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THE INDEFINABLE IS DEFINABLE IN DISCOURSE

When we analyze the part of speech paradigm the position of interjection is peripheral therefore the authors consider interjections to
be to be “loosely integrated into the linguistic system." We are particularly interested in the functional characteristic of interjections
used by different speakers (various age, gender, education and profession), their distribution and pragmatics in all kinds of contexts
reflected in the professional and non-professional discourse in John Grisham’ s novel “The Client,” which is a perfect specimen of
the ‘occupational’ or ‘job’ literature conveying the discourse of “legalese” in fiction style, and such symbiosis maybe labeled as
‘paraprofessional discourse.” Then we will contribute one more point of view on the definition of interjections because Ulrice Stange
says there is still no consensus how to define and categorize interjections because it is difficult to pinpoint what an interjection is
[Stange, 2016].

By professional discourse we understand the legal discourse of policeman’s, detective’s, lawyer’s, judge’s, attorney’s and doctor’s
described in the novel; by para-professional discourse we understand multimodal communication of attorneys, judges, lawyers with
medics, kids, relatives and other occasional characters occurring in a professional and non-professional context of the occupational
novel “The Client” by John Grisham.

Discussions of the intejections cgo back to ancient times and help reveal some fundamental issues of linguistics: form, meaning, and
function. The units under study belong to a part of speech of interjections, their form is unchangeable, though in some cases we can
come across such cases as huh —uh or hey — ey and the like. They express a variety of emotions, and syntactically they are parts of a
sentence, or a separate sentences and there is a semantic correlation between interjections and the given structural units. Additionally,
they play several discourse functions and point out discourse fluency or disfluency.

Despite a range of definitions their role in the contensive and structural character of discourse is significant, they provide the
hearer/reader some information about the speaker’s state, age, gender, education, profession, social status, and his/her attitude to the
interlocutor and the situation. And mainly in discourse we can differentiate them into speaker-oriented and and addressee oriented
units.

Key words: interjection, discourse addressee-oriented, speaker-oriented, valency, discourse coherence
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Muxaiintenxko B. B. BuznaueHHSI HeBH3HAYEHOTr0 y CTPYKTypi amckypey. [Ipm anamizi 4acTHHOMOBHOI IapaJurMU BUTYKY
BIpI3HSIOTh HOro mepudepiiiHy MO3MII0, TOMYy ABTOPH BBaXKAlOTh, 1[0 BOHH MAalOTh OyTH "BIJBHO IHTETPOBAHHMHU Y MOBHY
cucremy". Hac 0co0auBo 1iKaBUTh (QYHKI[IOHATBEHA XapaKTEPUCTHKA BUT'YKIB, [0 BUKOPHCTOBYIOTHCS PI3HUMH MOBISIME (pi3Hi 32
BIKOM, CTaTTIO, OCBITOIO Ta mpodeciero), X kmacu(ikarlis Ta mparMaThKa y BCiX KOHTEKCTaX, IO BimoOpaxkeHi y mpodeciiiHoMy Ta
HenpodeciiiHomy muckypci B pomani J[xona I'pimmama "Kmient", sikuil € izeanpHuM 3paskoMm "mpodeciitHoro" a6o "podoyoro”
poMaHy, 10 300paxye DUCKYPC IOPUCTIB y XYyHOXXKHBOMY cTHii. Takmii cum0io3 Moxe OyTH MO3HaueHUH SK 'Tapa-rnpodeciiHuit
quckype”. MU TakoXX J0aMo CBOIO TOUKY 30pY IOJ0 BH3HAYEHHS BUT'YKiB, OCKUIBKH Yipika Crenmk (2016) 3ayBaxkye, mo moci
HeMae KOHCEHCYCy y BU3HAUCHHI Ta Kiacuikalii, ToMy IO BUPI3HHTH, IO € BUTYK, JyXe BaXKo.

