there are some non-linear correlations. 
• In conversation and in interviews speakers use Concession more 

frequently to introduce additional information than in radio shows (cf. 
Table A-31, line 32.10). This may be due to a parallel between story-
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tellers and interviewees: both have the right to an extended turn at talk 
and may therefore take detours in making their point. 

• In radio shows more often than in the other two genres, the 
acknowledgements are accomplished with agreement phrases (cf. Table 
A-31, line 8.3), whereas in conversation, speakers repeat the initial 
claim and in interviews they paraphrase it. This could be explained by 
the lack of temporal restriction of the speech event in the private 
domain in contrast to the radio show. In interviews, in contrast, 
paraphrasing the initial claim is used for topical organisation (cf. 
chapter 6.3.2.2). 

The present analysis, of course, does not allow us to draw any definite 
conclusions. However, I consider it particularly interesting for future 
research to examine these results in view of McElhinny’s (1997) claim that 
the distinction between the public and the private domain is an ideological 
one and that their difference is not as large as has been assumed. CA has 
always underlined the distinction between the public and the private 
domain. Yet, an argument in favour of McElhinny’s hypothesis is that the 
private domain largely comprises speech events which occur in the family. 
The family, in turn, can be regarded as one of the basic institutions of 
society (cf. Hartfiel/Hillmann 1982: 197, 341).  

6.5 Summary: Situational parameters 

The analysis of Concession with respect to various situational parameters 
has, despite its limitations, provided further support for 
Zimmerman/Boden’s (1991: 12) hypothesis that the institutional setting 
also exhibits mundane forms which are shaped by the interactional 
contingencies of their particular setting. It has indicated that Concession is 
not unique to the institutional setting but a common yet context-sensitive 
phenomenon: On the one hand, it is relatively stable over the various 
domains of spoken discourse and can be found in these domains in all 
kinds of structural and functional variations. At the same time, the 
significant differences regarding the frequency of a number of variations 
observable in our corpus suggest that its realisation is influenced by a 
number of situational parameters.  

Although the systematic investigation of the nature and influence of the 
various parameters must be left to further research, we may, with all 
necessary tentativeness, conclude from the present results that the 
influence of situational parameters with respect to Concession is connected 
to the distinction between what Diamond (1996: 10-11) refers to as local 
and universal parameters, i.e. the distinction between parameters acquired 
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by the specifics of a particular speech event and those acquired “by birth” 
or in other more stable ways: greater influence on the realisation of 
Concession seems to be exerted by situational roles and power 
relationships connected with certain genres and domains rather than 
“traditional” sociolinguistic variables of sex, age or familiarity of the 
participants (cf. also Drew/Heritage 1992: 7). 

The observable influence of situational parameters on the realisation of 
Concession, in turn, suggests that whereas compiling a typology of the 
forms of realisation and marking of Concession may not necessitate a 
distinction between the various speech situations, a quantitative analysis 
not only calls for a clear notion of denominator and numerator but also of 
the domain (cf. Schegloff 1993). Pursuing the investigation of the 
realisation of Concession in the various domains and settings in English as 
well as cross-linguistically by a combination of qualitative and quantitative 
methods, in turn, may well “...jog the inquiry into sensitivity to aspects of 
its materials or phenomena that may not otherwise have been addressed, or 
addressed so readily” (Schegloff 1993: 118) and thus contribute to the 
description of a language phenomenon and its flexibility in its context of 
use. 



 

7 Summary and outlook 

7.1 Summary 

This study is intended to contribute to the description of the grammar of 
spoken English. With the example of the discourse-pragmatic relation 
Concession, it has attempted to provide a further piece in the puzzle of how 
speakers relate propositions and thereby communicate their view of the 
world and organise discourse and by this, the world around them. It 
presented the results of an investigation of the realisation of the structure 
and functions of Concession. Following Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson’s 
(1999, 2000) approach, Concession is identified here, in contrast to earlier, 
connector-oriented approaches, on the basis of actions accomplished by the 
speaker(s). Of these, the action of conceding or acknowledging a claim 
proves crucial. Together with the actions claiming and countering, it 
usually occurs in a three-part action sequence. This sequence constitutes 
the activity of Concession. 

In actual discourse, this activity is realised in various ways. 
Prototypically, however, it occurs in the form of the Cardinal Concessive 
schema, a dyadic pattern of the following form: 
 A: X (stating something or making some point/claim) 
 B: X’ (acknowledging the validity of this statement or point, the 

conceding move) 
  Y (claiming the validity of a potentially incompatible statement 

or point) 

The Cardinal Concessive schema is regarded as the prototypical form of 
the realisation of Concession because it shares certain features with all 
kinds of Concessive constructions, it is the most frequent form of realising 
Concession and it exhibits the three actions constitutive of Concession 
most explicitly and in an ideal order. Due to this it is most distinctive from 
the related Adversative discourse relations, which lack the acknowledging 
move. 

After a brief survey of the history of the action-oriented approach in 
chapter 2, chapter 3 was devoted to the detailed description of the Cardinal 
Concessive schema. It elaborated further on the basis for identifying the 
Concessive relation in discourse and delimited it from related Adversative 
discourse relations, such as Antithesis, Neutral Contrast, Negated 
Causality, and semantic opposition. 

On this basis, the study then, in the main part, analysed the structural 
variation of the realisation of Concession in chapter 4. This was 
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complemented by reviewing its discourse functions in chapter 5 and the 
influence of the situation of use on the specific realisation of the 
Concessive relation in chapter 6. 

For the purposes of this analysis, the study combines qualitative and 
quantitative methods. It applies the qualitative CA methodology to 
examples of Concession collected in a corpus of altogether 17 hours of 
spoken English discourse from a wide range of settings. In accordance with 
Schegloff’s (1993: 188) imperative to precisely characterise the 
denominator, numerator and domain in any statistical analysis, however, 
the quantitative investigation is, except for chapter 6, limited to examples 
from an 8-hour corpus of spontaneously produced AE public discourse. 
Moreover, the sample collection is restricted to those examples produced 
by speakers who are experienced in speaking in this setting. 

On this basis, first, the structural variation in the realisation of the 
Concessive relation was investigated in detail. Chapter 4 covered  
• the extension of the Cardinal Concessive schema by gaps between the 

claim and the acknowledgement as well as by a return to 
acknowledgement and counter after their having been produced for 
the first time,  

• the sequence of the actions constituting the activity of Concession, 
which can occur in cardinal or in reversed order, 

• the number of the participants, which can be reduced to one, so that 
Concession is produced monologically, 

• the kind of marking, where but proved to be the predominant 
connective, which, nevertheless, often co-occurs with a number of 
correlates such as correlative conjuncts, adverbs, modals, as well as 
prosodic marking, to signal the realisation of the discourse relation, 
and 

• the kind and size of the constitutive actions, showing claim, 
acknowledgement and counter to be realised as moves of various 
types, length and complexity. 

In particular, variation in the explicitness of the acknowledging move 
complicates the identification of Concession: the various kinds of 
realisation of the acknowledgement can be ordered on a scale of decreasing 
explicitness. This, in turn, parallels the continuum ‘Concession – 
Adversativity’: the less explicit the acknowledgement produced, the more 
the construction resembles an Adversative discourse-pragmatic relation. As 
a consequence, it was suggested that Concession should be considered as a 
prototypically organised category. Prototypicality effects can be observed 
in two respects, the relationship between Concession and neighbouring 
categories on the one hand, and the structuring of the category itself on the 
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other: The category of Concession consists of a core and a periphery, 
where the latter can be differentiated into an inner and an outer periphery. 
This distinction was mirrored in the quantitative analysis, in that it 
concentrated on examples from the core and the inner periphery of 
Concession. 

The second part of the study was based on the assumption current in 
Interactional Linguistics that language form is influenced by language use. 
Here, the Concessive constructions have been considered, on the one hand, 
as a means to carry out particular discourse functions, on the other hand, as 
dependent in their realisation on their context of use. 

Chapter 5 was devoted to the description of the discourse functions of 
Concession. It was shown that ‘acknowledging something’ is in most 
instances employed in the service of some superordinate discourse task. 
The Concessive relation functions on all three language levels – the 
ideational, the interpersonal and the textual – though, not surprisingly, 
tasks on the interpersonal level prevail. Nevertheless, Concession can be 
employed not only in accomplishing alignment and face work, but also in 
achieving the opposite effects, i.e. disalignment and the resulting face 
threat, for instance. Moreover, the functions on the interpersonal level 
frequently co-occur with tasks on the other two language levels. Thus, 
while correction often concerns the relationship between two states-of-
affairs, it is at the same time connected with a threat to the face of the 
speaker corrected, i.e. oneself or one’s interlocutor. Similarly, 
accomplishing the textual function of changing the topic of a discourse 
poses a threat to the face of those who introduced the previous topic and 
those who engaged in discussing it. Hence, employing Concessive 
constructions allows the speaker to act on several language levels 
simultaneously. Within the constructions, in turn, the single moves seem to 
be somewhat specialised in accomplishing certain tasks: whereas the 
acknowledgement appears better suited to hedging and forestalling a 
possible counterargument, the countermove is preferred for topic 
organisation. Apart from this, we observed correlations between structural 
features of the constructions and the discourse functions they accomplish. 

In chapter 6, finally, the Concessive constructions were reviewed in 
connection with their particular context. The analysis of the extended 17-
hour corpus showed that Concession is a common, yet context-sensitive 
phenomenon: in general, it seems to be employed in all kinds of 
diatopically, diatypically and diastratically different situations in all 
structural forms and kinds of marking described in chapter 4. Most 
importantly, we found that the Concessive constructions in the present 
corpus of public discourse are realised with a variation similar to that 
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described by Couper-Kuhlen/Thompson (1999, 2000) for the private 
domain.  

On the other hand, however, our analysis suggests that at least the 
situational parameters of participant roles and power relationships 
associated with certain genres, as well as the domain of use, correlate with 
the specific form, marking and discourse function of the individual 
constructions. These differences then also provide support for the general 
limitation of the sample collection in the quantitative part of the structural 
analysis. 

In general, complementing the qualitative with the quantitative method 
has proven useful. The quantitative method forces the analyst to make her 
model fit the speakers’ actual language use: her analysis needs to go 
beyond the obvious and clear cases. Hence, in wide parts the contents and 
shape of this study underline that 

“[d]efinitions, criteria of class membership, and the like are required on its [the 
quantitative study’s – DB-W] behalf even where they had not (or would not 
necessarily have) otherwise emerged from the process of analysis...” (Schegloff 
1993: 118). 

Treatment of the borderline cases and a clear demarcation of categories on 
continua is what challenges the analyst most. At the same time, however, 
these challenges are most rewarding in terms of a better understanding of 
the phenomenon investigated. 

Moreover, the generalising power of the quantitative approach can lend 
additional weight to the qualitative description. Separating Concession 
from the presence of certain kinds of markers shows it to be an activity 
which is more widely distributed than it has been assumed so far, i.e. that it 
can be accomplished by speakers, too. Yet, being able to characterise it as 
an activity which is accomplished n times as often as discourse-pragmatic 
relations which have so far been more readily associated with the spoken 
mode, provides even ampler evidence against claims that the concessive 
relation is rare in spoken language (cf. Di Meola 1997: 10). 

The resources available within the framework of such a study as a 
dissertation project, of course, did not permit an exhaustive treatment. The 
very last chapter is therefore devoted to collecting a number of loose 
threads at a stage in research on Concession where the structural make-up 
of this discourse phenomenon is relatively clearly described.  
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7.2 Outlook: Possible issues in future research on 
Concession 

The present analysis has concentrated on investigating the core and inner 
periphery of the realisation of Concession. Hence, what is needed first of 
all to complete the picture is, of course, an analysis of the realisation of the 
outer periphery of the discourse relation. As has been indicated at various 
points before, this will yield a number of differences with regard to the 
structure, marking and discourse functions of Concession. 

While the study has attempted to cover the greater part of the lexico-
syntactic features relevant in the production of Concession, further 
research is needed with respect to the non-verbal and paralinguistic levels: 
of the prosodic features which have not been included in this study, 
particularly high onsets and certain rhythmic phenomena, for example, 
may be employed in projecting continuation. Similarly, the role of non-
verbal actions, such as gaze and gesture, in the realisation of Concession 
could not be investigated on the basis of the material used. 

What remains one of the major desiderata for future research is the 
analysis of the influence of and correlations between the structural features 
themselves. In the present analysis they have been treated as if they were 
independent of each other. This, of course, is hardly the case. Structural 
features such as the correlative conjunct though and the occurrence of the 
Reversed order schemata, for instance, are highly likely to correlate. 
Systematic investigation in this respect, however, requires larger and more 
balanced corpora, which yield sample collections of individual structural 
features which fit this specific task. 

It has been pointed out in chapter 6 that the same pre-requisite would 
also allow us to systematically investigate the influence of the situational 
parameters. In addition to checking the influence of the parameters 
elaborated on, systematic research is needed on the variation determined by 
the degree of editedness as well as mode. Can Concession as it is 
understood here be found as often in written data? And how is it realised in 
this mode? Apart from this, there are doubtless more parameters in the 
spoken data worthwhile investigating. Among them are more specific 
research questions such as  
• the influence of the visibility of the discussants in the broadcast 

situation, i.e. diatypic variation determined by the nature of the 
broadcasting channel (TV vs. radio),  

but also more general questions such as  
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• diatopic variation in the realisation of Concession in different, 
typologically related and unrelated languages as well as in dialects of 
English, and 

• diachronic variation in the realisation of Concession over time. 
A more specific research task with respect to the latter kind of variation 

may be the comparison of questioning strategies before and after the US 
loosened the journalists‘ obligation to neutrality (cf. Orr 1980, 
Heritage/Greatbatch 1991). Harris (1986, 1991), for instance, observes that 
interviewers have become increasingly challenging and controversial in 
recent years. Also, Liddicoat et al (1994) point out that the hosts’ 
behaviour may change cross-culturally and over time. Do these changes 
include a change in the realisation of Concession as well? 

Also, a number of findings can be expected from investigating 
Concession against the background of an informed analysis of the 
frequency and kind of other discourse relations in the contrastive network 
(cf. chapter 3.3). The distribution of Adversative and Concessive relations 
can be assumed to be dependent on situational variables such as genre, 
speaker roles and relationship as well. Diamond (1996: 154) claims that 
overt conflict occurs only between speakers of close social proximity. 
Similarly, Holmes (1995) points to gender differences in disagreeing, with 
men using the bald way (cf. Kotthoff 1992).  

Finally, the investigation of Concession in English discourse needs to 
be complemented by a cross-cultural comparison with the realisation of 
this activity in other, typologically related and unrelated languages. At first 
sight, Dutch, German and French seem to function similarly in this regard. 
The hypothesis of the potential universality of this discourse phenomenon 
is supported further by observations in Korean and Japanese. 

On the basis of what we have gathered on how the discourse-pragmatic 
relation of Concession is accomplished, it will be worthwhile to pursue any 
or all of these threads in more detail. Such investigation promises further 
insight into the reasons for using Concession in a particular form and in a 
particular context and will thus contribute to the description of actual 
language use. 



 



 

Appendix 

Appendix 1: Transcription conventions 

The examples are transcribed largely according to the GAT conventions 
(cf. Selting et al 1998). However, the prosodic information given is 
restricted to that relevant to the argument being developed regarding the 
realisation of Concession, i.e. in principle only the relevant TCUs are 
transcribed in detail and there, as well, only those features which figure in 
the analysis. This decision has been taken in order to keep the transcript 
readable in view of the fact that a transcript is always selective depending 
on the goals and definitions of the analyst (cf. Ochs 1979b). The reader 
should always resort, if not to the real data, then at least to their recording 
in order to gain an impression of their sound. In order to provide this 
opportunity, the study is accompanied by a compact disc containing the 
radio and TV examples discussed. 

