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Abstract

This study investigates the conversational use of reactive tokens (RTs) in Taiwanese. The data
consist of a two-hour recording of radio call-in programs. There are altogether 4517 utterances tran-
scribed, with 52 speakers involved, 48 of them being male. The framework is based on Clancy et al’s
study (1996). In the coruse of classification, however, some of their definitions of RTs are shown to be
problematic. First, Taiwanese RTs are not necessarily "continuers” because 29% of them are followed
by extended talk by the same speaker. Second, RTs are not necessarily affirmative in nature. In some
contexts, discoursal negatives (e.g. ’boe7 & ’boS5’) also qualify as RTs. Third, the location of an RT
candidate seems to outweigh its semantic meaning. Fourth, following their definitions strictly would lead
to a rather serious conflict between form and function. Further clarification is hence required. The re-
sults are as follows. The presence of RTs in Taiwanese telephone conversation is indeed massive. An
RT occurs every 3.83 IUs. When deprived of visual aids, Taiwanese speakers are in fact, far more ver-
bally active in giving interactional support. Next, the RT use is observed to be affected by channel of
communication, degree of familiarity or formality, the topic, the interactants’ communicative intentions
and skills of turn management, and personal styles. The tendency to place RTs at transition relevance
places is clear. 93% of them appear after pragmatic completion points. Moreover, the distribution is
somehow related to such interactional devices as utterance-final particles and tag/confirmation ques-
tions. Last, the vast majority of the 334 non-floor-supporting RTs occur affter possible global pragmatic
completion points.

Keywords: Reactive Tokens, Transition Relevance Places, Pragmatic Completion Points, Grammar and
Interaction

Introduction

Over the past few years, reactive tokens (RTs)
have attracted much interest. One of the most rep-
resentative studies in this topic is Clancy et al
(1996), which initiates to define RT as a short ut-
terance produced by an interlocutor who is playing
a listener’s role during the other interlocutor’s
speakership. In their cross-linguistic study, the use
of RTs in Mandarin Chinese, Japanese and English
is compared and the rate of RTs in Mandarin con-
versation is found to be the lowest. It is therefore
implied that "interactional and affective considera-
tions” do not play so important a role in Mandarin

or any other Chinese language conversation as they
do in Japanese or English (p.380). Such a conclu-
sion about Mandarin conversational use of RTs is

- highly questionable because it is based on an analy-

sis of a "23-minute" tape of "face-to-face" conver-
sations between "21" Mandarin speakers. The sam-
ple is not representative enough. Moreover, it is
very likely that other variables such as channel of
communication, relationship between the partici-
pants, topic, etc. come into play, thereby making
the interpretation of the results extremely compli-
cated. More studies are therefore required to fur-
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ther confirm, clarify, or revise their findings. How-
ever, no systematic work has been done on RTs in
any Chinese language, as pointed out by Clancy.
"This by itself is an interesting fact, suggesting that
RT use is not perceived as a predominant feature
of Chinese language use (p.381)." This present
study is hence conducted in order to render a more
detailed analysis (both quantitative and qualitative)
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of RTs in Taiwanese, one of the Chinese dialects,
hoping to gain a better understanding of the way
RTs work in Taiwanese conversation. The findings
of Clancy et al. (1996) will be re-examined. In ad-
dition, we will undertake a criticism over both the
criterion of classification and the theory proposed
by Clancy et al. so as to bring out several points of
theoretical importance.

Data

As is known to every sociolinguist, whether an
analysis reveals anything true to a particular speech
community depends on its sampling. Only when the
sample selected is representative enough can the
results be claimed to represent the "norm" of the
community. Undoubtedly, the data in Clancy et
al’s study are completely "authentic." However, de-
tailed transcription is extraordinarily time-
consuming. As a consequence only 23 minutes of
Mandarin conversations between friends (including
9 females and 12 males) is fully transcribed. The
length of the data and the speakers involved can
hardly be considered representative. Moreover, the
lack of native speakers’ intuition and related stud-
ies on RT use in Mandarin Chinese might cause
their analysis to run the risk of being partial.

As native speakers of Taiwanese and linguis-
tics majors, our knowledge about Taiwanese gram-
mars leads us to doubt if we are more passive in
interaction than Japanese or English speakers. Our
assumption is that we could be as responsive and
active in conversation as they do, but the main
strategies we adopt to interact with our interlocu-
tors might be different from theirs. For example, in
face-to-face conversation, we could use nodding, fa-
cial expressions, eye contact or gestures to show
understanding, approval, or confirmation. To elimi-
nate the effects of these possible non-verbal ele-
ments on use of RTs, we choose to restrict the
channel of communication to radio call-in speech.
This is motivated from our agreement with Sche-
gloff’s (1996:99-104) argument that the grammars
are, in fact, composed of a variety of elements, in-
cluding non-lexical sounds like "uk", units of con-
duct like "same turn repair initiation" (e.g. glottal
or dental stops, or some sound cut-offs or sound
stretches, even though they are apparently not

phonemic for English), try-marked intonation,

pause for evidence of recognition, gestures, stress,
accent, the unarticulated facial expressions,
smiles, or laughters. Before we claim with confi-
dence our findings as part of the grammars, we
must manage to control to some extent the vari-
ables that affect the use of RTs. In view of this, the
analysis of this present study is based on a total of
a two-hour recording of radio call-in programs,?

which were dominantly conducted in Taiwanese.
There are altogether 4517 utterances transcribed,
with 52 speakers involved, 48 of them being male
and 4 female.

All of the data have been fully transcribed ac-
cording to Du Bois et al. (1993) transcription sys-
tem, which recognizes both turns and intonation
units as basic elements of conversational language.
For transcription conventions and list of abbrevia-
tions, see the Appendix. The romanization of Tai-
wanese generally follows that of the Church system
as seen in Cheng & Cheng (1978), with 2 major
changes for ease of typing: first, o as in ko (4#) and
oasinko (& ) are not differentiated; second,
nasalization of vowels is indicated with a capital-
ized "N" instead of a superscript "n."?

The advantage with our method is that the
participants must interact through "vocal" channel.
Hence non-vocal variables that may be used as in-
teractional support can be disregarded. Further-
more, in the whole tape, there are only two pro-
gram hosts. All the other speakers call in to talk
with them. We could see the same persons show
very different frequencies of RT use when convers-
ing with different interlocutors, so we can further
explore what factors cause the variation. In other
words, the data provide an opportunity for an in-
depth case-by-case analysis of Taiwanese RT use.
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Framework and Classification

So far, our main concerns are two-fold. First,
we want to know how many RT types there are in
Taiwanese conversation and if there is any system-
atic difference between Taiwanese RTs and those
of Mandarin Chinese, English and Japanese. At the
outset, we followed the framework of Clancy et al.
and classified the RTs in the data into the pro-
posed 5 categories. Yet in course of classification,
we encountered some problems, which in turn
pushed us to revise the definitions. (For the revised
criterion of classification, see Section 5.) Second,
we intend to find out where RTs are typically
placed: at points of possible _transition from one
speaker to another (i.e. CTRPs--complex transition
relevance places) or during another speaker’s turn.
In the light of our data, however, we find the no-
tion of CTRP is too vague to operate. What is the
manifestation of CTRP in spoken Taiwanese? Fur-
ther clarification is required.

