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Reviewed by YanHONG Guo & Danbi Li (2, Zhejiang Gongshang University

Pragmatic Markers and Peripheries is the result of the collaboration between
participants of a 2019 workshop on pragmatic markers and clause peripheries
organized by Daniél Van Olmen and Jolanta Sinkiiniené in Leipzig'. The volume
pays special attention to a heated debate in the past decade: the relation between
pragmatic markers (PMs) and the left and right peripheries. Centering on some
controversial issues about this relation, for instance, the notion of the periphery, the
functional differences of PMs in the left periphery (LP) compared with the right
periphery (RP), and the left-to-right movement tendency of PMs, etc., this book
provides new insights on the proper resolution of such issues by investigating
empirically a variety of PMs in different languages.

In the Introduction, the editors make clear the definition and delimitation of the
term pragmatic markers. Based on Fraser’s view, they adopt an inclusive definition
of PMs as an umbrella term. Then, they summarize how the following chapters
contribute to the current debates on some influential hypotheses. The
fifteen chapters following the Introduction are divided into five thematic parts.

[1] This review is supported by the National Social Science Foundation of China (18BYY010).
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Part I deals with the concept of the periphery. Faced with the challenge of
‘the diverse types of entity vis-a-vis which the periphery can be defined’ (3),
in Chapter 1, ‘Discourse markers at the peripheries of syntax, intonation
and turns: Towards a cognitive-functional unit of segmentation’, Degand and
Crible investigate empirically the distribution of French discourse marker
(DM) functions at clause, intonation, and turn peripheries to identify which
unitis most functionally and cognitively motivated. They reveal that clauses as a
unit of segmentation can best account for the functional spectrum of DMs,
whereas turn is not fine-grained enough, and intonations perform other functions
not captured in the positional distribution of PMs. Chapter 2, ‘Dutch pragmatic
markers in the left periphery’, by Van der Wouden and Foolen explores the
positions for Dutch LP PMs and their functions in more detail. The corpus-based
study localizes four positions for LP PMs: P1, post-P1, pre-P2, and post-P2, and
confirms the position-function correlation. It demonstrates that ‘a naive imple-
mentation of clause periphery fails to capture everything that happens at the left
end of the clause/sentence’ (5).

Part II, ‘Left and right periphery on their own’, deals with a single periphery.
Chapter 3, ‘Presentation followed by negotiation: Final pragmatic particle sequen-
cing in Ainu’, reveals the sequences of Ainu RP pragmatic particles: the particles of
unilateral presentation followed by those of bilateral negotiation, which is motiv-
ated by the speech event conception and has cross-linguistic similarity to that of
some other East Asian languages. Chapter 4, ‘Another “look!”: The Latvian particle
litk in parliamentary discourse’, elaborates on the use of Latvian particle /izk in units
of syntax, discourse, and prosody based on parliamentary discourse. It shows that
the functions of /ik mainly lie in textual deixis, discourse organization, and
viewpoint marking. By comparing the use of /itk with that of its equivalents in
various European languages, it suggests that they share most of the functions, but
lik is different in appearing only turn-medially and lacking dialogic functions.

Part III, ‘Left versus right periphery’, compares the LP and RP PMs. According
to the Subjectivity Intersubjectivity Peripheries Hypothesis (SIPH), expressions at
the left periphery are likely to be subjective, and those at the right periphery
intersubjective (Beeching et al. 2009). This hypothesis has been extended by
Beeching and Detges (2014: 11) to include the functions in Table 1. However,
SIPH is not followed by all PMs and ‘the hypothesized correlation between
subjectivity and LP, intersubjectivity and RP is robust, but not deterministic’
(Traugott 2012:8). Part III contributes some case studies to this debate, providing
both positive and negative evidence for the hypothesis in Table 1.