 
Basic Transcription Conventions 
Sequential structure 
 [ overlap 
 [  
 = quick, immediate connection of new turns or single 

units (latching) 
 / break-off 

Pauses 
 (.) micro-pause 
 (-), (--), (---) short, middle or long pauses of approximately 0.25-

0.75 seconds, up to approximately one second 
 (2.0) estimated pause of more than approximately one 

second 
 (2.85) measured pause (measured to one hundredths of a 

second) 

Breathing 
 .h, .hh, .hhh breathing in, according to its duration 
 h, hh, hhh breathing out, according to its duration 

Other segmental conventions 
 and=uh slurring within units 
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 :, ::, ::: lengthening, according to its duration 
 uh, ah hesitation signals 
 % glottal stop 

Laughter  
 so(h)o laughing particles integrated in speech 
 haha hehe hihi syllabic laughing 
 ((laughing)) description of laughter 

Reception signals 
 hm, yes, yeah, no one-syllable signals 
 hm=hm, yea=ah two-syllable signals 
 %hm%hm two-syllable signal with a glottal stop, usually signals 

negation 

Accents 
 ACcent primary, or main accent 
 Accent secondary accent 

Final pitch movements 
 ? high rise 
 , mid-rise 
 - level pitch 
 ; truncated fall 
 . low fall 

Pitch step-up/step-down 
 ↑ pitch step-up 
 ↓ pitch step-down 

Change of pitch register 
 <<1> > low pitch register 
 <<h> >  high pitch register 

Volume and tempo changes 
 <<f> >  forte, loud 
 <<ff> >  fortissimo, very loud 
 <<p> >  piano, soft 
 <<pp> >  pianissimo, very soft 
 <<all> >  allegro, fast 
 <<len> >  lento, slow 
 <<cresc> >  crescendo, becoming louder 
 <<dim>  >  diminuendo, becoming softer 
 <<acc>  >  accelerando, becoming faster 
 <<rall>  >  rallentando, becoming slower 
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Other conventions 
 ((coughs)) paralinguistic and non-linguistic actions and events 
 <<coughing> > paralinguistic and non-linguistic actions and events 

accompanying a stretch of speech 
 <<upset> > interpretative comments accompanying a stretch of 

speech 
 (        ) unintelligible passage 
 (n syll) unintelligible passage with indication of the number 

of syllables 
 (such) presumed wording 
 al(s)o presumed sound or syllable 
 (such/which) possible alternatives 
 ??: unidentifiable speaker 
 ((...)) omission in transcript 
 -> line in transcript referred to in the text 

 one line ≅ one intonation unit 

Marking of the Concessive moves 
X  claim 
X’  acknowledgement 
Y  countermove 
Y-  syntactically incomplete countermove 
Y’  return to the counter 
-Y’  return to the counter as syntactic continuation of the 

countermove 



 

Appendix 2: Results 

Table A-1: Frequency of the Cardinal and the Reversed Cardinal 
Concessive schemata 

Schemata order 
Cardinal Concessive schema 

relevant total: 131 
Cardinal order 84 (64%) 
Reversed Cardinal order 47 (36%) 

 
Table A-2: Frequency of the position of the conjunct though in the 

Concessive constructions 

Position 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 27 
medial position   5 (18%) 
final though 22 (81%) 

 
Table A-3: Position of weakening modals with the Concessive constructions 

Position 
Concessive examples  

relevant total: 18 
in X’ 14 (77%) 
in Y   4 (23%) 

 
Table A-4: Position of strengthening modals with the Concessive 

constructions 

Position 
Concessive examples  

relevant total: 6 
in X’ 1 (17%) 
in Y 5 (83%) 

 
Table A-5: Position of weakening adverbials with the Concessive 

constructions 

Position 
Concessive examples  

relevant total: 13 
in X’ 7 (54%) 
in Y 6 (46%) 
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Table A-6: Position of strengthening adverbials with the Concessive 
constructions 

 
Position 

Concessive examples  
relevant total: 20 

in X’   5 (25%) 
in Y 15 (75%) 

 
Table A-7: Kind of emphasis with modal and adverbial correlates with the 

Concessive constructions 

Kind of emphasis 
Modals  

relevant total: 24 
Adverbials 

relevant total: 33 
strengthening   6 (25%) 20 (61%) 
weakening 18 (75%) 13 (39%) 

 
Table A-8: Position of weakening extensive agreement markers and other 

lexical and syntactic correlates with the Concessive 
constructions 

Position 
Concessive examples  

relevant total: 11 
in X’ 7 (64%) 
in Y 4 (36%) 

 
Table A-9: Position of strengthening extensive agreement markers and 

other lexical and syntactic correlates with the Concessive 
constructions 

 
Position 

Concessive examples  
relevant total: 13 

in X’ 5 (38%) 
in Y 8 (62%) 

 
Table A-10: Position of correlates with the Concessive constructions 

Position 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 151 
X’ 49 (32%) 
Y 70 (46%) 
X’ and Y 32 (22%) 
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Table A-11: Prosodic correlates of final lengthening with the Concessive 
constructions 

 (*These categories can co-occur.) 

Prosodic correlates 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 25 
comma intonation  18 (72%) 
period intonation   7 (28%) 
of these: correlating with other turn-

holding devices 
  6 (86%) 

of these: latching or filled pause*   4 (67%) 
prosodic bracketing*   2 (33%) 

 
Table A-12: Prosodic correlates of unfilled pauses with the Concessive 

constructions 
 (*These categories can co-occur.) 

Prosodic correlates 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 36 
comma intonation  18 (50%) 
period intonation 18 (50%) 
of these: contrastive stress*   2 (11%) 
 prosodic bracketing*   0 (  0%) 
 others 16 (89%) 

 
Table A-13: Distribution of prosodic bracketing with the Concessive 

constructions 

Concessive patterns 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 25 
Cardinal order patterns   5 (20%) 
Reversed Cardinal order patterns 20 (80%) 
of these: X-Y-X’(-Y(-X’(-Y)))   4 (20%) 
 0-Y-X’   2 (10%) 
 0-Y-X’-Y 13 (65%) 
 X-gap-Y-X’(-Y)   1 (  5%) 
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Table A-14: Prosodic correlates of prosodic bracketing with the Concessive 
constructions 

 (*These categories can co-occur.) 

Prosodic correlates 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 25 
any correlate 25 (100%) 
of these: contrastive stress*   9 (  36%) 

 comma intonation* 20 (  80%) 
no final lengthening* 10 (  40%) 
rushing through (turn 
continuation and latching)* 

  8 (  32%) 

filled pause* 14 (  56%) 
 

Table A-15: Length of the return to the countermove with long and short 
countermoves 

Complexity 

Concessive examples with 
complex Y 

relevant total: 17 

Concessive examples with 
simple Y 

relevant total: 37 
complex 9 (53%) 16 (47%) 
simple 8 (47%) 21 (53%) 

 
Table A-16: Kinds of extensions with complex returns to the countermove 

with the Concessive constructions 

Kind of extension 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 34 
reason/consequence   3 (  9%) 
other extensions 31 (91%) 

Table A-17: Kinds of extensions with complex countermoves in the Cardinal 
Concessive schema without topic-shift examples 

Kind of extension 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 37 
paraphrase   8 (22%) 
detailing 11 (30%) 
additional point   8 (22%) 
reason/consequence   8 (22%) 
other extensions   2 (  5%) 
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Table A-18: Realisation of X’ with Dyadic and Monadic Concessive 
schemata 

 
Realisation 

X’ 
relevant total: 153 

Y 
relevant total: 192 

Y’ 
relevant total: 74 

indeterminable     0 (  0%) 26 (13%)   5 (  7%) 
long   49 (32%) 76 (40%) 34 (46%) 
short 104 (68%) 90 (47%) 35 (47%) 

 
Table A-19: Realisation of X’ with Dyadic and Monadic Concessive 

schemata  
 (***most significant at 2% chance of error) 

Realisation 

Dyadic  
Concessive patterns 

relevant total: 131 

Monadic  
Concessive patterns 

relevant total: 61 
single word (+ correlate) 38 (29%)***   1 (  2%)*** 
more material 93 (71%)*** 60 (98%)*** 

 
Table A-20: Frequency of instantiations of the core and peripheries of the 

Concessive relation 

Concession 
Number of examples  

total: 205 
core 172 (84%) 
inner periphery   20 (10%) 
outer periphery   13 (  6%) 

 
Table A-21: Frequency of dominant discourse functions with the Concessive 

constructions 
 
Language level 

Concessive examples 
total: 192 

IDEATIONAL • stating a remark. co-occurr. 
• negating a causal/inf. rel.-ship 
• reporting Concession 
• restricting a claim 
• backing down 

10 (  5%) 
  3 (  2%) 

- 
23 (12%) 
29 (15%) 

INTERPERSONAL 
 

• hedging 
• meandering 
• insisting 

15 (  8%) 
  1 (  1%) 
32 (17%) 

TEXTUAL 
topic organisation 

 
• changing the topic 
• introducing add. information 

 
43 (22%) 
13 (  7%) 

discourse 
organisation 

• summarising 
• resuming an activity 

  1 (  1%) 
22 (11%) 
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Table A-22: Correlations between selected discourse functions and the structural realisation of the Concessive relation in 
spontaneously produced AE public discourse  

 (* 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% chance of error) 

A-22 IDEATIONAL INTERPERSONAL TEXTUAL 

Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 

Hedging Insisting Changing the 
topic 

Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
GENERAL PATTERNS 

1 Schemata 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 
1.1 Cardinal Conc. 4 40 14 61* 4 14*** 2 13*** 8 25** 26 60*** 2 15** 19 86*** 
1.2 Reversed Card. 2 20 9 39** 9 31 1 7 9 28 8 19 1 8 1 5** 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 1 10*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5* 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-

Dyadic 
0 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 0 3 7 0 0 1 5 

1.5 Monadic 3 30 0 0*** 14 48** 12 80*** 15 47** 6 14*** 10 77*** 0 0*** 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 Order of moves 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 
2.1 X’-Y 6 60 14 61 7 24*** 7 47 15 47 28 65* 2 15*** 20 91*** 
2.2 Y-X’ 4 40 9 39 22 76*** 8 53 17 53 15 35* 11 85*** 2 9*** 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3 
Cardinal order 
patterns 6 100 14 100 7 100 7 100 15 100 28 100 2 100 20 100 

3.1 X-X’-Y 3 50 10 71 3 43 1 14** 4 27*** 19 68 1 50 14 70 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 1 17 0 0 1 14 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 50*** 1 5 
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A-22 IDEATIONAL INTERPERSONAL TEXTUAL 

Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 

Hedging Insisting Changing the 
topic 

Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 14 1 7 2 7 0 0 2 10 
3.4 0-X’-Y 1 17 0 0* 3 43* 5 71*** 7 47*** 2 7* 0 0 0 0*** 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 1 17 3 21 0 0 0 0 3 20 4 14 0 0 3 15 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-

X’-Y 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

4 
Reversed order 
patterns 4 100 9 100 22 100 8 100 17 100 15 100 11 100 2 100 

4.1 X-Y-X’ 0 0 6 67*** 8 36*** 0 0 0 0** 1 7 0 0* 1 50 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 0 0 3 33 2 9*** 1 12 8 47* 9 60*** 1 9 1 50 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 2 9* 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 2 50 0 0*** 9 41 7 88*** 8 47 3 20** 10 91*** 0 0 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 2 50*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

5.1 loaded question 0 0 8 35** 7 24 0 0** 6 19 9 21 1 8 5 23 
5.2 info. question 0 0 1 4 2 7 2 13* 0 0 1 2 1 8 0 0 
5.3 stated claim 5 50* 11 48*** 5 17 1 7* 9 28 13 30 0 0** 6 27 
5.4 neutr. statem. 2 20 3 13 1 3** 0 0* 2 6* 14 33*** 1 8 10 45*** 
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A-22 IDEATIONAL INTERPERSONAL TEXTUAL 

Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 

Hedging Insisting Changing the 
topic 

Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
5.5 imperative 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5*** 
5.6 gesture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5.7 no X 3 30 0 0*** 14 48** 12 80*** 15 47** 6 14*** 10 77*** 0 0*** 

6 
Acknowledge-
ment 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

6.1 single word 0 0 5 22 4 14 0 0** 4 12 16 37*** 1 8 6 27 
6.2 single word 

and correlate 
1 10*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

6.3 more material 9 90 18 78 25 86 15 100** 28 88 27 63*** 12 92 16 73 
6.4 no acknowl. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7 
Length of 
acknowledgem. 9 100 18 100 25 100 15 100 28 100 27 100 12 100 16 100 

7.1 single TCU 6 67 12 67 17 68 9 60 14 50** 22 81* 10 83 11 69 
7.2 multi TCU 3 33 6 33 8 32 6 40 14 50** 5 19* 2 17 5 31 
7.3 indeterminable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 

Kind of 
acknowledgem. 
(more material) 9 100 18 100 25 100 15 100 28 100 27 100 12 100 16 100 

8.1 repeating X 0 0 2 11** 1 4 0 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 0 0 
8.2 paraphrase 5 56 13 72*** 9 36 3 20 10 36 8 30 2 17 5 31 
8.3 agreem. phrase 1 11 3 17 1 4** 0 0** 3 11 11 41*** 0 0* 11 69*** 
8.4 new (no X) 3 33 0 0*** 14 56* 12 80*** 15 54 6 22** 10 83*** 0 0*** 
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A-22 IDEATIONAL INTERPERSONAL TEXTUAL 

Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 

Hedging Insisting Changing the 
topic 

Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 

9 

Kind of 
acknowledgem. 
(single word) 0 100 5 100 4 100 0 100 4 100 16 100 1 100 6 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 0 0 0 0* 1 25 0 0 1 25 6 38 0 0 4 67 
9.2 well 0 0 1 20*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9.3 though 0 0 4 80 3 75 0 0 2 50 9 56 0 0 2 33 
9.4 yet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9.6 other word 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 1 6 1 100*** 0 0 

10 
Length of 
countermove 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

10.1 single TCU 7 70 10 43 11 38 6 40 12 38 27 63*** 6 46 9 41 
10.2 multi TCU 3 30 13 57* 10 34 4 27 15 47 13 30 4 31 11 50 
10.3 indeterminable 0 0 0 0** 8 28*** 5 33*** 5 16 3 7 3 23 2 9 

11 

Kind of 
countermove 
(extension) 3 100 13 100 10 100 4 100 15 100 13 100 4 100 11 100 

11.1 paraphrase 1 33 3 23 3 30 0 0 2 13 4 31 1 25 7 64*** 
11.2 reason 1 33 0 0 2 20 2 50** 3 20 3 23 0 0 0 0 
11.3 consequence 0 0 2 15 0 0 0 0 2 13 0 0 2 50*** 0 0 
11.4 addition. point 0 0 2 15 1 10 0 0 4 27 3 23 1 25 1 9 
11.5 detailing 1 33 6 46 4 40 2 50 4 27 3 23 0 0 2 18 
11.6 other extension 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 
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A-22 IDEATIONAL INTERPERSONAL TEXTUAL 

Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 

Hedging Insisting Changing the 
topic 

Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 

12 
Kind of return 
to countermove 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

12.1 no return to Y 6 60 20 87*** 17 59 6 40* 14 44** 29 67 3 23*** 19 86*** 
12.2 synt. continuat. 1 10 0 0 4 14 4 27*** 1 3 4 9 0 0 1 5 
12.3 convers. cont. 0 0 0 0 3 10 0 0 3 9 5 12 2 15 0 0 
12.4 recycle 0 0 0 0 2 7 4 27*** 0 0 0 0 2 15** 0 0 
12.5 repetition 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 4 12*** 0 0 1 8 0 0 
12.6 paraphrase 3 30 2 9 3 10 1 7 10 31*** 5 12 5 38** 2 9 
12.7 other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

13 

Length of 
return to 
countermove 4 100 3 100 12 100 9 100 18 100 14 100 10 100 3 100 

13.1 single TCU 2 50 1 33 8 67 5 56 6 33 5 36 7 70 0 0 
13.2 multi TCU 2 50 1 33 3 25* 3 33 12 67* 8 57 3 30 3 100* 
13.3 indeterminable 0 0 1 33** 1 8 1 11 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 10 10 23 23 29 29 15 15 32 32 43 43 13 100 22 100 

14.1 syndetic 10 100 15 65*** 20 69*** 15 100* 27 84 37 86 12 92 20 91 
14.2 asyndetic 0 0 8 35*** 9 31*** 0 0* 5 16 6 14 1 8 2 9 

15 Connector 10 100 15 100 20 100 15 100 27 100 37 100 12 100 20 100 
15.1 but 9 90 13 87* 19 95 14 93 25 93 37 100 12 100 20 100 
15.2 though 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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A-22 IDEATIONAL INTERPERSONAL TEXTUAL 

Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 

Hedging Insisting Changing the 
topic 

Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
15.3 although 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.5 and 1 10*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.8 other coord. 

conjunction 
0 0 1 7** 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

15.9 other subord. 
conjunction 

0 0 0 0 1 5 1 7** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

15.10 preposition 0 0 1 7*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CORRELATES 
16 Correlate 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

