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Outi Duvallon

The pronoursein the context of syntactic and discursive ruptuespoken texts

1 Introduction

This paper proposes a syntactic approach to thangséterpretation of the Finnish pronoun
se'it, s/he’ in spoken texts. The analysis is con@ed on a particular context of use in
which the host construction of the pronoun is darahce that suspends another ongoing
verbal construction, as in example tIjhe pronourse'it’ points to a referent whose lexical

description is unachieved in the context previ@usst occurrences:

1)

- - - nin néil on kuulemma valtavan s- hieno niinku ei se mikddn mékki o vaan se on semmonen hirsitupa + oikeen ja sit siel
on kaikki mikroaaltouunista ja astianpesukoneest lahtien

- - - s0 | heard they have a very b- splendidt'sot at all any cottage but it is a timbereduse + reallyand
then there is everything from a microwave oven aunishwasher (Summer plans 079)

This example is different from a prototypical ca§@naphora in which the pronoun is
preceded by a full lexical antecedent. HoweveriJllavgue that the interpretation of the
pronounse‘it’ takes place here essentially inside the listja context, i.e. by establishing a
connexion between its host constructions and theesee suspended.

In order to analyse this kind of use of the pronsan take a viewpoint of production of
verbal constructions in spoken discourse. My aio igay attention, on the one hand, to some
characteristics of lexical naming processes argthtav, on the other hand, that the pronsen
is an original referring expression: it can be usggicking out a referent with a minimum of
descriptive content not only when lexical descaps of the referent are already made, but
also when they are still in progress or still bemregyotiated, and even when they are
momentary unavailable.

This paper is organized as follows. | will firsidfty present the pronousein light of the
Finnish third person pronoun system. Secondly]lldeffine the basic notions of the syntactic
framework adopted here. Then | will discuss someéeatsby which lexical descriptions are
built up in oral productions. Finally, | will analg extracts of the type presented above from

the perspective of the emergence of the lingugsiittext in which pronouns are used. The



first part of the paper examines sequences whieh halearly metalinguistic function and

the second part presents an example of a non-mguiatic parenthetical insert.

2 The pronoursein the Finnish pronominal system

Finnish grammars have traditionally classified phenounseas a demonstrative pronoun, but
many authors have also, more or less explicitiggrated this pronoun into the category of
personal pronouns (see for instance Penttila 1983-511; Saukkonen 1967; A. Hakulinen
1985, 1988; Hakulinen et al. 1994: 215). In thdeysof three demonstrativeéama, tuoand

se the first two have been described in terms okipndy, i.e. proximal or distal with regard
to the speaker, whereas the proneahas been considered more neutral in relation to the
distance and is said to have its referential lanénmathe addressee. Compared with the other
two forms, the pronousehas thus been deemed less clearly demonstrativpaatidularly
suited for “anaphoric” uses (cf. Setala 1891: 76-Penttila 1963: 510-514; Hakulinen 1985;
Larjavaara 1985, 1990: 93-157, 2001).

More recently, Etelamaki (1996, in this volume)uba(1997) and Seppanen (1998) have
revisited the Finnish demonstrative system withieriactional and conversational
frameworks. Rejecting the static, distance-based vihese studies claim that demonstratives
allow the speaker to assign different statusesferents, to organize structures of interaction
and to manage participant roles in conversatioroAding to Laury (1997: 59), by using the
pronounse the speaker places the referent in the addressseefal and cognitive sphere (cf.
Itkonen 1966: 421). Seppanen (1998), who treatsiskeof third person pronouns as devices
for referring to co-participants in conversationggests that the pronoseinvites the
recipients to seek its interpretation source invibbed of discourse even if the referent is
present in the current speech situation (see didé@rgaki 1996: 62—66). In the most typical
cases, the pronowgeseems to refer to referents that have already id@duced into
discourse by other forms or that are otherwiseadlyén the participants’ centre of attention
(Laury 1997: 77-87). Thus the recent studies, dsasdraditional descriptions, see the
pronounseprimarily as an “anaphoric” pronoun.

Note that according to the classic theory of anaphbe anaphoric status of third person
pronouns results from the fact that these formis éalexical content (see e.g. Milner 1982:

20). In order to be interpreted, the third persmmpuns should be related to lexical content



available in their linguistic context (Milner, ogit.: 31)? Functionally oriented approaches
have abandoned this purely textual conceptionuodaof a re-definition of anaphora as a
procedure by which the speaker invites the hearsustain his attention on a referent
previously introduced in focus of discourse (Ehlid82; see also Givon 1983; Chafe 1987,
Ariel 1988; Gundel et al. 1993).

However, although the pronogetypically serves as a tracking form, its use is not
constrained by a previous lexical mention of tHfenent or by the presence of the referent in
the situation of utterance. For instance Laury f19997: 125-128, in this volume) has
examined the use of the pronagaas a first mention pronoun (see also Fox 1987 874
1996). This kind of use, and more generally alesas which the referential target of the
pronoun is not explicitly and unequivocally givenits immediate context of use, draw
attention to the role the host construction playthe interpretation process. In fact,
instructions carried by the host construction ef pinonoun and the position of this
construction in the larger linguistic context oféeucial criteria for the pronominal reference
resolution.

By its inherent semantic properties, the pronsesets few restrictions on its potential
referents. Like the other Finnish third person prars, it distinguishes between singular and
plural number. However, Finnish lacks grammatiaidgr. Furthermore, in non-standard
Finnish, the referent of the pronos@can be human or non-human, animate or inanimate, a
discrete entity or a propositional content. Nota the pronoumanwhich is reserved in
standard Finnish to refer to human referents ig usenost varieties of spoken Finnish as a
logophoric pronoun by which the speaker displagsdentification with another individual
referent’s viewpoint (Laitinen 2002).

In sections 4.2 and 5, | will describe patternsmbych the referential anchoring of the

pronounsecan be defined in textual domains of the linguisbatext.

3 Some preliminary considerations

3.1. The governing verb and rection places opegetl b

The framework of my syntactic analysis is the Promal Approach developed by Blanche-

Benveniste et al. 1987 (see also Blanche-Benveh®8¢&; for an application to Finnish, see



Tiainen-Duvallon 2002). In this theory, the syntadescription is grounded on the notion of
the verb. Verbs are governing elements which adewed with a constructional power, i.e.
an ability to organise other elements around thEme. syntactic slots a verb creates in its
environment will be referred to asction placegplaces de rection) in this paper.

The constructional power of a verb is taken toméaeparable property from its lexical
content (Blanche-Benveniste 1997: 99). In contrastjon places opened by a verb can be
identified without any lexical content, by usingppouns, and more generally, different kinds
of pro-forms. In Finnish, among the latter, there the “true” pronouns with the complete
declension in cases, but also pro-adverbs (AiBk0) such as locative demonstratives (e.g.
siella ‘there’) and temporal adverbs (esiloin ‘then’).?