Backchannels (BCs)

As defined in Clancy et al. (p.359), "If the RT
is a non-lexical vocalic form, and serves as a
‘continuer’, display of interest, or claim of under-
standing," we code it as a backchannel, as in (1-2).
Typical BCs in Taiwanese are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 Typical Backchannels in Taiwanese

Taiwanese Backchannels | Frequency of Occurrence
hm / hng / m / ng 237 43.9%

haNh / heN3 / heN7 / he3 203 37.6%

heNh / ﬁaN3 / haN7 39 72%

ho3 / ho7 46 7.4%
hoNh 9 17%
laughters 12 22% ]
Total 540 100.0%

*A general principle of our coding is that when the same RT occurs in
a sequence, no matter marked by a falling intonation at the end or not
(e.g. ‘hm hm hm’), it is counted only once.

O 1 IEEElE<&Zium>IKeaEERE

hoNh,
> 2 A:heN3.
3 = .

Among them, [heN7], [heN3] and [he3] are regard-
ed as coming from the same segment /heN/ be-
cause the variant forms, motivated from modifica-
tion of intonation or ease of articulation (e.g. drop
of the final consonant), do not change the core
function of /heN/ as a BC. The same is true of
/haNh/, /hoNh/, and /ho/. As for [hng] and [hm],
they have very similar phonetic realizations (both
having a nasalized vowel) and perfectly identical
function (as a BC). As a result, they are classified
into the same subcategory.

One problem found in the data is that Tai-
wanese BCs are not always "continuers". Though
68.1% of the BCs (368/540) are immediately fol-
lowed by speaker changes, the remaining 31.9%
(172/540) are followed by more talk by the current
speaker. We wonder if there is any pattern behind.
The answer seems to be positive. Below we try to
depict the pattern.

(I) The backchannel under discussion is fol-
lowed by another RT and thus form a RT cluster
or an extended RT, e.g. (1) 2:3.

(I) When the preceding utterance reaches a
so-called "global" pragmatic completion point, the
RT is usually followed by a full turn, as in (2)6.
According to Ford & Thompson (1996:150-151)¢,

"Pragmatic completion can be thought of in
both ‘local’ and ‘global’ terms. Local pragmatic
completion points are points at which the
speaker is projecting more talk, but at which
another speaker might reasonably take a min-
imal turn, such as offering a continuer, display
of interest or claim of understanding. This
type of pragmatic completion is thus a location
at which another speaker could offer a small,
non-floor-taking turn. ...An utterance was
judged to be pragmatically complete in a more
. global sense if it had the property of not pro-
jecting anything beyond itself in the way of a
longer story, account, or other agenda."
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Example (2) well illustrates this idea. The local
pragmatic completion points of the primary speaker
A’s talk are marked by a greater-than sign (> )
and the global ones a double greater-than sign () )

2) (EEME la. >

heN3. '

: 1#fY hoNh. R
heN3. ‘

: BEAVRASH — WP HtET a3 1a . )
# a7.
SR GEF R EEg K.
BEE <Bi)>.
HEgEER.
PRE 2 R AFRIAGE la

(IIT) The backchannel ko’ indicates not only
reception of the message, but also a change of in-
formation state on the part of the speaker. There-
fore it usually projects more talk about this discov-
ery or new information state as in (3), or some ne-
gotiation begging utterance, checking if what he
heard is right. If this is the case, *ho’ is usually fol-
lowed by an utterance copied from the prior talk,
as in (4), or by another question, as in (5).

@ 1 L<WALMA.#AWE=[A>.

> 2 A:ho7. .
3 <MELMEH . AE=EH>.
1 K:¥ 54 5%.
2  A:haN5?
3 K:54.

> 4 A:ho7..
5
1
2
3
4

nERERE

O 0 2 N AW N -

—
(]

@

54 3% . ((repetition of the prior talk))
C: al EMHGEE R EUNME A Moke 2
A: I al IS ?

®

> ho7.
IREEF al BEEFIRZERE R
((Question))
5 C:#.

(IV) When the BC is used to respond to an
imperative, a greeting, or a question (i.e. when in-
serted into an adjacency pair), it sometimes pro-
jects more talk (i.e. the second pair part) by the
ongoing speaker.

GEAE-EMEEFH—T
hoNh.

(imperative)1
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> 2 A: heN3. I ER.
(greeting) 1 B: eN3, { gk} IRIF.
> 2 A: heN3. {RiF.
(question) 1 h: e3, (N)fRIR{E5 hioh?
> 2 A: heN3. F MR

Reactive Expressions (REs)

Clancy et al. define RE to be a short non-
floor-taking lexical phrase or word (p.359), as
shown by (6)3, (7)2, (8)3. Typical reactive expres-
sions in our data are those found in Table 2.

Table 2 Typical Reactive Expressions in

Taiwanese
Taiwanese REs Frequency of Oc;:urrence
= 281 45.7%
4F 200 32.5%
¥ 32 52%
%% (03/hoNh/hioh) 50 8.1%
H (03) / BIFHY (03) 7 1.1%
4% / boe7 / be7 12 2.0%
others 33 5.4%
(explicit expressions)
Total 615 100.0%

E: <HERLEEEaRERg-—T> .
< HA—T>
Al g

6 1
2
3
4 E: TR HE > .
5 A: 4F .

™ 1 A %HR.
2
1
2
3
4

> f: a3, boe7 boe7 boe7. ((hang up))
A: HEiEE — THTIZ MM .
d: SLEAT, T .
[ﬁTﬁﬁ.
A: =hoNh.

®

In speech, the most frequently occurring copu-

la /2’ is often used as an RE, indicating that the
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message is being taken and the primary speaker
can go on with his talk. If this is the case, it has
nothing to do with the truth condition or the epis-
temic attitude of the speaker, but has become an
interactional device like a BC. The second most
frequent RE is “#f’, which means ‘good’ semanti-
cally but is often used in conversation as a pre-
closing marker pragmatically (cf. Lee 1993). Since
there are ambiguous cases where these two func-
tions are hardly discernible, we count them all as
REs. The category of ‘others’ includes explicit short
utterances, as in (8)3, which do not claim for the
floor but express understanding or acknowledgment
just as typical BCs do. Note that in some contexts,
even negatives (e.g. the discoursal “#£’ & ‘boe?)
may be used as REs. For instance, “boe7 in (7)2 is
not negation of the addressee’s talk, but a mitigat-
ing device. It is a formulaic expression, in response
to the gratitude and consolation uttered by the ad-
dressee, so as to make the speaker appear humble
and good-mannered, thereby minimizing the poten-
tial disturbance (cf. Chang 1997). Though semanti-
cally negative, it is definitely intended to be coop-
erative and supportive. In other words, Taiwanese
RTs are usually supportive, but not necessarily af-
firmative.

Another thing worth mention is about the
floor structure in Taiwanese conversation. Some of
the REs are found to form the so-called ‘loop se-
quence’ in our data. According to Iwasaki
(1997:661), "

"the loop sequence refers to successive ex-
changes of BC signals, and may be understood
as a locally managed turn-taking pattern. ...The
loop sequence is a pattern which provides par-
ticipants with an opportunity to negotiate the
next floor holder, who will subsequently con-
trol and develop the floor. A loop sequence
appears when the current-floor holder suggests
a transfer of floor, or when the current floor
supporter returns a floor which has been trans-
ferred to him inadvertently, or when partici-
pants jointly produce utterances in a rapid
succession (open floor)."