16.1 no correlate 3 30 6 26 6 21** 7 47 17 53* 16 37 6 46 9 41 
16.2 one correlate 4 40 11 48 18 62*** 7 47 5 16*** 18 42 5 38 9 41 
16.3 > one correlate 3 30 6 26 5 17 1 7 10 31 9 21 2 15 4 18 

17 
Position of 
correlate(s) 7 100 17 100 23 100 8 100 15 100 27 100 7 100 13 100 

17.1 X’ 4 57 6 35 10 43 2 25 3 20 9 33 2 29 4 31 
17.2 Y 1 14* 7 41 9 39 5 62 5 33 14 52 3 43 8 62 
17.3 X’ and Y 2 29 4 24 4 17 1 12 7 47*** 4 15 2 29 1 8 
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Structural features 

Emphasis-
ing a 

contrast 

Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 
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Introducing 
additional 

information 

Resuming an 
acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 

18 
Kind of 
correlate 7 100 17 100 23 100 8 100 15 100 27 100 7 100 13 100 

18.1 though 1 14 4 24 3 13 0 0 2 13 10 37*** 0 0 5 38 
18.2 nevertheless 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14*** 0 0 
18.3 still 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
18.4 well 1 14 5 29 2 9* 0 0* 4 27 10 37* 1 14 5 38 
18.5 now 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
18.6 of course 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 7 1 4 0 0 0 0 
18.7 modals 1 14 3 18 3 13 3 38* 1 7 4 15 1 14 1 8 
18.8 just 0 0 3 18* 3 13 0 0 1 7 0 0* 1 14 1 8 
18.9 adverbials 3 43 2 12 6 26 4 50** 3 20 1 4*** 3 43 1 8 
18.10 emphatic do 1 14 0 0 2 9 1 12 1 7 1 4 0 0 0 0 
18.11 I mean 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
18.12 other correlate 0 0 0 0 2 9*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

19 
Kind of second 
correlate 3 100 6 100 5 100 1 100 10 100 9 100 2 100 4 100 

19.1 though (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 1 11 0 0 0 0 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 0 0 0 0 1 20*** 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 1 33* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 50*** 
19.4 well (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 1 11 0 0 0 0 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 1 33 3 50* 0 0 0 0 3 30 1 11 1 50 0 0 
19.8 just (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10* 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
19.9 adverbials (2) 1 33 3 50 4 80 0 0 4 40 5 56 1 50 2 50 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100*** 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 0 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
19.12 other correl. (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

20 
Other lex. and 
synt. markers 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

20.1 other lex. and 
synt. markers 

2 20 8 35 11 38 6 40 21 66*** 14 33 7 54 10 45 

20.2 no other lexical 
a. synt. mark. 

8 80 15 65 18 62 9 60 11 34*** 29 67 6 46 12 55 

21 

Position of 
other lex. and 
synt. markers 2 100 8 100 11 100 6 100 21 100 14 100 7 100 10 100 

21.1 X’ 1 50 2 25 3 27 3 50 9 43 1 7** 2 29 2 20 
21.2 Y 1 50 4 50 4 36 2 33 8 38 9 64 1 14* 7 70 
21.3 X’ and Y 0 0 2 25 4 36 1 17 4 19 4 29 4 57** 1 10 

22 

Kind of other 
lex. and synt. 
markers 2 100 8 100 11 100 6 100 21 100 14 100 7 100 10 100 

22.1 weakening 0 0 5 62** 6 55* 4 67** 4 19 1 7** 2 29 2 20 
22.2 strengthening 2 100* 1 12* 2 18* 1 17 12 57 9 64* 0 0*** 6 60 
22.3 weakening/ 

strengthening 
0 0 1 12 3 27 1 17 1 5 2 14 4 57*** 1 10 
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  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
22.4 strengthening/ 

weakening 
0 0 1 12 0 0 0 0 4 19 2 14 1 14 1 10 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 7 100 17 100 26 100 10 100 25 100 33 100 12 100 18 100 

23.1 weakening 1 14 9 53 9 35 3 30 10 40 7 21** 9 75*** 5 28 
23.2 strengthening 3 43*** 1 6 6 23 0 0 6 24* 2 6 0 0 2 11 
23.3 weakening/ 

strengthening 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 2 8 5 15*** 0 0 0 0 

23.4 strengthening/ 
weakening 

1 14*** 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

23.5 other strength. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
23.6 no strength. 1 14 6 35 8 31 6 60 6 24 14 42 3 25 10 56* 
23.7 ?strengthening 1 14 1 6 2 8 0 0 1 4 5 15** 0 0 1 6 

24 Y 7 100 17 100 26 100 10 100 25 100 33 100 12 100 18 100 
24.1 weakening 0 0 6 35 8 31 3 30 3 12 6 18 2 17 3 17 
24.2 strengthening 2 29 2 12** 4 15** 3 30 12 48* 12 36 7 58* 7 39 
24.3 weakening/ 

strengthening 
0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 4 2 6 0 0 2 11 

24.4 strengthening/ 
weakening 

0 0 1 6 0 0 1 10 1 4 1 3 1 8 1 6 

24.5 other strength. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
24.6 no strengthen. 4 57 5 29 12 46 3 30 8 32 11 33 2 17 4 22 
24.7 ?strengthening 1 14 3 18*** 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 6 
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Emphasis-
ing a 
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Restricting 
a claim 

Backing 
down 
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acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
PROSODIC MEANS 

25 

Prosody  
(end of 1st 
TCU) (general) 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

25.1 not applicable 0 0 4 17 3 10 1 7 3 9 10 23*** 0 0 2 9 
25.2 low fall 3 30 3 13 5 17 3 20 4 12 4 9 4 31 5 23 
25.3 no low fall 7 70 16 70 21 72 11 73 25 78 29 67 9 69 15 68 

26 

Prosody  
(end of 1st 
TCU) (specific) 7 100 16 100 21 100 11 100 25 100 29 100 9 9 15 15 

26.1 truncated fall 2 29* 11 69 13 62 5 45 18 72 16 55 5 56 11 73 
26.2 level 1 14 0 0 1 5 1 9 2 8 1 3 0 0 2 13 
26.3 rising 4 57 5 31 7 33 5 45 5 20 12 41 4 44 2 13* 

27 
Contrastive 
stress 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

27.1 not applicable 1 10 6 26 4 14 0 0* 3 9 14 33*** 0 0* 4 18 
27.2 emphatic stress 0 0 0 0 4 14 3 20* 5 16* 1 2 0 0 1 5 
27.3 contrastive 

stress 
3 30 7 30* 8 28 2 13 6 19 5 12 1 8 2 9 

27.4 no contr. stress 6 60 10 43 13 45 10 67 18 56 23 53 12 92*** 15 68 
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acitivity 

  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 

28 

Other prosodic 
means 
(general) 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

28.1 not applicable 0 0 4 17 3 10 1 7 3 9 10 23*** 0 0 2 9 
28.2 turn continuat. 2 20 5 22 3 10 4 27 9 28 6 14 6 46*** 1 5* 
28.3 other prosodic 

means 
8 80 14 61 23 79 10 67 20 62 27 63 7 54 19 86* 

29 

Other prosodic 
means 
(specific) 8 100 14 100 23 100 10 100 20 100 27 100 7 100 19 100 

29.1 latching 4 50 7 50 10 43 4 40 11 55 14 52 3 43 10 53 
29.2 filled pause 0 0 2 14 7 30 5 50** 6 30 6 22 3 43 2 11 
29.3 unfilled pause 4 50 5 36 6 26 1 10 3 15 7 26 1 14 7 37 

30 
Prosodic 
bracketing 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

30.1 not applicable 0 0 4 17 3 10 1 7 3 9 10 23*** 0 0 2 9 
30.2 prosodic 

bracketing 
0 0 0 0** 10 34*** 4 27 4 12 2 5* 4 31** 1 5 

30.3 no prosodic 
bracketing 

10 100* 19 83 16 55*** 10 67 25 78 31 72 9 69 19 86 

31 
Final 
lengthening 10 100 23 100 29 100 15 100 32 100 43 100 13 100 22 100 

31.1 not applicable 0 0 4 17 3 10 1 7 3 9 10 23*** 0 0 2 9 
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  total % total % total % total % total % total % total % total % 
31.2 final stress 4 40 7 30 8 28 5 33 12 38 17 40 4 31 8 36 
31.3 final lengthen. 2 20 6 26 7 24 2 13 7 22 6 14 3 23 5 23 
31.4 no final length. 4 40 6 26 11 38 7 47 10 31 10 23 6 46 7 32 
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Table A-23: Frequency of the restrictive function with the acknowledging 
move and the countermove in the Concessive constructions 
 
 

Restrictive function 

X’ 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 160 

Y 
Concessive examples 

relevant total: 135 
not-restrictive 102 (64%)   19 (14%) 
restrictive   58 (36%) 116 (86%) 
 

Table A-24: Correlations between regional variety and the structural 
realisation of the Concessive relation in spontaneously produced 
discourse  

 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 
parameters; * 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% 
chance of error) 

A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 

GENERAL PATTERNS 
1 Schemata 274 100 136 100 

1.1 Cardinal Concess. 119 43 49 36 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 56 20 26 19 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 2 1 0 0 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 8 3 2 1 
1.5 Monadic 89 32** 59 43** 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 0 0 

2 Order of moves 274 100 136 100 
2.1 X’-Y 146 53 63 46 
2.2 Y-X’ 128 47 73 54 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 0 0 

3 Cardinal order patterns 146 100 63 100 
3.1 X-X’-Y 87 60 43 68 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 7 5 1 2 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 11 8* 1 2* 
3.4 0-X’-Y 25 17 14 22 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 16 11 4 6 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 

4 Reversed order patterns 128 100 73 100 
4.1 X-Y-X’ 24 19*** 3 4*** 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 33 26 14 19 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 1 1 1 1 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 2 2 1 1 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 4 3 3 4 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 60 47 42 58 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0*** 4 5*** 
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A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 4 3 5 7 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 274 100 136 100 

5.1 loaded question 53 19 28 21 
5.2 inform. question 11 4 7 5 
5.3 stated claim 71 26 38 28 
5.4 neutral statement 48 18*** 4 3*** 
5.5 imperative 2 1 0 0 
5.6 gesture 0 0 1 1 
5.7 no X 89 32** 58 43** 

6 Acknowledgement 274 100 136 100 
6.1 single word 56 20*** 13 10*** 
6.2 single word and correlate 3 1 0 0 
6.3 more material 215 78*** 123 90*** 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0 0 0 

7 Length of acknowledgement 215 100 123 100 
7.1 single TCU 150 70 76 62 
7.2 multi TCU 65 30 47 38 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0 0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(more material) 215 100 123 100 

8.1 repeating X 13 6 3 2 
8.2 paraphrase 79 37** 30 24** 
8.3 agreement phrase 35 16** 31 25** 
8.4 new (no X) 88 41 59 48 

9 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(single word) 56 100 13 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 20 36* 8 62* 
9.2 well 2 4 1 8 
9.3 though 30 54** 3 23** 
9.4 yet 0 0 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 0 0 
9.6 other word 4 7 1 8 
10 Length of countermove 274 100 136 100 

10.1 single TCU 132 48*** 46 34*** 
10.2 multi TCU 99 36 59 43 
10.3 indeterminable 43 16* 31 23* 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 99 100 59 100 

11.1 paraphrase 25 25 18 31 
11.2 reason 15 15 5 8 
11.3 consequence 7 7 4 7 
11.4 additional point 20 20 12 20 
11.5 detailing 29 29 19 32 
11.6 other extension 3 3 1 2 
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A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 
12 Kind of return to countermove 274 100 136 100 

12.1 no return to Y 170 62* 72 53* 
12.2 synt. continuation 18 7 5 4 
12.3 conversational continuation 17 6** 2 1** 
12.4 recycle 11 4 7 5 
12.5 repetition 10 4 4 3 
12.6 paraphrase 48 18*** 41 30*** 
12.7 other 0 0*** 5 4*** 

13 
Length of return to 
countermove 104 100 64 100 

13.1 single TCU 53 51* 23 36* 
13.2 multi TCU 45 43 34 53 
13.3 indeterminable 6 6 7 11 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 274 100 136 100 

14.1 syndetic 228 83* 122 90* 
14.2 asyndetic 46 17* 14 10* 

15 Connector 228 100 122 100 
15.1 but 220 96 119 98 
15.2 though 0 0 1 1 
15.3 although 0 0 0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0 0 0 
15.5 and 3 1 0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0 0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0 0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 2 1 0 0 
15.9 other subord. conj. 2 1 1 1 
15.10 preposition 1 0 1 1 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0 0 0 

CORRELATES 
16 Correlate 274 100 136 100 

16.1 no correlate 118 43 54 40 
16.2 one correlate 107 39 52 38 
16.3 more than one correlate 49 18 30 22 

17 Position of correlate(s) 156 100 82 100 
17.1 X’ 53 34* 38 46* 
17.2 Y 72 46*** 24 29*** 
17.3 X’ and Y 31 20 20 24 

18 Kind of correlate 156 100 82 100 
18.1 though 38 24*** 3 4*** 
18.2 nevertheless 1 1 0 0 
18.3 still 2 1 0 0 
18.4 well 36 23** 10 12** 
18.5 now 2 1 1 1 
18.6 of course 3 2*** 11 13*** 



Appendix 2: Results 260

A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 

18.7 modals 18 12*** 19 23*** 
18.8 just 13 8*** 0 0*** 
18.9 adverbials 35 22*** 32 39*** 
18.10 emphatic do 6 4 2 2 
18.11 I mean 0 0* 2 2* 
18.12 other correlate 2 1 2 2 

19 Kind of second correlate 49 100 30 100 
19.1 though (2) 3 6 0 0 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 1 2 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 3 6 0 0 
19.4 well (2) 3 6 1 3 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 1 3 
19.7 modals (2) 10 20 5 17 
19.8 just (2) 3 6 1 3 
19.9 adverbials (2) 24 49 18 60 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 2 4 3 10 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0 1 3 

20 Other lex. and synt. markers 276 100 136 100 
20.1 other lex. and synt. markers 111 40*** 78 57*** 
20.2 no other lex. and synt. markers 165 60*** 58 43*** 

21 
Position of other lex. and synt. 
markers 109 100 78 100 

21.1 X’ 38 35 25 32 
21.2 Y 46 42 35 45 
21.3 X’ and Y 25 23 18 23 

22 
Kind of other lex. and synt. 
markers 109 100 78 100 

22.1 weakening 38 35** 39 50** 
22.2 strengthening 46 42 24 31 
22.3 weaken./strength. 16 15 12 15 
22.4 strength./weaken. 9 8 3 4 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 208 100 111 100 

23.1 weakening 71 34 36 32 
23.2 strengthening 31 15*** 29 26*** 
23.3 weaken./strength. 10 5** 12 11** 
23.4 strength./weaken. 2 1* 4 4* 
23.5 other strength 0 0 1 1 
23.6 no strength 82 39*** 28 25*** 
23.7 ?strength 12 6** 1 1** 

24 Y 208 100 111 100 
24.1 weakening 47 23 24 22 
24.2 strengthening 59 28* 43 39* 
24.3 weaken./strength. 7 3 8 7 
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A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 

24.4 strength./weaken. 6 3 6 5 
24.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
24.6 no strength 72 35* 28 25* 
24.7 ?strength 17 8** 2 2** 

PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(general) 274 100 136 100 

25.1 not applicable 33 12*** 3 2*** 
25.2 low fall 51 19** 37 27** 
25.3 no low fall 190 69 96 71 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(specific) 190 100 96 100 

26.1 truncated fall 123 65** 50 52** 
26.2 level 9 5 7 7 
26.3 rising 58 31* 39 41* 

27 Contrastive stress 274 100 136 100 
27.1 not applicable 50 18** 14 10** 
27.2 emphatic stress 30 11*** 5 4*** 
27.3 contrastive stress 56 20*** 46 34*** 
27.4 no contr. stress 138 50 71 52 

28 Other prosodic means (general) 274 100 136 100 
28.1 not applicable 34 12*** 3 2*** 
28.2 turn continuation 69 25 35 26 
28.3 other pros. means 171 62* 98 72* 

29 Other pros. means (specific) 171 100 98 100 
29.1 latching 83 49* 36 37* 
29.2 filled pause 40 23*** 37 38*** 
29.3 unfilled pause 48 28 25 26 

30 Pros. bracketing 274 100 136 100 
30.1 not applicable 34 12*** 3 2*** 
30.2 pros. bracketing 36 13* 28 21* 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 204 74 105 77 

