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INTRODUCTION

The present presentation is part of a larger research project on the structure of Russian
conversation. Much of the work in conversation analysis over the last ten years has
examined the relationship between conversation and syntax; this is brought to the fore in
the title of Ono and Thompson’s 1995 paper, “What can conversation tell us about
syntax?” Here I focus on one small piece of that, namely, how turns can be
collaboratively constructed by more than one interlocutor. Conversation is a collaborative
endeavor and, on a large level, its ultimate structure and content are shaped by multiple
speakers. Sometimes single turns are co-constructed, i.e., constructed by more than one
speaker. One relatively common experience with co-constructions is when one
interlocutor is searching for a word, another supplies it, and then the first interlocutor
continues speaking. That is a simple example of a co-constructed turn. The examples that
follow are more complicated (and more interesting).

The very fact that co-constructions occur raises interesting questions about the
planning, production and processing that goes on during conversation. Previous work has
focused most deeply on English (Lerner 1991, 1996, 2004), although there has also been
some extensive work on Turkic, German, Finnish and Japanese. In English the clause has
a relatively predictably ordered structure, of a subject NP (most frequently a pronoun)
followed by a VP and possibly other items, such as prepositional phrases, within that VP.
Russian provides interesting data for this kind of research precisely because the linear
ordering of elements is not so rigid, while at the same time inflectional morphology often
restricts at the least the form of the elements which follow, so that if a verb precedes a
subject NP, the morphology of the verb often restricts the morphological form of the
subject. Of course there are lexico-semantic and pragmatic restrictions as well: it all has
to make sense.

The data for this paper come from radio interviews on Pamgmoctanuus 3xo
MockBel available at http://www.echo.msk.ru/. The radio station broadcasts the
interviews and then posts transcripts. The transcripts are not completely accurate
representations of the conversations as they are cleaned up for overall readability, but
they are quite good and, with the sound track, very easily fixed to be an accurate
representation of the interview. Because these are radio interviews, the conversational
setting is relatively controlled: the interviews range from 2-4 speakers, and they have
clearly defined roles: in each conversations there is one or two interviewers and one or
two interviewees. The acoustic quality of the broadcasts is good enough to make
judgments based on auditory perception but not really good enough for acoustic
measurements. Native speakers of Russian will find usage in some of the examples that is
not representative of standard, literary Russian; this stems from the nature of the
spontaneous interviews as well as from the speakers’ own varieties of spoken Russian.
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CONVERSATION ANALYSISAND CO-CONSTRUCTIONS

In this paper I follow a framework based upon conversation analysis, which takes as the
basic unit in conversation the turn-constructional unit (or TCU), as defined by Sacks et al
1974)." For the purposes of the present discussion, it is relevant that the TCU was
identified in part to analyze how turn taking occurs in conversation, or more specifically,
how conversational participants know when to start or stop talking. This system is based
on talk in interaction, talk which is collaboratively constructed by more than one speaker
and, in fact, the collaborative nature of conversation is one of their key premises. The
system is designed to account for how speakers change turns without any, or with
minimal overlap. Specifically, their turn-taking systems maps out the rules by which talk
is organized as a series of turns; each speaker is entitled to talk until he or she reaches a
point of possible turn completion, called a transition relevance place (TRP). The current
speaker may continue talking at a TRP, or there may be a change in speakers. (Talking
may also stop, of course.) Cues for possible TRP’s include prosodic factors such as
falling intonation, pauses, and semantic and syntactic completion.

The turn construction unit is generally understood to reach a transitional relevance
place at a moment of syntactic completion. Even though syntactic units are ultimately and
infinitely expandable, they do reach a point or points of possible completion. In
conversation, syntactic completion occurs when an utterance, in its discourse context, can
be interpreted as a complete clause, i.e., with an overt or recoverable predicate. This
definition allows answers to questions, elliptical clauses and backchannels to be
considered syntactically “complete” (Ford and Thompson 1996:143).While the turn is a
“unit” in conversation, it does not stand outside of a relationship to the rest of the
discourse, both the surrounding linguistic text and extralinguistic factors. Morphosyntax
carries across clause boundaries; in example (1) the use of the dative case in line 6 needs
to be explained with reference to the final clause of the first TCU, line 5:

(1) baukpomcmeo FOKOCa (27.06.2006; B. I'epamenxo u A. BenegukToB)
B.T. WU rnaBuoe, FOKOC nosb30Baincs He EPBbIM,
nepBoi nmoik3oBanach «CUOHEDTH,

rae 13 mupa. 3amnatwim AGpaMoBUYy.