See examples (9) & (10)
® 1 F:al BEAAABREEHIE.

al E7EH & & iy boe?
EIFH hoN —
A: =F. Ei# hoN, KE T la.
F: haN5 ?
A:REF la.
F: heN3.

((explicit RE))
(BO))
~HEA a3, ((RE))
A:hm. (BO))
F:e3, al 5% khoh8 {FHis A<

la.

V V Vv V
O 00 QO W N

Juy
[e=]

In example (9), not knowing F is making an ex-
tended speech, 4 responds to F’s question (IU-2)
with an RE (IU-4), followed by another phrasal as-
sessment. Yet F didn’t hear it clearly because of
the overlapping, so another backchannel with a
modified intonation (IU-5) is used to make a ques-
tion. Then A repeats his assessment (IU-6). F in-
voluntarily responds with a backchannel (IU-7) and
after a short pause, F comes to realize what it
means. He enthusiastically utters another RE (IU-8)
to show his strong agreement. Here 4 has an op-
portunity to seize the floor if he wants; however,
he simply lets it go by giving a backchannel turn
(IU-9), so another speaker change results.

W 1 CEia

2 EME a7 LR

3 al LT B AEIR R H5E .

4 BRIEBAE.
> 5 A:¥%# 03? ((RE: ask for confirmation))
> 6 C:heN7 a7. ((B: give up his primary

speakership))

7 A:boe7 BHE.

8  HAEIRE hoNh.

9 C: hm.

10 A:al JEEEEECE F REEK .

In example (10), A, the non-primary speaker,
is asking for confirmation with an RE (IU-5),
which at the same time gives his addressee a
chance to indicate a problem if there should be any.
C responds with a backchannel (IU-6), giving up
his speakership to 4, so 4 becomes the primary
speaker in the following talk. To sum up, the REs
like " $%# 03 /hoNh/hioh, % (03) & EIFH 03"
are often used to initiate a loop sequence. They
are candidates of the "loop-head".

"The loop sequence is a turn-taking pattern
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consisting of a consecutive backchannel and
back-backchannel expressions, produced by dif-
ferent speakers. The first backchannel expres-
sion, which is directed to the preceding or
concurrent utterance by the other speaker, is
identified here as the ‘loop-head’ and the sec-
ond one (back-backchannel) which is directed
to the ‘loop-head’ is identified as the ‘loop -tail’
(Iwasaki 1997:673-74)." A

Repetitions

"If the non-primary speaker reacts by repeating
a portion of the speech of the primary speaker, we
coded it as a repetition (Clancy: p.361)." There are
altogether 55 instances of repetition in our data,
usually suffixed with such UFPs as ‘03, hoNh, hio,
& a3’, as in (3)3, (4)5, (5)2, (11)4.

W 1 A GHBEIEER a3?
X: WEEBALS .

3 A: haN3!

4 VEEBRLATER 03?
1 Aal. s B ERE?
2 M B EME?

3 iE . ARARE B OGE .
4

5

6

7

N

Lf’]’x?ﬁﬁqu@%ﬁ%é\ hoNh --
B4 hoNh --
#RILMIELEiE hoNh.
R — E AT HE e3

The repetition in (11) is both an RT and a
confirmation request. On the one hand, it indicates
reception of the message; on the other, it leaves
the addressee an opportunity to attend to this re-
quest. In other words, it also functions as a loop-
head, a turn-management strategy that offers the
speaker a chance to turn his role as a passive lis-
tener into an active question-asker.

One thing deserving our attention is that the
function of a particular repetition could be diverse
although our current interest is confined to that as
an RT. When inserted into different discourse slots,
or accompanied by proper body languages, the rep-
etition -- (12)2 -- performs functions other than
confirmation request. The interpretation relies on
the subsequent factors: who utters the repetition?
Is it the first time that it appears in the discourse
or the second/third time? Is the repeated utterance
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a statement or a question? Does it co-occur with
any particles? Apparently it is a very interesting
topic for further exploration, but we suggest anoth-
er study for fear of deviating from our present fo-
cus.

Collaborative Finishes (CFs)

"When the non-primary speaker finishes a pre-
vious speaker’s utterance, we coded it a CF" (Lern-
er 1987, 1989, 1991). In our data, two kinds of CF
are found. One is that both parties offer the finish-
es almost simultaneously, as in (13), and the other
is that the prior speaker has difficulty finding out
the exact phrase, the next speaker helps him out by
giving the intended finish, as in (14). There are on-
ly 7 instances of CF. This is probably due to their
lack of familiarity.

3 1 A:{F hoNh G e2 < H3EFIHR> W
¥ Eﬁ}ﬁ -
> 2 E: T .
3 T in&
®W 1 EB: &A% &%f<f§f%ﬂﬁp [%> -
> 2 A BEER > .
3 E: @& EIRE 2

Doubtlessly, all these 7 CFs are placed at non-
CTRPs. They occur while the primary speaker is
still talking or searching for words. Since the
placement of CF is predictable, it’s better for us to
distinguish it from the other types of RT when we
discuss the distribution.

Resumptive Openers (ROs)

According to Clancy et al., ‘RO’ refers to a
type of non-lexical element used at turn initial po-
sition. Its function is to acknowledge the prior turn
and commence a new turn. It differs from the oth-
er RTs in that they do not pass a turn-taking op-
portunity. To be brief, they are marked by the fol-
lowing features (p.362-364):

1. They are realized in short, non-lexical vocal-

ic forms.

2. They tend to appear as a separate intona-
tion unit.

3. Normally only short pauses occur after an
RO.

4. They appear at the beginning of a new turn.
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Table 3 Typical Resumptive Openers
in Taiwanese

Typical ROs Frequency of Occurrence
a2 / a3 8 30:8%
oa2 / oa3 8 30.8%
03 / ho3 / hoNh 10 38.4%
Total 26 100%

® A: LR ER .
> f: a3, boe7 boe7 boe7.
16 Arel. HREEFRENER .

JE RS REHEEK la.
al {FBUGES la.
[032! Hig % --
al B — al BEJ<EBEREER> .
:al BIG-RUFEZAZ ?
s al.. BEETEINE a7
03!

B FIREE BRI 03.

These ROs are the so-called utterance-initial
particles. ‘Oa2’ is an exclamation over something
unexpected, and ‘03’ signals a change of informa-
tion state on the part of the speaker. Though 8 in-
stances of a2/a3 act as BC, as in (15), in most oth-
er instances, they are used as "global boundary
markers”, indicating the following talk belongs to
an ideational structure distinct from the prior talk
(cf. Li et al. 1995).

There might be three problems with this cate-
gory. First, given the definition as such, this catego-
ry is almost identical with BC. The only distinction
lies in whether the given RT is followed by a full
turn. Yet as proved before, BCs are not necessarily
continuers. That means their distinction is blurred
in the light of our data. As a result, the main issue
at this point is either to combine these two cate-
gories or revise the definition. Second, some of the
RO candidates are found to appear at non-turn-
initial points, e.g. (18)5:

® 1 I FEEGEERR> SRt
#HHEE a3.