31 Final lengthening 274 100 136 100 
31.1 not applicable 34 12*** 3 2*** 
31.2 final stress 105 38* 39 29* 
31.3 final lengthening 41 15 25 18 
31.4 no final length. 94 34*** 69 51*** 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function  
(Conc. constr.) 274 100 136 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 12 4** 1 1** 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 9 3 9 7 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0 0 0 
32.4 restrict prev. claim 34 12 25 18 
32.5 backing down 41 15*** 34 25*** 
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A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 

32.6 hedging 21 8 15 11 
32.7 meandering 1 0 1 1 
32.8 insisting 39 14* 11 8* 
32.9 changing topic 63 23** 19 14** 

32.10 introd. add. inform. 26 9 15 11 
32.11 summarising 1 0 1 1 
32.12 resume activity 27 10** 5 4** 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgement) 274 100 136 100 

33.1 acknowledge 185 68*** 70 51*** 
33.2 forestall 72 26*** 58 43*** 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 16 6 8 6 
33.4 ?function 1 0 0 0 

34 Discourse function (Counter) 274 100 136 100 
34.1 counterargument 118 43* 72 53* 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 69 25*** 18 13*** 
34.3 topic organisation 83 30 42 31 
34.4 ?function 4 1 4 3 

35 
Discourse function (counter - 
restriction) 187 100 90 100 

35.1 non-restrictive 25 13*** 3 3*** 
35.2 restrictive 162 87*** 87 97*** 

 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
37 Editedness 274 100 136 100 

37.1 spontaneous 274 100 136 100 
37.2 prepared 0 0 0 0 
37.3 ?prepared 0 0 0 0 

38 Domain 274 100 136 100 
38.1 public 230 84*** 100 74*** 
38.2 private 44 16*** 36 26*** 

39 Public domain 230 100 100 100 
39.1 radio report 0 0 0 0 
39.2 radio discussion 5 2*** 59 59*** 
39.3 radio show 67 29*** 2 2*** 
39.4 radio phone-in 57 25 18 18 
39.5 interview 84 37*** 21 21*** 
39.6 presidential debate 17 7*** 0 0*** 
39.7 advert 0 0 0 0 
39.8 news 0 0 0 0 

40 Private domain 44 100 36 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 44 100 36 100 
40.2 other private 0 0 0 0 

41 Text type 274 100 136 100 
41.1 argumentative 63 23 35 26 
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A-24 STRUCTURAL FEATURES AE BE 
  total % total % 

41.2 instructive 3 1*** 16 12*** 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 184 67* 80 59* 
41.4 narrative-descr. 21 8 5 4 

42 Role (speaker) 230 100 100 100 
42.1 host 112 49*** 6 6*** 
42.2 expert 90 39 40 40 
42.3 caller 14 6*** 0 0*** 
42.4 panel 14 6*** 54 54*** 
42.5 other role 0 0 0 0 
42.6 collaborative prod. 0 0 0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 90 100 40 100 
43.1 experienced 66 73*** 40 100*** 
43.2 inexperienced 24 27*** 0 0*** 

44 Sex (speaker) 274 100 136 100 
44.1 female 100 36 54 40 
44.2 male 174 64 82 60 

45 Sex (recipient) 274 100 136 100 
45.1 to female 96 35* 36 26* 
45.2 to male 115 42 62 46 
45.3 to audience 29 11 8 6 
45.4 to panel 0 0*** 9 7*** 
45.5 to? 34 12 21 15 

46 Familiarity 274 100 136 100 
46.1 familiar 71 26 36 26 
46.2 more/less famil. 68 25*** 53 39*** 
46.3 unfamiliar 89 32*** 23 17*** 
46.4 ?familiar 46 17 24 18 

47 Age (speaker) 274 100 136 100 
47.1 older 33 12 10 7 
47.2 same age 165 60 92 68 
47.3 younger 23 8 10 7 
47.4 ?age 53 19 24 18 
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Table A-25: Frequency of connectives and selected conjuncts associated with 
concession in written English and Concession in spoken English  

 (*concessive conditionals have not been included, except for even if, 
which can be both concessive and concessive conditional cf. Kjellmer 
1989) 

 Written data  
(adapted from Rudolph 

1996: 5)72 

Spoken data 
(12 hours prepared and unprepared AE)  

(core and inner periphery, total: 378) 
most 

frequent 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

least 
frequent 

though 
although 
in spite of 
despite 
even though 
even when 
... though ... 
although - in fact 
although – nevertheless 
though – all the same 
even if* 
[...]* 
albeit 
... as ... 
... that ... 
...* 
for + all 
with + all 
notwithstanding 

362 but 
  44 asyndetic (of these: 9 without correl. 
                                    25 with final though 
                                      5 with ...though...) 
    5 and (of these: 2 without correlate 
                              1 with final though) 
    2 although 
    2 on the other hand 
    2 while 
    1 as well as 
    1 except  
    1 however 
    1 or 
    1 unless 
 

 
Table A-26: Correlations between the degree of editedness and the structural 

realisation of the Concessive relation in AE discourse  
 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 

parameters; * 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% 
chance of error) 

A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 

GENERAL PATTERNS 
1 Schemata 274 100 74 100 

1.1 Cardinal Concess. 119 43*** 11 15*** 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 56 20*** 0 0*** 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 2 1*** 5 7*** 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 8 3 1 1 

                                                        
72  Rudolph claims that their order roughly reflects their frequency in writing; in particular 

she refers to though and although as „the main and most frequent connectives...“ 
(Rudolph 1996: 6). She does however not provide actual figures. Apart from frequency 
she employs ordering criteria such as semantic peculiarity and diachronic development. 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 
1.5 Monadic 89 32*** 57 77*** 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 0 0 

2 Order of moves 274 100 74 100 
2.1 X’-Y 146 53** 50 68** 
2.2 Y-X’ 128 47** 24 32** 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 0 0 

3 Cardinal order patterns 146 100 50 100 
3.1 X-X’-Y 87 60*** 5 10*** 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 7 5 0 0 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 11 8** 0 0** 
3.4 0-X’-Y 25 17*** 34 68*** 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 16 11 9 18 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0*** 2 4*** 

4 Reversed order patterns 128 100 24 100 
4.1 X-Y-X’ 24 19** 0 0** 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 33 26*** 1 4*** 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 1 1 0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 2 2 0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 4 3 1 4 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 60 47*** 22 92*** 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 4 3 0 0 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 274 100 74 100 

5.1 loaded question 53 19*** 2 3*** 
5.2 inform. question 11 4* 0 0* 
5.3 stated claim 71 26** 11 15** 
5.4 neutral statement 48 18*** 4 5*** 
5.5 imperative 2 1 0 0 
5.6 gesture 0 0 0 0 
5.7 no X 89 32*** 57 77*** 

6 Acknowledgement 274 100 74 100 
6.1 single word 56 20*** 5 7*** 
6.2 single word and correlate 3 1 0 0 
6.3 more material 215 78*** 69 93*** 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0 0 0 

7 Length of acknowledgement 215 100 69 100 
7.1 single TCU 150 70 53 77 
7.2 multi TCU 65 30 16 23 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0 0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(more material) 215 100 69 100 

8.1 repeating X 13 6 1 1 
8.2 paraphrase 79 37*** 3 4*** 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 
8.3 agreement phrase 35 16 9 13 
8.4 new (no X) 88 41*** 56 81*** 

9 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(single word) 56 100 5 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 20 36 3 60 
9.2 well 2 4 0 0 
9.3 though 30 54 1 20 
9.4 yet 0 0 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 0 0 
9.6 other word 4 7 1 20 
10 Length of countermove 274 100 74 100 

10.1 single TCU 132 48 30 41 
10.2 multi TCU 99 36 31 42 
10.3 indeterminable 43 16 13 18 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 99 100 31 100 

11.1 paraphrase 25 25 5 16 
11.2 reason 15 15 3 10 
11.3 consequence 7 7 1 3 
11.4 additional point 20 20 9 29 
11.5 detailing 29 29 12 39 
11.6 other extension 3 3 1 3 

12 Kind of return to countermove 274 100 74 100 
12.1 no return to Y 170 62 48 65 
12.2 synt. continuation 18 7* 1 1* 
12.3 conversational continuation 17 6 5 7 
12.4 recycle 11 4* 0 0* 
12.5 repetition 10 4 5 7 
12.6 paraphrase 48 18 12 16 
12.7 other 0 0*** 3 4*** 

13 
Length of return to 
countermove 104 100 26 100 

13.1 single TCU 53 51 13 50 
13.2 multi TCU 45 43 11 42 
13.3 indeterminable 6 6 2 8 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 274 100 74 100 

14.1 syndetic 228 83 67 91 
14.2 asyndetic 46 17 7 9 

15 Connector 228 100 67 100 
15.1 but 220 96 62 93 
15.2 though 0 0 0 0 
15.3 although 0 0* 1 1* 
15.4 even though 0 0 0 0 
15.5 and 3 1 2 3 
15.6 yet 0 0 0 0 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 

15.7 and yet 0 0 0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 2 1 0 0 
15.9 other subord. conj. 2 1 1 1 
15.10 preposition 1 0 0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0* 1 1* 

CORRELATES 
16 Correlate 274 100 74 100 

16.1 no correlate 118 43 39 53 
16.2 one correlate 107 39 29 39 
16.3 more than one correlate 49 18** 6 8** 

17 Position of correlate(s) 156 100 35 100 
17.1 X’ 53 34*** 22 63*** 
17.2 Y 72 46* 10 29* 
17.3 X’ and Y 31 20 3 9 

18 Kind of correlate 156 100 35 100 
18.1 though 38 24*** 0 0*** 
18.2 nevertheless 1 1 0 0 
18.3 still 2 1 0 0 
18.4 well 36 23 5 14 
18.5 now 2 1*** 3 9*** 
18.6 of course 3 2 2 6 
18.7 modals 18 12** 9 26** 
18.8 just 13 8 1 3 
18.9 adverbials 35 22 9 26 
18.10 emphatic do 6 4*** 6 17*** 
18.11 I mean 0 0 0 0 
18.12 other correlate 2 1 0 0 

19 Kind of second correlate 49 100 6 100 
19.1 though (2) 3 6 1 17 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 1 2 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 3 6 0 0 
19.4 well (2) 3 6 0 0 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 10 20 2 33 
19.8 just (2) 3 6 1 17 
19.9 adverbials (2) 24 49 1 17 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 2 4 1 17 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0 0 0 

20 Other lex. and synt. markers 274 100 74 100 
20.1 other lex. and synt. markers 109 40 31 42 
20.2 no other lex. and synt. markers 165 60 43 58 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 

21 
Position of other lex. and synt. 
markers 109 100 31 100 

21.1 X’ 38 35 14 45 
21.2 Y 46 42* 8 26* 
21.3 X’ and Y 25 23 9 29 

22 
Kind of other lex. and synt. 
markers 109 100 31 100 

22.1 weakening 38 35 12 39 
22.2 strengthening 46 42 17 55 
22.3 weaken./strength. 16 15 2 6 
22.4 strength./weaken. 9 8* 0 0* 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 208 100 53 100 

23.1 weakening 71 34 22 42 
23.2 strengthening 31 15*** 18 34*** 
23.3 weaken./strength. 10 5 0 0 
23.4 strength./weaken. 2 1 0 0 
23.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
23.6 no strength 82 39*** 11 21*** 
23.7 ?strength 12 6 2 4 

24 Y 208 100 53 100 
24.1 weakening 47 23 8 15 
24.2 strengthening 59 28 17 32 
24.3 weaken./strength. 7 3 1 2 
24.4 strength./weaken. 6 3 1 2 
24.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
24.6 no strength 72 35* 26 49* 
24.7 ?strength 17 8** 0 0** 

PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(general) 274 100 74 100 

25.1 not applicable 33 12*** 1 1*** 
25.2 low fall 51 19 18 24 
25.3 no low fall 190 69 55 74 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(specific) 190 100 55 100 

26.1 truncated fall 123 65*** 25 45*** 
26.2 level 9 5 4 7 
26.3 rising 58 31** 26 47** 

27 Contrastive stress 274 100 74 100 
27.1 not applicable 50 18*** 5 7*** 
27.2 emphatic stress 30 11 5 7 
27.3 contrastive stress 56 20 20 27 
27.4 no contr. stress 138 50 44 59 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 
28 Other prosodic means (general) 274 100 74 100 

28.1 not applicable 34 12*** 1 1*** 
28.2 turn continuation 69 25 15 20 
28.3 other pros. means 171 62*** 58 78*** 

29 Other pros. means (specific) 171 100 58 100 
29.1 latching 83 49*** 17 29*** 
29.2 filled pause 40 23* 20 34* 
29.3 unfilled pause 48 28 21 36 

30 Pros. bracketing 274 100 74 100 
30.1 not applicable 34 12*** 1 1*** 
30.2 pros. bracketing 36 13 6 8 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 204 74*** 67 91*** 

31 Final lengthening 274 100 74 100 
31.1 not applicable 34 12*** 1 1*** 
31.2 final stress 105 38 36 49 
31.3 final lengthening 41 15 12 16 
31.4 no final length. 94 34 25 34 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function  
(Conc. constr.) 274 100 74 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 12 4 4 5 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 9 3 4 5 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0*** 7 9*** 
32.4 restrict prev. claim 34 12*** 2 3*** 
32.5 backing down 41 15 6 8 
32.6 hedging 21 8*** 13 18*** 
32.7 meandering 1 0 0 0 
32.8 insisting 39 14* 17 23* 
32.9 changing topic 63 23 17 23 
32.10 introd. add. inform. 26 9 3 4 
32.11 summarising 1 0 0 0 
32.12 resume activity 27 10*** 1 1*** 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgement) 274 100 74 100 

33.1 acknowledge 185 68*** 18 24*** 
33.2 forestall 72 26*** 49 66*** 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 16 6 4 5 
33.4 ?function 1 0*** 3 4*** 

34 Discourse function (Counter) 274 100 74 100 
34.1 counterargument 118 43 31 42 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 69 25 13 18 
34.3 topic organisation 83 30 28 38 
34.4 ?function 4 1 2 3 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 

35 
Discourse function (counter - 
restriction) 187 100 44 100 

35.1 non-restrictive 25 13 5 11 
35.2 restrictive 162 87 39 89 

 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
36 Regional variety 274 100 74 100 

36.1 American Engl. 274 100 74 100 
36.2 British Engl. 0 0 0 0 

38 Domain 274 100 74 100 
38.1 public 230 84*** 72 97*** 
38.2 private 44 16*** 2 3*** 

39 Public domain 230 100 72 100 
39.1 radio report 0 0 0 0 
39.2 radio discussion 5 2 1 1 
39.3 radio show 67 29 16 22 
39.4 radio phone-in 57 25*** 8 11*** 
39.5 interview 84 37*** 12 17*** 
39.6 presidential debate 17 7*** 28 39*** 
39.7 advert 0 0*** 6 8*** 
39.8 news 0 0* 1 1* 

40 Private domain 44 100 2 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 44 100 2 100 
40.2 other private 0 0 0 0 

41 Text type 274 100 74 100 
41.1 argumentative 63 23** 9 12** 
41.2 instructive 3 1* 3 4* 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 184 67 51 69 
41.4 narrative-descr. 21 8* 11 15* 

42 Role (speaker) 230 100 65 100 
42.1 host 112 49*** 16 25*** 
42.2 expert 90 39*** 13 20*** 
42.3 caller 14 6 6 9 
42.4 panel 14 6*** 26 40*** 
42.5 other role 0 0*** 4 6*** 
42.6 collaborative prod. 0 0 0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 90 100 13 100 
43.1 experienced 66 73** 13 100** 
43.2 inexperienced 24 27** 0 0** 

44 Sex (speaker) 274 100 74 100 
44.1 female 100 36*** 16 22*** 
44.2 male 174 64*** 58 78*** 

45 Sex (recipient) 274 100 74 100 
45.1 to female 96 35*** 9 12*** 
45.2 to male 115 42*** 16 22*** 
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A-26 STRUCTURAL FEATURES NOT-PREP. PREPARED 
  total % total % 

45.3 to audience 29 11*** 29 39*** 
45.4 to panel 0 0 0 0 
45.5 to? 34 12*** 20 27*** 

46 Familiarity 274 100 74 100 
46.1 familiar 71 26*** 5 7*** 
46.2 more/less famil. 68 25 13 18 
46.3 unfamiliar 89 32** 14 19** 
46.4 ?familiar 46 17*** 42 57*** 