Pro-forms are indeed surer syntactic indicatora tagical forms of nouns (cf. also Helasvuo
2001: 34). First, pro-forms can present rectiopatdres imposed by a verb regardless of the
probability of lexical combinations. Secondly, goyms bring out differences in rectional
features that nouns do not always show (cf. TarraitB77: 43—-44; Hakulinen & Karlsson
1979: 175):

2
Han menisinnelPariisiin, . OVenajalle, .
‘He wentthere(to)/ to Paris/ /o Russid.

3)
Hén ihastusiihen, . OPariisiing O0Vendjaan, Oranskalaiseep, keittioon, .
‘He fell in love with it Owith Paris Zwith Russia’with French food

For instance the venmenn&to go’ in (2) has in its construction a locatieement which
indicates the directional feature of “movement to¥g& This feature is one of the three
distinctions (“position”, “movement from” and “moreent towards”) made on the dimension
of “direction” in the Finnish case system (Siro 0989-30; see the appendix). However, the
verbmennd&to go’ does not impose on its locative complentéetchoice between the illative
and the allative cases which belong to two diffessmmies of cases on the dimension of
“quality” in the local case system. This choice elggs on the nominal lexeme which realizes
the locative rection place. Syntactically, the texical realization$ariisiiny | ‘to Paris’ and
Vendjalle . ‘to Russia’ are equivalent to the proadvsitme‘there(to)’ which distinguishes
only three forms indicating the features on theatision of “direction”siella ‘there’

(position),sieltd‘from there’ (movement from) ansinne‘there(to)’ (movement towards).



The verbihastua‘to fall in love’ in (3) has in its construction atement in the illative case,
and all realizations of this rection place are agtitally equivalent to the pronosein the
illative casesiihen, ‘with it’.

The syntactic equivalence between pro-forms aniddéxrealizations of rection places serves
to distinguish elements that are constructed bgrb from elements that are not (see note 3),
and it serves also to recognise idiomatic expressio which the lexical element having an
appearance of a complement is more or less setili@mioon in ottaa huomioojp. ‘to

take into consideration’ ¢2taa siihep, ‘?to take into it").

In brief, pro-forms function as grammatical toalshe syntactic description of units
constructed by a verb. We can consider them basiesf compared with lexical forms of
nouns. A pro-form is syntactically equivalent tpaxradigm of different lexical realizations in
a rection place opened by a verb. In addition, tiedéthis equivalence between pro-forms
and lexical forms is not limited to verbal constrags, but it concerns also constructions of

other grammatical categories, like postpositionSimmish.

3.2. The rection paradigms

In both oral and written productions, rection pkeee likely to receive multiple realizations.
Put differently, we can expect to find in the spokéain elements that do not combine to
form syntagmatic units, but which instantiate thme rection place and form paradigmatic
lists (cf. Blanche-Benveniste 1987: 137-142, 19983:19). It is thus advisable to distinguish
in the spoken chain two kinds of relations and eespely two axes of progression, the
syntagmatic axis and the paradigmatic axis.

The idea of these two basic axes of language wasufated by F. de Saussure in @igurse

in general linguistic§1983[1916]), and we find it later also in the we R. Jakobson (see
for instance 1956). According to the former, lirgjid production processes bring into play a

double system of syntagmatic units and associgtioepings:

Our memory holds in store all the various compiges of syntagma, of every kind and length. When a
syntagma is brought into use, we call upon assweeigroups in order to make our choice. - - - lieribhg the
wordsque vous dit-il{'what does he say to you?’), we vary one eleneatlatent syntagmatic type of

which other examples would Iogie te dit-il? que nous dit-il&tc. (‘what does he say to you/us/them...?’

etc.). This is the process involved in our selectibthe pronourwousin que vous dit-ilAn this process,



which involves eliminating mentally everything whidoes not lead to the desired differentiatiorhatgoint

required, associative groupings and syntagmatiestgre both involved. (Saussure 1983[1916]: 1283}129

Utterances seem then to be constructed and pedcasseombinations of different elements,

selected from paradigmatic sets of possible altems

The constituents of a context are in a statuatiguity, while in a substitution set signs are linked by
various degrees aimilarity which fluctuate between the equivalence of synagmd the common core of
antonyms. (Jakobson 1956: 61.)

To Saussure and Jakobson, syntagmatic relatiocenalbination (or contexture) are realized
in discourse, while associative or paradigmatiatrehs of selection (or substitution) belong
only to the code, i.e. to an abstract system thastitutes a language, and are not realised in
discourse.

However, empirical data show that lexical selecpoocesses are not exclusively a matter of
the speaker’'s memory (Blanche-Benveniste 1990:Sdlection processes leave traces in the
actual linguistic production and sometimes theyupgcan important place in it. The
syntagmatic advancement of an utterance can bpeddagn a rection place that is instantiated
several times. In fact, the introduction of lexie@ments into rection places follows regular
patterns in oral productions. By way of illustratja@onsider the following four examples.

The first realization of a rection place can beawith an element without any lexical
content. In example (4), the locative complemenhefverbentdé‘to fall’ is announced by
the elemensinne‘thereto’, a locative demonstrative indicating theectional feature of
“movement towards”. This demonstrative is followsda pause and then it is repeated in
front of a noun in the allative cagelle ‘road’, which expresses the same directional featu

(“movement towards”) as the demonstrative:

4)
mina lensin pyllylleni sinne + sinne tiellea.
| fell on my behindbn the +on the roadHairdressing salon 105)

In Finnish, the autonomous pro-forms and the demnatinge determiners are morphologically
identical. It could then be possible to analyzeneple (4) as a figure of right dislocation, with
the first realization of the locative rection planade by a pro-form closely attached to the

verb and a lexical realization of the same plaged®cated in the periphery of the



construction. But we can also see here a repetijjmnal of oral productions at the beginning
of a syntagmatic unit before the introduction cfi¢al elements (cf. Blanche-Benveniste
1987: 133}’ If these two analytical possibilities exist in ¢ing, the interpretation of a
particular occurrence is likely to be guided bysmaic features and the larger context of use,
in particular by the presence or absence of agefd anchoring to the pro-form.

The second analysis is a hypothesis on the sugpeakthe syntagmatic axis of the utterance.
This hypothesis is visualised below in a figuret #vploits the horizontal and vertical axes of
the page (see Blanche-Benveniste 1990). When pnadic elements are placed one below

the other in a vertical column, the syntacmatis@merges on the horizontal dimension:

min& lensin pyllylleni sinne

I fell on my behind on the
sinne tiellea.
on the road

In any case, whatever the syntactic analysis mawbdiave here an example in which a
rection place is announced by a non-lexical elerbefdre the lexical realization.