\"
AWN R~ R QN =N -
> X »p

2 A:heN3.

3 I.al &%k

4  BEEHHNGE.

5 02 T Zibth ~ ZJbhk - a1l ZEEW
AAZ T 2

6 AsEAMH (na7) o3.

Should ‘02’ in this instance be coded as an RO? If
yes, that means the definition is problematic. If
otherwise, then a conflict between form and func-
tion arises. Is it the position or the core semantic
meaning of the form itself that counts since there
is no apparent meaning difference between this ‘02’
and the ‘02’ as an RO? Our solution is NOT to
code it as an RO, for we think it is a response to
the talk of the speaker himself, rather than the re-
cipient. In other words, the location where the RO
candidate situates is considered more crucial. Third,
we find ROs may even include such "lexical” forms
as the discoursal negation marker “ff * in (19),
which satisfies the second to fourth conditions ex-
cept the first.

© 1 A EEEMBBREY.
2 BRI E A FEBA ?
> 3 V. la.
4 TS W2 R R <TBE > BT SR
*.
Wk Er SRS —
A: heN3.
MR € i A SR [Fl—1E H [ hoNh?
A: SEATZE B GG AREU neh.
o: boe7 la.

N5 HHEE AR a3.

In (19), “#%’ is a marker of implicit denial. What is
denied is beyond the line, i.e. A’s assumption that
V should follow the topic A proposes and offer the
answer. Yet V' is still preoccupied with the problem
he has discovered, so he is not only denying 4’s as-
sumption (i.e. perfunctorily reacting to A’s question)
but also trying to get 4 back to the prior topic. To
us, its function to deny implicitly (as a response) is
not so salient as its function to change the topic
and get the primary speakership. This case reveals
a gray zone where the function to acknowledge
what is just said and the function to begin a full
turn share a border. Should we code it as an RO?
Note that ‘boe7 in (20) is a negation of A’s propo-

)

W N =, Q9O N
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sition. Negation of this kind remains at the
ideational level, rather than the discourse level, so
it is not coded as an RO. To sum up, this category
provdkes controversial discussion over what is an
RT. Now that the frequency of occurrence found in
our data is negligible, we decide to leave it for fu-
ture study.

Complex Transition Relevance Places
(CTRPs) v

Our second concern is to find out where non-
primary speakers tend to place their RTs. Is it true
that they usually occur at CTRPs? Before we can
prove this, what CTRP means in terms of our data
must be made clear first. Based on Sacks et al.
(1974), the end of a turn constructional unit (TCU)
is termed a TRP, ie. a place where a speaker
change might occur. Sacks et al. do not give a clear
picture about what exactly defines a TCU, but it is
assumed that grammatical units play a major role.
Ford & Thompson (1996) take up Sacks et al’s
study and find that these ‘turn units’ are in fact
best thought of as being complex, ie. they include
intonational and pragmatic cues as to where they
will end. Their data show that intonational and
pragmatic completion points select from among the
many more numerous syntactic completion points
to form the so-called ‘CTRP’. Yet of the 3 types of
completion, syntactic completion points alone are
the least reliable indicators of any other sort of
completion, because the vast majority (98.8%) of

intonational completion points are also syntactic
completion points, but the reverse is not the case.
Only 53.6% of the syntactic completion points are
also intonational completion points. As for the
other types of completion points, their interdepen-
dence has been recognized. Pragmatic completion
was found to presuppose intonational completion.
That is, every point of pragmatic completion is also,
by definition, a point of intonational completion
(154-155).

Basically we agree with their viewpoint about
CTRP, but we maintain that there is no need to
think of turn unit to be complex. "Pragmatic cues"
alone are good enough for the recipient to project
a transition of turns (i.e. TRPs) because (1) every
point of pragmatic completion point is also a point
of intonational completion, but not vice versa; (2)
syntactic completion points are not reliable indica-
tors of the other sort of completion. They are bet-
ter considered a cognitive constraint, restricting
speaker onset at non-syntactic completion points
unless there is good reason. This might hold true
of intonational completion as well. The key notion
in relation to distribution being simplified as such,
we arrive at the following hypothesis: (1) except
CFs, most of the backchannel turns occur in the
clear immediately after "local' pragmatic comple-
tion points; (2) most of the extended backchannel
turns and full turns occur after "global" pragmatic
completion points. For the results and discussion,
see Section 4.2 & 4.3.

Findings

The frequencies of various types of RTs found
in our study as well as those found in Clancy et

al’s are presented in Table 4:

Table 4 Frequencies of Taiwanese & Mandarin RT Types

RT Types Taiwanese Data | Mandarin Data (by Clancy)
Backchannels 540  434% 17 47.2%
Reactive Expressions 615  49.5% 11 31.1%
Repetitions S5 4.4% 2 5.8%
Collaborative Finishes 7 0.6% 3 8.9%
Resumptive Openers 26 2.1% 5 14.5%
Total 1243 100.0% 38* 107.5%*

*The actual raw number of RT in Clancy et al’s is 35, but no explanation is given for this. Perhaps it
is because some RTs are classified into more than one category.



The Conversational Use of Reactive Tokens in Taiwanese 45

Unlike the findings in Clancy et al., the most fre-
quent RT type in Taiwanese conversation is RE (or
lexical BCs) instead of non-lexical BCs, and the
least frequent type is CF. This could be attributed
to the "formal" style of the call-in program, which
is broadcast to the public and the conversational
participants are either strangers or casual acquain-
tances. A lack of familiarity prevents the speaker
from projecting what his partner intends to say.
Even if he could, he might well choose not to in-
terrupt on account of social manners unless his
partner explicitly appeals for his help (e.g. search
for words). Another contrast between Clancy et
al’s study and this one lies in the percentage of
ROs (i.e. 2.1% : 14.5%). Again it is due to the
formal situation and the distant relationship be-
tween the interlocutors. While talking to close
friends, we usually feel free to show our emotions,
so interjections, exclamations, or exaggeratéd ex-
pressions occur more frequently. That means a
higher chance for presence of ROs. Yet we are
usually more reserved when talking with strangers,
so the frequency of ROs is reduced.

Frequency of Taiwanese Reactive To-
kens

Though Clancy et al. claim that the ratio of
RTs to SCs provides a frequency measure that is
relative to the overall amount of all types of SC, it
is not always a reliable index of close interaction.
For instance, the average RT frequency per SC in
Conversation #10 is 27.3%, yet the average RT
frequency per IU is only 8%, the lowest. Listening
to the tape, we find the caller is eager to tell her
experience to the program host, speaking in such a
fast tempo that she doesn’t leave her partner much
chance to give either a continuer or a floor-taking
turn. Therefore, to detect if the participants inter-
act closely, the average RT frequency per IU is, in
fact, more effective, so Table 5 below shows not
only the ratio of RTs to Speaker Changes (SCs)
but also RTs to Intonation Units (IUs) of the fifty
transcripts. '

Table 5 The Ratio of RTs to SCs and RTs to IUs

Conv. No. IUs | SCs | RTs | RTs/IUs(%)| RTs/SCs(%)