Chapter 5, ‘Verb-based discourse markers in Italian: Guarda, vedi, guarda te,
vedi te,” analyzes the relation between position and function of four Italian verb-
based DMs based on a grammaticality judgement task. It shows that all the
functions of guarda(te)/vedi(te) can appear in the LP, while their phatic and
adversative functions are found in both peripheries, which challenges a clear-cut
dichotomy between functions realized only in the LP or RP. Chapter 6, ‘Interactions
between distribution and functional uses in Italian adversative pragmatic markers:
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Left periphery Right periphery
dialogual dialogic
turn-taking/attention-getting turn-yielding/end-marking
link to previous discourse anticipation of forthcoming discourse
response-marking response-inviting
focalizing, topicalizing, framing modalizing
subjective intersubjective
Table 1

Hypothesized usages of linguistic items on the left and right periphery

A corpus-based and multilevel approach’, adopts a corpus-based and multilevel
perspective to explore the interaction between the distribution and functions of
Italian adversative PMs ma and pero. While the findings are broadly consistent with
Table 1, the author claims that the polyfunctionality of these markers is ‘not only
related to their distribution but also to their information status and to contextual
factors’ (195). Chapter 7, ‘The Lithuanian focus particles net “even” and fik “only”
and clause peripheries’, discusses the potential of Lithuanian focus particles net and
tik to occur in the LP and RP and their functional variation. It shows that they occur
in both peripheries to fulfill discourse-structuring and illocutionary force-
modifying functions. Their (inter)subjective functions in both peripheries reveal
that SIPH is only a tendency. Chapter 8, ‘Zinai “you know” in Lithuanian discourse:
Distributional features and functional profile’, provides a corpus-based case study
of the Lithuanian PM Zinai. It is found that the functions of Zinai correlate with its
position, with the LP Zinai introducing new information and RP Zinai seeking
understanding or agreement, which is largely in line with Table 1. Chapter 9,
‘Second person parentheticals of unintentional visual perception in British Eng-
lish’, compares the positions and functions of second-person parenthetical markers
see and (do) you see by using the British National Corpus. It shows that the LP
(e.g. attention-getting) and RP (e.g. turn-yielding) uses of these markers confirm
some of the hypothesized position-function association. Yet, the findings, for
instance, that the markers can convey the subjective sense of triumph in both the
LP and RP, challenge the supposed correlation. Chapter 10, ‘Emoji as graphic
discourse markers: Functional and positional associations in German WhatsApp®
messages’, is devoted to the periphery uses of some commonly used emojis in
German WhatsApp messages. A corpus-linguistic investigation and an experiment
are conducted. It shows that the overall advantage for a subjective reading becomes
smaller for the RP emoji than the LP emoji, and three patterns for different groups of
emoji are proposed, indicating a dominance continuum in terms of (inter)subjective
meanings and LP- and RP-positions. This study on graphic DMs offers novel
evidence for SIPH. However, whether emoji is one type of DM is still open to
debate, leading us to rethink where the boundaries of DMs are.

Part IV, ‘Peripheries across time’, turns to diachronic issues. Chapters
11, ‘Functional asymmetry and left-to-right movement: Speaking of peripheries’,
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and 13, ‘Pragmatic markers at the periphery and discourse prominence: The case
of English of course’, offer counterexamples to the left-to-right movement
hypothesis arising from Traugott & Dasher (2002). The hypothesis holds that
the PMs develop in the LP with subjective functions before moving to the RP with
intersubjective functions. Chapter 11 explores the development of the DM uses of
speaking of from 1990 to 2015 by using the Corpus of Contemporary American
English. The diachronic analysis does not reveal any significant changes in the
peripheral preferences over different functions or an intersubjectification process.
Chapter 13 looks at the trajectory of of course from the prepositional phrase to the
PM and discusses how its position interacts with discourse prominence through
the Old Bailey Corpus of legal proceedings and the Spoken British National
Corpus. It shows that of course can appear in all positions, especially the LP and
the RP, and its positional distribution has hardly changed from 1730 to now. In
addition to these chapters casting doubt on the left-to-right movement hypothesis,
Chapter 12, ‘The diachronic origin of English I mean and German ich meine’,
traces back the diachronic origin of two similar PMs, the English I mean and
German ich meine, by using the earliest written texts from corpora and diction-
aries. The historical data provide no evidence for the matrix clause ‘I mean/ich
meine + that-clause’ to be the origin of I mean/ich meine. Rather, it explains the
development of I mean /ich meine as a process of constructionalization rather than
grammaticalization.

Part V, ‘Peripheries across languages’, adopts a contrastive perspective. Based
on a translation study, Chapter 14, ‘The Norwegian tag da in comparison to English
then’, demonstrates that the Norwegian tag da and English then are not equivalent.
Then, a pragmatic analysis is conducted distinguishing two tags, da; and da,,
showing that the functions of then only partially overlap with da,. It holds that the
differences between these two tags may be partly attributed to the productive right-
dislocation operation in Norwegian. The final chapter compares the RP uses of two
sets of English, Spanish, and Lithuanian PMs based on three spoken corpora. The
data show that in all three languages, PMs with temporal origin appear more in the
RP than PMs of evidential origin, and the markers contribute more to speaker-
hearer interaction and facework in the RP than the LP. The authors claim that the
higher frequency of RP PMs correlates with their semantic domains and their
distribution in speech acts.