Ho HeBaxHo.

51 He 3aBuAYIO.

Komy? Bl He 3aBuayete?

HaHICMV MHOI'OCTpagaJIbHOMY HACCJICHUIO, TaKad BJIACTh Y HUX, YTO
noaciiarTh.

NN N R W N~

N2\ Z

A. B.
B.T.

Although this is a relatively straightforward example, it illustrates several key points.
First, morphosyntax carries across TCU’s. Note that this means distinguishes TCU’s
from sentences (or IP’s) where morphosyntax starts anew with the beginning of each IP.
That is not to say that sentences exist independently of one another, as their organization

! The actual definition of a TCU has come under much scrutiny since the publication of Sacks et al. (1974);
see Selting (2000) and Ford (2004) for a thorough discussion.



is certainly determined by discourse structure and topical relations, but that is quite
different from the use of the dative in xomy above, which is due to the fact that it is the
complement of 3asudyro in the preceding turn. Second, this example indicates the
collaborative nature of conversation, where each participant contributes and determines
not only the topic, but the structure of the overall conversation.

Auer (2005) argues that syntax and conversational structure share a central
organizational feature, projection. Syntax is a formal means to organize projection; clear
cues for syntactic projection include rules of government, constituency, adjacency and
serialization. In conversation, there is an interactional projection based on knowledge
about the sequencing of activities. For example, an utterance can be responded to in a
variety of ways—it can be questioned, ratified, cancelled, and so on. Moreover, the turn-
taking system (as described by Sacks et al. 1974) provides interlocutors with a resource
for projecting the possible completion of a TCU: the turn-constructional units have an
internal structure, a syntactic, semantic and prosodic structure that projects their
termination.

Strong evidence of these claims is provided by what are called co-constructions or
compound turn constructional units. These are turn constructional units which are
produced collaboratively by two or more participants in a conversation (see Sacks
1992:647-655; Helasvuo 2004; Lerner 1991, 1994, 1996; Ono and Thompson 1996). In
these cases, speaker A begins a TCU and the speaker B continues, sometimes ending the
TCU or sometimes only partially adding to it, with the first speaker ending it, or in some
cases it is completed by yet another speaker. Co-constructions can be divided into two
syntactic types, extensions and completions (Ono and Thompson 1996), depending on
whether the first speaker stops speaking at a potential transitional relevance place. In both
cases, the secondary part of the TCU is syntactically and semantically dependent on the
first part of the TCU. That is, both extensions and completions do not constitute turn-
constructional units in and of themselves, independent of a TCU uttered by another
speaker. In extensions, the second speaker expands or “extends” what the previous
speaker has said into a new syntactic unit. In these cases, syntactically dependent material
occurs after a transition relevance place, that is, after the possible end of a turn-
constructional unit, as defined by Schegloff (1996); see also Thompson and Couper-
Kuhlen (2005:495). In Russian (and in English), one typical way of doing this is by
adding a PP to a clause which is already syntactically complete, as illustrated in (2):

(2) Hwem 6vixo0... (02.11.2005; M. YpnoB u JI. Opeuikun)

MY, 1 = Sl ke He PO Ka)JIOro OTIELHOTO JeIyTaTa TOBOPIO.
2 - S TOBOpIO PO HEKYIO PUTOPHKY, OT MAPTUU UCXOIAIILY IO
.0. 3 - W PO HACTPOCHME M30MpaTeseh.

In this example, the second speaker (Opemkun) picks up on the syntax of lines 1 and 2,
using it to augment what the first speaker has said. The first TCU is syntactically
complete; this expansion simply lengthens it, as it were. This can be seen as part of a
listing strategy (Jefferson 1990; Lerner 1991:447). This kind of examples underscores the
existence of recursive rules for generating language; speaker B can add prepositional



phrases of this type through recursion ad infinitum. It is interesting to note that this is the
only instance in my corpus of the use of a conjunction in a co-construction. At first that is
rather surprising: it would be relatively easy to string together additional phrases or
clauses by using conjunctions. This example, however, illustrates the very formulaic
nature of these co-constructions; here there is an almost rhythmic pattern with the
repeated use of these prepositional phrases, each beginning with the same preposition.