1.LA-B 138 12 3 21 25
2A-C 118 61 32 271 52.5
3A-D 70 37 17 24.3 45.9
4 A-E 82 43 19 232 44.2
5.A-F 170 35 21 12.4 60
6.A-G 81 39 20 24.7 513
7. A-H 31 14 6 194 42.9
8. A-1 58 25 11 19.0 44.0
9.A-] 74 24 11 14.9 45.8
10. A -K 112 33 9 8.0 273
11.A-L 134 63 30 224 47.6
12.a-b 55 29 13 236 44.8
13.a-c 82 46 24 293 522
14.a-d 89 48 26 29.2 54.2
monologue 51

15.a-¢ 174 | 104 52 29.9 50.0
16.a-f 136 69 38 279 55.1
17.a-g 147 71 37 252 52.1
18.a-h 159 | 103 54 34.0 524
19.a-1 141 68 38 27.0 55.9
monologue 68

20.a-j 27 14 10 37.0 714
2l.a-k 49 26 14 28.6 53.8
22.a-1 133 62 34 25.6 54.8
23.a-m 42 30 16 38.1 533
monologue 66

24.a-n 95 60 37 38.9 61.7
25.a-0 204 | 104 55 27.0 529
26.a-p 183 91 46 25.1 50.0
2].a-q 1 54 30 423 55.6
28.a-r1 32 20 10 313 50.0
29.a-s 75 30 15 20.0 50.0
30.a-t 34 20 12 353 60.0
3l.a-u 34 22 12 353 54.5
32.a-v 76 28 27 35.5 711
3B.a-w 35 22 7 20.0 31.8
34.a-x 44 32 13 29.5 40.6
35.a-y 64 44 24 37.5 54.5
36.a-z 41 26 12 29.3 46.2
37.a-M 79 53 29 36.7 54.7
38.a-N 18 12 6 333 50.0
39.a-0 29 13 9 31.0 69.2
40.a - P 101 48 26 25.7 54.2
41.a-Q 87 | 47 25 28.7 532
42.a-R 53 33 19 35.8 57.6
43.a-8S . 52 30 16 30.8 53.3
4.2~ 169 | 69 | 37 219 53.6
45.a-U 29 14 7 24.1 50.0
46.a-V 67 46 22 328 47.8
47.a-W 64 38 21 328 553
monologue 38

48.a-X 143 59 32 224 54.2
49.a-Y 13 8 5 38.5 62.5
50.a-Z 68 37 25 36.8 67.6
monologue 32

Total* 4262 | 2126 | 1114 | 26.1 (383) | 52.4 (191)

* not including the four monologues (255 IUs)
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The total numbers of IUs, SCs and RTs are
4262, 2126, and 1114 respectively. The amount of
SC per total number of IUs is 49.9% (i.e. there is a
SC every 2 IUs), much higher than the 28.7% in
Clancy et al.’s study. The ratio of all RTs to all IUs
is 26.1%. That means one RT occurs every 3.83
[Us. To divide the length of the 50 transcripts (95
mins) by all the RTs, the result is 5.12. That is to
say, about every 5 seconds, there is an RT taking
place in our data. Such a high frequéncy of occur-
rence is really astounding. The ratio of RT per to-
tal number of SCs is 52.4%. In other words, 52.4%
of the SCs serve to support the primary speaker.
Compared with the strikingly low average RT fre-
quency in Mandarin in Clancy et al’s study (i.e.
10%), this ratio is more than its five times.

Table 6 The RT Use Between the Two
Program Hosts

Conv. No. IUs [SCs | RTs | RTs/IUs(%) | RTs/SCs(%)

111 (host 1) {1068 | 386 | 179 16.8 486

12-50 (host 2) | 3194 | 1740 | 935 293 53.7

~Table 6 clearly illustrates the difference in RT
use between the 2 program hosts. The second one
obviously uses more RTs than the first. Essentially
53.7% of the SCs in his dialogues (#12-50) serve to
support the primary speaker. Every 3.27 IUs, there
is an RT, while this average is increased to 5.95
IUs in the first program host’s dialogues (#1-11).
Clearly, the second program host plays a more ac-
tive role in giving response. This could be attribut-
ed to personal styles.

Meanwhile, with respect to the average RT
frequency per IU and per SC, the range of varia-
tion within the second program host’s dialogues is
from 42.3% to 20%, and from 71.4% to 31.8%.
Despite the same person, there is still great varia-
tion of RT use when he talks with different callers.
What causes the variation? Based on our observa-
tion, three things may influence the RT use. First,
the more common knowledge about the current
topic the interlocutors have, the more RTs will
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probably be found. Take Conversation #33 for ex-

ample.
(#33) 1 w: IR 03?

2 FREE(RENME 2

3 a: haN5?

4w PEEORANME la ?

5 ael. ZE.

6  fEfEdE

7 w: al EWEAE a3 la.

8 a: hm hm.

9 w EMBLARAMERL LIRSS

& ?
10 a: JRFRE ?
11 w: FEEBE al.

12 a: I%# 03?

13 w: heNh a7.

14 a: ZEIR. B .

15 w: 5H?

16 FAPME LR 2

17 a: heNh.

18 w: .al. gk . EMEETEHEITE a3?
19 a: haN5?

20 w: Bl TERANS R 7

21 a: EIRIRERRIEEY) e3, (FE?
0. K.

22 w: a3, boe7 boe7 boe7.

"o

The caller "w" calls in and asks the host to guess
who he is. Being unable to recognize the caller, the
host shows hesitation. Then "w" tries to give hints
by a series of questions, which obviously confuse
the program host even further. Then he asks what
they have been talking about. The host comes to
know at this point that "w" has no idea at all about

the topic under discussion, so he asks "w" to con-

“tinue listening to the program and then hangs up.

As a result, the frequency of RT is one of the low-
est. Conversation #17 is another example, illustrat-
ing a lack of common interest.

(#17) 1 g al ZEBGFFHE (HEHRAR

2 KFamisFss al.

3 2

4 e -- (BEE—-EET ).

5 FEHEEE hoNh.

6 POEM ML la.

7 BB A a3 hoNh.

8 B ERIREHI chang (IN) £
le3.
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9 —EEIREE le3.
10 IEEEEE.

1 EEAZHNEE.
12 ¥HEe?

13 LB

14 a: hng hng.

15 g ATLAF /A hoNh.

16 {HEIRORERIEEES.
17 EIHROERBIRS % .
18 AEFE=t"+—}la
19 al BEMCEFTIR3EELE la hoNh.
20 a: hm.

21 g FrLAFEE hoNh.

22 iEWEWiRE BURF hoNh.

23 E#ETH hoNh

24 FXHEE hoNh —

25 HREDWEHE la.

26 a: /2. 4F. K.

The caller, a taxi driver, calls in to complain in an
agitated tone about having been given a ticket for
parking on the roadside. He tries to justify his vio-
lating the traffic law and then starts to abuse the
policeman. Without common ground with the caller
and knowing it is inappropriate to agree with him
on the radio, the host gives BCs indicating recep-
tion of the message only when necessary (i.e. when
there is a longer pause, waiting for his reaction).
He avoids commenting on the complaint. That is
why the ratio of RT per IU is below average and
most of them are non-lexical BCs. A contrastive
example is Conversation #39.