Secondly, a rection place can be reinstantiatedder to increase the degree of lexical
specification. In example (5), paradigmatic reitierss target the place of the valency
complement of the verkiittaa ‘to thank’. This rection place is first realizey the noun
phrasekaikkia-ar Naisiaar ‘all women’ in which the lexical heaadisia‘women’) is a basic
level categorization (cf. Rosch 1977; Cornish 188). After having completed the
syntagmatic axis of the utterance (by the sequkutsn tapana oras is customary’ encircled
by the addressee’s respongesjoo, niin), the speaker re-edits the valency complemertieof t
verbkiittda ‘to thank’. The elementslannaaar ‘Hanna’, aitianséar ‘his mother’ and

ket&ar kaikkiansaar ‘everybody’ form a list in which the noun phrases, as in the first
realization, in the partitive case which the vkiitida ‘to thank’ imposes on its valency

complement:

(5)
S1 ku se esipuheessaan kato kiittda kaikkiarar naisiapar
because he in his preface you see thaliksomen
S2 joo joo
oh
S1 kuten tapana on
as is customary
S2 niin
yes
S1 Hannaaenr ja &itiénséear ja ketérar kaikkiansarar



Hannaandhis mothelandeverybody{Summer plans 079)

se esipuheessaan kato kiittaa kaikkiarar naisiapar kuten tapana on
he inhis preface you see thanks all women as customary is
Hannaarar
Hanna
ja aitiansapar-ros
and his mother
ja ketérar kaikkiansapar-ros
and everybody

The reiterations constitute an additive enumerataplicitly marked by the elemejat ‘and’,
which specifies the designation made by the featization. We can also note that the last
realizationketd kaikkiansawhom else ~ everybody’ closes the list by invitiat the same
time to consider the listing as non-complete (effefson 1990: 65—-68).

Thirdly, the assignment of lexical elements camaele by opposing different designations.
In (6), the noun phrasesita kortteja’those post cards’ anulenia kirjeitd‘'small letters’
realize the valency complement of the vella ‘to be’. The first realization is within the
scope of the negative modality of the verb. Thendlementsaan siisbut PRT’ introduce
into the same rection place a second realizatianishendowed with its own modality, i.e. it

escapes the negative modality affecting the featization:

(6)

((a season worker in a post office explains whajdte entails))

se ei 00 nyt niitéd kortteja vaan siis + pienié kirjeité

this time it's notthose post cardbsut +small letters(Childhood friends 101)

se eioo nyt niitérar korttejarar

it isnot thistime those post cards
vaan siis pienidrar  Kirjeitépar
but PRT small letters

The first noun is preceded by the demonstrativerdeherniita ‘those’ (plural form of the
demonstrativese that seems to function here as an invitatiomé&addressee to link
information carried by the utterance with an algesidared knowledge (cf. Vilkuna 1992:
134). The first realizatiokortteja‘post cards’ is indeed introduced as a presuppeksadent
with which the second realizatigmenia kirjeitd‘'small letters’ is contrasted. Neither the
second, nor the first is supposed to assume thgndé®n alone, but these two realizations,

by defining each other, constitute together theckbdescription.



Finally, the overt negotiation about different nampossibilities is particularly obvious in
examples of repairs. In (7), the speaker stopsyhtagmatic axis of the utterance after having
pronounced the venitti ‘said’, followed by the beginning of the elemexntd)‘that’, and
returns to a rectional element in the allative qaske, . poliisillea . ‘to the policeman’)

which has been realized already before the govgnenb®

(7)

vaikka hén sille poliisille vaitti e- tai kuulustelijalle véitti ettd + han oli juonu viinaa

even thougho the policemare said tha- aio the investigatohe said that + he had drunk alcohol (Hairdressing
salon 105)

vaikka han sillea.  poliisillea vaitti e-
even though he tothe policeman said tha-
tai kuulustelijalleac. vaitti ettd han oli juonu viinaa
or tothg investigator said that he had drunk alcohol

The second realizatidtuulustelijalley . ‘to [the] investigator’ that is introduced by the
elementai ‘or’ proposes an alternative designatfoafter which the verb is reproduced and

its construction is completed.

3.3. The instability of lexical descriptions

Repairs that take place with a delay show thatddescriptions remain an object of
negotiation even when a lexical designation has emtarily been made. On the other hand,
paradigmatic lists with the contrastive effect evide the fact that lexical realizations of a
rection place do not reduce to the selection afigue term among the paradigm of possible
realizations (cf. Blanche-Benveniste 1987: 142pdnadigmatic developments anchored to a
rection place, lexical designations are built upgoessively. They may advance for example
by specification, the first realization only annoiny a rectional element by indicating its
syntactic type or making a basic level categormatf the referent.

The introduction of lexical elements into rectidages may then consist of an entire task
during which a referent is constructed by usingedént descriptions depending on viewpoints
from which the speaker picks out the referent egpectives in which s/he places the referent
(cf. for instance Blanche-Benveniste 1985; ApothéaReichler-Béguelin 1995; Mondada &
Dubois 1995). Even a simple lexical designatiors gstvalue in relation to a paradigm of

other potential designations (see also Schegl&61858, note 25).The instability of lexical



elements can also be explicitly stated by the sgreakmetalinguistic sequences produced

during the lexical selection process.

4 Metalinguistic sequences

The realization of rection places is sometimes aquamied by sequences which do not
constitute the main line of discourse, but rathakenexplicit linguistic production processes
by providing comments on how to put propositior@itent into words. In this section, | will
first examine three models by which a metalingaiséquence can be inserted in the body of a
frame construction. Then, | will formulate a hypesis on the referential anchoring of the

pronounseused in metalinguistic sequences.