IMix mpodeciiiHnM IUCKypcOM MH PO3YMi€MO IOPHAWYHUH AWUCKYpC -- MOJNIIil, AETEKTHBIB, aIBOKATiB, MPOKYpPOPIB, CyIJiB,
onucaHux y pomasi. Ilig mapa-npodeciiiHuM IUCKYPCOM MK PO3yMI€EMO MOBIICHHS aIBOKAaTiB Ta IXHIX KII€HTIB, IOPHUCTIB Ta
MEHUKIB, IITCH, pOIUYIB Ta IHIIUX IEPCOHAXKIB POMAHY.

Jluckycii cAraloTh aHTHYHMX 4aciB, IPOTE, JAONOMAraioTh PO3KPUTH JesKi QyHIaMEeHTaIbHI Npo0JIieMH Cy4acHOTO MOBO3HABCTBA:
¢dbopmu, 3HaueHHs Ta QyHKUil. BUryk, siki 1OCHiIKyeMO, HaleXaThb 10 YaCTHHM MOBH, MalOTh HE3MiHHY (opMy, xoda B JESIKHX
BUITJIKaX MU MOXKEMO 3yCTpIiTH Taki Bunankd, sk Huh—Uh abo Hey -- ey. BoHU BHpaXaloTh pi3Hi eMoLil, i CHHTaKCHYHO BOHH —
CKJIQJIOBI pedeHHs a00 OKpeMi pedeHHs Ta MAIOTh CEMaHTHYHY KOPEIII0 3 JaHUMH KOHCTpyKTaMu. KpiM TOro, BOHM BHKOHYIOTb
JIeKisIbKa (QYHKIIN y AUCKYpCi Ta BKAa3yIOTh HAa OT0 KOHTHHYYM a00 AUCKOHTHHYYM.

HesBaxkaroun Ha pi3HOMaHITHI BU3HAYCHHS, IX POJIb Y 3MICTOBHIH Ta CTPYKTYpHIH IUIOI[MHAX [JUCKYpCY 3HAYHa, BOHH HAJal0Th
cilyxXadesi / yntady rneBHy iH(GopMarliro mpo cTaH, BiK, CTaTh, OCBITY, IPOdECito, COMiaTbHIIA CTATYC MOBIIS & TAKOK HOTO CTaBJICHHS
10 CIIiBPO3MOBHHUKA i cutyaii. B 0ocHOBHOMY BUTYKH, 1110 GYHKIIOHYIOTh y AUCKYPCi, MOXKHA TOAUIUTH Ha TPYITY, KA 30pi€HTOBaHA
Ha MOBLIIS Ta IPYIly, sSiKa 30Pi€EHTOBAHA Ha aJipecar.

Kniouosi cnosa: sueyk, ouckypc, cnpamosanuil Ha aopecam, Cnpamosanull Ha MO8Ysl, KO2epeHmMHICb OUCKYPCY.

PRELIMINARIES.

A traditional definition of interjections says that words such as ugh!, gosh!, wow! are often
regarded as one of the parts of speech indicating an emotional state or attitude such as delight,
surprise, shock, and disgust, but which has no referential meaning [Longman 2002, p.268]. As for
their referential meaning they refer to the state of the speaker in a certain communicative situation
or context as it is mentioned in the definition.

And another comment, interjections may belong to the semantic domain of “Exclamation,”
which can a micro-domain of the Functional-Semantic Domain of “Exclamation,” consisting of
units of various structures and representing various language levels. D. Crystal specifies their brief
form, part of speech status and suggests that they are used most often as exclamations or parts of an
exclamation [Crystal 2011, p. 200]. Syntactically, it is not related either to a sentence, or to its parts,
but the corpus analysis proves that most of them are used in the sentence structure and they
semantically related with the sentence, one cannot find an example of semantic non-correspondence
between an interjection and a sentence, but for the stylistic purpose.

We must admit that in the discourse structure the interjection semantically correlates with an
accompanying sentence. In Cuenca’s opinion interjections constitute a “peculiar grammatical class”
sometimes referred to as «those little words, or “non-words' whose main characteristic is being
(phonologically and morphologically) anomalous [Cuenca 2001, p. 29].