Work on co-constructions in English has found that expansions are often
prepositional phrases. It is interesting to note that a single speaker may “expand” his or
her own utterance in an analogous way, as seen in examples (3)-(4). These are what
Chafe (1988) calls afterthoughts. They occur after a completed TCU (in the terms of
conversation analysis), and in Chafe’s terms, after a completed intonation unit which
ends with period intonation (falling intonation and perhaps a pause). After this completed
TCU, the speaker tacks on an intonation unit which has some piece of additional
information which is relevant to the preceding unit. Chafe interprets this as the speaker
choosing at first to end the sentence at the period, but then thinking of something else that
would also be useful for the hearer to know, within the same cluster of information. Most
frequently this supplementary information is added in a prepositional phrase, as in (3a)
and (3b), though it may have some other adverbial status, as in (3¢)” (Chafe 1988:6):

“Afterthoughts” (Chafe 1988:6)

(3a) 1 ...well .. it was just obvious I couldn’t...I couldn’t work.
2 ... uh .. with her in the office
(3b) 1 ...but ... uh ... my father came .. into possession of some papers that his
mother had.
2 ... uh .. in German.
(3¢) 1 ... it was quite .. striking when we were .. the year we were in Japan.
2 ... three years ago.

Similarly, Walker (2004) uses the term increments to describe when a speaker reaches a
point of possible syntactic, pragmatic and prosodic completion, and at some point soon
after that completion elects to continue talking, doing so in such a way that the
continuation is grammatically parasitic on the prior talk.

“Increments” (Walker 2004:147-8)
4) 1 mmm .hhhh do you know what people have to pa:y

2 at Legends if they’re not a student

3 (0.4)

4 - togetin

Here in (4) the speaker produces what could be a complete TCU and, following a pause

of nearly half a second, adds the grammatically fitted continuation o get in.
A somewhat different type of expansion is seen in example (5):



(5) Ocoboe muenue (08.08.2006; H. bontsanckas u E. Kucenes)

H. b. VYcnoBus XxpaHeHUs, TPAHCHOPTUPOBKU POCCUMCKUX KYJIbTYPHBIX
LEHHOCTEH J0IMYCKAaIOT BO3MOKHOCTh HEAIEKBATHOTO C HUMU
oOpareHus. 3To CHIIBHBIN 3BPEeMU3M TO, 4TO 5 cKkazana. C Moei
TOYKH 3pEHUS IPO3BYYAIH MIPsIMble 0OBUHEHUS

- Baapec?
B azgpec rocnioguna ITnorposckoro u anpec rocroauna IIBsiakoro.
Ho Ttak MHe nmoka3ayocs.

=fc
o A
AN DN B W —

While in example (2) we saw a PP added to the end of the previous turn, this is quite
different than the expansion in example (5), where the speaker takes advantage of a
structure existing in the one turn and replicating it in the next. There are different
discourse purposes at work as well: in (2) the expansion serves to add to the propositional
content of the previous utterance while in (5) it serves to pose a question for more
information. Under this analysis, one might argue that xomy in example (1) is an
expansion of the preceding turn, although it could also be argued that there is ellipsis in
line (2). It is unclear that one analysis provides any more insights than the other.
A different kind of example is provided by (6):

(6) bankpomcmeo FOKOCa (27.06.2006; A. BenenukroB u B. I'epamienko)

A. B. Bbl ynotpebuinm B pa3HbIX HHTEPBBIO TAKOE KPETKOE CIIOBO KaK

HIMOTHU3M.

BJIACTH.

BnacTu, MIIMOTU3M BIIACTH, 5 AyMall, CKOKETEe CaMH MM MHE
MIPHUJIETCS TIOJICKA3hIBATh.

A s1 He 00IOCh.

N2 2\ Z

B.T.
A. B.

AN DN AW —

B.T.