(#39) 1 O:al FFREE.
2 FEERE . MRF la.

a: hng.
O: al BREM la.
a 7&.
O:al ;3¥EERE la.

al [BRIRTE.

al (S hel FRIZMHE hio?
a 2.
10 RIKEE.
11 O:%.
12 E%MAE a3.
13 ETERE a3 la

The topic is about the coming election. Now that
the host is running for the office in Taipei City

O oo NN O W
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Council, this topic is of great interest to him, espe-
cially when the caller advocates that the audience
vote for him. The ratio of RT per SC in this tran-
script is 69.2%, the third highest.

Second, the RT use is also influenced by the
interlocutors’ communicative intentions and skills
of turn management. As mentioned before, the fe-
male caller in Conversation #10 sets her mind on
speaking out her experience. The strategy she uses
is to make long utterances, speaking in a fast speed
and making the pause after each intonation con-
tour as short as possible, so that she can keep on
holding the floor. In other words, the communica-
tion is intended to be one-way. She only wants
someone to listen to her. By contrast, Conversation
#27 is a different example.

#27) 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15
16

17
18

19

T+ 20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28

q:

[

Q8o pa g

a 8.a e

e Rra 8o

ABEE ... BE5 T f%# hoNh.
AU hoNh.
heNh,

: TERIGEM@ {4 } hoNh.

=

D ERSIEIT .
: heNh heNh.
: $5EEE ne3?

EEMRTRE—T.
NEIEMR A A {IK1T¥ } hoNh.
hng.

 FESEEIHRES { MRS } a3 Lo,

TERE .

L REERLE (K72} fF5 (sihg)

Y la.
heNh heNh.

P BOEWME E R M { BRIR

) o

: hoNh hoNh hoNh.
cal B O{H#EH )} —@ {455} hoNh.

hm.

DR (EE-HERZIK) la.

hoNh.

Cal SEW (EAW )} IS @

{case ) HiZK hoNh.
hng.

: LB {PARIEIUR } la.

AT . v

D IEHETR—T.

ERE .

: BSUEHLT neh.
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29 a: hm.

The caller g calls in to announce a special plan, i.e.
to organize a travel agent. Of course, he is not be-
ing serious about this project but is being "ironic".
His intention is to make his humor be appreciated,
so he slows down with his talk, making short utter-
ances with discernible pauses at completion points.
Such negotiation begging markers as ‘hoNk>  and
UFPs as ‘la & neh’ are used many times to' solicit
interaction. The communication is intentionally two-
way, so the ratio of RT per IU is the highest
(42.3%).

Finally, the RT use is related to indiosyncra-
cies as well. As illustrated before, some of the peo-
ple play a more active role in supporting the pri-
mary speaker’s turn while the others don’t. Some
of them use interactional devices (e.g. ‘hoNh, neh,
leh, ZH? HA?HE? BAE ? BHAE? etc)
more often than the others. Besides, the caller’s
experience sometimes counts, too. If he never
called in before, he might get nervous while deliv-
ering his talk because he knows he is allowed only
a very short while. Under the time pressure, the
chance is that he forgets what to say when his line
is connected. If this is the case, there are usually
more pauses, repairs, repetitions in his talk. The
caller can just concentrate on his own part -- how
to make his points clear -- so the whole burden of
interacting with the conversational participant falls
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mainly on the host. No wonder most of the RTs
are uttered by the latter.

Distribution of Taiwanese BCs and REs

Among the five RT types, BCs and REs are
the most frequent, constituting 91.9% of the RTs.
The other three types constitute only 8.1%. More-
over, owing to its inherent properties, the place-
ment of CFs is already predictable. Mostly, they
occur at non-TRPs, ie. while the primary speaker
is still within his turn, as shown by (14)1-2 & (15)1-
2. Repetitions are by no means uncommon, but
their members form an open class. The number of
55 (instances found in the data) is too small to
make any strong claim. Consequently we decide to
put them aside for the time being. The category of
RO is problematic since it is followed by a full turn.
In fact, it is an area where a floor-taking turn and
a floor-supporting turn intersect. This is an in-
evitable dilemma for dichotomy. Before a more sat-
isfactory way of classification is figured out, we will
focus on the placement of the two favored RT
types -- BC and RE -- with respect to the primary
speaker’s turn. We are interested in knowing their
distribution, i.e. after points of intonational com-
pletion, pragmatic completion, or the primary
speaker’s negotiation signals (including ‘hoN#’,
UFPs, tag questions, and topic marker ‘a3’).

Table 7 Distribution of Backchannels & Reactive Expressions

Backchannels Reactive Expressions
(540) (615)

Intonational Completion Point 529 98.0% 607 98.7%
Pragmatic Completion Point 490 90.7% 584 95.0%
Negotiation Marker: hoNh 146 27.0% 206 33.5% |
Utterance-Final Particles 138 25.6% 160 26.0%
Tag/Confirmation Questions 64 11.9% 37 6.0%
Topic Marker: ‘a3 6 1.1% 3 0.5%
Other RTs 36 6.7% 52 8.5%
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Table 7 shows that Intonational Constraint re-
mains extremely active in determining the place-
ment of BC and RE. Only a very small portion of
them (1.6%) violate this constraint. With respect to
TRPs, the overwhelming majority of them (90.7%
of the BCs & 95% of the REs) are found to occur
at pragmatic completion points, but notice that BCs
(9.3%) are more likely to appear at non-pragmatic
completion points [e.g. (2)3-4] than REs (5%). This
is because they are non-lexical and the recipient
does not usually attend to them. In other words,
BC is more powerful in "permeating” the turn
space of another speaker.

So far the results here conform to the findings
in Clan‘cy et al’s. "In Mandarin, the production of
RTs after non-final 1Us is extremely rare. The ten-
dency to place RTs at CTRPs is strongest among
the Mandarin speakers (p.377)." "Mandarin interac-
tional style favors conversational participants not
infringing on the other’s turn space. RT use, par-
ticularly without waiting for a transition point, is
seen as presumptuous, intrusive, and even rude or
impolite (p.382)." We do agree with them that the
distribution of RTs in our data could be attributed
to our "cultural expectation," yet we should also
bear in mind that this only applies to "formal situa-
tions" or "participants who are not familiar with
each other" and thus try to be as polite as possible
(which is, in fact, equivalent to social distance).
This may not be true of intimate friends, who are
observed to be more likely to interrupt in conversa-
tion (either to express support, to refute, to change
the topic, etc.). Would they be regarded by their
partners as impolite, anti-social or incompetent?
Would their "deviations" from the rules be taken as
problems that call for special repair measures? Ap-
parently our cultural expectations about how peo-
ple should behave in talk vary with the social vari-
ables (e.g. degree of formality, degree of familiarity,
social status, topic, setting). Moreover, we contend
that, in terms of interruption, one motive could be
more intrinsic than cultural expectations. As pro-
posed in Power & Martello (1986:37),

"once an utterance is under way, it is not usu-
ally interrupted without special reason; other
participants who were planning to speak usual-
ly withdraw... The general principle of

rational behavior applying to this situation is
that one should try to avoid wasted effort,
since in this case any action causing an effort
(having been invested by another participant)
to be wasted would be not just inefficient but
also inconsiderate. It seems clear that in most
cases, the interruption of an utterance during
the first few words would oblige the speaker
either to abandon it or to begin it again, thus
relegating the part already delivered to wasted
breath.”