Els Elffers admits that the traditional view of interjections, defined from ancient times
onwards, is that they express the speaker’s feelings or emotions. It was incorporated in the earliest
grammars of Western European languages and stayed in the grammars that followed [Elffers 2008,
p-18]. As it turns out, however, this view adequately characterizes only a small subcategory of
interjections. When we analyze the part of speech paradigm the position of interjection is peripheral
therefore the authors consider interjections to be to be «loosely integrated into the linguistic
system."

We are particularly interested in the functional characteristic of interjections used by different
speakers (of various age, gender, education and profession), their distribution and pragmatics in all
kinds of contexts reflected in the professional and non-professional discourse in John Grisham’ s
novel “The Client,” which is a perfect specimen of the ‘occupational’ or ‘job’ literature conveying
the discourse of “legalese” in fiction style, and such symbiosis maybe labeled as ‘para-professional
discourse.’

Then we will contribute one more point of view on the definition of interjections because
Ulrice Stange says there is still no consensus how to define and categorize interjections because it
is difficult to pinpoint what an interjection is [Stange 2016, p.5]. By professional discourse we
understand the legal discourse of policeman’s, detective’s, lawyer’s, judge’s, and attorney’s
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described in the novel; by para-professional discourse we understand multimodal communication
of attorneys, judges, lawyers and their communication with medicals, kids, relatives and other
occasional characters occurring in a professional and non-professional context of the occupational
novel “The Client” by John Grisham.

DISCUSSION: THEORETICAL FUNDAMENTALS.

Those remarks are quite representative of the “state of art' about interjections and illustrate
why «this class of items has eluded description. At this point, the question arises if interjections are
indefinable at all? There is a contradiction in the definition of interjections, on the one hand, their
number is limited, though, on the other hand, they are number is growing due to the conversion in
certain distribution, for instance, well adv. = well intr. or multifunctional character due the
speaker’s intentional meaning, for instance, Good Lord!, Goodness gracious! Accordingly, there is
an unclear boundary between the original item and other exclamatory utterances, where some
referential meaning may be involved.

David P. Wilkins gives an expanded definition of interjection starting with the a lexical level:
conventional lexical form, then comes to the syntactic (sentence) level: which (commonly and)
conventionally constitutes an utterance on its own, goes on the distribution of the interjection:
(typically) does not enter into construction with other word classes, is (usually) monomorphemic,
and finishes with its morphology: (generally) does not host inflectional or derivational morphemes
[Wilkins 1992, p.124].

It turns out that emotionally charged lexemes (Boy! Man! Devil!), phrases (Good grief! Holy
cow!), or sentences (God forbid! Bless you!) cannot be included into the paradigm of interjections.
And in my opinion it is quite correct because an exclamation is a general term referring to
“utterances, which may not have the structure of a full sentence, and which shows strong emotion
(Good God! or Damn!)” or “utterances which show the speaker’s or writer’s feelings. Exclamations
begin with a phrase using what or how but they do not reverse the order of the subject and the
auxiliary verb (How clever she is! What a good dog!) [Longman 2002, p.190].

By his criteria, the given exclamations such as are not interjections, but units like ek, hmm,
yeah, aha oh, ay, well, wow and others. Several alternative ways of analyzing these items have been
suggested, using such notions as minor sentence, formulaic language, etc. [Crystal 2011, p.239].
D.C. O'Connell and S. Kowal differentiate between three data sets of primary and secondary
interjections in the text of Jane Austen's Pride and Prejudice”:

(1) the original interjections written in the text;

(2) the interjections read aloud in commercial recordings by six professional readers of the
entire text of the novel;

(3) the interjections spoken by actresses and actors in the film production.

Overall, the respective frequencies of occurrence of interjections were 136 (mostly used by
two women characters):141(an average across six readers):398 (the actors and actresses added the
major part of primary interjections) [O'Connell, Kowal 2010, p.153fl.]. The analysis proves the fact
that interjection is indeed the purest verbal implementation of conceptual orality.

A psycholinguistic hypothesis regarding the use of interjections in spoken utterances,
originally formulated by Ameka [Ameka 1992, 1994] for the English language was tested by
O'Connell and S. Kowal [O'Connell, Kowal 2005, p. 253fl.]. The local syntactic isolation of
interjections is paralleled by their articulatory isolation in spoken utterances i.e., by their occurrence
between a preceding and a following pause. But the linguistic hypothesis that pauses both precede
and follow interjections proved to be empirically groundless. A large percentage (96%) of the
interjections in the film performance served the function of initializing various units of discourse,
either after a pause before articulatory phrases, or before a sentence and/or turn.