Here the extension is represented by an adnominal genitive, which occurs across a
speaker change, in line 3. This extension is ratified by the first speaker (Benenukros) and
repeated, first in just the genitive and then as a full phrase (Bracmu, uouomusm éracmu)
in line 4.

Completions differ from extensions. In extensions, the preliminary component
constitutes a complete syntactic unit and a complete TCU; the secondary component
“extends” or lengthens this component by adding onto, creating a new (and longer
syntactic unit). In completions, the first part of the co-construction is not syntactically
complete. The second speaker completes this syntactic unit. The first component
typically projects the second component but is not a typical place for speaker transition.
Completions provide strong evidence for projection in conversation and in syntax.

Completions are turn-constructional units which are constructed by two different
speakers. The first part or first component does not end at a transition relevance place,
i.e., it is not syntactically complete. It projects the form of the second component and so
projects the form of the entire TCU itself. Typical compound TCU’s are when-then and
if-then clauses.



(7) (Lerner 1996:241)
(7a) Dan 1 when the group reconvenes in two weeks=
Roger 2 >  =they’re gunna issue straight jackets

(7b) David 1 so if one person said he couldn’t invest (.)
Kerry 2 =  then I’d have to wait till

In both (7a) and (7b), the preliminary part of the turn projects the form of the second part;
in each the second line, indicated with an arrow, is produced in the course of an ongoing
TCU (and thereby in the course of an ongoing turn). In (7a) there is no pause between the
first and second parts, while in (7b) there is a slight pause. The absolute clearest types of
this kind of projection do come from conditional clauses, as seen in examples (8)-(10):

(8) Cnopm-xypwvep (16.08.2006; B. banaxunuues u A. PoaguoHoB)

B. b. 1 Hy 00bI4HO TpeHephI IUTaHUPYIOT MEHBIIE I TOTO, YTOOBI
IOTOM=

A.P. 2 > =0TYUTATKLCS OBLIO.

B. b. 3 DTO cTapas TpaauLus.

In examples like (8), the preliminary component not only projects the form of the second
component but restricts it. (Note that this example is interesting because of the lack of
yem in the line (2), although native speakers react differently to this. It should be: uTo6sI
moToM oOTuuTaThcs, dyeM Obuio) Co-construction of clauses across turn boundaries
suggests a “shared syntax,” shared in the sense that the syntactic frame begun by one
speaker is completed by another. This is illustrated in the next example where the
interviewer completes the syntactic clause begun the caller (uwo 6v1...):

(9) B3pocnvim o e3pocavix (09.06.2005; paguociymarens u M. JIaOKoBCKHiA)

P. 1 Her, He Hampsiraet, IUIIb OB, 51 AyMaro
M.JL. 2 He Ob10 BoiiHBL. [ToHsATHO, ciacu6o DnbBHpa.

In (9) the completion is used to end the turn, gain control of the floor and end the
conversation. The use of 6wz in line 1 restricts what can come after it: there needs to be a
conditional clause. The parenthetical s dymaro interrupts this conditional clause, showing
that despite this kind of interruption the grammar continues across a speaker change.
Note that JlabkoBckuii here is calling on not just the syntax, but the set phraseology of
JUUD Obl He ObLIO BOUHDL.

Example (10) illustrates a more extensive kind of completion, where the
completion is clearly not a device to end the conversation but rather to supplement what
the previous speaker has said, to complete that TCU:



(10) Yenosex uz menesusopa (02 centsiops 2006; U. Ilerporckas u K. Jlapuna)

N.IIL 1 Hy, Bort, naii bor, 4005l mporpamMma

K.JL 2 > BEPHYJIACH

H.IIL. 3 HE PEKOHCTPYHUPOBAJIACh A0 TAKOW CTENEHHU
K.JI. 4 > 4TOOBI MBI €€ HE y3HAIIH.

n.II. 5 9TOOBI MBI €€ OOJIbIIIEe HE YBHICIH.

Not all cases of completion are of this kind; in my corpus, it is more frequent to
have a co-construction where the preliminary component is less restrictive: it projects a
second component, but does not dictate its form as strictly as in examples (8)-(10).

