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AN ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION OF

Ana Iriarte Diez for Doctor of Philosophy

Major: Arabic language

Title;: The Communicative Grammatical Function of Cognate Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic

Cognate Infinitives have been identified and described as productive linguistic features
within Arabic language and along the Semitic continuum. However, the full range of function of
Cognate Infinitives remains largely unstudied in the spoken varieties of Arabic. For this reason,
the present study aims at describing the (communicative) grammatical function of Cognate
Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic.

Through the analysis of an extensive corpus of socially and communicatively
contextualized data collected over four years of fieldwork and eight years of linguistic and
cultural immersion, this study explores the formal and communicative factors that correlate with
the use of Cls in LA in order to create a grammatical model upon which the function of the CI in
LA may be described.

The new grammatical model for the analysis and description of Cognate Infinitives in
Lebanese Arabic that this study proposes accounts for this feature’s semantic, informational,
affective and social functions. I suggest that Cognate Infinitives function as focus markers and
are efficient communicative tools for a variety of attention management actions as well as for
‘face’ management strategies. Moreover, the findings of my research replace the omnipresent
notion of ‘adverbial emphasis’ with a definition of “focus” that comprises both informational and
affective factors.
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PREFACE

This study aims at elucidating the communicative grammatical function of Cognate
Infinitives (CI) in Lebanese Arabic (LA) in the light of socio-cognitive and functional-pragmatic
linguistic theories. It is a data-driven study, which means that the corpus of data I gathered during
the data collection process was the main source for all the subsequent analyses I propose in this

study.

It consists of six chapters, Chapter 1: Introduction to Cognate Infinitives; Chapter 2:
Methodological and Theoretical Approaches; Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework; Chapter 4: The
Cognate Infinitive in Lebanese Arabic as a Focus Marker; Chapter 5: Modeling the Grammar of

Cognate Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic; and Chapter 6: Conclusions.

Chapter 1 introduces the reader to the CI construction in LA, defining its formal
boundaries while exploring what has been said in the literature about ClIs in other Arabic and
Semitic varieties. This exploration helps the reader identify the gaps and challenges of the

existent literature of Cls in Semitic, elucidating the objectives of this research.

Chapter 2 introduces the reader to the main theoretical decisions underlying the study,
and systematically explains the methodological strategies that followed both in the data collection

and in the data analysis processes of this research.

Chapter 3 presents the ‘Multidimensional Model of Communication’” (MMC), a
theoretical construct that serves as the overarching theoretical framework of this study,
integrating the communicative, pragmatic, cognitive and social theoretical concepts necessary
for the analysis of the data that takes place in subsequent chapters. The objective of this chapter
is to establish a common language for the analysis presented in Chapters 4 and 5. The MMC thus
ensures a shared understanding of the theoretical terms used in the analysis as well as of the

concepts behind them.

Chapter 4 explores the limitations of the existing definitions and classifications of focus
using examples from the CI corpus while probing contextualized CI data for functions and
motivations beyond the informational. As a result, this chapter provides concrete evidence for

the need for an alternative conceptualization of focus, and uncovers the multidimensionality of

vii



LA speakers’ motivations to use the CI, highlighting the importance of the affective nature of

Clsin LA.

Chapter 5 provides the reader with a new communicative grammatical model for the CI
in LA that relies on the results of the analysis of the social and communicative contexts in which,
according to my corpus, the CI is currently used by LA speakers. Within this communicative
model, this chapter provides a comprehensive and detailed description of the full functional range

of CIsin LA.

Chapter 6 synthesizes the main findings of this study and puts forward the ways in which
these findings have contributed to current theories of general and Arabic linguistics, as well as
on the broader theoretical implications of these contributions. The chapter closes with a

discussion on further research and the author’s desiderata.
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NOTES ON TRANSCRIPTIONS AND GLOSSES

This study focuses on the analysis of a syntactic structure, specifically, a syntactic
reduplication; hence, the transcription of the data in this study is phonemic rather than phonetic.
The absence of audio recordings no doubt affected the phonetic accuracy of the data transcriptions;
however, since this study does not address the sociolinguistic distribution of this feature, the lack

of phonetic accuracy does not affect the reliability of the data or of the study’s results.

Two transcription details deserve clarification: (1) All short unstressed vowels are transcribed
as schwa /o/. (2) Given the abundant use of French and English borrowings and of the occurrence
of code switching with these two languages, both borrowings and code-switched items are not
phonetically transliterated, but rather keep their written from in the language of origin, which

appears as subscript (EN-English; FR-French).
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CONSONANTS VOWELS

Standard Lebanese Phonemic Standard Lebanese Phonemic
Arabic Arabic Transliteration Arabic Arabic Transliteration
Transcription Transcription
| I/ ? | | a/e
< < b 5 3 u
< < t - - I
& &l vs - - O
d d 3 - - E
. C h [schwa] )
. . X
d d
b b d
3 o3 d/z
J 2 f
B B) z
o o S
o o >
T 5 57
o2 o2 d
b b t
b L z
q
d d
d d ©
) O
S S q’?
o J k
J J l
m
f F
o o n
- - h
3 9 w
< S y
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Lebanese Arabic in the Arabic Script

All the Lebanese Arabic data has been transcribed as well into the Arabic script to facilitate
reading for those Arabic speakers who might not feel comfortable when reading phonetic script.
The following conventions are followed in the transcription, with the aim of balancing the dictates
of Lebanese pronunciation and writing conventions on one hand, with maintaining the relationship

between LA and Standard Arabic:

e Short vowels are only marked when necessary to avoid potential ambiguities.

e Possessives and object pronouns of the third person 3ms, 3fs and 3p (-(h)a,-(h)o,-(h)on) are
written (# ¢ - «o— respectively. While this ¢ is not pronounced by many LA speakers, it is
heard, and preserving it also maintains morphological transparency as noted above. Lebanese
phonemes /&/ and /0/ (typical from the Beirut koine) are represented as s and s respectively.
This decision is also representative of those Lebanese varieties where these vowels are
pronounced as diphthongs —ay and —aw .

e Foreign words (but not full sentences or codeswitched words and phrases) are transliterated
phonetically as pronounced by LA speakers.

e Following the convention of many LA writers, the orthographic alif appearing at the end of the
perfective verbs in the 3™ person plural, e.g. |5 b=, and at the end of the 2" and 3™ person
plural of imperfective verbs, e.g. | s_owual ¢ |5 may is not preserved.

e Hamzas are only written in those few cases where they are pronounced as a glottal stop.

e Following Standard Arabic conventions, monoliteral prepositions and conjunctions such as {a-
; ta-, la- and b- appear attached to the word after them ( - = «- 4 «- 5 ¢- <) This is also applicable
to the demonstrative ha- (- ), habitual verbal markers b-/ba- ; m-/ma- for 1% person plural ( =
- =« -), and future verbal marker ha- (- =). Progressive marker {am- (a=) appears separated
from the verbal form.

e The feminine singular subject pronoun Zente is written with a final —s.

e Letter qaf is maintained as such in transcription for transparency as noted above, and also

because several LA dialects pronounce it as /q/.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

Data Tag Abbreviations

AKK
BH
CA
CRA
EA
EB
JA
LA
MAL

MEH
MAN

Akkadian MEH
Biblical Hebrew MSA
Classical Arabic NENA
Christian Arabic OA
Egyptian Arabic OAR
Eblaite PH
Jordanian Arabic RPA
Lebanese Arabic SSA
Maltese SYR
Mehri UG
Mandaic

Acronyms in the dissertation

CCG
CE
CG
CG
CH
CI
CcO
DDM
ECG
FE
IABS
ICNS
IS
MMC
NSI

SOA
Xroc

Core Common Ground

Communicative Environment

Common Ground

Common Ground

Cognate Head

Cognate Infinitive

Cognate Object

Dynamic Model of Meaning (Kecskes, 2008)
Emergent Common Ground

Focus Environment

Infinitive Absolute

Infinitive Construct

Information Structure
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Given the space and format limitations, interlinear glosses line up vertically with the phonemic
transliteration, but not with the Arabic transcription. In the Semitic examples in Chapter 1, the
examples have been copied exactly from the original source, and interlinear glosses have been
added only to those examples belonging to Arabic varieties where the morphological-syntactic
description in the gloss was necessary to illustrate the explanations in the text. Glosses I have
added to examples cited from other works appear between brackets. Examples from Semitic
languages cited from other works appear as originally glossed in the original source. However, in

these examples, the ClIs and CHs are identified and marked within all the examples.
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xxil



ol ey plidd

To Lebanon and its free people

Xxiii



CHAPTER 1

AN INTRODUCTION TO COGNATE INFINITIVES

1.1. Introduction

For centuries, Semitic scholars have noticed the existence of Cognate Infinitives and attempted
to describe their formal and functional nature. However, unfortunately for researchers such as
myself, the common interest of these scholars did not help them reach a consensus as far as
terminology is concerned, as different grammatical approaches gave rise to many distinct
nomenclatures for one single linguistic form: Maf¥il mutlag mubham in Classical Arabic (Al-
Zamax$ari, 1870: 111); Paronymous Complement in Syrian Arabic (Cowell, 1964); Unmodified
Cognate Complement in Rural Palestinian Arabic (Shachmon & Marmorstein, 2018); Tautological
Infinitive in Biblical Hebrew (Goldenberg, 1971); Infinitive Absolute in Syriac (No6ldeke, 2003);
Paronomastic Infinitive in Akkadian (Cohen, 2004), etc.

Nevertheless, and notwithstanding the lack of agreement in terminology surrounding cognate
infinitive structures we are able today to group together this myriad of grammatical labels because
both the formal and functional characteristics of Cognate Infinitives seem to be clear enough for
scholars to identify them and describe their functions in their works, shaping the valuable body of

literature that the present work stands on.

In an attempt to contribute to this body of Semitic literature on the topic, while also reminding
the reader of the importance of Arabic within Semitic studies, the present chapter presents an
introduction to the formal and functional features of Cognate Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic. This
description is situated within a brief review of the existing literature in some Semitic varieties, to
the extent that is required to elucidate a broader, more inclusive vision of the grammatical nature
of this linguistic construction that represents a valuable contribution to the commonplace

explanation of ‘emphasis’ that dominates the literature written in Arabic on the topic.

Before embarking on CI’s formal description and literature review, it is pertinent for me to
inform the reader that the literature about Cls in Semitic and Arabic is relatively scarce and
unevenly distributed; while full dissertations have been written on the Tautological Infinitive of

Biblical Hebrew, the very existence of Cls in many spoken varieties of Arabic still remains



undocumented. I believe a full picture of this family of constructions can only be achieved with
time, by building on the existent literature with a critical eye, which is precisely what this chapter
aims to do. In this spirit, I would like to encourage the reader to think of each piece of information
given in this chapter as a tiny fragment of the tridimensional mosaic that CI represents— despite
providing valuable information, it will only truly help us imagine how the bigger picture looks

when placed in the context of other pieces.

1.1.1. Cognate Infinitives vs Cognate Objects

In this section, [ will describe and introduce terminology for two types of cognate constructions

that I argue are discrete formally and functionally.

At the formal level, a Cognate Infinitive construction is formed by two essential elements: (1)
a finite verbal form that functions as the lexical head of a predicate (from now on ‘cognate head’
or CH') and (2) a less finite verbal form (usually an infinitive) that depends syntactically on and
is cognate with the cognate head and stands indefinite and unqualified (from now on ‘cognate
infinitive’ or CI). The following is an example in Lebanese Arabic; as we see, the infinitive baram

is unspecified and unmodified:

[LA]] B)M\ e),\(’_u).j
baram-at baram as-siyara
PFV.circle-3FS.CH circle.INF.CI DET-car

‘The car [really] spun (lit. *The car circled circling)’

In contrast, the following examples contain variants of a construction that looks quite similar,
but with a difference that the infinitive in this case is specified, modified or qualified in some way

as shown in [LA.la] and [LA.1b]:
[LA1a] 5 bd) oy e
baram-at barm-e as-siyara

PFV.circle-3FS.COGNATE HEAD circle-NSI.COGNATE OBJECT DET-car

“The car toured once (lit. The car toured one tour)’

! The term ‘cognate head’ has been taken from Bond & Anderson, 2014.



[LA.1b]  Aag s da ys Cae 5Ll
as-siyara baram-at barm-e sarif-a
DET-car PFV.circle-3FS circling-NSI fast-F.S

“The car did a quick tour (lit. The car toured a long tour)’

In [LA.1a], the prefix —a(?)/-e(?), which in Arabic may be used to form the noun of single
instance— also called nomen vicis, or 34l ax) ism al-marra— modifies the CH indicating that the
action has taken place once. Cognate nouns of single instance in Lebanese Arabic are often
qualified, as in [LA.1b], where the noun with the adjective ‘fast’” modify the verb adverbially,
explaining how the action took place. The infinitive may also be made definite by a genitive

construction or 48l jdafa, as in the following example:

[LA.Ic]  crsomd) dan Cra o3 la)
as-siyara baram-at barm-et al- Sariis
DET-car PFV.circle-3FS circle-NSI DET-bride

“The car took a long detour (lit. The car circled the circle of the bride)’

Each of these three examples shows a kind of specification or qualification of the cognate
infinitive that contrasts with the bare infinitive in [LA.1]. It is my contention that this formal
difference is significant for functional reasons as well. Therefore, I propose to distinguish them
from each other terminologically: I will call the bare infinitive construction Cognate Infinitive

(CI), and the specified or modified infinitive Cognate Object (CO).

In Arabic, these two concepts have been traditionally studied as two faces of one grammatical
category: lhdll Js2idll al-maf¥il al-mutlag (Ibn As-Sarraj, 1985) >— which has often been roughly
and literally translated as ‘Absolute/Inner Object’.?

2 Despite being undoubtedly the most widespread denomination among Arab grammarians, the term “maf il
mutlaq” is a well-known post Sibawayhian denomination coined by Ibn As-Sarrdj’s (d.929 CE) in the 9 century in
his s> & J sa¥) QS kitab al-"usil fi n-nahw.