Both the emotional and initiating functions of interjections are characteristic of conceptual
and medial orality rather than of conceptual and medial literacy, that emphasizes their spontaneous
feature [Ameka 1992, p. 101-118]. Andreas Jucker writes that in Jane Austin’s early prose
interjections are used in various ways for various purposes, they have a peak marking function, a
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fore gounding function, and to a lesser extent, a turn-taking function, and serve as a mechanism for
increasing the reader’s emotional involvement. [Jucker 1992, p.63-66]

There are four main hypotheses on the nature of interjections:

(i) They are not grammatical nor even linguistic items;

(i1) Their grouping overlap with other categories (adverbs or particles);

(iii) They are sentences or sentence-equivalents recognizes the sentences (sentence
equivalents) can be represented by interjections];

(iv) They constitute a separate grammatical category of unproductive words [Cuenca 2002,
p-30; see also Libert 2011, p.282; Mykhaylenko 2016, p.232, 349].

METHODS. CORPUS. RESEARCH.

There is a discrepancy between the description of interjections in the language system and
language in use, see the terms introduced by scholars: interjections; filler words; pause-fillers,
discourse particles, discourse markers; sentence openers and closers; particles; weasel words;
verbal pauses; and even parasite words — these nominations prove the absence a common theory of
interjections and the levels of their research vary greatly. Anna Wierzbicka adds her observation: in
most of these definitions is the fuzziness involved [Wierzbicka 1992, p152-153]. D. Crystal speaks
of an ‘unclear boundary’ [Crystal 2011], Matthews calls interjections as an ‘indeterminate category’
and Wilkins uses the words ‘commonly’, ‘typically’ [Wilkins, 1992], etc.

R. A. Libert says that he differentiates the primary interjections according to their
combinability either with the speaker or with the addressee. The author applies the term valence in a
pragmatic/conversational sense to interlocutors and calls it call conversational valence. He proposes
his definition of Conversational Valence as a linguistic item (word, phrase or sentence) referring
either to the addressor or the addressee “both must be present in order for the utterance of it to be
pragmatically well-formed” [Libert 2011, p.286]. We partially share Libert’s opinion but we call
primary interjections as addressor- or addressee-oriented.

1. In some cases, the phrases are used to signal that the addressor is about to say something
and that the addressee listening should not interrupt, or that the addressor is going to say
something s/he wants to emphasize:

1.1. [Attorney = Colleagues] “Well, the statute is very broad, and I think it's a terrible flaw

in the law”.

1.2. [Boss —>his assistants] “What about the note?" Foltrigg asked, looking out the window.

"Well, it could be interesting.”

1.3. [Boss — Assistants] “I know all this."” "Right. Well, I was just thinking.”

2. The interjections commonly used in the opening position of a turn, for instance, in the
following contexts the interjection well the components of a communication opener and hesitation:

2.1. [Mark = Mother| “Well, me and Ricky were back in the woods playing this afternoon.

Well, we ran home, and he fell on the couch and started sucking his thumb and wouldn't

talk.”

2.2. [Policeman > Mark] “Well, I think you kids were in the woods smoking.”

In these contexts well is the speaker-oriented, see also:

2.3.[Mark > Detectives] “Well, we can wait a day or two until she's available, Mark offered” .

The speaker tries to postpone a talk with investigators. He does not want to be alone because
he knows his right of a child, besides, once has already had a negative experience.

2.4. [Detective > Mark] “Well, we just, you know, want to ask you some questions about

vesterday.”

The speaker tries to persuade Mark into talking because he needs to find the truth, though he
understands that is illegal. However in both cases well reveals the component of a pause filler and
the component of a search of the way out of that situation

2.5. [Reggie = Mark] “Well, Mark, I'm afraid I have some bad news.”