4.1. Three insertion models

It happens that instead of providing a rection @hagth a lexical element, the speaker
produces a verbal sequence which explicates theese@r inaccessibility of a lexical
description. In example (8), the vempppia‘to jump’ has in its construction a valency
complement which is first instantiated by the elahmait ‘those’. Although the formmiit
could function as an independent pronoun, the piiegdinguistic context does not contain
here any explicit interpretation source (cf. e¥).(Brosodic cues equally contribute to expect
a syntagmatic continuatiéhSo, we can see here a pro-element that is usedeterminer
anticipating a lexical head of a noun phrase. Adtpause and a hesitation sodadih’, the
speaker pronounces however not a nominal elemer $equence which requests a lexical
designationmité ne nyt orwhat they PRT are ~ what are they called’:
(8)
S1 ---nythan se on hyppiny niit + 8- mité ne nyt on +

- - - it's true that now he has been jumping thesédwhat are they called
S2 laskuvarjo-

parachute-

S1 niin niit laskuvarjohyppyi
yes those parachute jumps (Summer plans 079)

nythan se on hyppiny niit 0-
nowPRT he has been jumping those uh

mitd ne  nyt on
what they PRTare




In example (9), a metalinguistic sequence is iraigt into the construction of the
postpositiorkanssawith’. The rection place opened by this postpositis realized at the
first time by the noun in the genitive case@monsaen-pos'his wife’. The first realization is
followed by the elemenéa ‘and’, that gives cause for expecting to a seceadization in the
same syntactic place (note that the governing eleme. the postposition which follows its
rectional element in the spoken chain, is stisuspense). But after a pause, the speaker
produces the metalinguistic sequepoema tiid kuka se ofi don’t know who s/he was’ with
which she declines to provide a lexical designatidter that, the syntagmatic axis is

completed by the governing postposition:

9)
Aaro oli siel vaimonsa ja + en mé tiié kuka se oli + kanssa
Aaro was there with his wife andlon’t know who s/he wg3 hree high school scholars 099)

Aaro oli siel VaimonSaGeN-pos
Aaro was there his wife
ja
and
en ma tia kuka se oli
NEG |  [don’t] know who s/he was
kanssa
with

In these two cases, it looks as if the metalingustquence takes provisionally the place of a
noun or a noun phradé\Jote that in (8) a lexical designation is sugge:éager on by the
addressee (S2) who pronounces the beginning ad@leelementl@skuvarjo; the first part

of a compound word). The initial speaker approvésiin ‘yes’) and then, by reiterating the

determiner, she introduces it explicitly into tyatctic matrix of the frame constructidh:



S1 nythan se on hyppiny niitear ~ 6-
nowpPRT he has been jumping those uh

mitd ne nyt on
what they PRT are

S2 laskuvarjo-
parachute-
S1 niin niitear laskuvarjohyppyirar
yes those parachute jumps

In (9), in contrast, the metalinguistic sequenaatisgrated into a rection paradigm without
adding any lexical designation subsequently.

In the second type of cases, the metalinguistioesace takes over from the categorization of
a referent. The extract in example (10) (quoteeaaly at the beginning of this paper) starts
with a sequence that gives the impression of aasyintand semantic incompletiom&fl on

kuulemma valtavan s- hieficheard they have a very b- splendid’):

(10)

- - - nin nail on kuulemma valtavan s- hieno niinku ei se mikdén mékki o vaan se on semmonen hirsitupa + oikeen ja sit siel
on kaikki mikroaaltouunista ja astianpesukoneest lahtien

- - - so | heard they have a very b- splendidt'smot at all any cottage but it is a timbereduse + reallyand
then there is everything from a microwave oven auishwasher (Summer plans 079)

nailaoe on  kuulemma valtavan s-

they have |heard [a very b-
hienonom niinku
splendidPRT

The pronoun in the adessive cadédape ‘they’ and the verlon seem to begin a possessive
construction igéil on...‘they have...”’). We could then expect the valencynptement to be
realized by a noun phrase. After the verb, the etekuulemmal heard’ (frozen form of the
verbkuulla ‘to hear’) indicates that the speaker is reporiagond hand information (cf. Kuiri
1984: 201, 207-209). Then the realization of tHen@/ complement is started by the
adjective phrasealtavan s- hiendvery b- splendid’ (the sounst preceding the adjective
hienocould be perceived in this context as a beginoirthe adjectivesuuri ‘big’). ** The
particleniinku functions as a signal that the utterance will betiooied.

Suojala (1989: 121-122) has observed that thiscpars used in contexts in which the
continuation involves a syntactic rupture, as is g#xample. Instead of providing directly a
lexical head noun, the speaker produces two segaenavhich the verblla ‘to be’ is used
first in the scope of the negative modaligy $e mikaan mokki ‘@’s not at all any cottage’)

and then in the scope of the affirmative modakty ¢n semmonen hirsitupa oikeems a



timbered house really’). The contrasting relatietween these sequences is explicitly marked

by the elementaan‘but’:

nailaoe on  kuulemma valtavan s-

they have |heard [a very b-
hienonom niinku
splendidPRT

ei se mikddn moékki o

NEG it any  cottage ignot
se on
it is a

semmonen hirsitupa oikeen
timbered house really

vaan
but

In the first metalinguistic sequence, the negadiweiliary verb begins the construction and the
realization of the valency complemeanikaan mokkiany cottage’ is placed between the
subject pronouse’it’ and the governing verb ‘is’. This constituent order creates the effect
of rejecting a presupposition. That effect is stitensified by the indefinite negative
determinemikd&n‘any’. Indeed, the first realization of the valgraomplement reiterates a
lexeme okki‘cottage”) which has already been used in theqatieg context of this extract.
The first realization is contrasted with the nolmgsesemmonen hirsitupa timbered
house*® which is placed in the second sequence in thealquisition after the verb.
Example (11) presents a similar case. At the erith@f2, there is the sequenicgla
tosiasiassa tehdaan poliittisian reality they make political’ in which the adjeéve poliittisia
‘political’ starts the realization of the valenayraplement of the vertehda‘'to make’. After a
pause, the speaker continues not with a lexical ndach we could be waiting for, but by
producing the metalinguistic sequerstiei ne ole paketteja mutta jonkun sortin sopinauks

kuitenkin‘perhaps they are not packages but some kindsrdfacts anyway’:

(11)
1 nyky&énhén puhutaan hyvin paljon siita ettei solmita poliittisia virkapaketteja + mutta sitten m- minusta néyttaa silta
it's true that nowadays it is very often said tthety don’'t make any packages of political posksit-it seems to
2 etta kuitenkin + kansa + hyvin nakee ja ja kylla minusta olen itsekin voinut néhda etté kylla tosiasiassa tehdaan poliittisia +
me that however + people + see very well and amdom | could have seen that in reality they makiéipal +
3 ehkei ne ole paketteja mutta jonkun sortin sopimuksia kuitenkin
perhaps they are not packages but some kindsnbfamis anywayProfessional life)

kylla tosiasiassa tehdadaneass poliittisia
PRT inreality they make political
ehkei ne ole paketteja
perhapsNeG  they argnof packages
mutta jonkun sortin ~ sopimuksia  kuitenkin
but some kinds of contracts  anyway




Within the metalinguistic sequence, the first rzation of the valency complement of the verb
olla ‘to be’ reiterates a lexeme used in the precedamgext (line 1: ..ettei solmita poliittisia
virkapaketteja ‘... that they don’t make apgickagef political posts’). The first realization

is within the scope of a modal adverb and the megatodality of the verbghk-ei‘perhaps-
NEG’). Then the elememhutta‘but’ introduces a second realization which is emdd with

its own modality, i.e. the affirmative modality Wwadut any explicit mark, and accompanied by
the advertkuitenkin‘anyway’.*®

In these two examples, the metalinguistic sequeinéesupt an ongoing syntactic

construction before the speaker provides a nonmieatl of a noun phrase whose realization
has been started by a modifier. Unlike examplégé¢ section 3.2.) in which the opposition

of different lexical descriptions is done direatlythe main line of discourse, the naming
process is carried out here by means of metalitig@squences. The nominal head nouns are
not provided at all at the level of the frame camsions. However, note that in (10) the
following construction which is introduced by tHeraentga sit ‘and then’ begins with the
pro-formsiel ‘there’ which points to the referent whose lexidakcription is achieved in the
metalinguistic sequences.