* According to Arab grammarians, the term maf il “denotes the sense of the act performed by the agent” (Levin,
1991: 920), hence, strictly speaking, it does not denote an object. As for the term mutlag, contrary to many modern

grammarians’ interpretations, it refers to the term maf il itself, and not to the specific word that will be known by this



Sibawayh (d.796 CE) provided us with what remains until today one of the most detailed and
exhaustive accounts of maf¥il mutlag in Classical Arabic (CA), which he referred to as el
< saidl gl-masdar al-mansiab (lit. infinitive accusative). According to Stbawayhi’s description,

al-masdar al-mansub may fulfil three functions (Sibawayhi, 228-235):

(1) Reinforcing or strengthening the meaning of what precedes it (e.g. Gusls Cusla [1it. I sat a
sitting]). This type of masdar, analyzed by Sibawayhi in a section of his Kitab entitled:
Ald Wl RS ¢ pabadl (e walhy ma@ yantasib min al-masadir tawkidan lima gablahu (lit. on
accusative infinitives emphasizing what precedes them), does not add any new content to
the verb. Ibn Ya'1s also notes that it appears always undefined and in the accusative case
and refers to it as mansiib mubham (s < 3<is) (lit. ambiguous accusative) (Al-Zamax$arf,

1870: 111).
(2) Expressing quantity or number (e.g. (a3 ol 5243 243 [lit. he sat a sitting or two sittings]).

This type of maf{iil mutlaq indicates the number of times that the action of the verb has
taken place. Sibawayhi referred to this type as 2=l Jbdd i seaie Haas magdar mansib Ii-

bayan al-Yadad (lit. infinitive accusative expressing number).

(3) Expressing manner (e.g. 124 Gy 4% ya [lit. T hit him a hard hitting]. This type of masdar
appears accompanied by a qualifier that adds information on manner that could not have
been known from the verb. Stbawayhi referred to this type as g s Ol @ seaie H3as magdar
mansiib li-bayan an-naw$ (lit. infinitive accusative expressing manner). Later grammarians
grouped (2) and (3) together arguing that both types of masdar are qualified and add
otherwise unknown information to the sentence. This group has been traditionally referred
to as mansith muwaqqit (<8 s « sais) (lit. accusative determining the time) (Al-Zamax3ari,
1870) or later as mansiitb muxtass (0=ids 2 ais) (lit. accusative of distinction) (Hasan,

2009).

term. In Levin’s words, “the word al-mutlaq in the term al-mafal al-mutlaq is opposed to muqayyad bi-harfi I-
garr’’(lit. complements bound by a preposition [other types of complements whose names in Arabic grammar include
prepositions) (Levin, 1991: 921) and its purpose is to differentiate the maf il mutlag from the other mafa 7l (i.e. al-
maf il bihi, al-maf al fihi, al-maf il lahu, and al-maf il ma ‘ahu) that seem to be restricted by a combination of harf

garr + genitive.



The three functions of the maf{iil mutlaq specified by Sibawayhi are equivalent to the functions
of both CI and COs illustrated in the previous LA examples: [LA.1] and [LA.1a/b/c]— while
Sibawayhi’s example (1) above would be classified as CIs, (2) and (3) would be classified as COs.
The functions are similar, but distinct, and it is especially important to distinguish the ‘undefined’

and ‘strengthening’ function of (1) from the qualifying and quantifying functions of (2) and (3).

The combined analysis of CIs and COs in Classical Arabic—which strongly influenced the
analyses in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) and other Semitic varieties such as Syriac—can only
be explained due to an excessive reliance on morphological and syntactic elements. Most probably,
it was the cognate and accusative* features that both elements share in CA that led traditional
grammarians to pair them up together; unfortunately, this analysis neglects the abundant Semitic
evidence of analogous constructions that draw a clear grammatical line between these two

structures, both on formal and functional grounds.

Table 1 illustrates this differentiation in a variety of Semitic languages. In the column titled
Cognate Infinitive, we can see that CHs (underlined) appear always accompanied by a cognate
infinitive (in bold), thus indefinite and unqualified. In contrast, the examples in the Cognate Object
column show that the CHs are accompanied by cognate verbal nouns that appear consistently

qualified by adjectives or genitive constructions.

4 Although the accusative case seems to be a shared feature of CIs and COs in Classical Arabic, this is not the case

in other Semitic languages such as Ugaritic or Akkadian. For more details on the CI’s syntactic case see 1.2.2.1.



AKKADIAN

Bisricar
Hesrew

CLASSICAL
ARraBIC

SYRIAC

Manpaic

MEHRI

MarLTESE

LEBANESE
ARraBIC

COGNATE INFINITIVE

[AKK.1]

[S]a ta[q]biam | ana’PN/ ana eSrisu agbisim-ma
/ apalum-ma [C1] ul ipulanni [CH]

“[Wh]at you to[l]d me I told /PN ten times but
answer me she did not”

AsB 10, 8:16-19 FROM COHEN 2004:107

[BH.1]
saqol [CH] yissagel [C1] hasSSor
“the ox shall be stoned”

Exop. 21:28 FROM VAN DER MERWE ET AL., 199Q: 159

[CA.1]
wa yas'aliinaka ‘ani [-jibali fa-qul yansifuha
[CH] rabbt nasfan [Cl] fa-yadharuha qa'an
safsafan
‘And they ask you about the mountains, so say,

"My Lord will blow them away with a blast™’
QUR’AN XX, 105-106 IN TALMON, 1999: 111

[SYR.1]

mestaq [Cl] _Steg-" [CH]
“They were completely silent’
Rosinson & CoaKLEY, 2013: 66
[MAN.1]
miqgam [CI] gqaimia [CH]
‘thou certainly knowest’

Gy, 209: 9 IN MACUCH, 1965: 436

[MEH.1]
vishot [CH] habn saht [CI]
[lit. he slaughters people slaughter] ‘he

absolutely slaughters people [with his prices]’
WATS()N, 2012: 215

[MAL.1]

johrog [CH] hrug [CI]

‘he goes out extensively’

Maas, 2005: 416
[LA.1]

baramat [CH] baram [CI] as-siyara
“The car [really] spun’

COGNATE OBJECT

[AKK 2]
minam épuskama ha-lu-qdam ra-bi-a-
am [CO] tuhallaganni [CH]
‘what have I done to you, that you are
completely ruining me’ [lit. *that you are
ruining me a big ruining]

KouweNBERG 2017: 653

[BH.2]
way-vehtrad [CH] Yishaq h°radd gdola [CO]
“And Isaac trembled a very great trembling”

GEN. 27:33 FROM GOLDENBERG, 2013: 295

[CA2]

Man dha lladhi_yugridu [CH] laha qardan
hasanan [CO]

“Who is he that will lend God a good loan”

Qur’aN 1L, 254 N TALMON, 1999

[SYR.2]
mit [CH] mawta bisa wa-mtarpa [CO]
‘He died an evil and painful death’
Sim. 333, 3 FROM NOLDEKE, 2003: 237
[MAN 2]
anhimth [CH] nhimta d-nsia [CO]
‘I made him moan like women (lit. I made him

moan the moaning of women)”
Gy gt: I, IN Macuc, 1965: 439

[MEH 2]
katays [CH] mon katat konnat [CO]
‘he cut her lightly’ (lit. he cut her a little cut)

RusiN, 2010: 219
[MAL 2]
ghajtu [CH] ghajta ta’ ferh [CO]
‘They shouted a shout of joy’

SutcLIFFE, 1960: 169

[LA.1b]
as-siyara baramat [CH] barme sart§a [CO]
“The car took a quick tour’

Table 1: Instances of Cognate Infinitives and Cognate Objects in several Semitic varieties



In Biblical Hebrew (BH), the separation is such that not only a morphological distinction
is made between CIs> and COs® but also there is a morphological differentiation between two
different forms of infinitive, commonly called ‘Infinitive Construct’ (ICns) and ‘Infinitive
Absolute’ (IAbs), the latter being specifically used in the formation of CI constructions in
Biblical Hebrew (BH). It is worth noting that the distinction between these two forms is both
morphological” and syntactic®, and that the morphological distinction between the IAbs and
ICns seems to be an innovation of BH, given that it cannot be traced back in the Semitic

continuum.’

Classical and Modern Standard Arabic seem to be, in contrast to BH, the most outstanding
exception to the aforementioned Semitic constant that distinguishes morphologically between
ClIs and COs. In these varieties, both COs [CA.4] and CIs [CA.3] may be formed with a Ju<ase
masdar, although the use of a noun of single instance (NSI) in CO constructions is also

accepted [CA.5]:

5 Often referred to in the literature as ‘Tautological Infinitive’ (Goldenberg, 1971; Kim, 2006; 2009.)

¢ Often referred to in the literature as ‘Inner/Internal Objects’ (Goldenberg, 1971).

7 Morphologically, the ICns has the same form as the masculine singular imperative (e.g. /k-t-b/ ktob) while the
IAbs is characterized by the appearance of a long ‘0’ (e.g. /k-t-b/ katob). Waltke & O’Connor (1990: 581) argue that
these two forms are “historically distinct and unrelated”— while the Qal IAbs of BH gatd! finds its origins in proto-
Semitic *qatal, the ICns developed from the Semitic nominal pattern *qtul or *qutul. Cf. Kim (2006: 223): “As far as
the evidence goes, in these languages [Semitic] the tautological and non-tautological infinitives share the same form,
supporting the view that the Hebrew infinitive absolute and construct developed from a single form”.

8 Syntactically, while the ICns occurs in relation to another verbal form performing the typical functions of an
infinitive — i.e. adverbial phrases (purpose, temporal)— and combines with different grammatical and lexical
morphemes, the [Abs cannot be governed by prepositions or take a pronominal suffix. The different semantic functions
of both infinitives are related to their syntactic nature. While the ICns show a behavior similar to other non-finite
forms in other world languages (e.g. infinitive and gerund in Romance languages), the IAbs in BH may either intensify
a finite verb, serve as a word of command, or directly function as an independent finite verb (Waltke & O'Connor,
1990: 581).

9 “Although there is a syntactic usage corresponding to the formula known as the ‘infinitive absolute’ construction
in the grammars of latter West Semitic languages, in Ugaritic there does not seem to have been a productive separate

form so used in contradistinction to the standard verbal noun” (Bordreuil & Pardee’s, 2009: 56).



[CA.3] aké cuad
qumtu qiyam-an
(PFv-stand.1S  stand.INF-ACC)
[lit. I stood standing]'”

[CA.4] sk ald cud
qumtu qiyam-an tawil-an
(PFv-stand.1S  stand.INF-ACC long.M.S-ACC)
[lit. I stood a standing]'!

[CA.5] sLia jall 3323 23

qaSada qaSda-t al-qurfusa?
(PFV-sit.3MS sitting-NSI DET-squatting position)
[He squatted]'?

In fact, maybe the shared use of the masdar between Cls and COs was one of the reasons
that led traditional Arabic grammarians to group these two phenomena under one single

grammatical category, which they called: &lasll J 28dll al-maf¥il al-mutlaq.

Before Ibn As-Sarraj coined the term in the 9% century, Stbawayh (760-796 CE) used to
referred to this notion as masdar ,x=e, more concretely as al-masdar al-mansiib s <<l
<« saidl 3 Sibawayhi’s choice manifests the ‘double’ nature of the grammatical notion of
masdar, that integrates both the notions of “infinitive” and of “verbal noun” simultaneously,
given that a masdar has both a verbal and a nominal nature. About this, Talmon (1999)

maintains that when the cognate masdar is followed by a qualifier —this is, in a CO

10 Al-Zamaxsari, 1870: 111; my glossing.

1 Al-Zamax3ari, 1870: 111; my glossing.

12 Stbawayhi: 112; my glossing.

13 Nevertheless, we have to bear in mind that quite often Stbawayhi used different terminology when referring to
the masdar itself: he referred to it as hadat (&), ism al-hadatan (S5 au)); and maf il (Js24). This terminology
is, however, consistent with Sibawayhi’s conception of the masdar. He describes it as the source from which the verb
is derived, that speaks exclusively of the ‘action’, devoid of tense, person and number. Other grammarians, such as
Al-Mubarrad (826-898 CE), who shared a similar vision of the masdar, also adopted the term masdar mansub to refer

to the maf ul mutlaq.



construction— the substantival character of the masdar comes forward. In contrast, when the
cognate masdar appears undefined and acts as an emphasizer —that is, in a CI construction—

the masdar shows an infinitival character.

It was precisely this verbal infinitival character that the masdar shows in CI constructions
that motivated me to choose the term “infinitive” over that of “verbal noun” or of “masdar "—
which would have been, in my opinion, less accurate grammatically and subject to ambiguity

as well as potentially less recognizable for non-specialists of Arabic grammar terminology.

What one notices about the distinction between CI and CO is that the functions of the CO are
more clearly defined than those of the CI, at least within the literature written in Arabic. This is
precisely the gap I wish to address in the present study. Thus, given that the present work will
consist of an analysis of Cognate Infinitives in LA, it will suffice to define CIs and COs as separate
grammatical forms. No further information on Cognate Objects will be provided, for their analysis

falls out of the scope of this investigation.

1.2. The Cognate Infinitive: Formal Features

The present section elaborates on the morphological and syntactic features of Cognate
Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic in comparison to those of analogous forms in different Semitic
varieties. Its main purpose is to provide the reader with a formal description of Cls in LA, while
exposing the reader to the formal variation that this construction has shown through time and space.
The features that will be addressed here include morphological features such as form and pattern
of CIs’ and pattern correspondence between Cls and CHs, as well as syntactic features such as

CIs’ syntactic case, their position in the sentence and the presence of enclitics.

1.2.1. Morphological features

The morphological features explored in this introduction are the infinitival patterns (1.2.1.1)

and the pattern correspondence between the Cognate Infinitive and the Cognate Head (1.2.1.2)

1.2.1.1. Infinitival patterns




Cognate Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic are infinitives that share their root with a Cognate
Head. Infinitives are the ‘simplest’ form of verbs in terms of their informational content, being
devoid of time, aspect, mood, person and number. In LA, infinitives can be formed according
to a variety of patterns (0 s/, and, in fact, one single verb may have more than one productive
infinitive, e.g. b«2 daras (to study) has both (2 daras and 4w dirdse as infinitives —which
present different semantic nuances (i.e. although both could be translated as “study”, the first
can be also a ‘lesson’, a ‘class’, or even a ‘chapter’ or a ‘class hour’, the latter may refer either

to an ‘academic’ study or be a synonym of ‘education’).