The remaining examples illustrate some basic completions. These differ from the
compound TCU’s, which consisted of two separate clauses (when~then, if~then). At
times these occur when the speaker is searching for a word, so in (11) the second speaker
(byntman) supplies a missing predicate, which is accepted by the first speaker and
ratified in line (3):

(11) Pazsopom (31.08.2006; Cepreit byntman, Tuna Kannenaku u [letp JlanckoB)

T. K. 1 HO TIOJTy4aeTcsi OH MPoCTo Beé xe:: uh::
C.b. 2 npoaain (.)
T. K. 3 npopat.

The first speaker (Kangemaku) begins by extending the vowel in orce for about 0.2
seconds and then hesitates; the us which follows owce continues for 0.8 seconds, and
which point the second speaker (byntman) supplies the word she appears to be searching
for (mpomain) in line 2.

Even phrasal categories can be broken up across turns and co-constructed:

(12) Jlyxasas yugpa (08.08.2006; A. Lpranok u A. I'poccman)

ATl 1 VY Hac B 39-u romy MOATAcOBaHbI, HE MOJITACOBAHBI OBUTH HUDPHI
1o: uh::

A.T. 2 > (508104 (81

ALl 3 nepenucy HaceneHud. SAkoOwl, CtanuH — Ob1I0 68, HO HATAHYIU A0
190.

In (16) the constituent itself is broken up, with the preposition in line 1 and its nominal
complement in line (2). The first speaker hesitates after uttering the preposition no, which
is uttered with a lengthened vowel; the hesitation—uh—TIlasts for about 0.4 seconds, at
which point the second speakers adds a noun in the dative case (nepenucu), thereby
completing the prepositional phrase. It is interesting that the first speaker ratifies this
completion by repeating it in line 3 and expanding it with the addition of nacenenus, but
notably not repeating the preposition no. Thus the prepositional phrase is broken up over
two speaker changes.
In these examples (13) and (14), the first component is an incomplete clause:



(13) Ocoboe munenue (08.08.2006; H. bontsuckas u E. Kucenes)

E. K. 1 S TOXKe He yBEpEeH B TOM, YTO TaM MAacCIITa0bI )KECTKOTO
MNPUMCHCHUS CUJIbI COOTBCTCTBOBAIN MaCI_HTaGaM
TEPPOPUCTUUYECKON NESATEILHOCTH YEYEHCKUX cenapatuctoB. Ho,
TE€M HE MEHee

4 > TIOCTAJIH.

nocranu. M uto kacaercst OJarompHATHBIX CIIEHAPUEB, MOHATHO,

YyTO CceHlyac TaM €ecThb corjacoBaHHas pesomonusa Cosera

bezonacnoctu OOH.

T
7
(9]

In (13), the completion by the second speaker, in line 4 (docmanu) is accepted by the first
speaker, who repeats it and then continues speaking. This repetition serves as an
acceptance of the proposed completion. Similarly in (14) the predicate (usza) is found in
line 2 of the first speaker’s utterance; the subject (gouina) is uttered by a second speaker
in line 3.

(14) bankpomcmeo FOKOCa (27.06.2006; B. I'epaiienko u A. BeHe1uKTOB)

B.T. 1 U Wocud ckasan - noxanyiicta, BoT miaH Mapumana Ykpanse 1
2 benopyccun, oHM CTpaHsl, T.€. pecyOJuKH, Te, B OCHOBHOM, IILJIa

A.B. 3 > BOIHA.

B.T. 4 BoiiHa u arpeccus. [lockoinbky, onsates xe, B OOH kpome AHrimuun

BCTYHI/IJIa KaHazLa nu ABCTpaJ'II/IH, XO0Tsa OHH 6BI.HI/I JOMUHUOHBI U
Tyaa-CroJia.

This subject is accepted and expanded upon by the first speaker, as seen in line 4 (with
eouna u azpeccus). What can be said about projection in this example? Clearly, the verb
(wna) projects a feminine singular subject. It seems fairly safe to predict that gouna is not
the subject which the first speaker (I'epamenko) had planned, inasmuch as he amends it
to a compound subject, gouina u acpeccus and in Russian wia does not collocate with
arpeccus. Rather, some other verb is required, such as npoucxoouna acpeccus or umena
mecmo aepeccusi. A more idiomatic example would use the singular verb, as in (14a):

(14a) B 310 Bpems nuta BoiHa 1 MUPOBast PEBOJIFOLMS.