The last two examples contain a metalinguistic eaqga whose form seems to be more or less
lexicalised. This third type of metalinguistic segues produces the effect of modalising a
lexical choice in a rection place. In (12), theevady complement of the vesaada'to get, to
obtain’ is realized by the noun phrgeku puoltoist viikkoo sairaslomdabout one and a half
weeks of sick leave’ in front of which is grafted iaterrogative sequence-(0- oisko se nyt

ollu ‘w- w- would it PRT have been’):

(12)
sit se sai niinku + o- 0- oisko se nyt ollu joku puoltoist viikkoo sairaslomaa
then he got uh w- w- would it PRT have be@tout one and a half weeks of sick leave (ChildHoedds 101)

sit se sai niinku o-
then he gotPRT w-
O-
W_
oisko  se nyt ollu joku  puoltoistvom gpacc  viikkoorar  Sairaslomaarar
wouldg it PRT have beermbout one and a half  weeks of sick leave

In (13), the locative complement of the venbuttaa'to move’ is first instantiated by the
elemengjonneki‘to someplace’ (a pro-adverb corresponding tairtkdefinite pronounokin

‘some, a’ and expressing the directional featurgraivement towards”), and the



interrogative sequena#iks se nytwas it PRT’ is inserted within the nominal syntagust

before the proper nourampereellg . ‘to Tampere’:

(13)
ne muuttaa jonneki + oliks se nyt TampereelleaL. tai jotain14
they will move to some(place)was itPRTto Tampere or something (Women’s conversations 081)

ne muuttaa jonneki oliks  se nyt Tampereellea.
they [will] move to some(placejasQ it PRT to Tampere

The metalinguistic sequences are formed by the eléabto be’ that is used in the past tense
(past conditional in (12) and preterit in (13)) amtlowed with the interrogative modality.
The verb is accompanied by the subject prorsmiit’ and the particlenyt which makes the
interrogation explicitly rhetoric (cf. (8) aboveakulinen & Saari 1995: 490; Kurhila
forthcoming).

In (12), we could hesitate over the analysis ofrtben phras@ku puoltoist viikkoo
sairaslomadabout one and a half weeks of sick leave’: doéglong to the construction of
the verbolla ‘to be’ or the vertsaada'to get, to obtain’? The quantifiguoltoist‘one and a
half' is in the nominative case and governs thenfof the other elements in this noun
phrase’ It is preceded by the indefinite elem@iu ‘some’ that marks here the
approximation of the numeral expressigrkg puoltoist vilkkkodabout one and a half
weeks’). On the one hand, this noun phrase in tneimative case seems to realize the
valency complement of the veolla ‘to be’, but on the other hand, we could take @t &3 a
realization of the valency complement of the vesiada'to get, to obtain’, since the
accusative case of numeral expressions suph@§)toist(a)‘'one and a half’ is identical to
the nominative cas®.

Example (13) provides us with a clearer case famguhe second type of analysis. The noun
phraseTampereellg . ‘to Tampere’ is in the allative case that expreshe same directional
feature of “movement towards” than the indefinikeneentjonneki‘to some(place)’. The
noun phras@ampereellg, ‘to Tampere’ is then governed by the verbuttaa'to move’,

and not by the verblla ‘to be’. Instead of having the status of a govegniarb that selects its
complements, the vexla is used here as a support of modalities that téingdexical

choice in a rection place opened by the governerg in the frame construction (cf.

sequences such sanotaan (nyt)let's say’).



To sum up, the metalinguistic sequences may hdferaht degrees of integration into the
frame construction. They could be grafted in frohfsee (12)) or within (see (13)) a nominal
syntagm, and sometimes they seem to stand proaigan the place of a noun in the frame
construction (see (8) and (9)). In other casessyh&actic rupture is more perceptible (see
(10) and (11)). However, in all cases, the integirens of the frame construction and the

metalinguistic sequences are closely interdependent

4.2. The referential anchoring of the pron@en

In all the examples above, the metalinguistic seqeg are formed round the verlta ‘to be’
with the subject slot realized by the singular loirg pronourse‘it, s/he’ ~ne‘they'. In this
section, | will formulate a hypothesis on the refdral anchoring of these subject pronouns.
We can suppose that the recipients make the fymtthesis on the referential interpretation
of the pronoursein relation to its preceding context, if there g/ gotential interpretation
source (cf. Reichler-Béguelin 1988: 36—39; Zay 124B). In the case of syntactic ruptures,
it seems that the suspension of a constructiorttenohsertion process give to the interrupted
construction a particular saliency in the intergtien of referring expressions used in inserted
sequences (cf. Zay 1995: 212).

In example (8), the suspension of the frame coostmi is preceded by the elemenit

‘those’ which instantiates the valency complemdrihe verbhyppia‘to jump’

(8)
S1 - - - nythan se on hyppiny niit + 8- mita ne nyt on +
- - - it's true that now he has been jumping thesé what ar¢heycalled
S2 laskuvarjo-
parachute-
S1 niin niit laskuvarjohyppyi
yes those parachute jumps (Summer plans 079)

This form announces a realization of the valeneylement in the plural. In addition, the
governing verb itself attributes to its valency gdement the semantic property of
“something that can be jumped” (cf. Cornish 199%-3&1). It is this rection place, announced
in the frame construction, but still being with@uty lexical element, that offers the most
immediately available referential anchoring to shbject pronoume‘they’ of the
metalinguistic sequengrité ne nyt on‘what theyPRT are ~ what artheycalled’. Note that

the pronoumeis here interpretable in its linguistic contexthwatit any previous lexical



designation of the referent (during the telephameversation from which this example is
extracted) and before the subsequent lexical dasamn Indeed, as we have already seen
above, the addressee (S2) comes to aid — in dite ohetorical nature of the question — by
suggesting a designatiolagkuvarjo-‘parachute’). In so doing, she shows indirectigttthe
has localised the referential anchoring of the pusme ‘they’.