Speakers form CI constructions with the productive infinitive of the CH’s corresponding
pattern. '* However, verbs with two productive infinitives may make use of both, each of them
adding the semantic nuances carried by the infinitive itself. The followings are some examples

of the aforementioned:
[LA2] Al 2 DY) suyam GlalY)

al-alman b-yadarso l-islem dirdse
DET-Germans HAB-IPFV.3P.study DET-Islam study.INF

‘Germans really study Islam [academically/thoroughly]’

[LA3] e O &l &yl il
ol-twerix badd-ak todras-on daras
DET-dates want-you.M.S  IPFV.2MS.study-them  study.INF

‘The dates, you have to really study them [memorize them]’

The variation in infinitives is especially common in reflexive forms of quadrilateral verbs (Jled

tfa§lal) in LA, where the two patterns 4l fz{lale and Jass tfa€lol are productive:

[LA4] el dlag g 7 b
mbérah thahdalat bahdale ba-$-sagal

yesterday PFV.1S.be.humiliated  humiliate.INF  in-DET-work

‘Yesterday I got humiliated at work’ [someone humiliated me]

!4 For more information about pattern correspondence, see next section 1.2.1.2.

10



[LA.5]  Jhe Jaed oaall o) 2
va haram as-sabe tbohdal thbahdol
VOC  sin DET-boy PFV.3SM.be.humiliated INF.be.humiliated
‘Poor boy ... he was completely humiliated’ [by something out of his control or by

something he did himself].

This difference in the semantic nuances presumably added by bahdale or tbahdol, and
reflected in my translation, was reported by some of our informants in the acceptability tests
(See paragraph (3)2.4.2 and Appendix III), while some others found the two uses semantically
identical. It would be especially interesting to study more in depth how both passive and

reflexive patterns interact with this construction.

1.2.1.2. Pattern correspondence between CH and CI

ClIs in Lebanese Arabic generally share their pattern with their CHs when said heads are in
pattern I (=2 faSal), 11 (2 fa$¥al), 11 (J=\é fasal), X (J=&u istaf¥¥al). In the cases of those
patterns that carry passive, reflexive or reciprocal values, such as V (J2& tfaffal), VI (el
tfasal), VII (d=&) nfaSal) or VIII (J=¥) fiafal), CHs take the cognate infinitive of their

corresponding active pattern.

Table 2 shows the pattern correspondence aforementioned, illustrated with actual examples
of from LA speakers, along with the percentage of the occurrence of each pattern in my corpus.
In Table 2 we can also observe that very few exceptions to this correspondence pattern were
found in my LA corpus (only 3.76% of the total of instances), being all these exceptions,

phonetically and/or semantically motivated.

11



CH’s Cl’s ExampLE % or
PATTERN PATTERN OCCURRENCES

1 I ihad L shaia | matiise Patos 67.67 %
17 11 Jubs S | msattal tostil 14.29 %
17 11 saclue el | gséfdiine mséSade 0.75 %
14 11 wanli (A | pratlaxxas talxis 2.26 %
VI 111 Sbs @S | ixénalo xnée? 0.75 %
Vil I e et | byonmasa mase 3.01 %
VIII I Jadi Wlails | nastagala Sagal 0.75 %
X X Jusiul ailsiul | stalbalto stitbel 0.75 %
(0] QI adad 3 Lad 8 | farfat farafia 2.26 %
QII B )85 8 3a | mPar’ad tParPod 2.26 %
oIl QI g S | thahdalat bahdale 0.75 %
QII Jas Jagss | thahdal thahdol 1.5%
Exceptions 3.76%

Table 2: Pattern correspondence between CHs and Cls in LA and their percentage of occurrence in the corpus

The two exceptions found of a CH in pattern I (a CH pattern I with a CI pattern III [LA.6]
and a CH pattern I with a CI pattern II [LA.7]— are presented here:

a6l A JS JlalYle 5kl ol
bo-ntr-ak mnatra Sal-oxbar kol leyle
HAB-IPFV.wait.1S-you.M.S wait.INF on-DET-news every night
‘I [impatiently] wait to see you in the news every single night!’

[LA.7]  dnili epladlly | Aaylad
fazita... b-tal?ati-on tol?it
terrific.F HAB-IPFV.catch.2FS-them catch.INF

“You are amazing... you [just] catch them all!’

I would argue that these two seeming ‘deviations’ from the norm are semantically motivated.
In [LA.7], the CI pattern I for the root n-f-r (presumably _ki nafor) does not seem to be
productive at all in LA. More importantly, the CI 3_kli mnatra carries pattern I1I’s unilateral
and associative semantic nuances, which in this case reinforce the speaker’s unilateral action

of waiting (devotedly) for someone. In [LA.8], the speaker was a beauty salon client praising

12



an employee’s dexterity in removing excess hair from her client’s eyebrows. The use of the CI
pattern II cognate with the CH pattern I could be explained given that: (1) the use of the CI
pattern I for the root [-7-¢, il la?s¢ is commonly used in CI constructions to reinforce the
figurative meaning of the verb (understand, catch an idea), rendering it less appropriate for this
context, and (2) that the CI 153 2/77¢, carries pattern II’s event repetition and intensity nuances,

which in this case, reinforce the multiplicity and speed of the event.!>

Notwithstanding the aforementioned exceptions, it is worth mentioning that very similar
patterns of pattern correspondence between CHs and Cls were present both in Syriac and BH—
I would go as far as affirming that the patterns are identical if it not for the fact that the
documented data in these varieties is, unfortunately, not enough for us to make an empirical

claim.!®
In Syriac, like in LA, CH and the CI generally share the same pattern [SYR.3]:
[SYR.3] mashadu [C1] tashed [CH] ‘al napsak
“tu portes témoignage sur toi-méme”!’ [you bear witness of yourself]

Passive verbal forms (i.e. ethp ‘el; ethpa ‘al; ettaph ‘al) tend to take the infinitive of their
corresponding active pattern [SYR.4], [SYR.5]:

[SYR.4] mehza [C1] _ethdza [CH] "wat leh sur mtum
“il n’avait jamais vu Tyr”!® [he had never seen Tyre]

[SYR.5] ‘elu kulmedem msamasu [C1] estamas [CH]

“si tout servait”!® [if everyone would serve]

15 The other three exceptions in the corpus are examples [LA.21], with a CH in pattern 11l and a CI in pattern [V;
[LA.50], with a CH in pattern VI and a CI in pattern [; and [LA.118] with a CH in pattern II and a CI in pattern 1.
16 In the absence of studies on the matter, my impression is that other Levantine varieties of Arabic also follow
the aforementioned patterns of pattern correspondence.
17 Anal. Syr. 19, 9 from Duval, 1881: 333; translation mine. Both CH and CI are in the pa ‘el pattern.
18 Ined. Syr. 2, 14 from Duval, 1881: 333; translation mine. CH is in ethp ‘el —passive counterpart of p ‘al —and
Clis in p ‘al pattern.
19 Spic. Syr. 3, 23 from Duval, 1881:333; translation mine. Finite verb is in ethpa ‘al —passive counterpart of

pa ‘el— and Cl is in pa ‘el pattern.
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As for Biblical Hebrew, normally, the CI and the CH share the same pattern?’, as in [BH.3]:

[BH.3] 0M2y7 780 ,°R33 23-"2
ki gunnob [C1] gunnabti [CH], mé- eres ha ibrim

For indeed 1 was stolen away from the land of the Hebrews” 2!

However, Gesenius’ grammar (Cowley & Kautzsch, 1910: 345) specifies that with a verb
of the derived conjugations, not only the IA of the pattern can be used, but also one of other
patterns—especially the corresponding IAbs in the Qal pattern—as “the simplest and most
general representative of the verbal idea”; this is specifically common with verbs in the Niphal

pattern, the passive or reflexive form of the Qal pattern [BH.4]. 2

[BH.4] 7239w ,0n7 ,2250 ,7Wn2 ;mm &9 ,UPR-OX 7n02-08--177 7-1R %R0 2ip0-73 , 77 12 van-x»
lo’ tigga“ bo yad, ki saqol [C1] yissagel [CH] ‘6 yaroh [CI]| yiyyareh [CH]. im
bhema 'im 'is, lo’ yihyé; bimsok, hayyobel, hemmd, ya “lii ba-har
“They are to be stoned or shot with arrows; not a hand is to be laid on them. No
person or animal shall be permitted to live. Only when the ram’s horn sounds a

long blast may they approach the mountain”., 23

These regular ‘non-correspondences’ in pattern between CH and CI have also been
documented in Classical Arabic. Grammarians seem to agree on the fact that some finite verbs

in a certain pattern might govern a masdar of the same root but a different pattern [CA.6]:

[CA.6]  Shsa Jiss

wa-tabattal Pilay-hi tabtil-an

20 Only 22 of the 244 cases analyzed by Kim (2006: 197) show discrepancy between the pattern of the IA and that
of the cognate verb.

2l Gen. 40:15. New International Version (NIV) translation. Both main verb and the CIAbs share the Pual form.

2 Cf. Cowley & Kautzsch, 1910: 138: “The older grammarians were decidedly wrong in
representing Niph ‘al simply as the passive of Qal; for Niph ‘al has (as the frequent use of its imperat. shows), in no
respect the character of the other passives, and in Arabic a special conjugation ( ingatdala) corresponds to it with a
passive of its own”.

23 Exod. 19:13. NIV translation. The main verb is in Niphal form while the Clabs is in the Qal form.
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(and-1MP.2MS.devote [CH] to-him devotion.INF-ACC [CT])

‘And devote thyself to Him whole-heartedly’?*

Ibn Ya'1§ argues that in these cases, the two forms of the verb (in the previous example, II
and V) carry the same meaning (Al-Zamaxsari, 1870: 111). However, Sibawayh and Al-
Mubarrad, among other grammarians, consider that the lack of pattern correspondence is due
to the elision of the verb. This process would also explain the label of mafiiil mutlag that
traditional Arab grammarians apply to constructions where the verb and the masdar have

completely different roots but carry similar meanings (e.g. 4alS 4icaad [lit. T despised it/him a

hatred] [Al-Zamax3ari, 1870: 112]). 23

On the topic of pattern correspondence, Talmon’s study on the mafiiil mutlag occurrences
in the Qur’an shows that 61/64 of the masadir appearing in constructions of maf{il mutlag
mubham (i.e. CI constructions) share both the root and the pattern with their governing verb?®

(see [CA.1] in Table 1 above) reaching an ‘almost perfect’ pattern correspondence.

The Semitic language which—at least according to the literature?’—seems to present an
apparently ‘perfect’ pattern correspondence between CHs and Cls is Akkadian. Most of the
studies on the topic (Goldenberg, 1971; Cohen, 2004; 2006; Kouwenberg, 2010) highlight the
existence of a ‘perfect’ pattern correspondence between the infinitive and the verbal form in the
Akkadian ClIs. This fact is corroborated by Kim (2006: 197), who compiles 228 examples of

CIs and proves the exact pattern correspondence between Cls and CHs throughout the different

24 Al-Zamax3ari, 1870: 111. CH is in pattern V tafa$Sala and Cl is in pattern 11 fa$Sala.

25 In my opinion, these sometimes-far-fetched explanations provided by traditional grammarians reveal their

reticence to accept what they perceived as ‘irregularities’ or ‘imperfections’— even if, as we have seen, these are

patterns that spread regularly over several varieties of the Semitic continuum. This is no surprise, for, as I argued in

[LA.6] and [LA.7], I believe ‘exceptions’ are equally motivated. Speakers will generally have distinct motivations

(phonological, prosodic, semantic, etc.) to steer a form away from a pattern.

26 As opposed to the much lower number (30/66) of the verbs governing COs in the Qur’an (expressing quantity

or manner) that correspond with their masdar in their pattern. See [CA.2] in Table 1.

27 Only the following example of Old Assyrian found in Kouwenberg (2017: 659), would break the otherwise

perfect pattern correspondence in Akkadian: a-ma-ru-u [m-maj ula ni-na-m [e-er] ‘we have not met’ (AKT 1, 13:7-

8, with a G-stem infinitive and a finite verb in the N-stem).
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stages of the Akkadian language.?® Finet (1952: 21-22) also affirms that this is true as well for

the Mari dialect and illustrates his argument with examples like the following.

[AKK.3] du-ul-lu-um-ma [C1] tu-da-al-su [CH]

“tu le fais malgré tout travailler™® [you make him work despite everything]

[AKK.4] a-yi-i-is [...] Su-us-Su-um [C1] tu-Sa-as- [S]a [CH]

“ou [...] feras-tu donc porter?”*? [where (...) will you have (it) carried?]

1.2.2. Syntactic features

The distinguishing syntactic features of Cls explored in this section are syntactic case (in

1.2.2.1), and the position of the CI in the sentence (in 1.2.2.2).

1.2.2.1. Syntactic case

Given that, in general, syntactic case is not marked in Lebanese Arabic, Cls are not marked
with any syntactic case in this variety. This is also the case in Arabic spoken varieties as well
as in the great majority of Semitic varieties studied in this work, except for Akkadian, Ugaritic
and Classical Arabic, the only Semitic varieties which are known to mark syntactic case.
Although syntactic case has no bearing on LA, looking at the case of Cognate Infinitives in
case-bearing Semitic languages provides relevant information about the function of the CI in

some Semitic varieties.

As I mentioned in section 1.1.1, Classical Arabic (CA) grammarians were so concerned
about the syntactic marking of the CI, that some, such as Sibawayhi and Al-Mubarrad, even
decided to name this construction after its syntactic case (i.e,. masdar mansib, lit. ‘infinitive
accusative’). As this name indicates, Cls in Classical Arabic appear in the accusative case,
generally marked with the indefinite accusative ending —an.3! Tbn As-Sarraj specifies that the

masdar used to strengthen the meaning of the action has to be in the accusative: « L (S ol 13

28 This is a fact that, for Kim, evidences the formal distinction between the CI and the CO in Akkadian —which
do not show such pattern correspondence.
2 ARM 1, 61, 9 from Finet, 1952: 21; translation mine.
30 ARM 72, 7-8 from Finet, 1952: 21; translation mine.
31 See [CA.1][CA.3] and [CA.6].
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s ey @bl 5 Cuaai oS i) YV [if fts only [function] is emphasis, then it [appears] in the accusative,

for the nominative is too far] (Ibn As-Sarraj, 1985, 168; translation mine).*?