In fact, their line of explanation, apart from econ-
omy, also accounts for those cases where interrup-
tion is acceptable. "If the speaker’s utterance is un-
necessary, or ineffective, or not directed to the goal
of highest priority, principles of rationality and co-
operativeness may warrant or indeed oblige inter-
ruption.” (Power & Martello 1986:37)

Another important finding is that more than
65% of the RTs are placed after explicit interac-
tional devices. Among the UFPs, hoNk’ is the most
frequent signal of a speaker change. Li (1998:83)
argues that ‘hoNR’ is a discourse marker which sig-
nals the speaker’s communicative intention for po-
tentially necessary negotiation, which in turn is mo-
tivated by the dynamic nature of interactional
communication. By means of it, an interaction ef-
fect is created, showing that the speaker is not
merely talking from his own perspective, but has
constantly kept the hearer in his mind and is ac-
tively inviting his participation. In other words, be-
sides the function as a negotiation begging marker,
it projects a point of turn transition. No wonder
RTs often follow. The second most frequent UFP
preceding RTs is /a’, which also plays an irreplace-
able role in interactional communication. Li (1996a:
83-84) points out that ‘la’ performs the basic func-
tion of marking finality of a unit of talk in dis-
course.

"In terms of the procession of discourse, the
end of a speech unit may or may not be overt-
ly marked, because often the content, prosody,
as well as other contextual features may help
to signal unit division. Thus the use of such an
overt marker is by no means obligatory. Yet,
when the speaker believes that there is the ne-
cessity to explicitly mark the ending of a unit
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so that the structure of discourse can be clear-
ly discerned by the hearer and no confusion
will result, such as when the unit is rather long,
or structurally more difficult to process, or
when there may be a turn transition or shift
of topic, he will tend to use the marker of fi-
nality la."

The third most frequent turn management. strategy
is tag / confirmation questions, which 'compri’se the
first adjacency-pair part, thereby marking TRPs.
They are used to trigger interaction, e.g. (#33)15-
17, (#17)12-14. As regards the rest of the UFPs (cf.
Li 1996b), ‘ma’ is a marker of common ground.
The speaker uses it to appeal to the addressee’s
shared knowledge. The ma-suffixed utterances usu-
ally indicate what is conveyed is a matter of course
to not just the speaker but also the recipient. They
both are on the same ground. If the recipient
would like to appear cooperative in the talk, he
usually yields a backchannel turn right after this
particle, so as to support the primary speaker. The
UFPs ‘neh & leh’ are often used to indicate a focus
of interest to the recipient. The neh/leh-suffixed ut-
terances usually convey information that the speak-
er subjectively believes to be new & interesting to
the addressee (i.e. these two particles do not put
the addressee in the speaker’s focus of attention so
much as hoNh, haNh, hioh’ do in terms of the par-
ticipation framework.) However, since they mark
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the new information, though from the speaker’s
perspective, a cooperative interlocutor tends to
yield a floor-supporter thereafter, e.g. (#27)28-29.
The UFP 03’ is often used to form confirmation
questions, e.g. (#33)12, (11)4. The speaker might
have just arrived at a new information state, no
matter because of the prior talk or the things he
saw in his surroundings, so he is checking with his
recipient if what he heard/saw is right. This ac-
counts for why it is followed by RTs.

6.7% of the BCs and 8.5% of the REs follow
another RT. This means 7.6% of the RTs are ex-
tended RTs. The slightly higher frequency of the
former over the latter is probably due to the fact
that the members of the latter are more limited.

Distribution of the 334 Non-Floor-
Supporting RTs

As mentioned in Section 3, about 334 RTs
(29%) are not floor-supporting turns, i.e. they are
either followed by other types of RTs (forming an
extended RT) or by a full turn. We are curious to
know two things. First of all, .what are they com-
posed of -- non-lexical backchannels or lexical
backchannels (including the remaining four types)?
Secondly, where do they frequently occur with re-
spect to the primary speaker’s turn? What is the
percentage of them that are placed at global prag-
matic completion points? The results are presented
in Table 8.

Table 8 Distribution of Non-Floor-Supporting RTs

Backchannel

Types of RT RE and Other RTs Total
Frequency of Occurrence 172 51.5% 162 48.5% 334 100.0%
Global Prag. Com. P. 162 94.2% 152 93.8% 314 94.0%
Local Prag. Com. P. 4 23% 5 31% 9 27%
Non-Prag. Com. P. 6 35% 5 31% 11  33%
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Table 8 shows that when a non-primary speaker
wants to respond to the primary speaker’s turn and
at the same time begin a new turn, he is more like-
ly to use BCs than the other RT types. It is in-
ferred here that the favored sequence of RT is [BC
+ RE].

94% of the floor-taking RTs are found to ap-
pear after possible global pragmatic completion
points, e.g. (2)5-6. The remaining 6% are mostly
CFs or misplacement, i.e. the onset of the turn by
the current speaker is placed either earlier or later
than the anticipatory completion points (cf. Lerner
1996).

It has been acknowledged in Ford and
Thompson (1996:152) that there are 3 types of
turns -- full turns, backchannel turns, and laughters.
From an interactional point of view, how does the
speaker judge when to yield a backchannel turn
and when a full turn? How do they manage the
turns? As a matter of fact, there are various cues
(e.g. grammatical, intonation, and pragmatic) that
not only project the possible speaker transition
point but also the preferred turn shape. In our

study, the possible local pragmatic completion
point [e.g. (2)1, the end of a clause] is a pro-
jectable place for speaker onset, yet the preferred
turn shape is a short, non-floor-taking turn since
the turn-so-far projects something more beyond it-
self. The primary speaker’s intention to make an

.extended turn is obvious. In order not to make the

communication unilateral, the recipient is often ob-
served to make use of this juncture to offer interac-
tional signals (to show acknowledgment, under-
standing, appreciation, interest, etc.), passing the
floor onto the primary speaker again, or to give
substantive backchannels, especially those that take
the form of a question, so as to take the floor back
later on. When the turn-at-talk comes to a possible
global pragmatic completion point [e.g. (2)5, the
end of a larger unit of talk], a full turn usually fol-
lows. It is the recipient’s turn to contribute to the
talk. Interestingly enough, these two kinds of com-
pletion points are often marked by some grammat-
ical interactional devices (e.g. discourse markers,
UFPs, tag questions, etc.) that explicitly call for in-
teraction.’