Overall, the most prominent strength of this volume is the richness of data from an
impressively wide range of languages and on various types of PMs. As well as
English, French, German, Spanish, Dutch, Italian, and Norwegian, some underre-
searched languages, such as Ainu, Lithuanian, and Latvian, are involved in the book.
The linguistic items investigated range from verbal PMs (such as adverbs ‘of course’,
focus particles ‘even’, conjunction ‘but’, clause ‘I mean’) to graphic PMs (emoji). This
substantial body of data not only provides sufficient evidence to support and challenge
some influential theories such as SIPH and the left-to-right movement hypothesis in
different ways, but also helps readers better understand the pragmatic contribution of
periphery PMs and their positional-functional association.
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Another noteworthy contribution lies in its empirical methodologies and inte-
grated approaches. This volume provides step-by-step methodological guidance on
how to employ corpus data (all except Chapter 5) or experimentally verified data
(Chapters 5 and 10) to reveal the relation between the PMs and peripheries.
Moreover, it combines a large body of studies adopting synchronic (Parts I-III),
diachronic (Part IV), and comparative (Part V) approaches to address controversial
issues related with the PMs and peripheries.

Despite the merits listed above, this volume has a few shortcomings. Firstly, the
balance of data should have been taken into account. Although a wide variety of
languages are covered, the languages of Asia have only one representative (Ainu).
To my knowledge, a few studies investigating Japanese and Chinese periphery PMs
(Onodera 2014, Chen 2018) have provided negative evidence for SIPH and left-to-
right movement hypothesis. Secondly, the readers who read in full may be con-
fronted with certain degree of redundancy, since some hypotheses like SIPH are
repeated by different chapters.

There is one aspect where a future edition could be improved. While the role of
prosody in interaction is uncontestable (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting 2018) and the
differences in prosody correlate with PM functions at LP and RP (Sohn & Kim
2014), prosody does not receive the attention it deserves, being only occasionally
explored in Chapters 1, 4, and 6. We believe that more insights will be achieved if
the future edition may consider taking prosody more into account.

All in all, this instructive book offers detailed methodological guidance, consid-
erable cross-linguistic data, plus thorough analysis from synchronic, diachronic,
and contrastive perspectives, which shed light on the relationship between the PMs
and the peripheries. It will no doubt benefit readers interested in exploring periphery
PMs from the perspectives of pragmatics, interactional linguistics, corpus linguis-
tics, and beyond.
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Reviewed by YI'Na WaNG & WEIQIaN Liu (2, Beihang University

Evidentiality research has generally been focused on grammatical markers encod-
ing source of information (e.g. Aikhenvald 2004). For ‘non-morphological’ evi-
dential marking, however, there have not so far been any comprehensive and
in-depth surveys, even for very well-described languages (e.g. English, German,
French, Russian). To close this gap, the volume unites a collection of language-
specific profiles of ‘extra-grammatical’ evidential expressions in Germanic,
Romance, Slavic, and other languages, with an attempt to create a unified account
for units with evidential core meanings in European languages.

This collection begins with an introduction in which the editors specify the
conceptual premises crucial to the characterization of evidentiality. Following some
of Anderson’s criteria (1986), the range of evidential units are defined as those
‘conventionalized markers of discursively secondary status that scope over pro-
positions’ (9) with inherent evidential functions. Hence, the assumed lexicon-
grammar cline (Wiemer and Stathi 2010) is slightly modified as the basis for
distinguishing grammatical and extra-grammatical evidential markers. Structurally
autonomous forms with core evidential meanings are also subsumed into the
heterogenous inventory of extra-grammatical marking of evidentiality, including
sentence adverbs, function words (particles and complementizers), predicatives
(e.g. uninflected units of the Polish wida¢ ‘can be seen’), constructions (derived
from SEE-verbs, SEEM-verbs, and SAY-verbs), even modal auxiliaries and adpo-
sitions. Following Marin-Arrese (2015), contributors in this volume restrict their
focus to Indirect-Inferential (IIE) and Indirect Reportative (IRE) as two subcat-
egories of evidentiality.
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