However, notwithstanding the consensus on the primary classification of Cls as accusatives,
Sibawayhi conceives both accusative or nominative as acceptable options and places the
decision in the speakers’ hands: "W s Jadl) Jai ol 13) Lduadl e adi 5i jaladll paea GIX " [in the
same way, any masdar may be in nominative of their verb if (the verb is) not (syntactically)

occupied with another (subject)] (Sibawayh: 229; translation mine).

As a matter of fact, Stbawayhi’s demand for flexibility regarding the case marking of Cls
goes in line with the general situation in Semitic. Both —u(m)/ -u(n) —generally associated with
nominative in Semitic— and —a(m)/ -a(n)— generally associated with accusative in Semitic—
appear marking CIs in case bearing Semitic languages. However, while in Classical Arabic
accusative seems to be the norm, in Akkadian and Ugaritic the situation seems to be the

opposite.

Although Lewy (1946: 410) mentions some instances of Cls in Old Assyrian where the
infinitive appears in the accusative (-a/m/), he states that the majority of the CIs that have been
documented in Akkadian present the ending —u(m). In fact, far from the nominative vs
accusative discussion of CA grammarians, the controversy in Akkadian revolves around the
true nature of the —u(m) ending. Some scholars simply resist accepting that this ending marks a

nominative (Lewy, 1946)**, while others suggest that the ending —im indicates a locative-
y gg g

32 Categorizing a mafSiil mutlaq as such was, in fact, oftentimes exclusively dependent on the syntactic case of the
masdar, to the extent that neither did he or other grammarians stipulate that the verb and the masdar should share the
same root. As a matter of fact, Arab grammarians provided us with an exhaustive description of various cases where
the masdar mansiib stands alone after the elision of the verb. However, this analysis falls out of the scope of our study
for those constructions do not show an explicit verbal root repetition.

33 1t is worth noting that of all the grammatical accounts of the mafiizl mutlag we have reviewed, Sibawayhi’s is,
in our opinion, the most holistic and comprehensive. Moreover, his approach could be considered, in many ways, the
most innovative as he accounts for the semantic and pragmatic considerations of the CI construction rather than
focusing exclusively on its morphosyntactic specificities.

3% Lewy suggests that the —u(m) ending is in fact replacing the prepositions ana —or its allomorph ina—, and
assuming, thus, this particle’s function. He posits (1946: 415) that the particle ana here functions as an accusative

marker, and in order to prove this argument, he draws a parallelism with those West-Semitic constructions where a
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adverbial case clearly differentiated from the nominative (Aro, 1961; Huehnergard, 1997;

Malbran-Labat & Vita, 2005).%

Finet (1952) and Kouwenberg (2017: 659), providing evidence from the Akkadian dialect
of Mari and Old Assyrian respectively, suggest that the —u(m) ending of the Cls in Akkadian
expresses a nominative case. However, while for Kouwenberg Cls appear in nominative
because this is functionally the unmarked case in Akkadian, for Finet the use of the —u(m)
ending in CIs only confirms the marked usage of the nominative as a way to call attention to an

important word in the sentence. 3

Goldenberg tries to reconcile both theories by arguing that “the nominative as well as the
accusative or any other adverbial case or construction can rightly be expected” (Goldenberg,
1971: 75).37 Likewise, Cohen provides several arguments in favor of both theories to finally
conclude that from a synchronic point of view, the ending —um has no value of its own and

therefore “is regarded neither as a nominative nor as a locative adverbial” (Cohen, 2004: 110).3®

In Ugaritic, the situation seems similar to that in Akkadian. However, when dealing with

Ugaritic it should be born in mind that the final ending of the infinitive is only discernible in

noun preceded by the preposition /a/ /-/[i functions as an ordinary direct object. Consequently, he concludes that the
—u(m) ending of the CI is by no means a nominative and should not be attributed to a late ‘negligent’ use of the case
system but rather be considered as a postposition taking the place of the accusative —a(m) (Lewy, 1946: 413-415).
Goldenberg (1971: 74), on the other hand, qualifies Lewy’s reflection as “vague” and advocates for the abandonment
of any suggestion of West-Semitic influences on the cognate infinitive constructions of Akkadian.

35 Part of this suggestion is based on the claim that the —u from the locative adverbial ending —im in Akkadian is
long, unlike that of the nominative marker. However, the lack of evidence in the Akkadian dialect of Mari of long
vowels in —u(m) endings led Finet (1952: 22) to believe that the ending —u(m) of Cls indicates a “nominativus pendens”
rather than a locative.

36 “Ceci est conforme a [’usage, méme abusif, de ce cas pour mettre en valeur le mot important de la phrase”
(Finet, 1952: 22).

37 Although he does not seem to favor any of the two theories, Goldenberg (1971: 75) states that “if indeed
extraposition is involved, there is no sound reason to reject on syntactical grounds the interpretation of -um infinitives
as being in the nominative”.

38 In a later work, Cohen (2006) accounts for the CIs with an accusative ending —a(m). This last study, however,
focuses on identifying their function rather than discussing the implications of their accusative ending vs. the

nominative.
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III-? roots (i.e. roots whose last radical is / ?/). 3 In these cases, paronomastic infinitives show
an —u ending. This fact triggered a discussion that resembles that of Akkadian— some adopted
the interpretation of the —u ending as a locative-adverbial case (Rosenthal, 1942; Pope: 195147;
Huehnergard, 2012), some preferred to think of this ending as a nominative (Driver, 1956) and
some others stayed neutral on the grounds of lack of sufficient evidence (Goldenberg, 1971;

Bordreuil & Pardee, 2009).

Beyond the aforementioned discussion on the syntactic function of Semitic —u(m) / -u(n),
the present section shows that a wider review of the literature on case marking that observes
Arabic varieties as part of the Semitic continuum affirms that Cls are syntactically marked
throughout the literature as salient entities and bearers of adverbial meaning rather than objects.
In the following chapters, we will return to the notion of salience as a pivotal notion for the

understanding of the grammatical function of CIs in LA.

1.2.2.2. Position in the sentence

The position of Cls in the different varieties seems to be one of the formal features more
widely studied through the Semitic literature. The literature suggests that, while in most Arabic
spoken varieties and in South Semitic languages Cls show consistently a post-verbal position,
this does not seem to be the case in other Semitic varieties, generally belonging to the Northwest
and East Semitic groups which tend to show a pre-verbal position, in some occasions accepting

ClIs both before and after the cognate verbal head.

1.2.2.2.1. Post-verbal

Cls appear after the verb—although not necessarily immediately after it—in the vast

majority of Arabic spoken varieties*!, of which LA can be considered an example:

[LA.8] adaeplay Ul 5 Qe

39 The Ugaritic script was consonantal except for the three syllabic alif letters (representing 2a, 2i, 2u), which means
that the vocalic reconstruction is often problematic. Cf. Owens (2006: 84): “the question of Ugaritic is not very
satisfying, as the only direct evidence for case endings comes from the word-final symbol for the glottal stop”. On the
other hand, there is evidence of the existence a case system from the syllabic texts (Sivan, 2001: 82-83).

40 Pope (1951: 124) who defines the ending —u(m) in the Ugaritic as the “bearer of the adverbial meaning”.

#1'With the exception of Sason Arabic (Akkus & Oztiirk, 2017).
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ma b-ysakkro [-beb, b-yaxla$i-(h) xalo§
NEG  HAB-IPFV.close.3P DET.door HAB-IPFV.slam.3P.it slam.INF

‘They don’t close the door, they slam it!’

[JA.1] il-bandora... ynassfi-ha tansif
def-tomato dry-sbjv.3mp-3fs drying
‘As for tomatoes, they used to dry them properly’#
[EA.1] nayim fi l-‘asal nom
sleep.ptcp in the-honey sleep
‘He is sleeping soundly’#?
[RPA.1] vixinkiina [CH] xanik [CI] ‘they suffocate us completely’#*

A strictly post-verbal position is also typical of CIs of South Semitic languages such as

Mehri [MEH.3] or Ge’ez [GE.1]:
[MEH.3] hsir [CH] habii hasar [c1] ‘he wiped the people out™

[GE.1] zabtawwo [CH] zabtata [c1] ‘They whipped him heavily’4¢

As the previous examples show, in those varieties where Cls appear post-verbally, CIs tend
to occupy a clause-final position, which, at least in many varieties of spoken Arabic, is

oftentimes reserved for contrast (Brustad, 2000). 47

As for the elements that may stand between the CI and its CH, it is common to find object

pronouns [LA.8] [JA.1] [RPA.1], whole objects [MEH.3] or, more rarely, full adverbial

42 Personal communication. See Herin (forthcoming) in References.

43 Woidich, 2006: 269.

4 Schachmon & Marmorstein, 2018: 32.

4 Watson, 2012: 215.

46 Lipinski, 2001: 520.

47“Subject pronouns in post-verb positions fulfill a different function than pre-verbal subject pronouns: the former
represent a focus of contrast, while the latter represents (non-contrastive) sentence topics” (Brustad, 2000: 343;
emphasis mine) “Subjects that are contrastive, on the other hand, can occupy clause-final position” (Brustad, 2000:

362; emphasis mine).
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syntagms [EA.1]. Nevertheless, far from being conclusive, these differences, in my opinion,
result from different informational and discursive strategies of the speakers rather than from
purely syntactic restrictions. For instance, in the following LA example, the object appears after
the CI, preceded by an object marker /a- — in what represents a pragmatically marked structure

in LA (see section 4.2.1 ‘Information Structure in LA’):

[LA9]  sbeanll (5 add 1S S
leyke leyke baraset-o baras la-1-Sasfir
INT.F INT.F PFV.grind.3FS-it.MS door.INF to-DET-bird
‘Look! look! It [the cat] literally finished the bird!’

However, once again, we must bear in mind that word order could change according to the
informational needs of the speaker. In this way, for example, the utterance _siazll Cadi 5 Al

Ui al-bsayne barasat al-Sasfiir baras ‘The cat totally finished the bird’, would have been

appropriate for a less pragmatically marked utterance, while an utterance such as <llaw
Al (5 435y L saal) haydek ol-Sasfiir... baraseto baras al-bsayne ‘That bird got totally
finished by the cat’, would have been ideal for a speaker that wants to highlight the entity of
the bird, thus, topicalizing the object and leaving the subject for the end.

1.2.2.2.1. Pre-verbal position

According to the literature, Akkadian, Phoenician and Eblaite, along with Sason Arabic
place the CI in a pre-verbal position. In Akkadian, the CI precedes regularly the main verbal
form*®, following the [CI+ CH] order in affirmatives and [CI + NEG + CH] in negative utterances.

[AKK. 5] [Sa i]stu sehréku la amuru / [am]arum-ma [Cl1] atamar [CH]

“[That wh]ich I have not seen [si]nce I was young I have seen now™*

This is also the case in the few documented instances of CI in Eblaite [EB.1], Phoenician

[PH.1] and Ugaritic [UG.1]:

[EB.1] pa-ka-ru [C1] a-pa-ka-ru [CH]

48 With the exception of the utterance: at-ta-kil [CH] ta-ka-lu [C1] “I trusted” (Kim, 2006: 192; Rapallo, 1971:108).
49 AbB 11, 34:5-6 from Cohen 2004:108.
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9950

“They should join firmly

[PH.1] 'm nhl [C1] tnhl [CH] mgstk Tk wmgst ‘ly
“If you shall come into possession of it (the money), your share is yours and

my share is mine™!

[UG.1] vd ‘m [c1] L yd 't [CH] [yada ‘u-ma la yada ‘ta]

“verily you (m.s.) knew not™>?

Kim (2006) argues that the pre-verbal position is also the most common order in all the
extant Semitic languages, and counters Sola-Solé’s (1961: 191) theory, who regards the post-
verbal position as the original one, and the opposite as a later development due to the influence
of Akkadian. Finet (1952: 22) argues that the reason why Akkadian does not allow the infinitive
to follow the verb —unlike Hebrew and Aramaic— is that the unmarked position of the verb in
Akkadian is the clause final position. Nevertheless, Kim (2006: 201) considers this unlikely in
the light of the similar order of the CI in Ugaritic. >

In the realm of currently spoken languages, an interesting case is that of Sason Arabic,
where, in contrast to the post-verbal position of CIs most Arabic spoken varieties, both Cls

[SSA.1] and COs [SSA.2] are canonically placed before the CH:

[SSA.1] susa qarf[C1] ingaraf[cH] ‘The glass broke a breaking’>*

30 Lipinski, 2001: 520.

3! Krahmalkov, 2000: 210.

522.39, 14 in Sivan, 2001: 123.

33 The case of Ugaritic seems to be especially problematic. Kim (2006:201) lists two possible exceptions: (1) ysp’I

[cH] spu [C1] “he ate” (1.20 11, 10 in Kim, 2006: 201) and (2) ‘al t 'ud [CH] 'ad [CI] “you should never claim” (2.26:19-
20 in Kim, 2006: 201). Objections have been made about both exceptions. Sivan (2001: 124) and Huehnergard

(2012:60) think that in (1) sp u could be interpreted as a participle, thus: “the eater ate” or “let the eater eat”. As for
(2), Tropper (2000: 493) suggests that ‘ad could be an imperative. Sola-Solé (1961: 204) identifies 441 examples of

CIs in Ugaritic with the infinitive preceding the verb and 71 where the infinitive in postposition. Relying on Gordon’s

data (1965), Muraoka (1985: 89 n.19) deems the number of postpositive paronomastic infinitives even lower than that

suggested by Sola-Solé.

54 Akkus & Oztiirk, 2017: 3.
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[SSA.2] babe fadu-ma [C1] hedi infada [cH] ‘The door opened a slow opening’>?