In (9), the reference resolution is equally donthaut relying on any lexical designation of
the referent. The pronowseis used in the sequenea ma tiia kukaeoli ‘I don’t know who
s/hewas’ which is inserted within the constructiortloé postpositiokkanssawith’. The
pronoun finds its referential anchoring in the i@ciplace governed by this postposition. It
points to a referent whose designation is to beebeal after the first realization of the
rectional element of the postpositioraimonsahis wife’) followed by the elemena ‘and’,

but which the speaker is unable to name (accoriige very host sequence of the pronoun):

9)
Aaro oli siel vaimonsa ja + en ma tii& kuka se oli + kanssa
Aaro was there with his wife and + | don’t know wélbewas (Three high school scholars 099)

The first realizatiorvaimonsahis wife’ actualizes a semantic field and in thiay, it also
orients the expectations for the second realizatiothe metalinguistic sequence, the
interrogative pronoukuka‘'who’ which realizes the valence complement ofvikebolla ‘to
be’ indicates that the referent of the subject ptonis human. In view of the semantic field
opened by the first lexical realization, the ref¢i®sex is probably also female, but neither
this property nor the property [+human] is dispthyy the Finnish pronouse

In examples (10) and (11), the interruption offilaene construction takes place after an
adjectival modifier, before the apparition of tegital head of the noun phrase. The subject
pronouns of the metalinguistic sequensesit’ and ne ‘they’, find their referential anchoring
in the rection slot whose realization has beeriestan the frame construction, but not
achieved: in the place of the valency complemetthénpossessive constructiodil on...

‘they have...’ of (10) and in the place of the valgoomplement of the vertiehda‘'to make’

in (11):

(10)

- - - nin nail on kuulemma valtavan s- hieno niinku ei se mikaan mokki o vaan se on semmonen hirsitupa + oikeen

- - - so | heard they have a very b- splendidtishnot at all any cottage bittis a timbered house really (Summer
plans 079)



(11)
- - - kyll& tosiasiassa tehdaén poliittisia + ehkei ne ole paketteja mutta jonkun sortin sopimuksia kuitenkin

- - - in reality they make political + perhaibeyare not packages but some kinds of contracts anywa
(Professional life)

These referential anchorings are confirmed by dmepatibility between the propositional
content of the frame construction and the categbtiam of the referent accomplished in the

metalinguistic sequences (cf. Zay 1995: 212):

ndilkoe on  kuulemma valtavan s-

they havel heard [a] very b-
hienonom niinku
splendid PRT

ei se mikdadn mokki 0

NEG it any cottage imof
vaan se on semmonen hirsitupa oikeen
but it is a timbered house really

ndil on valtavan hieno hirsitupa
‘they have a very splendid timbered house’

kylld tosiasiassa tehddéneass  poliittisia
PRT inreality they make political

ehkei ne ole paketteja
perhapsveG they argnof packages
mutta jonkun sortin  sopimuksia  kuitenkin
but some kinds afontracts anyway

tosiasiassa tehdaéan poliittisia sopimuksia
‘in reality they make political contracts’

We can propose the same kind of analysis on tleeenatial anchoring of the pronoussin
examples (12) and (13) in which the metalinguiséquences are grafted on a realization of a
rection place with the effect of modalizing theitat choice. In (13), the referential target of
the pronourse’it’ is the locative rection place of the venfuuttaa'to move’ that has been

instantiated by the elemegoinneki‘to some(place)’ before the use of the pronoun:

(13)
ne muuttaa jonneki + oliks se nyt TampereelleaLL tai jotain
they will move to some(place) + wasPRTto Tampere or something (Women'’s conversations 081)

In (12), the referential anchoring of the pron®eit’ is provided by the place of the valency

complement of the verfaada'to get, to obtain’. Note that the insertion of tinetalinguistic



sequence happens before any element instantigesldncy complement in the frame

construction:

(12)
sit se sai niinku + 0- 0- oisko se nyt ollu joku puoltoist viikkoo sairaslomaa
then he got uh + w- w- woultl PRT have beeabout one and a half weeks of sick leave (ChildhHoedds 101)

The verbsaada'to get, to obtain’ itself creates an expectationd valency complement, and
in addition, the following particlaiinku serves as a signal that the utterance will beirmoad
(cf. example (10) in section 4.1.). The identifioatof the rection place offering the
referential anchoring to the pronosais based here on the knowledge we have on the
complementation of the governing verb.

To sum up, in all of the examples, the host corsitn of the pronouseis a metalinguistic
sequence that is integrated into another verbatoaction or that suspends an ongoing verbal
construction. The referential anchoring of the puumis provided by the frame construction,
and to be precise, by a rection slot which is etggband whose realization has eventually
begun, but which is still devoid of full lexical mt@nt. The analyses have tried to show that a
governing element and a beginning of a syntagmitiséantiates a rection slot (and
sometimes even the governing element alone) angghrno provide referential anchoring for
the pronoursewhich is used in sequences creating a syntacticestursive rupture in the
text.

In the examples above, the pron@an~ néit, s/he ~ they’ could hardly be described as a
“substitute of a noun”. On the contrary, it sert@point to a referent that has not yet been
named, in order to question its possible designafito accomplish its categorization or a
lexical description in an attributive constructian,to modalize a lexical choice. We have
seen, too, that in certain cases the prorsmgan be interpreted in its linguistic context
without any previous or subsequent lexical mentibtine referent. It could be possible, of
course, to replace in these examples the proeeunndiy a semantically non-specific noun
phrase, as in (8) hye jutut‘these things’mité ne jutut oriwhat are these things (called)'.
Nevertheless, it seems to me that the interpretatiaghe analysed occurrences of the pronoun
sedoes not involve this kind of non-specific desigmas. The recourse to non-specific noun
phrases is another strategy, and a real one esglbit speakers, but also a more marked one

compared to the use of the pronominal pointérs.



5 An example of parenthetical inserts

In the final example, the host construction of phenounse'it, s/he’ is slightly different from
the preceding ones. The metalinguistic sequencdgsad above which break in during a
lexical selection process are a particular cagbeogyntactic and discursive heterogeneity of
spoken texts: being inserted into the body of m&a&onstruction, they are likely to provide or
serve to introduce a lexical description the fraroestruction is devoid of.

This section presents an insert which can be cpbeenthesigcf. Ravila 1945; Duvallon &
Routarinne forthcoming). Even if they are semalfifigalated, the frame construction and the
parenthetical insert remain syntactically non-intégd and seem to have distinct cognitive
goals and more or less independent planning presesswell (see Berrendonner 1993; Zay
1995; Mondada & Zay 1999).