Well is used as an opener and as a pause filler showing that the speaker is feeling for words,
see also the initial uh:
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2.6. [Lawyer =>Judge] “Uh, Your Honor, -would it be possible for gentlemen to remain in

the-*

3. Here are some illustrations of Yeah in the function of the topic change and in the function
of the communicative role change retaining the semantic component of agreement an developing
the component of supporting a dialogue.

3.1. [Secretary > Mark] “Yeah. It's confidential, you know?”

3.2. [Mark - Secretary] “Yeah, I know. "In there with Reggie?”

3.3. [The secretary > Mark] “Yeah.”

3.4. [Mark - Secretary] “Yeah. He represented my mother in her divorce a couple of years
ago.”

3.5. [Mark - Secretary| “Yeah. My ex-father thought he should get one kid.”

3.6. The Secretary > Mark) “But you testified.” [Mark > Secretary] “Yeah, for three
hours.”

3.7. [The Secretary—> Mark] And it worked?" [Mark > the Secretary] “Yeah. My father

wanted some visitation rights,..”

3.8. [Secretary—> Mark] “And he tried to get custody?” [Mark = Secretary] “Yeah. He lied in

court, and he was doing a pretty good job of it.

As for the communicative valence of Yeah it is bi-valent — it helps the speaker to continue
communication and at the same time stimulates the addressee to continue the dialogue. It is also
used as a response to the question or a point of view by the boy. But the secretary also employs
other linking elements, for instance, the unit so is used by the secretary (3.11.), conjunctions and
(3.7., 3.8.), but (3.6, 3.12.) or the conjunction and + an interrogative sentence (3.12).

However, the communicative models reveal that Yeah is a regular unit in American English:
it may be used by speakers of different age (a boy of eleven, a young secretary, a middle-aged
detective), gender and social status.

Of course, the highest frequency of Yeah characterizes the children and youngsters.
Nevertheless in the military formula “Yes, sir!” the unit of agreement or obedience yes is registered
(see 2 cases in Mark’s discourse):

3.9. [Mark = Policeman] “He wanted to lie, but at the moment he doubted a lie would
work."Uh, yes sir."

3.10. [Lawyer = Judge] Yes sir, and we know that this child is impeding an investigation.

3.11. [Secretary—> Mark] “So you've been through a divorce, and then a bankruptcy?" [Mark
- Secretary] “Yeah. The bankruptcy lawyer was a real bozo too."

3.12. [Secretary—> Mark] “But you like Reggie?” [Mark —> the Secretary] “Yeah. Reggie's
cool.”

3.13. [Detective = Colleagues]| “Yeah, he's in contempt, but we can't predict what the judge
will do at that point”.

3.14. [Detective = Colleagues]” Yeah, a lot of stuff to cover, -- he said, exhausted, waving his
hand proudly at the piles of books and notes.”

3.15. [Mark >Reggie] “Yeah, me too. So much for pleasant dreams, huh. “

3.16. [Policema > Mark] “So what happened to your face?" Hardy asked, chomping away.”

3.17. [ Ricky = Mark] “Yeah, let's get the hell outta here.”

The unit so is also used by a policeman (3.15.) and Mark (3.14.) as well. It proves the fact
that the use of so is not limited either by an age group, or an educational status. The difference lies
in its frequency as an interjection.. It is also once registered as adverb in Mark’s speech:

3.18. [Dr Greenway—> Mark] "Do you remember smoking a cigarette?" [Mark - Dr Greenway]
"[ think so.”

4. The discourse may be crammed with fillers to show the speaker’s rumination, for
instance:

4.1. [Detective = Colleague] “Look, Roy, --Trumann said with hesitation, --you need to be
careful with this gal. She might be taping this.” (--What makes you think so?) “Well, uh, you just
never...”
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5. The interjection Hey is mainly used to draw the addressee’s attention

5.1.[Policeman —> Colleagues): Hey, fellas, this is Mark Sway, the kid who made the call,"”
Hardy announced.”

5.2. [Mark—>Ricky] “Hey, Ricky, wait, but it didn't work.”

6. It is not uncommon for people to use filler phrases such as like, so, and you know, but it
becomes a problem when the phrases are overused to the point of distraction.