1.2.2.2.2. Pre-verbal or post-verbal position

More often than not, scholars have insisted on classifying ClIs either as pre-verbal or as post-
verbal in their varieties of study. However, the truth is that not all languages have clear
preferences for pre-verbal or post-verbal positions, and what is more, most of those where Cls
are fairly well documented often exhibit both. Some examples of the latter are Biblical Hebrew,
Syriac, Mandaic, and NENA dialects where, according to the literature, CIs may be found both
pre- and post-verbally.

In Biblical Hebrew, CIs occur frequently in immediate connection with their CH both before

[as in BH.5] and after it [as in BH.6] (Cowley & Kautzsch, 1910: 342):

[BH.5] he akol [C1] “akalnii [CH] min hamelek

“Have we eaten at all any of the king’s provisions?” *¢

[BH.6] Sim U [CH] Saméa * [C1] w-"al tabinu, w-r’u [CH] rd’6 [C1] w-"al ted ‘i
“Be ever hearing, but never understanding, be ever seeing, but never

perceiving.” >’

Given that the pre-verbal position (and often clause-initial) of the infinitive seems to be the
most frequent®® and often regarded as the “basic structure” (Goldenberg, 1971: 65), there is a
vivid scholarly debate as to whether the post-verbal position is syntactically conditioned or

not.>?

55 Akkus & Oztiirk, 2017: 3.

36 2Sam. 19:43. NIV translation. See also Gen. 37:8; Isa. 50.2.

57 Isa. 6:9. NIV translation. Other preverbal Cls in BH are [BH.1], [BH.3], [BH.4].

8 Kim (2009: 46) notes that the most frequent order of the pattern is [CI + CH but also identifies thirteen

occurrences (out of 224) whose order is [CH + CI].

% Some scholars who agree with the former (Cowley & Kautzsch, 1910: 342; Van der Merwe et al., 1999: 158;

Goldenberg, 1971: 64; Harbour, 1999; Kim, 2009: 46) enumerated a series of syntactic conditions under which the CI

cannot precede a verb: (1) when the main verb is an imperative; (2) when the main verb is a participle; (3) when the

main verb is an imperfect consecutive or a perfect consecutive. Nevertheless, many have been the objections to the

theory of syntactic conditioning. Hatav (2017: 226) provides evidence of some cases where the CI follows the finite
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The situation is quite similar in Syriac (Hoffmann, 1827: 341; Duval, 1881: 333; Noldeke,
2003: 235), and Classical Mandaic (No6ldeke, 1875: 399; Macuch, 1965: 436) where Cls can

stand both before and after the CH, while the pre-verbal position is most commonly found:

[SYR.6] meparq [C1] ld pragt [CH]

“nondum liberasti” [not yet have you liberated]®

Noldeke (2003: 236) believes that in Syriac, the post-verbal CI expresses a higher degree of
emphasis while Duval (1881: 332) finds that there is no difference in meaning between both

variables— an opinion he bases on Barhebraeus’ silence on the matter. ©!

Also, the different Spoken Aramaic dialects are an excellent example of variation on the CI’s
position. In Turdyo we only find pre-verbal CIs [TU.1]. However, in some NENA dialects such as
that of Barwar we can find both pre-verbal [NENA.1] and post-verbal CIs [NENA.2], while in
others, such as that of Qaraqosh, only post-verbal CIs occur [NENA.3] (Mengozzi & Miola, 2008).

[TU.1] gnowo [CI1] gnitlox [CH]
‘you stole it (you did not buy it)’¢?

[NENA.1]  ’dna zdla [C1] har-zilon [CH] biya

‘T have absolutely gone with it! (i.e. I am finished!)’%

[NENA.2]  ’ega lanwa brifa [CH] ‘ana braya [CI]

‘At that time I was not even born’%

[NENA.3] ‘u-hadax hawaka gzaqarwa [CH] zqara [CI]

verb, and yet there is no clear pre-verbal element to block the raising. Likewise, after analyzing the thirteen examples
showing post-verbal order in his corpus, Kim (2009: 46-50) concludes that some of these instances are too hard to pin
down and cautiously suggests that the syntactic environment is not the sole responsible of the change of order of the
constituents in CI constructions.

0 Exod. 5:23 from Hoffmann, 1827: 341; translation mine.

8! Interestingly enough, both Néldeke and Macuch make an analogy with the Arabic notion of maf¥iil mutlag to
explain CIs in Mandaic, but not with the ‘Tautological Infinitive’ parallel of Biblical Hebrew, which may indicate that
they were greatly influenced by the Arabic grammatical tradition.

62 Ritter & Sellheim, 1990: 58.
63 Khan, 2008: 731.
64 Khan, 2008: 732.
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‘And so, the weaver would weave’®

1.2.2.2.2.1. Two syntactic positions, one single grammatical form?

In their attempt to understand the syntactic variation of Cls, many scholars have traditionally
identified the most frequent position in the varieties they studied, then proceeded to find the formal
explanations of what conditions the occurrence of the ‘exceptions’ to the rule they had themselves

drafted.

Immersed in this process, both groups of scholars seem to have overlooked the possibility that
pre-verbal and post-verbal ClIs could be, in fact, two separate (although closely related)
grammatical forms —with their corresponding functions— rather than two different
manifestations of one single grammatical form. Different approaches in the literature have
inevitably resulted from the nature of the available data in each variety, but also from the feeding
influences from diverse grammatical schools they may have received and, especially, from the

authors’ attitudes towards other related Semitic varieties.

Studies on the CIs in most Semitic varieties have explored both positions as two different
manifestations of the same form (Goldenberg, 1971; Cohen, 2004, 2006; Mengozzi & Miola,
2008). As for Arabic, the few descriptions of Cls in Arabic varieties —where the grammatical
tradition establishes the post-verbal position of the maf{iil mutlag— hardly ever include examples
of the so called “pre-verbal’ or “extraposed” Cls, for they are considered to be, simply, a separate
grammatical entity. Moreover, one of the few studies that actually include such examples— Blau’s

Grammar of Christian Arabic %°— rules out the possibility of extraposed CIs existing in Christian

65 Khan, 2002: 359.

8 Christian Arabic is a main source for the study of Middle Arabic. The majority of the texts written in Arabic
by Christians have been found in the South of Palestine and the Sinai and go back to the eighth century CE. As Blau
observes, “Christian and Jewish authors were less devoted to the ideal of C[lassical] A[rabic] than their Muslims
confreres” (Blau, 1966: 19), and consequently, the language of these texts was much less influenced by the literary
variety. However, we must bear in mind that most of the texts are translations from Greek or Syriac what might create
confusion when trying to discern between interferences from the vernacular and those from the translation’s original

language (Versteegh, 2014).
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Arabic, and ascribes their occurrence to a Greek-Aramaic interference resulting, presumably, from

poor translations (Blau, 1967: 605). ¢

[CRA. 1] Os bl Oy Ospad pars O sedi g O srann o

“hear indeed and understand not, and see indeed and perceive not!”¢8

The truth is that, although extraposed Cls are rarely documented along with Cls, contrary to
Blau’s opinion, they seem to be indeed used in Spoken Arabic. The followings are some examples

from Lebanese and Najdi Arabic (NA):

[LA.extl] wegraye kenna neqra gimet sa ‘a unéss ben-nhar bel-qesas wer-rwayat el-gramiye
“Notre travail durait environ une heure et demie par jour et consistait dans la lecture
d'histoires amusantes et romans d'amour” ® [our daily work would last around an

hour and a half and it would entail reading entertaining stories and romantic novels]

[NA.1] hawas hawas-t-ih
Rebuking rebuked-I-him

‘As far as rebuking is concerned, I have rebuked him’7°

Oftentimes, these extraposed CI may appear followed by a —w introducing the CI, contributing

to the expression of topicalized enumerations in Lebanese and Egyptian Arabic:

[EA.2] bas wi bosti. hizar wi hazzarti. li ‘b wi li ‘bti

As for kissing, you kissed. As for flirting, you flirted. As for playing, you played.”!

[LA.ext2] sllae L L_;,C.I: L.é La “.MJJ ua§) cUSSB JS\

akal  w-akalna rar’as w-raasna

7 Blau’s reasoning leaves original CRA examples as 7 <1 7!« ol (“or are you joking?”) (Blau, 1967: 605)
unexplained. Moreover, given that similar constructions of topicalized infinitives are also readily available in the
spoken varieties of Arabic, Blau’s argument is, in our opinion, a questionable one.

%8 Blau, 1967, 604.

% Feghali, 1935: 10; translation mine.

0 Ingham, 1994: 43. Ingham refers to extraposed CIs as ‘Cognate Topics’.

"l From the movie: El nom fi-I- ‘asal (‘Sleeping in Honey”).
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eat.INF and-PFV.eat.1S dance.INF and-PFv.dance.1S
ma  fi Si ma {amelne
NEG there.is thing NEG PFV.do.18.it.M.SG

‘We ate, we danced... there is nothing we did not do!”

As the previous examples show, at least in Spoken Arabic, extraposed Cls seem to function as
regular topics. The infinitive in this case is the chosen form for the topicalization of the finite CH."?
Extraposed CIs, could thus be simply considered Infinitival Cognate Topics 73, as Ingham (1994:
43) suggested, which, as infinitives in topic positions “ can be used to encode states of affairs as

topics” (Maslova & Bernini, 2006: 83).

In this sense, it is my impression that, at least in Spoken Arabic, these extraposed Cls, which
we may as well refer to as “Infinitival Cognate Topics”, have a more accentuated nominal character
than that of (post-verbal) CIs. For this reason, perhaps, it is common to find in extraposition those
infinitives that have been almost completely nominalized (e.g. akal, rafas, graye, etc.). '* This,
along with the function of topic, would differentiate them (but not isolate them) from the CIs

studied in this dissertation.

Were the case of Spoken Arabic applicable to other Semitic languages, there would be a
possibility that the existence of both pre-verbal and post-verbal positions of the CI be just a
manifestation of two closely related grammatical forms. One would be a reduplication of the verb
that has been fronted, therefore topicalized, while the other represents the reduplication of the verb

that focuses on the event expressed by the CH.

In this case, although the joint analysis of Infinitival Cognate Topics and CIs — originally

based on an excessive concern for the ‘form’ to the detriment of function— that has often been

"2 This is, according to Bernini, a common practice in a variety of languages. “Many languages tend to resort to
inflected forms with the least amount of specification with respect to the major variables of speech act form and topic
time, such as the infinitive forms of Italian, Yiddish, Russian and German.” (Bernini, 2009: 113). For more examples
of extraposed Cls in the world languages see Mengozzi & Miola, 2008: 272-279.

73 In line with type A of CIs in Biblical Hebrew (Goldenberg, 1971) and Old Babylonian (Cohen, 2004).

% “In Indo-European and in other languages, forms of this kind are removed from the prototype of the verb

category and overlap with nouns in many aspects of their behavior” (Bernini, 2009: 113).
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adopted in the literature might raise some doubts from a functional perspective, it would be also
understandable given the lack of extensive and comprehensive data available in most of the studied

varieties.

Another difficulty that might have added to the typological confusion is that the line between
the pragmatic notions of topicalization and focus is not only thinner than what it seems, but also,
practically imperceptible for scholars working with written texts and consequently deprived from
any information regarding the communicative contexts of the utterances in question. With such
thin a line, it is not surprising that topics and focus sometimes overlap. In fact, the function of
topicalization (normally assigned to pre-verbal Cls) could have overlapped with that of focus
(normally assigned to post-verbal Cls) under the umbrella of CIs in languages such as Old
Babylonian (Cohen, 2004)— which exhibited two functions but only the pre-verbal extraposed

position. This could indicate that the two CIs might have had a shared pre-verbal origin.

1.2.2.3. Enclitics

Cognate Infinitives in Lebanese Arabic do not present any kind of enclitics, as it is the case
in the majority of the other Semitic varieties. The review of the literature in Semitic has shown,
nonetheless, that in two of the studied varieties—namely Akkadian and Ugaritic—ClIs
systematically present the enclitic -ma / -m respectively. Therefore, giving some attention to
understanding the grammatical function of this enclitic may shed light on the function of Cls as

a whole.

In CI constructions in Akkadian (i.e., what scholars referred to as the pardsum (-ma) iprus
type), the enclitic particle —ma often appears attached to the infinitives.”> However, while the
enclitic -ma seems to appear very frequently in Akkadian CIs, it is almost non-existent in COs.”®

This ‘emphasizing’ particle marks, according to Huehnergard (1997: 325), the “logical

75 See examples [AKK.1] and [AKK.3] for instances of CIs with the enclitic —ma.
76 Only two instances where —ma is attached to an accusative CI (i.e. the parasam iprus type) have been

documented. See Cohen, 2006: 428.
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predicate of a sentence” while for Buccellatti (1996: 387) —ma “is more often than not

associated with emphasis of limitation™.””

Nevertheless, as the following example illustrates, it is important to bear in mind that the
addition of —ma does not seem to be requisite, for its absence does not significantly modify the

basic semantic interpretation of the utterance.

[AKK.6] La tagabi ummami / sabum sa istu GN / illikam anih ki ana birtim ussab /
itnii [CH] litenii [C1] / iSten persum isten warham lisib lisi-ma / persum
Sanum liniSu
“Do not say as follows/ ‘The army which came from GN is tired, / how can
I serve as garrison?’ / Let them just relieve each other (lit. (it is) to relieve
each other that they should relieve) / Let one (army) section serve for one

month / let it (then) leave and let another section replace it” 7

The situation is similar in Ugaritic, where the so-called paronomastic infinitive (i.e.
Cognate Infinitive) appears with an enclitic —m. Pope (1951: 124) thinks that the enclitic —m
attached to ClIs in Ugaritic indicates “merely additional emphasis” and its omission or addition
does not affect the meaning perceptibly. Scholars agree that the Ugaritic —m is related to the

aforementioned Akkadian enclitic —ma.

[UG.2] l'akm [c1] ‘il’ak [cH] [la’@ku-ma ’il’aku] “I will surely send” 7°

[UG.3] mtm [C1] amt [CH] [matu-ma /miitu-ma "amiitu] “verily 1 will die” 8

According to the literature, the presence of enclitics in Akkadian and Ugaritic—two of the

oldest documented Semitic languages, points directly at the correlation between the use of Cls and

"7 In fact, Buccellatti claims that —ma would be precisely the best option to translate the English ‘just’. Perhaps,
Buccellatti’s “emphasis of limitation” is, thus, equivalent to the notions of exhaustive and/or corrective focus. See
1.3.1 (Emphasis).