47 Age (speaker) 274 100 74 100 
47.1 older 33 12 4 5 
47.2 same age 165 60*** 16 22*** 
47.3 younger 23 8 5 7 
47.4 ?age 53 19*** 49 66*** 
 

Table A-27: Frequency of the structural realisations of the Concessive 
relation in AE radio interviews, spontaneously produced by 
speakers experienced in public speaking  

 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 
parameters) 

A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 

GENERAL PATTERNS 
1 Schemata 67 100 

1.1 Cardinal Concess. 29 43 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 14 21 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 0 0 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 1 1 
1.5 Monadic 23 34 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 

2 Order of moves 67 100 
2.1 X’-Y 36 54 
2.2 Y-X’ 31 46 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 

3 Cardinal order patterns 36 100 
3.1 X-X’-Y 20 56 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 1 3 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 4 11 
3.4 0-X’-Y 7 19 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 4 11 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 
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A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 

4 Reversed order patterns 31 100 
4.1 X-Y-X’ 4 13 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 10 32 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 2 6 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 14 45 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 1 3 
SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 67 100 

5.1 loaded question 19 28 
5.2 inform. question 2 3 
5.3 stated claim 10 15 
5.4 neutral statement 13 19 
5.5 imperative 0 0 
5.6 gesture 0 0 
5.7 no X 23 34 

6 Acknowledgement 67 100 
6.1 single word 12 18 
6.2 single word and correlate 0 0 
6.3 more material 55 82 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0 

7 
Length of 
acknowledgement 55 100 

7.1 single TCU 37 67 
7.2 multi TCU 18 33 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledge-
ment (more material) 55 100 

8.1 repeating X 3 5 
8.2 paraphrase 19 35 
8.3 agreement phrase 10 18 
8.4 new (no X) 23 42 

9 
Kind of acknowledge-
ment (single word) 12 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 2 17 
9.2 well 1 8 
9.3 though 7 58 
9.4 yet 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 
9.6 other word 2 17 
10 Length of countermove 67 100 

10.1 single TCU 25 37 
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A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 

10.2 multi TCU 31 46 
10.3 indeterminable 11 16 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 31 100 

11.1 paraphrase 7 23 
11.2 reason 3 10 
11.3 consequence 1 3 
11.4 additional point 7 23 
11.5 detailing 13 42 
11.6 other extension 0 0 

12 
Kind of return to 
countermove 67 100 

12.1 no return to Y 40 60 
12.2 synt. continuation 7 10 
12.3 conversational 

continuation 
5 7 

12.4 recycle 2 3 
12.5 repetition 2 3 
12.6 paraphrase 11 16 
12.7 other 0 0 

13 
Length of return to 
countermove 27 100 

13.1 single TCU 12 44 
13.2 multi TCU 14 52 
13.3 indeterminable 1 4 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 67 100 

14.1 syndetic 59 88 
14.2 asyndetic 8 12 

15 Connector 59 100 
15.1 but 58 98 
15.2 though 0 0 
15.3 although 0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0 
15.5 and 0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 1 2 
15.9 other subord. conj. 0 0 
15.10 preposition 0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0 

CORRELATES 
16 Correlate 67 100 

16.1 no correlate 21 31 
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A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 

16.2 one correlate 27 40 
16.3 more than one correlate 19 28 

17 Position of correlate(s) 46 100 
17.1 X’ 20 43 
17.2 Y 17 37 
17.3 X’ and Y 9 20 

18 Kind of correlate 46 100 
18.1 though 10 22 
18.2 nevertheless 0 0 
18.3 still 0 0 
18.4 well 15 33 
18.5 now 0 0 
18.6 of course 0 0 
18.7 modals 5 11 
18.8 just 1 2 
18.9 adverbials 11 24 
18.10 emphatic do 3 7 
18.11 I mean 0 0 
18.12 other correlate 1 2 

19 Kind of second correlate 19 100 
19.1 though (2) 0 0 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 0 0 
19.4 well (2) 1 5 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 5 26 
19.8 just (2) 0 0 
19.9 adverbials (2) 11 58 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 2 11 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0 

20 
Other lex. and synt. 
markers 67 100 

20.1 other lex./synt. markers 35 52 
20.2 no other lex./synt. mks. 32 48 

21 
Position of other lex. and 
synt. markers 35 100 

21.1 X’ 9 26 
21.2 Y 14 40 
21.3 X’ and Y 12 34 

22 
Kind of other lex. and 
synt. markers 35 100 

22.1 weakening 11 31 
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A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 

22.2 strengthening 12 34 
22.3 weaken./strength. 7 20 
22.4 strength./weaken. 5 14 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 59 100 

23.1 weakening 22 37 
23.2 strengthening 8 14 
23.3 weaken./strength. 6 10 
23.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 
23.5 other strength 0 0 
23.6 no strength 17 29 
23.7 ?strength 6 10 

24 Y 59 100 
24.1 weakening 15 25 
24.2 strengthening 16 27 
24.3 weaken./strength. 2 3 
24.4 strength./weaken. 3 5 
24.5 other strength 0 0 
24.6 no strength 21 36 
24.7 ?strength 2 3 

PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(general) 67 100 

25.1 not applicable 8 12 
25.2 low fall 10 15 
25.3 no low fall 49 73 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(specific) 49 100 

26.1 truncated fall 31 63 
26.2 level 4 8 
26.3 rising 14 29 

27 Contrastive stress 67 100 
27.1 not applicable 11 16 
27.2 emphatic stress 3 4 
27.3 contrastive stress 12 18 
27.4 no contr. stress 41 61 

28 
Other prosodic means 
(general) 67 100 

28.1 not applicable 8 12 
28.2 turn continuation 14 21 
28.3 other pros. means 45 67 

29 
Other pros. means 
(specific) 45 100 

29.1 latching 22 49 
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A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 

29.2 filled pause 9 20 
29.3 unfilled pause 14 31 

30 Pros. bracketing 67 100 
30.1 not applicable 8 12 
30.2 pros. bracketing 8 12 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 51 76 

31 Final lengthening 67 100 
31.1 not applicable 8 12 
31.2 final stress 18 27 
31.3 final lengthening 16 24 
31.4 no final length. 25 37 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function 
(Conc. constr.) 67 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 2 3 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 1 1 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0 
32.4 restrict prev. claim 9 13 
32.5 backing down 11 16 
32.6 hedging 5 7 
32.7 meandering 0 0 
32.8 insisting 8 12 
32.9 changing topic 14 21 
32.10 introd. add. inform. 7 10 
32.11 summarising 0 0 
32.12 resume activity 10 15 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgem.) 67 100 

33.1 acknowledge 44 66 
33.2 forestall 19 28 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 4 6 
33.4 ?function 0 0 

34 
Discourse function 
(Counter) 67 100 

34.1 counterargument 29 43 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 17 25 
34.3 topic organisation 19 28 
34.4 ?function 2 3 

 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
36 Regional variety 67 100 

36.1 American Engl. 67 100 
36.2 British Engl. 0 0 
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A-27 STRUCTURAL FEAT. INTERVIEW 
  total % 
37 Editedness 67 100 

37.1 spontaneous 67 100 
37.2 prepared 0 0 
37.3 ?prepared 0 0 

38 Domain 67 100 
38.1 public 67 100 
38.2 private 0 0 

40 Private domain 0 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 0 0 
40.2 other private 0 0 

41 Text type 67 100 
41.1 argumentative 6 9 
41.2 instructive 1 1 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 60 90 
41.4 narrative-descr. 0 0 

42 Role (speaker) 67 100 
42.1 host 25 37 
42.2 expert 42 63 
42.3 caller 0 0 
42.4 panel 0 0 
42.5 other role 0 0 
42.6 collaborative prod. 0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 42 100 
43.1 experienced 42 100 
43.2 inexperienced 0 0 

44 Sex (speaker) 67 100 
44.1 female 15 22 
44.2 male 52 78 

45 Sex (recipient) 67 100 
45.1 to female 19 28 
45.2 to male 31 46 
45.3 to audience 2 3 
45.4 to panel 0 0 
45.5 to? 15 22 

46 Familiarity 67 100 
46.1 familiar 0 0 
46.2 more/less famil. 29 43 
46.3 unfamiliar 23 34 
46.4 ?familiar 15 22 

47 Age (speaker) 67 100 
47.1 older 7 10 
47.2 same age 37 55 
47.3 younger 6 9 
47.4 ?age 17 25 
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Table A-28: Correlation between speaker roles and the structural realisation 
of the Concessive relation in AE radio interviews, spontaneously 
produced by speakers experienced in public speaking 

 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 
parameters; * 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% 
chance of error) 

A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 

GENERAL PATTERNS 

1 Schemata 25 100 42 100 
1.1 Cardinal Concess. 10 40 19 45 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 5 20 9 21 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 0 0 0 0 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 1 4 0 0 
1.5 Monadic 9 36 14 33 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 0 0 

2 Order of moves 25 100 42 100 
2.1 X’-Y 12 48 24 57 
2.2 Y-X’ 13 52 18 43 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 0 0 

3 Cardinal order patterns 12 100 24 100 
3.1 X-X’-Y 6 50 14 58 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 1 4 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 3 25* 1 4* 
3.4 0-X’-Y 2 17 5 21 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 1 8 3 12 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 

4 Reversed order patterns 13 100 18 100 
4.1 X-Y-X’ 0 0* 4 22* 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 6 46 4 22 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 1 8 1 6 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 6 46 8 44 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 0 0 1 6 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 25 100 42 100 

5.1 loaded question 1 4*** 18 43*** 
5.2 inform. question 0 0 2 5 
5.3 stated claim 3 12 7 17 
5.4 neutral statement 12 48*** 1 2*** 
5.5 imperative 0 0 0 0 
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A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 
5.6 gesture 0 0 0 0 
5.7 no X 9 36 14 33 

6 Acknowledgement 25 100 42 100 
6.1 single word 8 32** 4 10** 
6.2 single word and correlate 0 0 0 0 
6.3 more material 17 68** 38 90** 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0 0 0 

7 Length of acknowledgement 17 100 38 100 
7.1 single TCU 14 82 23 61 
7.2 multi TCU 3 18 15 39 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0 0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(more material) 17 100 38 100 

8.1 repeating X 1 6 2 5 
8.2 paraphrase 3 18* 16 42* 
8.3 agreement phrase 4 24 6 16 
8.4 new (no X) 9 53 14 37 

9 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(single word) 8 100 4 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 2 25 0 0 
9.2 well 0 0 1 25 
9.3 though 6 75 1 25 
9.4 yet 0 0 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 0 0 
9.6 other word 0 0** 2 50** 
10 Length of countermove 25 100 42 100 

10.1 single TCU 10 40 15 36 
10.2 multi TCU 8 32* 23 55* 
10.3 indeterminable 7 28** 4 10** 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 8 100 23 100 

11.1 paraphrase 1 12 6 26 
11.2 reason 0 0 3 13 
11.3 consequence 1 12* 0 0* 
11.4 additional point 3 38 4 17 
11.5 detailing 3 38 10 43 
11.6 other extension 0 0 0 0 

12 Kind of return to countermove 25 100 42 100 
12.1 no return to Y 11 44** 29 69** 
12.2 synt. continuation 5 20** 2 5** 
12.3 conversational continuation 1 4 4 10 
12.4 recycle 1 4 1 2 
12.5 repetition 0 0 2 5 
12.6 paraphrase 7 28** 4 10** 
12.7 other 0 0 0 0 
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A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 

13 
Length of return to 
countermove 14 100 13 100 

13.1 single TCU 8 57 4 31 
13.2 multi TCU 6 43 8 62 
13.3 indeterminable 0 0 1 8 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 25 100 42 100 

14.1 syndetic 20 80 39 93 
14.2 asyndetic 5 20 3 7 

15 Connector 20 100 39 100 
15.1 but 20 100 38 97 
15.2 though 0 0 0 0 
15.3 although 0 0 0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0 0 0 
15.5 and 0 0 0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0 0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0 0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 0 0 1 3 
15.9 other subord. conj. 0 0 0 0 
15.10 preposition 0 0 0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0 0 0 

CORRELATES 
16 Correlate 25 100 42 100 

16.1 no correlate 8 32 13 31 
16.2 one correlate 11 44 16 38 
16.3 more than one correlate 6 24 13 31 

17 Position of correlate(s) 17 100 29 100 
17.1 X’ 5 29 15 52 
17.2 Y 10 59*** 7 24*** 
17.3 X’ and Y 2 12 7 24 

18 Kind of correlate 17 100 29 100 
18.1 though 9 53*** 1 3*** 
18.2 nevertheless 0 0 0 0 
18.3 still 0 0 0 0 
18.4 well 2 12** 13 45** 
18.5 now 0 0 0 0 
18.6 of course 0 0 0 0 
18.7 modals 1 6 4 14 
18.8 just 1 6 0 0 
18.9 adverbials 4 24 7 24 
18.10 emphatic do 0 0 3 10 
18.11 I mean 0 0 0 0 
18.12 other correlate 0 0 1 3 
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A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 
19 Kind of second correlate 6 100 13 100 

19.1 though (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.4 well (2) 1 17 0 0 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 0 0* 5 38* 
19.8 just (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.9 adverbials (2) 4 67 7 54 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 1 17 1 8 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0 0 0 

20 Other lex. and synt. markers 25 100 42 100 
20.1 other lex. and synt. markers 9 36** 26 62** 
20.2 no other lex. and synt. markers 16 64** 16 38** 

21 
Position of other lex. and synt. 
markers 9 100 26 100 

21.1 X’ 4 44 5 19 
21.2 Y 4 44 10 38 
21.3 X’ and Y 1 11* 11 42* 

22 
Kind of other lex. and synt. 
markers 9 100 26 100 

22.1 weakening 1 11 10 38 
22.2 strengthening 6 67*** 6 23*** 
22.3 weaken./strength. 2 22 5 19 
22.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 5 19 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 23 100 36 100 

23.1 weakening 4 17*** 18 50*** 
23.2 strengthening 3 13 5 14 
23.3 weaken./strength. 2 9 4 11 
23.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 0 0 
23.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
23.6 no strength 9 39 8 22 
23.7 ?strength 5 22*** 1 3*** 

24 Y 23 100 36 100 
24.1 weakening 0 0*** 15 42*** 
24.2 strengthening 8 35 8 22 
24.3 weaken./strength. 0 0 2 6 
24.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 3 8 
24.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
24.6 no strength 13 57*** 8 22*** 
24.7 ?strength 2 9* 0 0* 
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A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 

PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(general) 25 100 42 100 

25.1 not applicable 7 28*** 1 2*** 
25.2 low fall 4 16 6 14 
25.3 no low fall 14 56*** 35 83*** 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(specific) 14 100 35 100 

26.1 truncated fall 6 43* 25 71* 
26.2 level 2 14 2 6 
26.3 rising 6 43 8 23 

27 Contrastive stress 25 100 42 100 
27.1 not applicable 9 36*** 2 5*** 
27.2 emphatic stress 0 0 3 7 
27.3 contrastive stress 4 16 8 19 
27.4 no contr. stress 12 48* 29 69* 

28 Other prosodic means (general) 25 100 42 100 
28.1 not applicable 7 28*** 1 2*** 
28.2 turn continuation 3 12 11 26 
28.3 other pros. means 15 60 30 71 

29 Other pros. means (specific) 15 100 30 100 
29.1 latching 7 47 15 50 
29.2 filled pause 2 13 7 23 
29.3 unfilled pause 6 40 8 27 

30 Pros. bracketing 25 100 42 100 
30.1 not applicable 7 28*** 1 2*** 
30.2 pros. bracketing 3 12 5 12 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 15 60*** 36 86*** 

31 Final lengthening 25 100 42 100 
31.1 not applicable 7 28*** 1 2*** 
31.2 final stress 7 28 11 26 
31.3 final lengthening 5 20 11 26 
31.4 no final length. 6 24* 19 45* 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function  
(Conc. constr.) 25 100 42 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 1 4 1 2 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 0 0 1 2 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0 0 0 
32.4 restrict prev. claim 1 4* 8 19* 
32.5 backing down 4 16 7 17 
32.6 hedging 0 0* 5 12* 
32.7 meandering 0 0 0 0 
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A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 

32.8 insisting 4 16 4 10 
32.9 changing topic 6 24 8 19 
32.10 introd. add. inform. 3 12 4 10 
32.11 summarising 0 0 0 0 
32.12 resume activity 6 24 4 10 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgement) 25 100 42 100 