So actually eoe uwra sotina is a “better” TCU than ede uwra eouina u acpeccus. One way to
analyze this is to say that the distance between the predicate in line 2 and the “new”
subject in line 4 makes this combination possible, with the rationale being something like
the intervening change in speakers and proposed subject (sotina) makes it more
acceptable. In general research shows that the farther apart the elements are, the more
likely agreement is to break down. That said, the distance between the subject and verb is
not great, and this explanation actually runs counter to the claims that I have made here
about these constructions, namely, that co-constructions are evidence of the interactive
collaboration in conversation. Another possible explanation is to take line 3 as a



completion of the TCU which is unfinished in line 2, so that the end of the line 3
represents in fact a TRP and a completed TCU. Then line 4 can be seen as an extension
of that completed TCU. It is still not a particularly elegant extension, but this is probably
the better analysis.

Example (15) shows an explicit acknowledgement of the contribution of the
second speaker; the first speaker seemingly amends his TCU to include the proposed co-
construction:

(15) Jlyxasas yugpa (08.08.2006; A. I'poccman u T. CamcoHOBa)
A.T. W B 3THX yCTOBHSIX YK€ HENb3s JIOKATFHO PacCCMAaTPUBATh TOT WIIN
nHOM KOH(MIUKT. OH SBJISETCS YaCThIO

1

2
T.C. 3 > MHUPOBOTO
A.T. 4 > €CIIN XOTHTE MHUPOBOT'0 KOH(PIMKTA

The examples of completions to this point have demonstrated acceptance of the proposed
co-construction by the speaker who began the TCU, although the completion at times has
been modified by that first speaker, as in examples (12) and (14). This underscores the
interactive nature of constructing conversation, however, it is not the case that the
proposed co-constructions are always accepted, as seen in examples (16)-(18):

(16) Ocoboe muenue (08.08.2006; H. bontsuckas u E. Kucenes)

E. K. 1 [Tonnmaere, Ha caMmoM jiesie Oaplak y HacC s Tak MOHUMAIO B
CTpaHe

H.b. 2 > HE BPEMCHHOM

E. K. 3 Tako# GhakTop, KOTOPBIA MPUCYTCTBYET B Pa3HBIX OPTaHU3ALUIX U
00I0Ch, 51 HE X0Uy HHKOTO OOHJIETh, HO OOIOCh, UTO M B My3€HHOM
JieJie TOXKe.

Here, the completion is ignored and the first speaker continues as if the second
interlocutor (bonrsnckas) had not spoken, i.e., there is a lack of acknowledgement of the
co-constructed unit and no attempt to incorporate it into the TCU begun by the first
speaker. In other cases, the acknowledgement and acceptance comes in the form of a
reformulation of the proposed co-construction:

(17) Jlykasas yugppa (08.08.2006; M. Maiiepc u T. CamcoHOBa)

M.M. 1 Hy, Het, 1 00BscHIO, TIOYEMY Ui MEHS BOMPOC B KOJIHYECTBE
BOMH.
2 DTO0 KaK KOJIMYECTBO BOMIPOCOB, KOTOPHIE HAIIIE COBPEMEHHOE
3 00IIECTBO HE B COCTOSIHUH PEIIUTh
T. C. 4 > MHPHBIM IYTEM.
M.M. 5 JUIIOMAaTHYCCKUMH CPEJICTBAMHU JOCTYITHBEIMHU.
6 N 310 KpOME BCETO MPOYETrO, T.€. MOHATHO |...]
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Here line 5 (Qunromamuueckumu cpeocmeamu oocmynuvimu ) is essentially a paraphrase
of line 4 (mupnvim nymem), the proposed co-construction, although it is more specific as
to what kinds of peaceful measures are not possible (i.e. diplomatic ones).