The example below illustrates one more way thereetel target of the pronowsecan be
defined in textual domains of the linguistic coriteks we have seen, the pronaeis not
always interpretable at the very moment it appesatise text. Among the contexts propitious
to deferred interpretation, there is the one incllthe parenthetical insert containing the
pronoun is interpolated within a noun phrase, betwibe lexical head and a relative clause

that completes it. Consider example (14):

(14)

mé: ajattelin tehdé tietokoneella timmdsen + aa nelosen se oli kai Naavan Sakarin idea mika toimis lippuna ja + ohjelmana +
saman tien mika taitetaan nain ja + taall4 sitten lukee blaa blaa - - -

| thought of doing by computer an + A4 size page thisit was perhaps Sakari Naavateawhich could serve
as a ticket and + a program + at the same timehaikifold up like this and + then here is the tagh blah - - -
(Neighbourhood association 089, 090)

As already noted, it is probable that an initighbthesis on the referential anchoring of the
pronounseis formulated in relation to the preceding cont@xgvided that it contains an
interpretation source (cf. Reichler-Béguelin 1988=-39; Zay 1995: 208). In example (14),
the pronourseis used in the sequense oli kai Naavan Sakarin ideéi&was perhaps Sakari
Naava's idea’. The preceding context contains thenrphrasédmmaosen aa nelosémn A4
size page like this’ which offers to the pron@aethe most immediately available
interpretation source. However, the host constoaciind in particular the realization of the

valency complementNaavan Sakarin ide&akari Naava's idea’) are likely to orient the



interpretation of the subject pronosatowards a propositional content, and not a discret
entity.

From the viewpoint of the linear advancement oftehe, the interpretation of the pronose
remains more or less uncertain when its host coctsdn is achieved, since the propositional
content of the preceding sequemncé&: ajattelin tehda..'l thought of doing...” is not very
compatible with the predication ‘to be someone’slgkea’ (?'it [“that | thought of doing
something] was perhaps S. N.’s ided Next the speaker produces two relative clauses
(mik& toimis lippuna ja + ohjelmana + saman tigvhich could serve as a ticket and + a
program + at the same time’ amdka taitetaan nairwhich is fold up like this’) which
complete syntactically the noun phrag@emdsen aa nelosém A4 size page like this’. The

pronounseand its host construction are thus encased wétimaun phrase:

mé: ajattelin tehda tietokoneella  tdmmGsen aa nelosen
| thought of doing by computeran A4 size page like this
se oli kai Naavan Sakarin idea
it was perhaps Sakari Naava's idea
mikd  toimis lippuna
which could serve as a ticket

ja  ohjelmana  saman tien

and a program at the same tim
miké  taitetaan  néin
which is fold up like this

14

Finally, the pronourse’it’ finds its interpretation source in this comglaoun phrase (in

italics above) which is constructed around the mpitwetical insert. Put differently, the pronoun
picks out a referent whose lexical content is btling formulated in the frame construction. It
is in fact this “resumptive” pronoun (Maillard 197hat creates the referent and introduces it
in the text, even though it is not possible to ¢éyadetermine the limits of the reference (cf.
Zay 1995: 208, 213-214).

Unlike the examples in the preceding section, thet honstruction of the pronoun does not
participate here directly to the process of lexagdignation of the referent, but it proposes
rather supplementary information about the propmsad content that is being formulated in
the frame construction. It seems to me that theluéen of that kind of passages consists in
putting in relation two different perspectives oscane described, rather than seeing in the
text a progressive accumulation of information. Triaene construction and the insert form

separate textual domains, the first one enclosiagécond one. The interpretation of the



pronounsenecessitates figuring out this textual organisaind could not be achieved before

the whole constructional figure has been finished.

6 Conclusion

The pronourseis not solely a tracking form used to refer teerefts already introduced in

the interlocutors’ centre of attention. It servesodo capture referents whose existence is only
expectable on the bases of the linguistic contaxhe context of syntactic and discursive
ruptures examined above, the pronsepoints to referents which are still being introedaén
the utterance within which the host constructiothef pronoun shelters. The pron@ae

allows constructing the reference in cases in wlagltal designations are momentarily
unavailable or must be negotiated. On the othed hiaalso enables a referential act to target
a lexical content still in progress within anothextual domain.

| have tried to show, on the one hand, that semarformation conveyed by the host
construction and the position of this host congioncin the larger linguistic context play an
undeniable role in the determination of the refeatianchoring of a pronoun. In the context
of syntactic ruptures, the insertion process itseédfms to make out of the frame construction,
and not only of elements already realized, but afsection slots left in suspense, a
particularly salient interpretation domain for pooims used in inserted sequences. On the
other hand, | have wanted to underline the fadtréference resolution is not always possible
at the very moment a pronoun appears in the tdvd.cChtegorization or the lexical content of
a referent can be confirmed only later on. Morepgewnouns can find their referential
anchoring even without any lexical designationhaf teferent in the preceding or subsequent
context.

Uses that speakers make of different types ofniafgexpressions in oral productions lead me
to see the pronoweas an original referring form which is not necesdgalentical with a
lexical content identified in the linguistic conteln comparison with lexical descriptions
whose value is determined in relation to the wipaleadigm of other potential lexical
representations and which could, in principle,rat @moment, be changed over other
designations depending on different points of vaawl perspectives, the pronasm with its
minimal descriptive content, is a more stable rafgrexpression. | propose that pro-forms

such as the pronowgebe considered not only as surer syntactic indisattan lexical forms



of nouns (Blanche-Benveniste et al. 1987: 237) atad as unmarked referring expressions, as

neutral designations and, so to say, controlletexatal descriptions of referents.
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Appendix

Transcription symbols and other notations

+ pause (length non specified)
sa- truncated word
a lengthening

NEG negation

PRT particle

Q interrogative particle

sertase grammatical indications: NOM nominative, GEN de@, PAR partitive, ADE
adessive, ILL illative, ALL allative; PASS (impernsal) passive, POS possessive
suffix

[the] in the translation line, a grammatical eletm@bsent from the original production or

placed elsewhere in it

Corpus

Summer plans 079: telephone conversation

Childhood friends 101: telephone conversation
Neighbourhood association 089, 090: face-to-facwersation
Hairdressing salon 105: face-to-face conversation
Women'’s conversations 081: telephone conversation
Three high school scholars 099: face-to-face caatEm

Professional life: radio conversation



Local case system in Finnish (cf. Onikki-Rantaj@2R01: 14).