33.1 acknowledge 15 60 29 69 
33.2 forestall 8 32 11 26 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 2 8 2 5 
33.4 ?function 0 0 0 0 

34 Discourse function (Counter) 25 100 42 100 
34.1 counterargument 5 20*** 24 57*** 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 9 36 8 19 
34.3 topic organisation 10 40 9 21 
34.4 ?function 1 4 1 2 

35 
Discourse function (counter - 
restriction) 14 100 32 100 

35.1 non-restrictive 5 36* 4 12* 
35.2 restrictive 9 64* 28 88* 

 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
36 Regional variety 25 100 42 100 

36.1 American Engl. 25 100 42 100 
36.2 British Engl. 0 0 0 0 

37 Editedness 25 100 42 100 
37.1 spontaneous 25 100 42 100 
37.2 prepared 0 0 0 0 
37.3 ?prepared 0 0 0 0 

38 Domain 25 100 42 100 
38.1 public 25 100 42 100 
38.2 private 0 0 0 0 

39 Public domain 25 100 42 100 
39.1 radio report 0 0 0 0 
39.2 radio discussion 0 0 0 0 
39.3 radio show 0 0 0 0 
39.4 radio phone-in 0 0 0 0 
39.5 interview 25 100 42 100 
39.6 presidential debate 0 0 0 0 
39.7 advert 0 0 0 0 
39.8 news 0 0 0 0 

40 Private domain 0 100 0 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 0 0 0 0 
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A-28 STRUCTURAL FEATURES 
HOST EXPERT 

(EXPERIENCED) 
  total % total % 

40.2 other private 0 0 0 0 
41 Text type 25 100 42 100 

41.1 argumentative 4 16 2 5 
41.2 instructive 1 4 0 0 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 20 80** 40 95** 
41.4 narrative-descr. 0 0 0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 0 100 42 100 
43.1 experienced 0 0 42 100 
43.2 inexperienced 0 0 0 0 

44 Sex (speaker) 25 100 42 100 
44.1 female 6 24 9 21 
44.2 male 19 76 33 79 

45 Sex (recipient) 25 100 42 100 
45.1 to female 13 52*** 6 14*** 
45.2 to male 11 44 20 48 
45.3 to audience 0 0 2 5 
45.4 to panel 0 0 0 0 
45.5 to? 1 4*** 14 33*** 

46 Familiarity 25 100 42 100 
46.1 familiar 0 0 0 0 
46.2 more/less famil. 9 36 20 48 
46.3 unfamiliar 15 60*** 8 19*** 
46.4 ?familiar 1 4*** 14 33*** 

47 Age (speaker) 25 100 42 100 
47.1 older 5 20** 2 5** 
47.2 same age 19 76*** 18 43*** 
47.3 younger 0 0** 6 14** 
47.4 ?age 1 4*** 16 38*** 
 

Table A-29: Correlation between genre and the structural realisation of the 
Concessive relation in AE radio interviews, spontaneously 
produced by interviewees experienced in public speaking 

 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 
parameters; * 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% 
chance of error) 

A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

GENERAL PATTERNS 
1 Schemata 16 100 42 100 

1.1 Cardinal Concess. 10 62 19 45 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 5 31 9 21 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 0 0 0 0 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 1 6 0 0 
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A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 
1.5 Monadic 0 0*** 14 33*** 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 0 0 

2 Order of moves 16 100 42 100 
2.1 X’-Y 10 62 24 57 
2.2 Y-X’ 6 38 18 43 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 0 0 

3 Cardinal order patterns 10 100 24 100 
3.1 X-X’-Y 6 60 14 58 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 1 4 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 1 10 1 4 
3.4 0-X’-Y 0 0 5 21 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 3 30 3 12 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 

4 Reversed order patterns 6 100 18 100 
4.1 X-Y-X’ 3 50 4 22 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 3 50 4 22 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 0 0 1 6 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 0 0** 8 44** 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 0 0 1 6 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 16 100 42 100 

5.1 loaded question 4 25 18 43 
5.2 inform. question 0 0 2 5 
5.3 stated claim 6 38* 7 17* 
5.4 neutral statement 5 31*** 1 2*** 
5.5 imperative 1 6 0 0 
5.6 gesture 0 0 0 0 
5.7 no X 0 0*** 14 33*** 

6 Acknowledgement 16 100 42 100 
6.1 single word 3 19 4 10 
6.2 single word and correlate 0 0 0 0 
6.3 more material 13 81 38 90 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0 0 0 

7 Length of acknowledgement 13 100 38 100 
7.1 single TCU 9 69 23 61 
7.2 multi TCU 4 31 15 39 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0 0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(more material) 13 100 38 100 

8.1 repeating X 0 0 2 5 
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A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 
8.2 paraphrase 7 54 16 42 
8.3 agreement phrase 6 46** 6 16** 
8.4 new (no X) 0 0*** 14 37*** 

9 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(single word) 3 100 4 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 0 0 0 0 
9.2 well 0 0 1 25 
9.3 though 2 67 1 25 
9.4 yet 0 0 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 0 0 
9.6 other word 1 33 2 50 
10 Length of countermove 16 100 42 100 

10.1 single TCU 10 62* 15 36* 
10.2 multi TCU 6 38 23 55 
10.3 indeterminable 0 0 4 10 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 6 100 23 100 

11.1 paraphrase 3 50 6 26 
11.2 reason 1 17 3 13 
11.3 consequence 2 33*** 0 0*** 
11.4 additional point 0 0 4 17 
11.5 detailing 0 0** 10 43** 
11.6 other extension 0 0 0 0 

12 Kind of return to countermove 16 100 42 100 
12.1 no return to Y 13 81 29 69 
12.2 synt. continuation 0 0 2 5 
12.3 conversational continuation 0 0 4 10 
12.4 recycle 0 0 1 2 
12.5 repetition 1 6 2 5 
12.6 paraphrase 2 12 4 10 
12.7 other 0 0 0 0 

13 
Length of return to 
countermove 3 100 13 100 

13.1 single TCU 1 33 4 31 
13.2 multi TCU 1 33 8 62 
13.3 indeterminable 1 33 1 8 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 16 100 42 100 

14.1 syndetic 12 75* 39 93* 
14.2 asyndetic 4 25* 3 7* 

15 Connector 12 100 39 100 
15.1 but 12 100 38 97 
15.2 though 0 0 0 0 
15.3 although 0 0 0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0 0 0 
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A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

15.5 and 0 0 0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0 0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0 0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 0 0 1 3 
15.9 other subord. conj. 0 0 0 0 
15.10 preposition 0 0 0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0 0 0 

CORRELATES 
16 Correlate 16 100 42 100 

16.1 no correlate 10 62** 13 31** 
16.2 one correlate 5 31 16 38 
16.3 more than one correlate 1 6* 13 31* 

17 Position of correlate(s) 6 100 29 100 
17.1 X’ 3 50 15 52 
17.2 Y 2 33 7 24 
17.3 X’ and Y 1 17 7 24 

18 Kind of correlate 6 100 29 100 
18.1 though 2 33*** 1 3*** 
18.2 nevertheless 0 0 0 0 
18.3 still 0 0 0 0 
18.4 well 0 0** 13 45** 
18.5 now 0 0 0 0 
18.6 of course 0 0 0 0 
18.7 modals 2 33 4 14 
18.8 just 1 17** 0 0** 
18.9 adverbials 1 17 7 24 
18.10 emphatic do 0 0 3 10 
18.11 I mean 0 0 0 0 
18.12 other correlate 0 0 1 3 

19 Kind of second correlate 1 100 13 100 
19.1 though (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.4 well (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 0 0 5 38 
19.8 just (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.9 adverbials (2) 1 100 7 54 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 0 0 1 8 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0 0 0 

20 Other lex. and synt. markers 16 100 42 100 
20.1 other lex. and synt. markers 5 31** 26 62** 
20.2 no other lex. and synt. markers 11 69** 16 38** 



Appendix 2: Results 288

A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

21 
Position of other lex. and synt. 
markers 5 100 26 100 

21.1 X’ 2 40 5 19 
21.2 Y 2 40 10 38 
21.3 X’ and Y 1 20 11 42 

22 
Kind of other lex. and synt. 
markers 5 100 26 100 

22.1 weakening 1 20 10 38 
22.2 strengthening 2 40 6 23 
22.3 weaken./strength. 2 40 5 19 
22.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 5 19 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 9 100 36 100 

23.1 weakening 2 22 18 50 
23.2 strengthening 1 11 5 14 
23.3 weaken./strength. 0 0 4 11 
23.4 strength./weaken. 1 11** 0 0** 
23.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
23.6 no strength 4 44 8 22 
23.7 ?strength 1 11 1 3 

24 Y 9 100 36 100 
24.1 weakening 0 0*** 15 42*** 
24.2 strengthening 1 11 8 22 
24.3 weaken./strength. 2 22 2 6 
24.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 3 8 
24.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
24.6 no strength 6 67*** 8 22*** 
24.7 ?strength 0 0 0 0 

PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(general) 16 100 42 100 

25.1 not applicable 2 12 1 2 
25.2 low fall 5 31 6 14 
25.3 no low fall 9 56** 35 83** 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(specific) 9 100 35 100 

26.1 truncated fall 7 78 25 71 
26.2 level 0 0 2 6 
26.3 rising 2 22 8 23 

27 Contrastive stress 16 100 42 100 
27.1 not applicable 2 12 2 5 
27.2 emphatic stress 1 6 3 7 
27.3 contrastive stress 4 25 8 19 
27.4 no contr. stress 9 56 29 69 
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A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 
28 Other prosodic means (general) 16 100 42 100 

28.1 not applicable 2 12 1 2 
28.2 turn continuation 4 25 11 26 
28.3 other pros. means 10 62 30 71 

29 Other pros. means (specific) 10 100 30 100 
29.1 latching 6 60 15 50 
29.2 filled pause 2 20 7 23 
29.3 unfilled pause 2 20 8 27 

30 Pros. bracketing 16 100 42 100 
30.1 not applicable 2 12 1 2 
30.2 pros. bracketing 1 6 5 12 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 13 81 36 86 

31 Final lengthening 16 100 42 100 
31.1 not applicable 2 12 1 2 
31.2 final stress 8 50* 11 26* 
31.3 final lengthening 0 0** 11 26** 
31.4 no final length. 6 38 19 45 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function  
(Conc. constr.) 16 100 42 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 1 6 1 2 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 0 0 1 2 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0 0 0 
32.4 restrict prev. claim 4 25 8 19 
32.5 backing down 2 12 7 17 
32.6 hedging 0 0 5 12 
32.7 meandering 1 6 0 0 
32.8 insisting 2 12 4 10 
32.9 changing topic 4 25 8 19 
32.10 introd. add. inform. 0 0 4 10 
32.11 summarising 0 0 0 0 
32.12 resume activity 2 12 4 10 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgement) 16 100 42 100 

33.1 acknowledge 16 100*** 29 69*** 
33.2 forestall 0 0** 11 26** 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 0 0 2 5 
33.4 ?function 0 0 0 0 

34 Discourse function (Counter) 16 100 42 100 
34.1 counterargument 9 56 24 57 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 4 25 8 19 
34.3 topic organisation 3 19 9 21 
34.4 ?function 0 0 1 2 

35 
Discourse function (counter - 
restriction) 13 100 32 100 

35.1 non-restrictive 3 23 4 12 
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A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

35.2 restrictive 10 77 28 88 
 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
36 Regional variety 16 100 42 100 

36.1 American Engl. 16 100 42 100 
36.2 British Engl. 0 0 0 0 

37 Editedness 16 100 42 100 
37.1 spontaneous 16 100 42 100 
37.2 prepared 0 0 0 0 
37.3 ?prepared 0 0 0 0 

38 Domain 16 100 42 100 
38.1 public 16 100 42 100 
38.2 private 0 0 0 0 

40 Private domain 0 100 0 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 0 0 0 0 
40.2 other private 0 0 0 0 

41 Text type 16 100 42 100 
41.1 argumentative 6 38*** 2 5*** 
41.2 instructive 0 0 0 0 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 9 56*** 40 95*** 
41.4 narrative-descr. 1 6 0 0 

42 Role (speaker) 16 100 42 100 
42.1 host 0 0 0 0 
42.2 expert 16 100 42 100 
42.3 caller 0 0 0 0 
42.4 panel 0 0 0 0 
42.5 other role 0 0 0 0 
42.6 collaborative prod. 0 0 0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 16 100 42 100 
43.1 experienced 16 100 42 100 
43.2 inexperienced 0 0 0 0 

44 Sex (speaker) 16 100 42 100 
44.1 female 11 69*** 9 21*** 
44.2 male 5 31*** 33 79*** 

45 Sex (recipient) 16 100 42 100 
45.1 to female 8 50*** 6 14*** 
45.2 to male 5 31 20 48 
45.3 to audience 2 12 2 5 
45.4 to panel 0 0 0 0 
45.5 to? 1 6** 14 33** 

46 Familiarity 16 100 42 100 
46.1 familiar 6 38*** 0 0*** 
46.2 more/less famil. 8 50 20 48 
46.3 unfamiliar 0 0* 8 19* 
46.4 ?familiar 2 12 14 33 
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A-29 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 
47 Age (speaker) 16 100 42 100 

47.1 older 4 25** 2 5** 
47.2 same age 10 62 18 43 
47.3 younger 0 0 6 14 
47.4 ?age 2 12* 16 38* 
 

Table A-30: Correlation between genre and the structural realisation of the 
Concessive relation in AE radio interviews, spontaneously 
produced by the hosts  

 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 
parameters; * 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% 
chance of error) 

A-30 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

GENERAL PATTERNS 
1 Schemata 48 100 25 100 

1.1 Cardinal Concess. 20 42 10 40 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 9 19 5 20 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 1 2 0 0 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 1 2 1 4 
1.5 Monadic 17 35 9 36 
1.6 Other Pattern 0 0 0 0 

2 Order of moves 48 100 25 100 
2.1 X’-Y 28 58 12 48 
2.2 Y-X’ 20 42 13 52 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0 0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0 0 0 

3 Cardinal order patterns 28 100 12 100 
3.1 X-X’-Y 19 68 6 50 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0*** 3 25*** 
3.4 0-X’-Y 7 25 2 17 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 2 7 1 8 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 

4 Reversed order patterns 20 100 13 100 
4.1 X-Y-X’ 7 35*** 0 0*** 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 2 10*** 6 46*** 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0 0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 0 0 1 8 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 10 50 6 46 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0 0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 1 5 0 0 
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A-30 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 48 100 25 100 

5.1 loaded question 5 10 1 4 
5.2 inform. question 4 8 0 0 
5.3 stated claim 14 29 3 12 
5.4 neutral statement 8 17*** 12 48*** 
5.5 imperative 0 0 0 0 
5.6 gesture 0 0 0 0 
5.7 no X 17 35 9 36 

6 Acknowledgement 48 100 25 100 
6.1 single word 11 23 8 32 
6.2 single word and correlate 0 0 0 0 
6.3 more material 37 77 17 68 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0 0 0 

7 Length of acknowledgement 37 100 17 100 
7.1 single TCU 30 81 14 82 
7.2 multi TCU 7 19 3 18 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0 0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(more material) 37 100 17 100 

8.1 repeating X 2 5 1 6 
8.2 paraphrase 10 27 3 18 
8.3 agreement phrase 8 22 4 24 
8.4 new (no X) 17 46 9 53 

9 
Kind of acknowledgement 
(single word) 11 100 8 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 7 64 2 25 
9.2 well 0 0 0 0 
9.3 though 4 36 6 75 
9.4 yet 0 0 0 0 
9.5 still 0 0 0 0 
9.6 other word 0 0 0 0 
10 Length of countermove 48 100 25 100 

10.1 single TCU 32 67** 10 40** 
10.2 multi TCU 14 29 8 32 
10.3 indeterminable 2 4*** 7 28*** 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 14 100 8 100 

11.1 paraphrase 4 29 1 12 
11.2 reason 5 36* 0 0* 
11.3 consequence 0 0 1 12 
11.4 additional point 2 14 3 38 
11.5 detailing 3 21 3 38 
11.6 other extension 0 0 0 0 
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A-30 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 
12 Kind of return to countermove 48 100 25 100 

12.1 no return to Y 35 73*** 11 44*** 
12.2 synt. continuation 1 2*** 5 20*** 
12.3 conversational continuation 3 6 1 4 
12.4 recycle 1 2 1 4 
12.5 repetition 0 0 0 0 
12.6 paraphrase 8 17 7 28 
12.7 other 0 0 0 0 