Occasionally, co-constructions occur over multiple speaker changes, as illustrated
in example (18):

(18) Jlyxasas yugpa (08.08.2006; M. Maiiepc u T. CamconoBa)

T.C. 1 N cuctema, B KOTOPOH €CTh OJIHA WJIN ABE BOCHHBIE MOIIIHbIE
JIep>KaBbl KOTOPEIS

M. M. 2 > IPOTUBOCTOSIHUE KOTOPBIX SABJISAETCS FApaHTOM

T.C. 3 rapa’HToM cTaOMIbHOCTH. BOT Kak B XOJIOIHON BOMHE.

The second-part component of the completions are evidence of what Lerner (2004:226)
has called affiliating utterances. The second component, by virtue not only of being
contiguous to the primary component, but more critically, syntactically dependent upon
it, maintains the overall flow of the conversation. The syntactic format of the TCU is
unchanged, despite the change in speakers, and the speaker change itself is unmarked.

CONCLUSION

The data presented here have shown a number of different types of co-constructions. One
basic division is into extensions and completions. The extensions in this corpus—and
there are very few—most typically add a PP to the prior TCU. This is seen example (2)
with u npo nacmpoenue usoupameneu, which is a relatively straightforward extension,
picking up on the template in the preceding utterance. There is also an extension with a
PP in (5) with B adpec? which is sort of tacked onto nposzsyuaru npsmvie obsunenus.
This is a good example of how just looking at the constituent structure of co-
constructions can mask whatever is going on behind them—these are very different uses
of prepositional phrases.

Next we considered completions and saw two kinds of completions. First there
were what might be called compound completions, which consist of two parts. The first
part includes a conditional (6s1 or umo6wi); this preliminary part quite clearly projects the
syntactic form of the second part. This is illustrated in examples (8)-(10); in each of these
that the preliminary part builds up a conditional frame which projecting or even requiring
the appropriate verb form (an infinitive or L participle); in other words, the preliminary
part sets up clear morphosyntactic constraints. In these cases, the first part projects a
second part.

In contrast, the remaining examples show completions which involve the co-
construction of a single clause rather than a clausal compound. We have seen that the
completions occur at different syntactic levels, both at constituent boundaries and within
constituents. Moreover, the preliminary component does not so clearly, or so rigidly,
project the final component as in the conditional clauses. (This is especially clear in
example (13) with mem ne menee, which could project quite a range of things.)
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It can be further argued that co-constructions provide evidence for the relationship
between planning, production and processing. First and foremost, they show that there is
a template, a frame or some sort of construction which is involved in production of
conversation. It is a shared frame, in the sense that once it is introduced by one
interlocutor, it can be expanded or completed by a different interlocutor. This is very
clear on a lexical level, with what could be called lexical frames or constructions. Thus,
for example, the “war” frame occurs in several examples:

9) TUIIb OBl HE OBUTO BOWHBI

(14)  mura BoiiHa

(15)  oH sBiIAETCS YaCTHIO MUPOBOTO KOH(IIUKTA

(17)  pemuTbh MUPHBIM IIyTEM/AUTUIOMATUIECKUMH CPEJICTBAMHU

Different approaches to syntax treat these “frames” in different ways: generative
grammar uses phrase structure rules; some versions of functional grammar uses predicate
frames; construction grammar uses constructions, and so on. On the extreme end are the
claims (e.g. Thompson and Couper-Kuhlen 2005) that co-constructions of the type seen
here provide strong evidence for the emergent nature of grammar: “Grammar must be
thought of as distributed and emergent, and that its units of analysis are formats—patterns
or templates—which can be thought of as crystallizations of common solutions to
communicative problems and interactional tasks” (Thompson and Couper-Kuhlen
2005:497). They argue that grammatical formats are interactional practices.

The term “emergent grammar” is taken from Hopper (1987), who argues that
grammar is not “an overarching set of abstract principles” and “[i]ts forms are not fixed
templates but are negotiable in face-to-face interaction in ways that reflect the individual
speakers’ past experience of these forms, and their assessment of the present context,
including especially their interlocutors, whose experiences and assessments may be quite
different.” I would argue that the use of co-constructions indicates the opposite, that it the
production of conversation and syntax is rather strictly rule-governed and to a large
extent predictable. What seems to be less predictable is the semantic or propositional
content; speakers appear to use the predictability of grammatical patterns to change
and/or influence propositional content and topic of a conversation.
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