8 ARM 1, 20:4°-9’ from Cohen, 2004: 108.

792.30, 19-20 in Sivan, 2001: 123.

801.17 V1, 38 in Sivan 2001: 124.
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the marking of logical predicates, limitation and/or focus— being all of these, as we will see in

subsequent chapters, quite relevant functional remarks.

1.3. The Cognate Infinitive: Functional Features

After having reviewed what the literature had to say about the formal features of ClIs, the present
section will provide the reader with a brief overview of the functional features of ClIs, as described

in the Arabic and Semitic literature.

Unlike the formal features’ review, this section will not include examples of Lebanese Arabic
nor will it suggest possible functional applications of Cls in this variety. A functional analysis of
CIs in LA is, in fact, the main purpose of this dissertation, and its results will be thus presented

with abundant data in subsequent chapters.

It is important to bear in mind that a functional review of the literature of CIs will be necessarily
shorter than a formal one, given that most previous studies have tended to focus on the latter
dimension of CIs, often at the expense of the first. The main functions of Cls identified in the
literature are presented here under four sections: Emphasis (1.3.1), Asseveration (1.3.2), Contrast
(1.3.3), Topic (1.3.4), and Focus (1.3.5). A last section entitled ‘Expressive and conversational
tool” (1.3.6) gathers the most relevant comments made in the literature about the discursive and

pragmatic character of the CI.

1.3.1. Emphasis

“Emphasis”, closely followed by its corresponding translations and synonyms (e.g. “S 3"
“intensification”, “strengthening”, “reinforcing”, etc.), is undisputedly the most popular functional
label given to the CI throughout the literature of all Semitic varieties. This is, nonetheless, hardly
a surprise for, as Ingham observed, “the term 'emphatic’ is much abused in linguistics as a blanket
term for undetermined distinctions” (Ingham, 1994: 148). In fact, very few of the CI descriptions

that make use of this term contain an explanation of where this “emphasis” actually lies, or shed

light on when or why the speaker decides to place it.

In line with the vagueness of the ‘emphatic’ label, some scholars have often treated CIs as
redundant, literally as mere “ornaments” (Guismondi, 1913: 65) or as a “purely rhetorical”

complementation (Krahmalkov, 2000: 210). This functional stance is also quite present in the
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underlying implications of other qualifiers that have been traditionally used in the literature to
name Cls—such as paronomastic, which implies some kind of pun or play on words, or
tautological, which directly implies that this infinitive is not necessary and thus “syntactically and

pragmatically insignificant” (Callaham, 2006: 4).

Fortunately, not all scholars have taken such stances. In an attempt to address a bit of the
functional vagueness surrounding the CIs, some works have defined different kinds of emphasis
according to the constituent that the CI reinforces. Hoffmann (1827: 340-341), for instance, defines
three main functions of the CI in Syriac: (a) intensify the meaning inherent to the verb, (b)
emphasize certain qualities of the sentence, (c) render the whole sentence ‘more vivid’. Costaz
(1997: 190) understands that it highlights either the ‘factuality’ or the ‘intensity’ of the state or the
action expressed by the verb®! while Muraoka (2005: 81) says it adds a “tone of insistence”.
Especially useful is the ‘notional typology of emphasis’ suggested by Buccellatti (1996) in his
grammar of Babylonian, who specifies that emphasis can be caused as a consequence of (1)
verification or (2) limitation —and identifies within the latter the notions of contrast, excellence

and addition (Buccellatti, 1996: 385-389; original emphasis).

Thus, except for the very few approaches that attempted to clarify the actual nature of
emphasis, a review of the literature evidences that notions such as emphasis and intensification

(provided without further specifications) have been excessively used in the literature.

1.3.2. Asseveration

‘Asseveration’ is one of the functions commonly ascribed to CIs in the literature. The Oxford
Dictionary defines asseveration as: “the solemn or emphatic declaration or statement of
something”, so, as one can imagine, a big part of the notional vagueness around the term of
emphasis spreads also to that of ‘asseveration’. I said “part of it”, because authors have defined
and seemingly agreed significantly more on what they mean by ‘asseveration’ than on what they

meant by ‘emphasis’.

‘Asseveration’ seems to be related to the expression of assertive utterances meant to add clarity

in doubtful or ambiguous environments. In Syriac, Cls “sometimes have an asseverative function

81 «q) souligne soit la réalité, soit I'intensité de 1'état ou de 1'action exprimés par le verbe” (Costaz, 1997: 190)
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and denote a strong assertion” (Hoffmann, 1827: 340-341; translation mine). In NENA dialects,
Khan specifies that Cls can be used “to make a forceful assertion to dispel the doubt of a question

posed by the interlocutor” (Khan, 2008: 732).

This asseveration seems to be also expressed by Cls in Classical Arabic, at least at the semantic
level. In fact, according to the rules of eloquence, Cls should only be used in cases where the
meaning of the action is doubtful or vague. Consequently, expressions such as i JSI (lit. ‘He ate
an eating’) or 13528 28 (lit. ‘he sat a sitting”), although grammatically correct, are considered by
some grammarians as rhetorically weak, since the meaning of the verbs JS (to eat) or 23 (to sit)
are not in a situation of uncertainty or doubt. In sentences like Ul ub 32l 34l & s (lit. “the
fish flew a flight in the air’) however, the use of the Cl is justified by the bizarreness of the meaning
and the potential skepticism of a listener that may question the truth of the statement (Hasan, 2009:
327; translation mine; emphasis mine). In this sense, the use of “asseveration” in the literature

seems to be directly related to the notion of verum focus—that we will explore in section 4.3.2.3.

In the Semitic literature, asseveration®? is associated with the common occurrence of Cls in
curses, promises and oaths. In this sense, when speakers use Cls “they commit themselves to the
verity of what they say, predict, or promise” (Van der Merwe et al., 1999: 158). Not surprisingly,
as I will further explain, CIs in Spoken Arabic are also very common in oaths and curses (see

section 5.3.3.1 ‘Cognate Infinitive Curse’).

1.3.3. Contrast

For some scholars, the ‘emphasis’ expressed by ClIs comes from highlighting the CH’s action
in contrast to other potentially competing actions. Contrastive analyses of the CI necessarily take
into consideration the discursive context in which they occur— and consequently symbolize a

step ahead towards a wider understanding of the construction.

Noldeke (2003: 235) provided examples of such contrast in Syriac, noting that some Cls
emphasize the verb by contrasting the action of the verb with some other action. In Turdyo, as

[TU.1] illustrates, Cls are sometimes used to “give prominence to the verbal action by cancelling

82 Jotion (1923: §123d) calls it “affirmation”, Van der Merwe et al., (1999: 158) refers to it as “verification” and

Davidson (1896: 117) as “asseveration”.
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a competing possibility” (Ritter & Sellheim, 1990: 58-59). Similarly, in the Neo- Aramaic dialect
of Barwar, the “prominence” that CIs grant to the predicate in some instances comes from a
contrast with other element of the adjacent context (Khan, 2008: 730). Also in BH, in those
examples that clarify the context around the CI utterances, there seems to be a clear contrast

between the action marked by the CI and a second action.

Oftentimes, in the Semitic literature, contrast is related to the common occurrence of Cls in
utterances that indicate an instruction or a request. Excellent examples of this are the CI
occurrences attested in Old Aramaic (OAR)®?, all of them in the Sefire stele (Kim, 2009)34. These
occurrences, when analyzed in their original context, illustrate that the CI in OAR is often used in
utterances indicating instructions or requests in contrast with previous negative utterances,

underlined in the following examples:

[OAR.1] () wynllmin lhyt /1'ly /[t 1] tqh / mly’ mn ydh / hskr thskrhm / bydy

‘(If anyone rants) and utters evil words against me / [you] must [not] accept / such

words from him / You must hand them over into my hands’®

[OAR.2] () wyhkn hib / lts [k [Jhm lhm wit 'mr [hm / Slw I “Srkm / withrm nbShm mny / rqh

trqghm

‘(If someone flees from me) and they go to Aleppo / you must not gi[ve th]em food

/ or say to them / ‘Stay quietly in your place’ / not turn them from me / you must

placate them’8¢

8 ¢Old Aramaic’ refers to the most ancient variety of the Aramaic language, which appears in the first attested
texts in the Aramaic script which date back to the 9" century BCE (Mario Fales, 2011: 555).

8 Contradicting Sola-Solé’s conclusion (1961: 130), which affirmed that CI instances could not be found in early
stages of Aramaic, Kim (2009: 119) provides evidence of seven CIs from Old Aramaic stele dating back to the 8" and
7% century BCE. His analysis focuses on defending the possible originality of this construction in Aramaic, thus
refuting Fitzmyer’s (1991: 148) thesis that points on the direct influence of Canaanite languages as an explanation of
the use of CI in Old Aramaic. Nevertheless, Kim (2009:118) merely documents the seven occurrences of Cls —five
of them in Sefire stele I1I, one in Ashur Ostraca and one in the Nerab inscriptions— of which, the last two CI instances
are considered doubtful. For a detailed corpus of Old Aramaic texts see Fitzmyer, J. A. & Kaufman S. A., 1992.

85 Sefire 111, 2-3 from Morrow, 2001: 89.
86 Sefire 111, 5-6 from Morrow, 2001: 90.
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Another relevant inscription, this time one in Phoenician, found on the Sarcophagus of Tabnit,

king of Sidon, and dating back to the 5" century BC, shows two coordinated CIs that appear in

contrast to a preceding negative utterance. Interestingly, the two actions designated by the CHs

(i.e. pth, rgz) also appear in coordination twice in previous lines of the inscription, this time as a

reiterative prohibition: 7 I tpth Ity w'l trgzn “Don’t, don’t open it and don’t disturb me”
(McCarter, 2003):

[PH.2] 'm pth tpth Ity wrgz trgzn <'1 ykn lk zr* bhym tht Sm$>
“If you do open (my coffin) and disturb me, <you shall not have descendants

among those living under the sun>"%"

Other instances of CIs in utterances indicating instructions or advice are also common in
different varieties of contemporary Spoken Arabic. Sentence [OA.1] is an example of

San‘aani Arabic:

[OA.1] lamma tijay bayt as-Saytan tiftahi ‘uyiunis tirtahi raha

“When you [f.s.] come to the devil’s house, open your eyes and relax %8

1.3.4. Topic

Pre-verbal Cognate Infinitives have been commonly classified as ‘topics’ in some Semitic
varieties (i.e. especially in those which show a dominant pre-verbal position). According to this,

Cls are a reduplication of the CHs that is topicalized by extraposition.

According to Goldenberg’s (1971) classification of the Tautological Infinitive (TT), ¥ which
he established in the light of the study of the structure in Syriac and Babylonian Talmudic

87 Krahmalkov, 2000: 210. The previous explicitness of the prohibitions makes the CI work as a resumptive

mechanism as well. Given that the strengthened verbal forms are part of a protasis, the emphasis here adds to the

severity of the potential curse that will arise should Tabnit’s prerequisites not be maintained (Kitz, 2014: 96).

88 Watson, 1993: 145.

% This is probably the classification of CIs that has resonated the most in the field of Semitic studies, where it has

even adapted as a theoretical background for the analysis of CIs in other Semitic languages (e.g. such as Cohen’s study
in Old Babylonian).
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Aramaic,” ‘topic’ is one of the three functions of CIs in Semitic. Type A TIs for Goldenberg
are turned into ‘logical subjects’ (Goldenberg, 1971: 36-49) when placed in extraposition and
have, therefore, the same syntactical status than any extraposed noun or pronoun. °! Usually,
the root shared by both the CH and the CI has already appeared in the preceding sentence in

some form. Thus, Type A TIs often have a resumptive character.

Following Goldenberg’s classification, Cohen’s affirms that the Type A of TI that he
distinguishes in Old Babylonian functions as a “topicalization of the verbal lexeme” (Cohen,
2004: 106). This type of CI usually occurs with the enclitic —ma??, and it is the only subtype

that allows negation.

As I previously mentioned in 1.2.2.2.2.1, although often neglected in the literature, these
structures, that I have referred to before as Infinitival Cognate Topics, are productive in many other
languages®® and also, although rarely and irregularly documented, in many spoken Arabic

varieties.

% Goldenberg’s (1971) clear-cut notions of Tautological Infinitive and Inner Object (equivalent to those of CI and
CO), albeit mainly applied to BH, emerge from a comparative Semitic —and even crosslinguistic— study. His rather
rigid classification leaves Arabic (both written and spoken) out of the bigger group of Semitic languages where
Tautological Infinitives (Cls) are attested, and considers the grammatical concept of ‘mafiil mutlaq’ a mere synonym
of his notion of Inner/Cognate Object (CO). Needless to say, this work not only disagrees with this view, but also
provides abundant evidence that proves the existence of CIs in both written and spoken varieties of Arabic.
Goldenberg’s notion of Tautological Infinitive is, therefore, a more restricting notion than the Semitic Cognate
Infinitive notion this study suggests.

! According to Goldenberg, the isolation of the infinitive in the front position indicates that the “temporal-modal-
personal situation indicated in the finite form may expressly be marked as valid only and exclusively so far as the
literal meaning of the verb here is concerned” (Goldenberg, 1971: 38).

92 However, the use of said particle in instances where the CI functions as a topic is regarded by Cohen (2004:
106) as a result of contamination from other subtypes of Cls—in my opinion, a rather implausible theory directly
resulting from a dichotomist approach towards the notions of focus and topic.

%3 Ttalian: leggere, leggo, ma non capisco; French: pour véler, a vélera; mais on peut pas savoir au juste quand a

vélera; Spanish: ¢, saber, no lo sabe; German: kdnnen, konnt' ich wohl, aber... (Rapallo, 1971: 112-3).
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1.3.5. Focus

The present section gathers some of the works in the literature that identify Cls as focus
markers. Given the continuing discussion on the true nature of the notion of focus, as the reader
will surely notice, this section inevitably juxtaposes references with very distinct understandings
of focus. This is, by itself, an indicator of the conceptual and terminological chaos around the

notion of focus, which I will try to clarify in Chapter 4.