The dimension of Static cases Dynamic cases
DIRECTION-
“position” “movement from” “movement towards”
The dimension of
QUALITY |
Intern cases INESSIVE ELATIVE ILLATIVE
talossa talosta taloon
‘in a/the house’ ‘from a/the house’ ‘into a/the house’
Extern cases ADESSIVE ABLATIVE ALLATIVE
poyddla poydata poyddle
‘on a/the table’ ‘from a/the table’ ‘onto a/the table’

! All examples are drawn from a corpus of conveoswiti data. | have use in this study audiotaped prateided
by the department of Finnish at the University eldihki (humber of tape is indicated) and my peason
collection (without number). The transcriptions adapted for a syntactic approach and contain sorye
prosodic indications, e.g. the places of pausesgadaby the symbol “+”. When necessary, prosoditepas are
commented in the text. See the appendix for a geer of data, transcription symbols and otherations used
in this paper.

% The linguistic segment that is supposed to camfééescriptive content on a pronoun is caletecedent

% Note that the termectionis used heré speak about two kinds of elements: verb-speviflency elements and
non-verb-specific elements, as temporal and spati@plements, which are however concerned by the
modalities of the verb and which can be identifigdoro-forms. The termectional elementontrasts with the
termassociated elemethat is reserved to speak about elements thatareonstructed by a verb (dlausal
complemenin the more traditional terminology).

* For the discussion about the status of locativealfstratives, see Laury 1997: 128—145smsuomen
kielioppi (Hakulinen et al. forthcoming) the syntagmatictsifiormed by a locative demonstrative and a noum in
local case asinne tielle'on the road’ are callefixed apposition constructiofkiinte& appositiorakenne

® This word order is sometimes used in sequenceshvaiintain information supposed to be already kn(see
for instance Sorjonen 2002; Duvallon 2003).

® Only the lexical head of the noun phrase is repced, but not the determiner. A careful reader hae
noticed a difference in the figures of this exangole example (6) in which the second realizatiareéy
contains no demonstrative determiner. In the aisbfy6), | have placed the editing terw@an siisin front of
the empty column of the determiner, while in thalgsis of (7), the editing elemetati is placed after the column
of the determiner. This difference reflects anitidn based interpretation that in (6) the re-@gitconcerns the
whole noun phrase, but in (7) only the lexical headn. | would like to emphasize that figures repreing
syntactic organization of utterances are ratheasblirhe grammatical status of Finnish demonstativ
determiners is a question that could not be treladed (see Laury 1997; Juvonen 2000; Larjavaara)200

"My remarks on lexical naming processes are limitea syntactic approach.

8 For more information about prosodic cues usetiénttirn-holding, such as a level intonation anduasp
initiated by glottal closure, see for instance Ld@02; Local & Kelly 1986; Ogden 2001. | thank &ar
Routarinne for these references.

% In figures | have separated the metalinguistizseqes from the frame constructions in order ticiate the
passage from the main discourse to the metalangbagen the other hand, the metalinguistic seqeeace
aligned with the syntactic slot of the frame comstion they seem to occupy.

1% According to Scheglofét al. 1977, repairs in conversation are organised imtgthat the initial speaker has
the privilege of resolving a problem that arisethia production of an utterance. The partigfeused in word
search sequences is indeed a mark of the rhetodtale of these sequences (cf. Hakulinen & S&851490—
491). In example (8), the immediate participatibthe addressee in the lexical selection processheaelated
to the fact that the whole utterance calls forarastt knowledge: on the one hand, in the head dfainee
construction, there is the enclitic partieleAnwhich marks that the utterance contains infornmasiopposed to
be already known by the addressee (A. Hakulined A®¥6]), and on the other hand, the determmiiér whose



use seems to go hand in hand with the particléeimthe addressee to link the propositional cdraéthe
utterance with an already shared knowledge (Vilki@@2: 133-135; Duvallon forthcoming). (Cf. Goodwin
1987, who pays attention to the role that apparesitations play in the management of participal@srin
speech situations in which the access to informatamveyed in discourse is shared by several jjzatits.)
1t is well known that adjectives may sometimesibed as nouns. In example (10), this interpretasiomt
very satisfactory.
2 The demonstrative adjectisemmonethat means literally ‘that kind of’ can serve amark of a lexical
approximation. It is used as a kind of indefinitécde in order to introduce a lexical descriptiona
categorization of a referent (note that Finnistk$athe category of indefinite article; see Juvoimethis volume).
3n Finnish, two elements can serve as contrastikersvaanandmutta‘but’. The elemenvaanseems to be
used in contexts in which the contrasting relatiomolves only the negative and the affirmative nid@s and in
which the negative modality is expressed beforeaffienative one. In example (11), in addition ke thegative
modality, the first sequence contains an expressidhe epistemic modality (the adverbk(ei) and the
contrastive marker iswutta
14 Like the locative demonstratives (cf. section 3.the elemenjpnneki(n)can be used as an autonomous form
(with the meaning ‘somewhere’). On the other hatnid,also used as a kind of determiner before soWwhen it
is followed by a proper noun as in (13), the elem@meki(n)produces a special type of approximation effect:
the proposed lexical element that refers to a fipeeiferent is to be taken as an example. In thege different
elements contribute here to that kind of intergreta firstly, the elemenjpnneki then the metalinguistic
sequence that puts the lexical realization intosttegpe of the interrogative modality and finallg gequenctai
jotain ‘or something’, added at the end (cf. Salo 200B:%, 76-83).
! As other numerals in the nominative case, it ifeed by an element in the partitive case. Thenefet
puoltoist'one and a half quantifies first the nouiikkoo-ar ‘week’, then the elemengsuoltoist vilkkodone and
a half weeks’ function as a quantifier of the nesairaslomaaar ‘sick leave’

[[puoltoistyom [ Viikkoopag]] — sairaslomaaag]

‘one and a half  weeks of sick leave’
'8 The indefinite elemerjoku could serve as a counterargument: formally, iit ikie nominative case (cf. the
accusative cagenkur). But it seems to me that this element can reimaigriable in particular in front of
numerals.
' Note that the other Finnish demonstratitésa ‘that’ andtuo ‘this’ can be used, too, in metalinguistic
sequences. The hypothesis formulated above omtéietation of the pronowsecould be applied also to
these forms, but in addition we should take in aersition the specific demonstrative features e$éhforms,
for instance the fact that their referential origin the speaker (see for example Laury 1997cé%lso the
description of the Finnish demonstratives by Etélkinn this volume).
18 When we look at the insert from the point of viefithe achieved production, we can see howeverttieat
parenthesis serves to repair an interpretatiorhiohwthe beginning of the sequence eventually gilses i.e. the
interpretation that the speaker is the responsibike idea she is presenting.