13 
Length of return to 
countermove 13 100 14 100 

13.1 single TCU 10 77 8 57 
13.2 multi TCU 2 15 6 43 
13.3 indeterminable 1 8 0 0 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 48 100 25 100 

14.1 syndetic 40 83 20 80 
14.2 asyndetic 8 17 5 20 

15 Connector 40 100 20 100 
15.1 but 39 98 20 100 
15.2 though 0 0 0 0 
15.3 although 0 0 0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0 0 0 
15.5 and 0 0 0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0 0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0 0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 0 0 0 0 
15.9 other subord. conj. 0 0 0 0 
15.10 preposition 1 2 0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0 0 0 

CORRELATES  
16 Correlate 48 100 25 100 

16.1 no correlate 17 35 8 32 
16.2 one correlate 21 44 11 44 
16.3 more than one correlate 10 21 6 24 

17 Position of correlate(s) 31 100 17 100 
17.1 X’ 10 32 5 29 
17.2 Y 13 42 10 59 
17.3 X’ and Y 8 26 2 12 

18 Kind of correlate 31 100 17 100 
18.1 though 4 13*** 9 53*** 
18.2 nevertheless 0 0 0 0 
18.3 still 1 3 0 0 
18.4 well 7 23 2 12 
18.5 now 2 6 0 0 
18.6 of course 3 10 0 0 
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A-30 STRUCTURAL FEATURES RADIO SHOW INTERVIEW 
  total % total % 

18.7 modals 3 10 1 6 
18.8 just 5 16 1 6 
18.9 adverbials 4 13 4 24 
18.10 emphatic do 1 3 0 0 
18.11 I mean 0 0 0 0 
18.12 other correlate 1 3 0 0 

19 Kind of second correlate 10 100 6 100 
19.1 though (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.2 nevertheless (2) 1 10 0 0 
19.3 still (2) 1 10 0 0 
19.4 well (2) 0 0 1 17 
19.5 now (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 2 20 0 0 
19.8 just (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.9 adverbials (2) 6 60 4 67 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 0 0 1 17 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0 0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0 0 0 

20 Other lex. and synt. markers 48 100 25 100 
20.1 other lex. and synt. markers 13 27 9 36 
20.2 no other lex. and synt. markers 35 73 16 64 

21 
Position of other lex. and synt. 
markers 13 100 9 100 

21.1 X’ 7 54 4 44 
21.2 Y 4 31 4 44 
21.3 X’ and Y 2 15 1 11 

22 
Kind of other lex. and synt. 
markers 13 100 9 100 

22.1 weakening 6 46* 1 11* 
22.2 strengthening 5 38 6 67 
22.3 weaken./strength. 2 15 2 22 
22.4 strength./weaken. 0 0 0 0 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 35 100 23 100 

23.1 weakening 15 43** 4 17** 
23.2 strengthening 4 11 3 13 
23.3 weaken./strength. 2 6 2 9 
23.4 strength./weaken. 1 3 0 0 
23.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
23.6 no strength 12 34 9 39 
23.7 ?strength 1 3** 5 22** 

24 Y 35 100 23 100 
24.1 weakening 9 26*** 0 0*** 
24.2 strengthening 8 23 8 35 
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24.3 weaken./strength. 2 6 0 0 
24.4 strength./weaken. 1 3 0 0 
24.5 other strength 0 0 0 0 
24.6 no strength 12 34* 13 57* 
24.7 ?strength 3 9 2 9 

PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(general) 48 100 25 100 

25.1 not applicable 4 8** 7 28** 
25.2 low fall 8 17 4 16 
25.3 no low fall 36 75* 14 56* 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st TCU) 
(specific) 36 100 14 100 

26.1 truncated fall 23 64 6 43 
26.2 level 2 6 2 14 
26.3 rising 11 31 6 43 

27 Contrastive stress 48 100 25 100 
27.1 not applicable 9 19 9 36 
27.2 emphatic stress 7 15** 0 0** 
27.3 contrastive stress 9 19 4 16 
27.4 no contr. stress 23 48 12 48 

28 Other prosodic means (general) 48 100 25 100 
28.1 not applicable 4 8** 7 28** 
28.2 turn continuation 9 19 3 12 
28.3 other pros. means 35 73 15 60 

29 Other pros. means (specific) 35 100 15 100 
29.1 latching 17 49 7 47 
29.2 filled pause 6 17 2 13 
29.3 unfilled pause 12 34 6 40 

30 Pros. bracketing 48 100 25 100 
30.1 not applicable 4 8** 7 28** 
30.2 pros. bracketing 7 15 3 12 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 37 77 15 60 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
31 Final lengthening 48 100 25 100 

31.1 not applicable 4 8** 7 28** 
31.2 final stress 25 52** 7 28** 
31.3 final lengthening 3 6* 5 20* 
31.4 no final length. 16 33 6 24 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function  
(Conc. constr.) 48 100 25 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 3 6 1 4 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 1 2 0 0 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0 0 0 
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32.4 restrict prev. claim 8 17 1 4 
32.5 backing down 10 21 4 16 
32.6 hedging 1 2 0 0 
32.7 meandering 0 0 0 0 
32.8 insisting 6 12 4 16 
32.9 changing topic 11 23 6 24 
32.10 introd. add. inform. 2 4 3 12 
32.11 summarising 1 2 0 0 
32.12 resume activity 5 10 6 24 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgement) 48 100 25 100 

33.1 acknowledge 33 69 15 60 
33.2 forestall 14 29 8 32 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 1 2 2 8 
33.4 ?function 0 0 0 0 

34 Discourse function (Counter) 48 100 25 100 
34.1 counterargument 23 48*** 5 20*** 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 13 27 9 36 
34.3 topic organisation 12 25 10 40 
34.4 ?function 0 0 1 4 

35 
Discourse function (counter - 
restriction) 36 100 14 100 

35.1 non-restrictive 4 11** 5 36** 
35.2 restrictive 32 89** 9 64** 

 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
36 Regional variety 48 100 25 100 

36.1 American Engl. 48 100 25 100 
36.2 British Engl. 0 0 0 0 

37 Editedness 48 100 25 100 
37.1 spontaneous 48 100 25 100 
37.2 prepared 0 0 0 0 
37.3 ?prepared 0 0 0 0 

38 Domain 48 100 25 100 
38.1 public 48 100 25 100 
38.2 private 0 0 0 0 

40 Private domain 0 100 0 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 0 0 0 0 
40.2 other private 0 0 0 0 

41 Text type 48 100 25 100 
41.1 argumentative 11 23 4 16 
41.2 instructive 1 2 1 4 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 32 67 20 80 
41.4 narrative-descr. 3 6 0 0 
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42 Role (speaker) 48 100 25 100 

42.1 host 48 100 25 100 
42.2 expert 0 0 0 0 
42.3 caller 0 0 0 0 
42.4 panel 0 0 0 0 
42.5 other role 0 0 0 0 
42.6 collaborative prod. 0 0 0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 0 100 0 100 
43.1 experienced 0 0 0 0 
43.2 inexperienced 0 0 0 0 

44 Sex (speaker) 48 100 25 100 
44.1 female 15 31 6 24 
44.2 male 33 69 19 76 

45 Sex (recipient) 48 100 25 100 
45.1 to female 13 27** 13 52** 
45.2 to male 15 31 11 44 
45.3 to audience 12 25*** 0 0*** 
45.4 to panel 0 0 0 0 
45.5 to? 8 17 1 4 

46 Familiarity 48 100 25 100 
46.1 familiar 19 40*** 0 0*** 
46.2 more/less famil. 8 17* 9 36* 
46.3 unfamiliar 6 12*** 15 60*** 
46.4 ?familiar 15 31*** 1 4*** 

47 Age (speaker) 48 100 25 100 
47.1 older 10 21 5 20 
47.2 same age 16 33*** 19 76*** 
47.3 younger 2 4 0 0 
47.4 ?age 20 42*** 1 4*** 
 

Table A-31: Correlation between the domain and the structural realisation of 
the Concessive relation in AE radio interviews, radio shows and 
dinner conversations, spontaneously produced 

 (extended by information on the sample balance over other situational 
parameters; * 10% chance of error, ** 5% chance of error, *** 2% 
chance of error) 

A-31 STRUCTURAL 
FEATURES 

INTERVIEW RADIO 
SHOW 

DINNER 

  total % total % total % 
GENERAL PATTERNS 

1 Schemata 84 100  67 100  44 100 
1.1 Cardinal Concess. 40 48  32 48  16 36 
1.2 Reversed Cardinal 17 20  14 21  7 16 
1.3 Pseudo-Dyadic 0 0  1 1  0 0 
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  total % total % total % 
1.4 Rev. Pseudo-Dyadic 1 1  2 3  2 5 
1.5 Monadic 26 31  18 27*  19 43 /*

73
 

1.6 Other Pattern 0 0  0 0  0 0 
2 Order of moves 84 100  67 100  44 100 

2.1 X’-Y 47 56  41 61*  19 43 /* 
2.2 Y-X’ 37 44  26 39*  25 57 /* 
2.3 X-0-Y 0 0  0 0  0 0 
2.4 X-Y 0 0  0 0  0 0 

3 
Cardinal order 
patterns 47 100 

 
41 100 

 
19 100 

3.1 X-X’-Y 28 60  27 66  13 68 
3.2 X-X’-Y-X’ 1 2  0 0  1 5 
3.3 X-X’-Y-X’-Y 5 11  1 2  2 11 
3.4 0-X’-Y 7 15  8 20  3 16 
3.5 X-gap-X’-Y 6 13  5 12  0 0 
3.6 X-gap-X’-Y-X’ 0 0  0 0  0 0 
3.7 X-gap-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0  0 0  0 0 

4 
Reversed order 
patterns 37 100 

 
26 100 

 
25 100 

4.1 X-Y-X’ 6 16  10 38*  4 16 /* 
4.2 X-Y-X’-Y 10 27  5 19  5 20 
4.3 X-Y-X’-Y-X’ 0 0  0 0  0 0 
4.4 X-Y-X’-Y-X’-Y 0 0  0 0  0 0 
4.5 0-Y-X’ 3 8  0 0  0 0 
4.6 0-Y-X’-Y 16 43  10 38*  16 64 /* 
4.7 X-gap-Y-X’ 0 0  0 0  0 0 
4.8 X-gap-Y-X’-Y 2 5  1 4  0 0 

SPECIFIC REALISATIONS OF PATTERNS 
5 Claim 84 100  67 100  44 100 

5.1 loaded question 27 32***  11 16*  2 5***/* 
5.2 inform. question 3 4  4 6  2 5 
5.3 stated claim 14 17  20 30  8 18 
5.4 neutral statement 13 15*  13 19  13 30*/- 
5.5 imperative 1 1  1 1  0 0 
5.6 gesture 0 0  0 0  0 0 
5.7 no X 26 31  18 27*  19 43 /* 

6 Acknowledgement 84 100  67 100  44 100 
6.1 single word 14 17  15 22  12 27 
6.2 single word and 

correlate 
0 0**  0 0*  2 5**/* 

6.3 more material 70 83**  52 78  30 68**/- 

                                                        
73 * refers to the significancy of the correlation: stars before the slash refer to significances 

in relation to interviews, those after it to significances in relation to radio shows. 
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  total % total % total % 
6.4 no acknowledgem. 0 0  0 0  0 0 

7 
Length of 
acknowledgement 70 100 

 
52 100 

 
30 100 

7.1 single TCU 48 69  41 79  24 80 
7.2 multi TCU 22 31  11 21  6 20 
7.3 indeterm. 0 0  0 0  0 0 

8 
Kind of acknowledge-
ment (more material) 70 100 

 
52 100 

 
30 100 

8.1 repeating X 3 4**  2 4**  5 17**/** 
8.2 paraphrase 30 43*  18 35  7 23*/- 
8.3 agreement phrase 11 16**  14 27***  0 0**/*** 
8.4 new (no X) 26 37**  18 35**  18 60**/** 

9 
Kind of acknowledge-
ment (single word) 14 100 

 
15 100 

 
12 100 

9.1 yes/yeah/no 4 29  8 53  3 25 
9.2 well 1 7  0 0  0 0 
9.3 though 7 50  6 40  8 67 
9.4 yet 0 0  0 0  0 0 
9.5 still 0 0  0 0  0 0 
9.6 other word 2 14  1 7  1 8 

10 
Length of 
countermove 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

10.1 single TCU 32 38  45 67*  22 50 /* 
10.2 multi TCU 38 45***  20 30  10 23*** 
10.3 indeterminable 14 17  2 3***  12 27 /*** 

11 
Kind of countermove 
(extension) 38 100 

 
20 100 

 
10 100 

11.1 paraphrase 8 21  7 35  1 10 
11.2 reason 6 16  6 30  1 10 
11.3 consequence 2 5  2 10  0 0 
11.4 additional point 8 21  2 10*  4 40 /* 
11.5 detailing 14 37  3 15  3 30 
11.6 other extension 0 0*  0 0  1 10*/- 

12 
Kind of return to 
countermove 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

12.1 no return to Y 53 63  51 76***  24 55 /*** 
12.2 synt. continuation 7 8  1 1  2 5 
12.3 conversational 

continuation 
5 6  3 4  3 7 

12.4 recycle 2 2  1 1  2 5 
12.5 repetition 3 4  1 1  2 5 
12.6 paraphrase 14 17  10 15  11 25 
12.7 other 0 0  0 0  0 0 
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13 
Length of return to 
countermove 31 100 

 
16 100 

 
20 100 

13.1 single TCU 15 48  11 69  12 60 
13.2 multi TCU 15 48  3 19  7 35 
13.3 indeterminable 1 3  2 12  1 5 

CONNECTIVES 
14 Connection 84 100  67 100  44 100 

14.1 syndetic 73 87  55 82  34 77 
14.2 asyndetic 11 13  12 18  10 23 

15 Connector 73 100  55 100  34 100 
15.1 but 71 97  54 98  34 100 
15.2 though 0 0  0 0  0 0 
15.3 although 0 0  0 0  0 0 
15.4 even though 0 0  0 0  0 0 
15.5 and 1 1  0 0  0 0 
15.6 yet 0 0  0 0  0 0 
15.7 and yet 0 0  0 0  0 0 
15.8 other coord. conj. 1 1  0 0  0 0 
15.9 other subord. conj. 0 0  0 0  0 0 
15.10 preposition 0 0  1 2  0 0 
15.11 conn. conjunct 0 0  0 0  0 0 

16 Correlate 84 100  67 100  44 100 
16.1 no correlate 34 40  30 45  20 45 
16.2 one correlate 31 37  26 39  18 41 
16.3 > one correlate 19 23  11 16  6 14 

17 Position of correlate(s) 50 100  37 100  24 100 
17.1 X’ 21 42  13 35  8 33 
17.2 Y 20 40  15 41  12 50 
17.3 X’ and Y 9 18  9 24  4 17 

18 Kind of correlate 50 100  37 100  24 100 
18.1 though 11 22*  6 16**  10 42*/** 
18.2 nevertheless 0 0  0 0  0 0 
18.3 still 0 0  1 3  0 0 
18.4 well 15 30  7 19  5 21 
18.5 now 0 0  2 5  0 0 
18.6 of course 0 0  3 8  0 0 
18.7 modals 5 10  5 14*  0 0 /* 
18.8 just 2 4  6 16  3 12 
18.9 adverbials 13 26  5 14  6 25 
18.10 emphatic do 3 6  1 3  0 0 
18.11 I mean 0 0  0 0  0 0 
18.12 other correlate 1 2  1 3  0 0 

19 
Kind of second 
correlate 19 100 

 
11 100 

 
6 100 

19.1 though (2) 0 0*  0 0  1 17*/- 
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19.2 nevertheless (2) 0 0  1 9  0 0 
19.3 still (2) 0 0  1 9  0 0 
19.4 well (2) 1 5  0 0  1 17 
19.5 now (2) 0 0  0 0  0 0 
19.6 of course (2) 0 0  0 0  0 0 
19.7 modals (2) 5 26  2 18  0 0 
19.8 just (2) 0 0*  0 0  1 17*/- 
19.9 adverbials (2) 11 58  7 64  3 50 
19.10 emphatic do (2) 2 11  0 0  0 0 
19.11 I mean (2) 0 0  0 0  0 0 
19.12 other correlate (2) 0 0  0 0  0 0 