According to Goldenberg’s classification (1971: 112-113)— later adopted by Cohen (2004) for
Old Babylonian— Type B TIs place a focus on the verbal lexeme normally for reasons of contrast
or exclusiveness, while Type C TIs place the focus on the predicative link or nexus.”* Nevertheless,
despite being probably the most thorough and detailed description of Cls at the Semitic level,
Goldenberg’s classification has not remained exempt from criticism, given that at the practical

level, many scholars have found especially hard to differentiate these two types. %>

Later analyses of Cls in BH, such as Pereltsvaig’s (2002), consider Cls to be “focused adverbial
cognate objects”. According to Jotion (1923: §123d) and Callaham (2010) the CI does not really
place the focus on the action itself, but rather on a modality of the main verb. Meanwhile, Kim
(2009: 71) believes that, pragmatically speaking, ClIs in BH “put a special focus on the factuality
of the proposition”. For Hatav (2017), however, Kim’s concept of the “factuality of the
proposition” is not less vague than the notion of ‘emphasis’ that classic Hebrew grammarians used
to fall into. Instead she affirms that the CI in BH is used, inter alia, for contrastive or exhaustive

focus.”®

94 Cohen (2004: 108) defines nexus as “the relationship found between the subject and the predicate”, this is,
between the person and the verbal lexeme (root and pattern).

%5 The main objections to his classification come from the scarcity of examples of TIs of Type B and from the
vagueness with which Type C’s function is described. Muraoka (1985: 91) goes as far as saying that “at least as far as
Biblical Hebrew is concerned, Goldenberg is attempting to see more than there actually is”. Kim (2009:71), is of the
opinion that each syntactic pattern should have a single syntactic function and therefore does not seem convinced by
the differentiation between subgroups of structures which share the same syntax. He blames the inaccuracy of
Goldenberg’s study on its excessive reliance on the Aramaic material.

9 Her approach towards the CIAbs is sustained on Holmstedt’s definition of theme, rheme, topic and focus (2009).
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Such a contrastive understanding of focus is shared by Coghill (2018), who argues that in the
Neo-Aramaic dialect of Telkepe the CI puts the focus on the verbal lexeme of a finite verb,
contrasting it with one or more alternatives. Along these lines, Mengozzi & Miola argue that in
most NENA dialects, pre-verbal CIs function as markers of “focus on the state of affairs, and on
the truth-value of the proposition (often in contrast to what might be expected from the context)”

(Mengozzi & Miola, 2018: 298; emphasis mine).

On the matter of contrastive focus, Kim highlights in a brilliant reflection the relevance of both

the speaker’s assumptions and communicative context in the functional analysis of CI utterances:

When tautological infinitives are used for contrastive focus, contrast can be contextual
contrast, situational contrast, or the contrast created by general knowledge. In other words,
the constituents in a contrastive relation with the focused element can be observed in the
contextual background or assumed by the speaker in the situational communication settings
or in the knowledge of the world shared by the speaker and the addressee. (Kim, 2009: 75)

Another recent important contribution to the literature is Shachmon & Marmorstein’s (2018)
detailed analysis of CIs in Rural Palestinian Arabic (RPA). These scholars suggest that,
semantically, CIs “place the focus on a semantic feature of the verbal event and exhaust its
semantic potential, thereby indicating that the event is carried out to its outmost possible
effectiveness” (Shachmon & Marmorstein, 2018: 44), identifying the notions of phasality and

boundedness as “especially relevant” to understand the interaction between the CH and the CI.

1.3.6. Expressive and conversational tool

Although generally reserved for the very end of CI descriptions, the expressive nature of the

CI has been effectively noticed by some Semitics scholars.

Regarding CIs in BH, Davidson (1896: 118) suggested that the CI construction’s emphasis is
especially felt in passages where the speaker (a) gives a report; (b) repeats the words of another;
or (c) repeats his own thoughts. In this line, Muraoka (1985: 89) later concluded that the CI
construction is rarely found in simple narrative prose but rather it seems to be mainly used in

“lively (and often strong emotional coloring) conversation and legal texts”.

These arguments are corroborated by Kim (2009: 76), who affirms that CIs in BH tend to be

found in conversational dialogues or monologues— as for the few occurrences of CI that appear
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in a narrative frame, Kim suggests that they may express the narrator’s involvement in the story.
Such a distribution leads him to identify this construction as a special focus marker which is thus
used in “more lively communicative settings” (Kim, 2009: 76; emphasis mine). Eskhult (2000:
32), drawing on Rieder’s work (1872), suggests that CIs found in ‘discourse’ contexts “emphasize
a point in the utterance by putting the inf.abs. in fronted extraposition” while, in narration, Cls

expand and expound a situation.”’

Such considerations throw into relief the oral character of Cls and grant importance to the
speaker’s involvement towards the utterance and towards the interlocutor(s). In this respect,
according to Muraoka (1985: 88), it is necessary to bear in mind that the basic idea behind the
different types of CI is the isolation and distinction of the verbal form, which is thereby stressed.
By placing this stress, the speaker would manifest a strong personal interest in what is expressed
by the verb as well as an implicit invitation (or even a request) for the interlocutor to concentrate
his/her attention on that specific part of the speech®®. As a result, according to Van der Merwe et
al. “when a speaker has used this construction, a listener would not be able to claim at a later date
that the speakers have not expressed themselves clear enough” (Van der Merwe et al.:1999: 158).
These arguments render likely the conjecture that CI in BH were presumably accompanied by a
specific intonation which carry certain shades of meaning that, given the lack of a conversational

context, can hardly ever be reproduced accurately in translations (Davidson, 1896: 117).

On the expressive power of Cls in Moroccan Arabic and Maltese, Maas (2005: 417) highlights
the oral and spontaneous character of this feature that makes its elicitation a troublesome task, and
affirms: “There is evidently an expressive moment bound to this construction and they are thus
most common in a lively spoken register. Therefore, these expressions can be found in quoted

speech, especially in very emotional verbal exchanges” (Maas, 2005: 417; emphasis mine).

97 Previous to this conclusion, Eskhult (2000) study conveniently explores the relation between the post-verbal
position of the CI and its predominance in the narrative prose.
%8 As aresult, according to Van der Merwe et al. (1999: 158) “when a speaker has used this construction, a listener

would not be able to claim at a later date that the speakers have not expressed themselves clear enough”.
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For Shachmon & Marmorstein’s Cls in Rural Palestinian Arabic are used pragmatically “in
order to display emotionality and involvement” (Shachmon & Marmorstein, 2018: 59; emphasis
mine). In their opinion, speakers use CIs when wishing to “communicate their highly emotional
and agitated stance” (Shachmon & Marmorstein’s, 2018: 56; emphasis mine). Especially common
within evaluative narrations, Cls in RPA are a powerful expressive tool which enable speakers to
express a series of intense, strong emotions while “involving the listener and evoking such strong

feeling on his part too” (Shachmon & Marmorstein’s, 2018: 56).

A review of the functional feature of the CI as reported in the literature across Semitic CIs has
revealed that Cognate Infinitives are thought to be especially effective in placing a focus on
different constituents of the utterance (i.e. verbal lexeme, factuality of the proposition, truth-value
of the proposition, etc). In addition to this, the literature defines Cls as linguistic features with a
marked oral character that occur within lively and emotional communicative contexts and that

conveys the speaker’s expressive and involved stance.

1.4. Conclusions

The present chapter has provided the reader with a broad comparative description of the formal
variation that Cognate Infinitives present across time and space within the Semitic continuum.
This wider image of CIs revealed that important typological mistakes may often result from an
excessive reliance on syntactic and morphological elements as well as from isolating Arabic

language and treating it as alien to its Semitic sisters.

At the functional level, this chapter collected the pool of suggestions that have been made in
the literature about the CI’s function in Semitic, which represent a valuable addition to the
overused explanations of ‘emphasis’ and ‘intensification’ that unfortunately monopolize the
literature on CIs in Arabic. Moreover, the functional review suggests that the possible functions of
CIs in the different Semitic varieties—such as contrast or focus—may be uncovered by
considering the communicative context that surrounds CI occurrences and grant it the relevance it

deserves.

This chapter has also highlighted important gaps in the literature and suggests an appropriate

methodology to fill them. In this case, the manifest lack of agreement with regard to the function
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of ClIs, paired with the disparity and dissonance of the existent opinions, points to the necessity of
a comprehensive analysis of the CI that attempts to explain in depth their communicative function

in the hopes of avoiding the vagueness of previous form-oriented and isolating analyses.

After carefully reviewing previous studies on the CI we can affirm that the best way to do so
is within a theoretical framework and through a methodology that, like the one I present in the next
chapter, not only acknowledge the conversational and expressive natures of this linguistic and

communicative device but also revolve around them.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES

“Basic information about syntactic structure cannot be derived from experimentation

»

in the absence of prior knowledge derived from observational methods.

Milroy, 1997: 149

2.1. Introduction

The present chapter aims to provide the reader with a detailed depiction of the methodology
that underlies this study. This includes a rationale of the linguistic theories supporting the choice
of the methodology as well as a description of the processes of data collection and analysis that

shed light on both the strengths and the limitations of the methodology chosen.

2.2.Language as a Communicative Social Tool

This study takes as its most basic premise that language has an essentially communicative and
social function. Speakers communicate through a linguistic system thus granting it life, ‘simply’
by putting it into use. Language is thus born from interaction, and it is precisely the processes of
human interaction along with general human cognitive processes which form and shape languages

(The “Five Graces Group”, 2009: 1).

Repeated occurrences of linguistic interaction within different communicative environments
eventually generate a diversity of linguistic forms that will be used with more or less frequency.
Interaction is, therefore, the engine of language change and language development, while the very
use of a linguistic system is what keeps it constantly changing; in a perpetual state of
transformation. Thus, language is fundamentally a social tool that behaves as a dynamic, ever-

changing system.

On the one hand, as a social tool, language’s origins and functions are also dependent on its
role in human’s social life (Croft, 2009). This means that, if we aim to understand the real
functioning of language, we cannot do so outside of a social and communicative context. On the
other hand, given that language behaves as a dynamic ever-changing system, its users interact with

one another in different ways depending on the social and linguistic environment. Thus, if we
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mean to understand the emergent trends of this system and the ‘nature’ of linguistic change, we
must do so through a theoretical framework that (1) grants due importance to the notion of ‘social
and communicative context’ and (2) revolves around the notion of change rather than denying its

existence.

On this basis, although the approach of my study could be considered ‘functional’ in nature, [
do not closely follow any particular theory of functional paradigms. Instead, I opted to develop my
own theoretical framework, which I call the ‘Multidimensional Model of Communication,” and
which respects the emergent and dynamic nature of language and springs from the integration of
functional-pragmatic and socio-cognitive approaches to communication. This model will be

elaborated in detail in the next chapter.

Although emergence and dynamicity are clear traits of language, given the place it occupies in
the social context (Croft, 2000), many traditional approaches to linguistics have treated languages
as rigid and fixed systems of symbols that find their rightful order in structural grammars and that
are governed by pre-established sets of rules. Moreover, the execution of these kinds of static
conceptualizations of language and its grammar have often come hand in hand with the creation
and perpetuation of linguistic dichotomies: language and speech; signifier and signified (Saussure,

1916); innate and acquired; nature and nurture (Chomsky, 1986).

The present study is based on a very different view, one that assumes that both grammatical
meaning and form can only come into being through the repetition in time of certain instances of
language use within diverse communicative contexts, that is, from interaction (Bybee, 2006).
Speakers (re)create grammar through using language in and for communication, based on patterns
they have heard previously. As a result, the notion of grammar is deeply and essentially linked to
that of communication. For this reason, in this work there will always be an intended
communicative reading of notions such as ‘grammatical description’ or ‘grammatical function.’ In
other words, a ‘grammatical description of the Cognate Infinitive will be understood to include,

and to be incomplete without, an exploration of its communicative and social dimensions.

Shifting from a structural view of grammar to a communicative one also involves shifting from
a form-oriented understanding of language into a speaker-oriented one, for linguistic conventions
derive from the communicative experiences of every speaker of a community. In this respect, this

work has found inspiration in previous studies on spoken Arabic that recognize the centrality of
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speaker control at different levels of language use (Brustad, 2000; Haeri, 1996; Belnap, 1991;
Holes, 1983).

Inevitably, the more one takes due heed of the relevance of speakers’ role as creators of
grammar, the more one will shift from the study of language in isolation to the study of language
in context, which includes both the study of linguistic forms in their corresponding communicative
and social context, as well as the study of linguistic varieties in their corresponding geographical,

historical and cultural context.

As Isee it, such a series of shifts in the understanding of language and grammar must inevitably
result in the dissolution of traditional dichotomies and rigid classifications in favor of more
integrative analyses through the use of continua and spectra rather than categories.”” In line with
this view, my theoretical framework and analysis will approach the grammatical (including,
communicative) description of the CI in LA by integrating traditionally opposed notions such as
the core and the emergent, the referential and the affective, or the informative and the performative.
This study argues that these ‘static’ and dichotomic notions are but the result of the artificial
extraction of linguistic absolutes which otherwise represent stages of fluid and flexible

communicative continua.

2.3.Research Questions

Previous analyses of the CI tried to answer questions about its formal features and its syntactic
and semantic function. Most scholars attempted to classify them and categorize their different
subtypes (Goldenberg, 1971; Cohen, 2004; 2006) and some even tried to find systematical

adequate translations according to these typologies (Schachmon & Marmorstein, 2018).
The present work poses a simple albeit challenging question:
(1) What is the grammatical function of the Cognate Infinitive in Lebanese Arabic?

If we consider the aforementioned definition of ‘grammar’, then, in order to understand the

grammatical function of the CI in LA, we would need to understand the social and

99 “The speaker’s own internal grammar is not structured entirely in categories, but includes continua as well, and
this grammar allows him or her a great degree of control in how he or she presents information to his or her

interlocutor” (Brustad, 2000: 9).
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communicative contexts in which Cls occur in LA, to be able to grasp finally, the socio-
communicative motivations that prompt speakers to make use of these tools. Consequently, the

underlying questions behind the main research question would be the following:

(1.1) What is (are) the communicative function(s) of CIs in LA?
(1.1.1) In which communicative contexts do LA speakers use the CI?
(1.1.2) What are LA speakers’ communicative motivations to use the CI?
(1.2) What is (are) the social function(s) of CIs in LA?
(1.2.1) In which social contexts do LA speakers use the CI?