6.1. [Lawyer = Judge] “Well, uh, Your Honor, we, uh, can prove our allegations if given the
chance. We, uh, believe what we've said in the petition.”

In the first case well as an opener and is bi-valent or the addressee-oriented but then Uh is
used as a sigh of the speaker’s embarrassment and it is mono-valent or a speaker-oriented.

6.2. [Reggie > C.E.O.] “Who's your attorney?" [C.E.O. = Reggie] “Uh, jeez, uh, Findley
and Baker.”

As for impoliteness the interjection Hey is not proper in the Mark’s address to the grown-up
policeman:

7.1. [Mark—> Policemen who arrested him] “Hey, meathead.”
7.2. [Mark—> Policemen who arrested him] “Hey, you clowns up there.”

The interjection in combination with the negatively-charged vocative can express a negative
component but beyond it is quite regular unit to draw someone’s attention.

8. The interjection uh in the middle of the character’s speech or within is used to as a pause
filler to feel for words..

8.1.[Lawyer > Judge] “We, uh, believe what we've said in the petition.”

8.2. [Mark - Secretary] “I, uh, I don't have an injury”.

Uh is the addressor-oriented.[Secretary—=> Mark] “Well, you're in the wrong place.”

Well is the addressee-oriented.

The corpus analysis of the novel (Chapters 1-20) reveals that the interjection Well has the
highest frequency in the text — 22, most units are parts of the sentence in the initial position, but one
following the interjection Yeah. The interjection Yeah has the frequency of 17 (9 in the sentence
structure and 8 as independent sentences). The interjection Uh has the frequency of 12 (8 in the
middle position signaling a pause and 4 in the initial) and its variants Huh is registered thrice in the
final position signaling the end of communication and Uhu used 4 times in the final position too.
The interjection Hey is used 7 times in the initial position and followed as a rule by direct address.
The interjection Oh is used in the initial position of the contexts revealing either surprise (4 cases),
or negation (3 cases) supported by negative pronouns no, nothing), or once as recollection plus the
imperative sentence.

Though Els Elffer writes that “interjections, unlike “normal” words, do not enter into
relationships with other words” [Elffer 2008, p.18fl.] because they do not form parts of the sentence
but the discourse analysis reveals that they are used as a constituent of a sentence or a separate
sentence.

The distributional analysis of interjections in the sentence structure shows that there is a
semantic correlation between the interjection and a part of the sentence which follows it, for
mstance:

“Well” + “uh” = “drawing the addressee’s attention” +” pause filler”;

“Hey” +“Vocative” = “emphasizing “address’;

“Well” + “Vocative” =“drawing the addressee’s attention” + “Address”;

"Well” + “I think” = “drawing the attention of the addressee” + “modal phrase”;
“Yeah” + “well” = “agreement”+*“drawing the attention of the addressee’;

“Oh” + “really” = “surprise” +:”intensifier”;

“Ah” +” yes” = “recollecting” + “affirmation”;

“Uh” +”jeez =“pause” + “exclamation.”
In formal written style of the the discourse not used which depersonalize some types of
written discourse [see Corture 1992, p.21].
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CONCLUSION. PERSPECTIVES.

Discussions on the interjections come back from antique and help reveal some fundamental issues
of linguistics: form, meaning, and function. The units under study belong to a part of speech of
interjections, their form is unchangeable, though in some cases we can come across such cases as
huh —uh or hey — ey and the like.

They express a variety of emotions, and syntactically they are parts of a sentence, or aseparate
sentences and there is a semantic correlation between interjection and the given structural unit.
Additionally, they play several discourse functions and point out discourse fluency or disfluency.

Despite a range of definitions their role in the contensive and structural character of discourse
is significant, they provide the hearer/reader some information about the speaker’s state, age,
gender, education, profession, social status, and his/her attitude to the interlocutor and the situation.
And mainly in discourse we ca differentiate them into speaker-oriented and and addressee oriented
units. A tentative analysis of formal written style of the novel and other documents prove the
absence of interjections referring them mainly to the oral style. Besides in the process of
interpretation the interjections must be verbalized to retain the speaker’s intention meaning that
requires an elaboration of interjection interpreting algorithm.
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