20 
Other lex. and synt. 
markers 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

20.1 other lex./synt. marks. 41 49***  18 27  12 27***/- 
20.2 no other lex./synt. mks. 43 51***  49 73  32 73***/- 

21 
Position of other lex. 
and synt. markers 41 100 

 
18 100 

 
12 100 

21.1 X’ 12 29  9 50  5 42 
21.2 Y 15 37  6 33  5 42 
21.3 X’ and Y 14 34  3 17  2 17 

22 
Kind of other lex. and 
synt. markers 41 100 

 
18 100 

 
12 100 

22.1 weakening 12 29***  7 39  8 67***/- 
22.2 strengthening 17 41  7 39  3 25 
22.3 weaken./strength. 7 17  4 22  1 8 
22.4 strength./weaken. 5 12  0 0  0 0 

CORRELATES IN THE MOVES 
23 X‘ 69 100  44 100  33 100 

23.1 weakening 23 33  17 39  11 33 
23.2 strengthening 11 16  5 11  5 15 
23.3 weaken./strength. 6 9*  2 5  0 0*/- 
23.4 strength./weaken. 0 0  2 5  0 0 
23.5 other strength 0 0  0 0  0 0 
23.6 no strength 23 33*  16 36  17 52*/- 
23.7 ?strength 6 9*  2 5  0 0*/- 

24 Y 69 100  44 100  33 100 
24.1 weakening 16 23  9 20  11 33 
24.2 strengthening 20 29*  9 20  4 12*/- 
24.3 weaken./strength. 2 3  4 9*  0 0 /* 
24.4 strength./weaken. 3 4  1 2  0 0 
24.5 other strength 0 0  0 0  0 0 
24.6 no strength 25 36  18 41  9 27 
24.7 ?strength 3 4***  3 7***  9 27***/*** 
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PROSODIC MEANS 

25 
Prosody (end of 1st 
TCU) (general) 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

25.1 not applicable 8 10  6 9  8 18 
25.2 low fall 13 15  13 19  8 18 
25.3 no low fall 63 75  48 72  28 64 

26 
Prosody (end of 1st 
TCU) (specific) 63 100 

 
48 100 

 
28 100 

26.1 truncated fall 41 65  30 62*  23 82 /* 
26.2 level 5 8  2 4  0 0 
26.3 rising 17 27  16 33  5 18 

27 Contrastive stress 84 100  67 100  44 100 
27.1 not applicable 12 14***  11 16*  14 32***/* 
27.2 emphatic stress 4 5***  8 12  9 20***/- 
27.3 contrastive stress 17 20  13 19  10 23 
27.4 no contr. stress 51 61***  35 52***  11 25***/*** 

28 
Other prosodic means 
(general) 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

28.1 not applicable 8 10*  6 9*  9 20*/* 
28.2 turn continuation 20 24**  16 24*  18 41**/* 
28.3 other pros. means 56 67***  45 67***  17 39***/*** 

29 
Other pros. means 
(specific) 56 100 

 
45 100 

 
17 100 

29.1 latching 28 50  23 51  7 41 
29.2 filled pause 10 18  8 18  2 12 
29.3 unfilled pause 18 32  14 31  8 47 

30 Pros. bracketing 84 100  67 100  44 100 
30.1 not applicable 8 10*  6 9*  9 20*/* 
30.2 pros. bracketing 10 12  8 12  7 16 
30.3 no pros. bracket. 66 79*  53 79*  28 64*/* 

31 Final lengthening 84 100  67 100  44 100 
31.1 not applicable 8 10*  6 9*  9 20*/* 
31.2 final stress 26 31  36 54  17 39 
31.3 final lengthening 18 21  3 4***  8 18 /*** 
31.4 no final length. 32 38*  22 33  10 23*/- 

DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS 

32 
Discourse function 
(Conc. constr.) 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

32.1 remarkable co-occur. 2 2  4 6  2 5 
32.2 neg. causal/infer. rel. 4 5  1 1  1 2 
32.3 reporting Conc. 0 0  0 0  0 0 
32.4 restrict prev. claim 13 15*  13 19**  2 5*/** 
32.5 backing down 14 17  12 18  9 20 
32.6 hedging 5 6  1 1*  4 9 /* 
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32.7 meandering 0 0  1 1  0 0 
32.8 insisting 10 12  8 12  3 7 
32.9 changing topic 18 21  16 24  10 23 
32.10 introd. add. inform. 8 10*  3 4***  9 20*/*** 
32.11 summarising 0 0  1 1  0 0 
32.12 resume activity 10 12  7 10  4 9 

33 
Discourse function 
(Acknowledgement) 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

33.1 acknowledge 58 69  51 76***  24 55 /*** 
33.2 forestall 22 26  14 21  14 32 
33.3 introd. add. inform. 4 5*  2 3**  6 14*/** 
33.4 ?function 0 0  0 0  0 0 

34 
Discourse function 
(Counter) 84 100 

 
67 100 

 
44 100 

34.1 counterargument 40 48**  33 49**  13 30**/** 
34.2 counterarg/topic org. 21 25  17 25  14 32 
34.3 topic organisation 20 24*  17 25  17 39*/- 
34.4 ?function 3 4  0 0  0 0 

35 
Discourse function 
(counter - restriction) 61 100 

 
50 100 

 
27 100 

35.1 non-restrictive 9 15  7 14  3 11 
35.2 restrictive 52 85  43 86  24 89 

 

SITUATIONAL PARAMETERS 
36 Regional variety 84 100  67 100  44 100 

36.1 American Engl. 84 100  67 100  44 100 
36.2 British Engl. 0 0  0 0  0 0 

37 Editedness 84 100  67 100  44 100 
37.1 spontaneous 84 100  67 100  44 100 
37.2 prepared 0 0  0 0  0 0 
37.3 ?prepared 0 0  0 0  0 0 

39 Public domain 84 100  67 100  0 100 
39.1 radio report 0 0  0 0  0 0 
39.2 radio discussion 0 0  0 0  0 0 
39.3 radio show 0 0  67 100  0 0 
39.4 radio phone-in 0 0  0 0  0 0 
39.5 interview 84 100  0 0  0 0 
39.6 presidential debate 0 0  0 0  0 0 
39.7 advert 0 0  0 0  0 0 
39.8 news 0 0  0 0  0 0 

40 Private domain 0 100  0 100  44 100 
40.1 dinner table conv. 0 0  0 0  44 100 
40.2 other private 0 0  0 0  0 0 
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41 Text type 84 100  67 100  44 100 

41.1 argumentative 7 8  17 25**  4 9 /** 
41.2 instructive 1 1  1 1  0 0 
41.3 descriptive-expos. 76 90***  44 66  22 50*** 
41.4 narrative-descr. 0 0***  4 6***  17 39***/*** 

42 Role (speaker) 84 100  67 100  0 100 
42.1 host 25 30  48 72  0 0 
42.2 expert 58 69  19 28  0 0 
42.3 caller 1 1  0 0  0 0 
42.4 panel 0 0  0 0  0 0 
42.5 other role 0 0  0 0  0 0 
42.6 collaborative prod. 0 0  0 0  0 0 

43 Experience (expert) 58 100  19 100  0 100 
43.1 experienced 42 72  16 84  0 0 
43.2 inexperienced 16 28  3 16  0 0 

44 Sex (speaker) 84 100  67 100  44 100 
44.1 female 31 37***  26 39***  33 75***/*** 
44.2 male 53 63***  41 61***  11 25***/*** 

45 Sex (recipient) 84 100  67 100  44 100 
45.1 to female 19 23***  21 31***  29 66***/*** 
45.2 to male 46 55***  23 34***  6 14***/*** 
45.3 to audience 3 4***  14 21  9 20*** 
45.4 to panel 0 0  0 0  0 0 
45.5 to? 16 19***  9 13***  0 0***/*** 

46 Familiarity 84 100  67 100  44 100 
46.1 familiar 0 0  25 37***  44 100 /*** 
46.2 more/less famil. 29 35***  16 24***  0 0***/*** 
46.3 unfamiliar 38 45***  9 13***  0 0***/*** 
46.4 ?familiar 17 20***  17 25***  0 0***/*** 

47 Age (speaker) 84 100  67 100  44 100 
47.1 older 7 8  15 22  7 16 
47.2 same age 51 61***  26 39***  37 84***/*** 
47.3 younger 7 8**  4 6  0 0**/- 
47.4 ?age 19 23***  22 33***  0 0***/*** 
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1 public domain 

1.1 radio interview 

 08.03 AE radio programme. Freddy Merts is interviewing 
Judy Sterling, mother of eleven children, who 
“forgot” to take one of her 10 sons, Dillan, home 
from the supermarket. Judy is in the process of 
leaving a religious sect and Freddy is pursuing the 
issue of whether Judy is a fit mother (interrupted by 
sports news with Patrick Racey) (including news and 
advertising). 

 09.01 AE radio programme. Freddy Merts is interviewing 
Nora, a lesbian, on her everyday life (including 
advertising). 

 09.03 Hot tub: AE radio show. Barbara Carlson is 
interviewing Mike Veck, co-owner of the Saint Paul 
Saints baseball team, and Amy Johnson, candidate 
for mayor of Saint Paul (including news and 
advertising). 

 23.02 AE radio programme during the Gulf War. Carla 
Perez is interviewing Sharon on one of her two sons 
intending to enrol for service in the army, the other 
refusing to (including advertising). 

 25.04 On the psychiatrist’s chair: BE radio interview with 
Anthony Clair and Colin Blakemore, well-known 
neurologist, on Blakemore’s life and career. 

 71.01 AE radio programme. Larry Bensky and Julienne 
Melville are interviewing several people on current 
political issues. 

 74.01 AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing 
William Bennett and Dick Cheney on the election 
campaign, Marvin Rudnik and Doctor Huizenger on 
the O.J. Simpson case.  

 74.02 AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing 
Bob Dole, conservative candidate for the presidency. 

 74.03 AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing 
three lawyers on the O.J. Simpson case. 

 74.04 AE radio programme. Larry King is interviewing 
Lamar Alexander, candidate for mayor of New York. 
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1.2 radio show 

 08.01 AE radio programme with Joe Soucheray (several 
topics) (including news and advertising). 

 08.02 AE radio show with Don Vogel and T.D. Mishky 
from the Minnesota State fair (several topics) 
(including news and advertising). 

 10.01 AE radio show with Tury Rider and Peter Theo from 
the Minnesota State fair (including interview with 
Nicole Neemie, anchor woman at Channel 9, news 
and advertising). 

 10.04 AE radio show with Joe Soucheray from the 
Minnesota State fair (including news and 
advertising). 

1.3 radio phone-in 

 10.02 AE radio phone-in with Rush Limbaugh on financing 
a play staged by gays (including advertising). 

 23.01 AE radio phone-in with Dr Gene Edell on alcohol 
and drug abuse as well as sexual diseases and 
abortion among teenagers (including news and 
advertising). 

 57b.01 Tuesday call: BE radio phone-in on horses. 
 57b.03 Tuesday call: BE radio phone-in on horses. 

1.4 radio panel discussion  

1.4.1 audience present 
 46.01 Any questions: BE radio panel discussion with 

several politicians on various issues. 
 47.01 Any questions: BE radio panel discussion with 

several politicians on various issues. 
1.4.2 no audience present 

 33.04 Moral Maze: BE radio panel discussion between 
representatives of the state, the church, gays and their 
parents on homosexuality. 

 46.03 A word in Edgeways: BE radio panel discussion with 
several doctors on the relationship between doctors 
and their patients. 

1.5 presidential debate  

 20.01 1992 TV-broadcasted presidential debate between 
George Bush sen., Bill Clinton and Ross Perot 
(audience present). 
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1.6 news and advertising 

 09.02 AE radio news and advertising. 
 10.03 AE radio news and advertising. 
 46.02 BE radio news broadcast. 
 57b.02 BE radio news broadcast. 

2 private domain 

2.1 dinner table conversation  

 12.01 AE dinner conversation between friends. 
 12.02 AE dinner conversation between friends. 
 28.01 BE dinner conversation between two older related 

couples. 
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Compact Disc (Contents) 
1. Ex. (2) Larry Bensky: logging  
2. Ex. (3) Tury Rider: cute  
3. Ex. (4a) Presidential debate: pattern a  
4. Ex. (4b) Presidential debate: pattern b  
5. Ex. (4c) Presidential debate: pattern c  
6. Ex. (5) Dr Edell: smoking kids  
7. Ex. (6) Larry King: wounded  
8. Ex. (7) Don Vogel: seven stitches  
9. Ex. (8) Freddy Merts: disgust  
10. Ex. (9) Tuesday call: nappy pony  
11. Ex. (10) news: Garciunas  
12. Ex. (14) Dr Edell: marijuana  
13. Ex. (15) Freddy Merts: bad baseball  
14. Ex. (16) Larry King: jump in  
15. Ex. (17) Larry King: God something  
16. Ex. (18) Presidential debate: Jim Baker  
17. Ex. (19) Presidential debate: pay more  
18. Ex. (20) Julienne Melville show: absurd  
19. Ex. (21) Larry King: in front  
20. Ex. (22) Carla Perez: easier  
21. Ex. (23) Dr Edell: sacred thing 
22. Ex. (24) Larry King: grass fire 
23. Ex. (25) Presidential debate: loan crisis  
24. Ex. (26) Tury Rider: getting a divorce  
25. Ex. (27) Dr Edell: sex education  
 
26. Ex. (28) Julienne Melville show: hearings 
27. Ex. (29) Larry King: jump high  
28. Ex. (30) Don Vogel: flashy  
29. Ex. (31) A word in Edgeways: detached  
30. Ex. (32) Rush Limbaugh: gay play  
31. Ex. (33) Tury Rider: weeny  
32. Ex. (34) Blakemore: restless 
33. Ex. (35) Freddy Merts: religious group  
34. Ex. (36) Larry King: option  
35. Ex. (37) Larry King: refocus  
36. Ex. (39) Presidential debate: fighting dogs 
37. Ex. (40) Larry King: issue  
38. Ex. (41) Freddy Merts: floppy  
39. Ex. (42) Larry King: Jim Otto  
40. Ex. (43) Larry King: name running issue  
41. Ex. (44) Tury Rider: nice guy  
42. Ex. (45) Larry King: front runner  
43. Ex. (46) Larry King: missing something  
44. Ex. (47) Freddy Merts: Ken doll  
45. Ex. (48) Colin Blakemore: spiritual world 
46. Ex. (49) Dr Edell: we did it too  
47. Ex. (50) Freddy Merts: compensated  
48. Ex. (51) Joe Soucheray: people at home  
49. Ex. (53) Freddy Merts: blaming  
50. Ex. (54) Larry King: minimum fitness 

51. Ex. (55) Larry Bensky: rank and file  
52. Ex. (56) Larry King: margins  
53. Ex. (57) Larry King: short list  
54. Ex. (58) Presidential debate: fair shot  
55. Ex. (59) Don Vogel: plastic bag  
56. Ex. (60) King and Dole: lengths ahead  
57. Ex. (61) Freddy Merts: stupid female  
58. Ex. (62) Presidential debate: irrelevant  
59. Ex. (63) Larry King: dropping people  
60. Ex. (64) Freddy Merts: corn  
61. Ex. (65) Don Vogel: dedicated  
62. Ex. (66) Tuesday call: nervous horse  
63. Ex. (67) Pres. debate: trickle-down gvnmt. 
64. Ex. (68) Larry King: disappoint you  
65. Ex. (69) Joe Soucheray: Santana  
66. Ex. (70) Barbara Carlson: ethics test  
67. Ex. (71) Tury Rider: liberal gifts  
68. Ex. (72) Pres. debate: foreign accounts  
69. Ex. (73) Presidential debate: I’m sorry  
70. Ex. (74) Moral maze: aberration  
71. Ex. (75) Tuesday call: hard hats  
72. Ex. (76) Freddy Merts: whole story  
73. Ex. (77) Larry Bensky: common cause  
74. Ex. (78) Don Vogel: arrange something  
75. Ex. (79) Presidential debate: gone down  
 
76. Ex. (80a) Presidential debate: pattern 1  
77. Ex. (80b) Presidential debate: pattern 2  
78. Ex. (80c) Presidential debate: pattern 3  
79. Ex. (80d) Presidential debate: pattern 4 
80. Ex. (81) Pres. debate: profound differencs. 
81. Ex. (82) Dr Edell: hang up  
82. Ex. (83) Larry Bensky: cynicism  
83. Ex. (84) Freddy Merts: lesbian friends  
84. Ex. (85) Freddy Merts: big smile 
 

 