Conclusions

The major findings and suggestions in this
study are summarized as follows:

(1). Some of the definitions of RTs are prob-
lematic when applied to our data. First, RTs are
not necessarily ‘continuers’ because 29% (334/1155)
of them are followed by extended talk by the cur-
rent speaker. Nevertheless, the contexts where such
non-floor-supporting RTs might occur are somehow
predictable: (i) when occurring right after the first
adjacency pair part, the RT may project the second
pair part; (ii) when its immediately preceding ut-
terance reaches a possible global pragmatic com-
pletion point, the RT is often followed by a full
turn; (i) those RTs (e.g. o, 02, 03, oa2’) that in-
dicate a change of information state on the part of
the speaker usually project more talk about the
new information state; (iv) the RT is followed by
another RT and forms an RT cluster. Second, RTs
are not necessarily supportive (ie. message recep-
tion does not always mean agreement or support),
let alone affirmative. Third, if an RO itself, rather

than the end point of its prior talk, projects a new
turn, it should not be coded as an RT because the
most crucial feature of RT (ie. floor-supporting) is
refuted here. Next, in the course of coding, we find
the location of an RT candidate seems to outweigh
its intrinsic meanings. In other words, RTs are con-
text-sensitive. When they are placed differently, say,
within the internal turn space, their function as RT
disappears accordingly. Last, our findings prompt
us to reconsider what constitutes an RT. Clearly
the five categories do not fit well with our data.
For instancé; many REs (e.g.;2 ) in the corpus are
found to serve as BC in some contexts, indicating
acknowledgment and. contributing nothing to the
advancement of the proposition, and as RE (e.g.
assessments) in other contexts, retaining most of its
semantic properties. Likewise, a repetition form
does not usually function as RT. The functions of
an RO form also fluctuate between BC & RO. The
determination relies wholly on the upcoming text,
ie. if it is followed by more talk by the same
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speaker. The conflict between form and function is
conspicuous. If we stick to Clancy et al’s defini-
tions, our categorization would become form-
oriented. How shall we accommodate the frame-
work? Now that all the 5 categories share the func-
tion of backchanneling in common, our solution is
to reduce them into one, namely, BC in a broad
sense. Such BCs are context-bound (almost unani-
mously in turn initial position) and take different
forms, including non-lexical (originall);" the BCs &
some ROs), lexical (originally the REs), and
phrasal (originally the REs, CFs, & Repetitions).
Each of these forms may cast some influence on its
function. Non-lexical forms are purely vocalic, so
they are often propositionally irrelevant, whereas
lexical and phrasal forms fluctuate in between. The
contexts where they occur may either activate or
cancel their intrinsic semantic meaning. To sum up,
our solution maintains the distinction between form
& function and simplifies the categorization. In the
meanwhile, the risk of claiming dogmatically that
repetitions are RTs can be skillfully averted.®

(2). The presence of RTs in Taiwanese tele-
phone conversation is indeed massive. Nearly every
5 seconds comes an RT. Every 3.83 IUs does an
RT occur. More than half of the speaker changes
in the data are intended for backchannel turns.
When deprived of visual aids, Taiwanese speakers
are, in fact, far more "verbally" active in interaction
than expected. The implication is that to get a
whole picture of how Taiwanese use RTs in face-to-
face communication, it is essential to incorporate
studies on non-verbal resources for interaction.

(3). The RT use is observed to be influenced
by channel of communication, social variables (e.g.
degree of familiarity or formality, social status) ,
the topic under discussion, the interactants’ com-
municative intentions and skills of turn manage-
ment, and personal styles. Further study in a soci-
olinguistic perspective is hence suggested.

(4). The tendency to place RTs at TRPs is
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clear. 93% of them appear after pragmatic comple-
tion points. However, compared with REs, BCs are
more likely to appear at non-pragmatic completion
points. Yet the frequency of BCs (9.7%) in our da-
ta is lower than expected. This is probably because
most of the callers are well-prepared, which can be
proved by the length of their utterances -- much
longer than those in a completely spontaneous
conversation, in which the interactants must spend
time coming up with ideas and organizing them.
The pauses are apparently shorter and talking
speed faster, so only a small number of BCs occur
at non-TRPs. In addition, more than 65% of the
RTs are found to follow explicit markers that call
for interaction, such as ’hoNh, la, ma, 03, neh, leh,
a3,” tag/confirmation questions. Further study on
the correlation between RTs and the discourse
markers is suggested.

(5). 94% of the non-floor-supporting RTs oc-
cur after global pragmatic completion points. It is
therefore inferred that there exists a Pragmatic
Constraint, which refrains the conversational partic-
ipant from yielding an extended turn (or a full turn)
unless the talk-so-far has reached a possible global
pragmatic completion point, projecting nothing
more beyond the final component of the utterance.
This constraint, motivated from consideration of
turn-management, interacts with the Cooperative
Principles, the Politeness Principles, and the Principles
of Rationality and Economy. The hierarchy of them
varies according to the participants, setting, situa-
tion, and context. The lower the Constraint
/Principles are in the hierarchy, the more violable
they are. For example, when there is a time limit
set for the talk, the Principles of Economy might be
placed higher than the Pragmatic Constraint. Yet
when a subordinate talks to his boss, this Con-
straint is supposed to be observed more by himself,
rather than by his boss. To sum up, these interac-
tions exhibit the dynamic nature of communication.
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Notes

1. We are grateful to Prof. Big Yung-O for her enlightening
comments on the first draft of this paper.

2. Though the tape is two hours long, there are some mono-
logues by the program hosts and some conversations con-
ducted mainly in Mandarin. The total length of Tai-
wanese conversations is therefore reduced to about 95
minutes.

3. The conventions are based on Li (1998:107).

4.1t is a pity that the study doesn’t give any concrete exam-
ple to illustrate this term. All the examples center around
local pragmatic completion points.

5. For lack of time, the respective frequency of all the
grammatical, intonational and pragmatic completion
points in the whole transcript has not been calculated yet.
As a consequence, how these different boundary points
are actually handled in conversation is left for further
study. ‘

6. RT can be manifested by repetitions, but not all repeti-
tions are RTs. :

WiGHHEA ¢ 874 10H 200
EIEEH : 874 12A 21H
B2 HE 874 128 218
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Appendix

{carriage return} intonation unit RT: reactive token

-- truncated intonation unit BC: backchannel |
vowel lengthening, RO: resumptive opener

[1] speaker overlap CF: collaborative finish
final intonation RE: reactive expression

, continuing intonation IU: intonation unit

? appeal intonation SC: speaker change

“(N) long pause UFP: utterance-final-particle
medium pause
short pause

= continue the prior interrupted speech

< > code switching to Mandarin

{ } code switching to Japanese

<) code switching to English

( ) researcher’s comment

> utterance under discussion
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L EERAEMIE

Bk FHX

BieBnRREAER

AR SERREEEES SR (Reactive Tokens) ZE&ZEHRIEHIETY o AXHER
REKEHRAIDESE » NAEROR/INGE » MIEET 4S17EEREMN > S5 521
i K8 IREAE o 15K AR %E Clancy % A 1996 FHINF 7424 o SATTE
oATERES  RFER - ER LS OFECSHE AN —ERTRRE S5
B A V%MRBEBLREBESHETRBTEENRES - ONESHRLEBRESE
f > EREEETUIUREEN - OCREXEEEEHERET ESEESYRE - 2
B ELCFLAGNEETEAREN - @FE BT Clancy S AFTIENES » AWK
AMIIEEZ MG A HABENEZR - BABRMBER BN ENHE - AHEHERWTF : &
BRENERSEACHKY - BIEGHROH AR EE | ANE 3B EEREVHRE —F
EEFSRHR o A R A HREEER - BEFHEECHKEEH T - HERL Clancy
FAFBZANBEEEREZERNS - BIMNEEGENS O WEEENEN - E%E
LEIBREE ~ HEWIEAY - 558 - HENEHMED ~ DERBARBER - —#3m
B 0 G a8 (E & R B S 57 (93%) MEE B M3 SRR ER (TRPs) 2 7% o ISR
LA EEEERCBEBRER > ROIBRERFRRB L —EREENFHOKIE
T —{El & @K @935 i # 3Bk (possible global pragmatic completion point).

RS : MEESE - BRI ERERR - FAREE  SCEEAES)
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