(1.2.2) What are LA speakers’ social motivations to use the CI?

2.4.Methodology: Challenges and Approaches

This study presents the results of a four-year investigation (2015-2019) that took place in
Lebanon (mostly in Beirut) and that was based primarily on a participant-observation method
of data gathering. The following sections explain in detail the elements of this investigation:

data collection, corpus, and data analysis, along with the challenges associated with it.

2.4.1. Methodological Challenges

In his study on Syntactic Reduplication in Arabic, Maas already highlighted that the oral
and spontaneous character of the Cognate Infinitive makes its elicitation a “troublesome task”
(Maas, 2005: 417).'%° This statement sheds light on both the methodological challenges of the

research topic as well as on the methodological limitations of previous studies.

As we saw in Chapter 1, the Semitic literature defines Cls as linguistic features with a
marked oral character that occur within lively and emotional communicative contexts. This is
also the case in Lebanese Arabic. In fact, I believe that the most significant challenges that the
study of CIs presents are (1) their marked conversational and emotional nature, (2) the variety
of linguistic, social and communicative contexts in which they occur, and (3) the extreme

difficulty of eliciting them (discussed further in section 2.4.2).

100 Iy this study, Maas uses the name of “reduplicated masdar” and studies its formal and functional features in

Moroccan Arabic and Maltese.

44



The corresponding methodological limitations of previous studies on the CI results from
the fact that they did not succeed in addressing the aforementioned challenges sufficiently. In
my opinion, the great majority of the limitations of previous studies spring from one main
methodological challenge: examples in the corpora are not adequately contextualized both at
the discursive and at the social level. Given the variety of communicative and social contexts
where the CI appears, as well as the marked conversational character of this feature, only a
corpus containing well-contextualized instances that have been collected in a variety of social
contexts would be able to truly account for the full functional spectrum of CIs. In this respect,
I believe previous studies did not cast their data-collecting web wide enough in terms of variety

of communicative and social situations.

Of course, some previous works, especially those on extant Semitic languages and on
strictly written varieties, are inevitably based on data extracted from written texts. By analyzing
the CI occurrences of a very restricted corpus (e.g. that of a specific book, such as Talmon’s
on the Qur’an [1999]) researchers not only limit their results to a specific written variety, but

also to a very specific register and to its corresponding specific linguistic functions.

Other studies of CIs in spoken varieties make use of single genre-corpora, which are often
restricted to narration. This method of collection or elicitation tends to exclude interaction and
turn-taking, which together constitute the emergent dimension of communication. While
narration provides excellent material for analyzing many linguistic structures, there are others

that tend to occur only in interactive settings.

My experience researching the CI has shown me that the lack of contextual and social
variation within linguistic corpora renders the data in them of little use for studying
sociolinguistically complex structures.!! I thus offer the present work as an attempt to broaden
the way we document and study spoken language, in the hopes that participant observation will

claim a place in linguistics.

101 As Milroy & Milroy (1999) point out, some linguistic studies do not measure language use in specific
situations, but rather “collect their data by means of standardized, well-controlled experimental types of procedure

which differ considerably from everyday communicative events” (Milroy & Milroy, 1999: 105).
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2.4.2. First Attempts

Even a well-integrated researcher may fail at collecting useful data, should (s)he choose
unhelpful methods for data collection. In my case, the path to choosing an appropriate

methodology was rather long and full of lessons.

The first phase of my investigation was characterized by constant observations, the fine-tuning
of data collection methods, and the creation, confirmation and correction of preliminary
impressions on the formal and functional features of CIs in LA. The main sources of data collection
during this phase were: (1) sociolinguistic interviews; (2) a review of the literature; and (3)

acceptability tests. '92

(1) Sociolinguistic interviews: Probably the most significant of the limitations that
sociolinguistic investigations face is what Labov aptly described as the observer’s paradox.
Researchers are often faced with the contradiction between their wish to elicit as informal a
sample as possible, and the irremediable changes that the attention brought to the

respondent’s speech by the researcher may cause (Mallinson et al., 2013).

The effects of the observer’s paradox were patent in the seven socio-linguistic interviews |
carried out with a selection of LA native speakers, searching for a spontaneous narration
about a topic of their choice that they had to be especially enthusiastic or emotional about.
Not only was the number of occurrences was relatively low in comparison to the real
frequency I had previously sensed (three occurrences in almost 15 hours of recorded speech;
all of them coming from two of the seven speakers), but also, I observed that the few
occurrences were quite similar in function, and they did not represent the complex spectrum

of functions that I had perceived during previous informal observations.

I understood that a high level of social and linguistic integration would not compensate for
the methodological mistake I had been making. By choosing a sociolinguistic interview as a
main data-collection method I was depriving my participants of a natural social and
communicative context. In doing so, I was neglecting the essential role that real interaction

and turn-taking play in communication, thus preventing the speakers from creating a series

102 This research project was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board of the American

University of Beirut (Protocol ID: KS1.06).
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of assumptions and emergent intentions!®>— which happen to be essential factors for

triggering the use of Cls in LA as I will demonstrate later.

(2) Review of the literature: Comparison is essential for any researcher to acquire a real and
profound knowledge of the true nature of a linguistic feature. In fact, comparison is not only
useful “to relativize a phenomenon that we tend to consider as outstanding” but also
necessary “to understand the role of the specific grammar of a dialect in leading to a type of
evolution” (Ibrahim, 2011: 128). In this spirit, I carried out a thorough review of the
relatively scarce literature on Cls, whose main conclusions I provided in Chapter 1. The
purpose of this review was to gain awareness on the formal and functional variation that Cls
shows along the Arabic and Semitic continuums in order to be able to better evaluate what
were (1) the morphological and syntactical factors that effectively differentiated Cls from
COs, and (2) the pragmatic and discursive factors that could hold the key to a deeper

understanding of the CI’s function.

(3) Acceptability test: The difficulty of analyzing syntactic features such as the CI lies partly in
the fact that “it can never be guaranteed that a sufficient quantity of tokens of a given type
of construction will ever appear in a piece of spontaneous speech” (Milroy, 1997: 144). For
this reason, in order to gain further insights into the constructions and on how they are
produced and received by speakers, I decided to carry out an acceptability study of both COs
and ClIs structures among native speakers of LA. Taking Labov’s and Harris’ studies on
syntactic variation (Labov, 1972; Harris, 1984) as models, I developed a questionnaire!'%*
that aimed to present respondents with a series of sentences including a variety of CI and CO
constructions —targeting relevant morphosyntactic factors— to analyze their gradient of

acceptability among LA native speakers (Appendix III) and to elicit the participants’

103 See section 3.2.1.4 (Assumptions) and section 3.2.2.1.1 (Core and Emergent Intentions) in Chapter 3.

104 The questionnaire was piloted first through a focus-group interview. A group of 4-6 participants meeting the
requirements explained above were called to an informal assembly to elicit acceptability and native perceptions,
feelings and ideas about ClIs and COs in LA through some language samples. At the end of the initial discussion, a
preliminary interview was conducted with the whole group following a technique of cognitive interviewing
(Campbell-Kibler, 2013). The purpose of this was to try to ensure that the instrument would not fail to include relevant

topics and to make sure that the chosen questions were meaningful and salient to the respondents (Garrett et al., 2003).
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impressions of their grammatical function.!% I personally interviewed 40 male and female

196 of different legal age groups from different origins (within Lebanon).

LA native speakers
The results of these tests were useful to confirm and refute some of my preliminary
hypothesis on CIs—especially as far as formal features are concerned— as well as to elicit
more pragmatically related data. Nevertheless, the participants’ remarks about function were
too vague, falling into the same conceptual obscurity of previous descriptions of Cls, and
oftentimes too contradictory to be treated as conclusive or reliable data. For these reasons,
the full report of the results will not be included in this study. However, those conclusions

extracted from these tests’ results that could be indicative of an important trend about the

speakers’ impressions will be included in the analysis.

2.4.3. Data collection: Participant Observation

The data collection methods that were applied in this study result directly from the application
of the linguistic theories presented in section 2.2. If language is a human phenomenon born from
social interaction, then accurate linguistic descriptions need to be based on abundant empirical
data that have been observed or elicited through extensive fieldwork within the specific community
of speakers whose variety is being described. In other words, “only in the authentic setting do we
get complete information about the language, the text being naturally linguistically and socially

integrated” (Eksell, 1995: 63; emphasis mine).

Although my focused research on Cls started in 2015, the actual full research process behind
this study lasted a total of the eight years during which I lived as a participant observer in Beirut,

Lebanon.!%” The linguistic set of skills I developed over this period opened for me the doors to a

105 Even in natural situations that do not involve a sociolinguistic interview, the speakers may feel the need to
move upwards on the speech continuum. This is the main reason why I decided to use Arabizi as a writing system for
the LA examples provided in the acceptability test (Appendix III)— to stay away from potential interferences caused
by the Arabic writing system, which, in Lebanon is tightly linked to CA and MSA. Also, although the questionnaire
is written in English for the purpose of this dissertation, all questions were introduced and explained personally to the
participants in LA.

106 The common denominator of the participants is that they were all identified by themselves and by other speakers
as being native speakers of LA and that they had resided in the country for at least 80% of their lives.

197 T have had the privilege to spend the four-year period of my PhD residing in Beirut, which made it possible

for me to conduct thorough and continuous observations of LA native speakers’ linguistic interactions. Previous to
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whole community of speakers, giving me access to their culture, history and traditions. However,
it was the personal and emotional involvement that I felt towards Lebanon and towards Lebanese
Arabic that played a big role in helping me integrate into these speakers’ lives, dreams and fears.
Such generous and intimate encounters, which soon became also a great part of my own social and
personal life, shaped the vast, profound, and life-changing experience I had the chance to live in
Lebanon. This experience eventually enabled me to become linguistically and socially integrated,
both as a researcher and as a human being. This linguistic and social integration is, undoubtedly,
the stepping stone of this study and one of the factors that enabled the fieldwork to be extensive

and comprehensive enough to provide me with a body of significant and reliable data.

After my unsuccessful experience with sociolinguistic interviews I realized that if I had been
able to sense that the data I was extracting was limited, it was only because through previous
random observations I had already been exposed to a greater variety of CIs —this is, that I had
already been exposed to a greater variety of social contexts— than what sociolinguistic interviews
could offer me. Paradoxically enough, from the beginning of the investigation, I had had at my
reach the most appropriate methodology for the collection and subsequent analysis of CIs in LA—
carrying out a thorough, continuous and systematic participant-observation method during a total

estimation of 7200-7500 hours.

Participant observation is the main method used by anthropologists. Fieldwork through this
method requires “active looking, improving memory, informal interviewing, writing detailed field
notes, and perhaps most importantly, patience” (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002: vii). One of the essential
requirements for a research to conduct participant observation is to have spent a considerable
amount of time in the context (s)he is studying. Both a long experience and a high degree of
integration facilitate ‘prolonged engagement’, which is necessary to establish trustworthiness
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). My years in Lebanon granted me the opportunity to participate in a higher
number and a wider range of activities and situations, and choosing a participant-observation
method allowed me to benefit from the wide variety of speakers and social contexts that I had

gained access to through these activities. As time passed, I grew convinced that, as Kawulich

that, I lived in Beirut since 2010 (four years before the beginning of my PhD), allowed me to reach a level of command

of the Lebanese Arabic variety that enabled me to participate fully in group conversations with LA speakers.
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(2005) points out, participant-observation was not only the best way, but also the only way to

collect data for my study.

In the studies that Milroy (1977) and Labov et al. (1968) carried out in Belfast and Harlem
respectively, the fact that fieldworkers adopted the role of participant observers diminished
considerably the effects of the so called observer’s paradox. Similarly, the limitations imposed by
the observer’s paradox became drastically minimized when, rather than an observer, I started to
approach data collection as an active (often indispensable) element of the communicative and
social setting of the utterances. Hence, the range of communicative and social contexts from which
the data was extracted was, in principle, similar to that of a LA native speaker of a similar age, sex
and educational level, minus the lack of linguistic consciousness that characterizes native speakers’

natural relation with their mother tongues.

Although choosing this method implied becoming a researcher throughout my waking hours,
data collection rarely felt like a burden. Most of the time, in fact, I would not be aware that I was
‘collecting data’ until someone would utter a CI. Here is where the process would start. First, I
would continue the conversation as long and naturally as possible to make sure the speaker
remained unaware of having used a CI. Then, as discreetly as possible, I would carefully record
the details of the occurrence, which would include details about the speaker, hearer, discursive and
situational context. Although I was not always able to take full descriptions of the details, a tidy
version of the entries of every occurrence I took manually would normally include the points

tllustrated in Table 3:

Table 3: Information collected about CI instances through a participant-observation method

[LAX] AGE SEX ORIGIN OBSERVATIONS
(intentions, assumptions, reactions, emotional states=)
SPEAKER
HEARER
RELATIONSHIP SPEAKER- HEARER
OCCURRENCE

DISCURSIVE CONTEXT | before
after
alternatives

SITUATIONAL

CONTEXT
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The lack of a direct and simple isomorphic relationship between function and form entails that
speakers can —and actually do— exercise “a great deal of choice in the way they encode their
meanings” (Milroy, 1997: 144). Syntactic variation is, therefore, a result of this choice. For this
reason, in my notes and observations, I always paid special attention to the speaker’s apparent
intentions, feelings, and possible assumptions. In many of the instances, when the circumstances
allowed it, I would ask the speaker a posteriori about his/her motivations for that specific use of
the CI and on his/her impressions on whether (s)he felt there was a relationship between his/her

choice of using a CI and the specificities of the communicative setting in question.

Through the systematic recording of CI occurrences throughout the nearly three years that this
second phase of data collection lasted, I created a corpus of CI in LA (Appendix II) which was the

main instrument I relied on for the data analysis.

2.4.4. The Corpus

My corpus includes 133 CI occurrences in LA. Among these, three different kinds of CI
occurrences can be distinguished according to the collection technique applied for their

collection'%8:

(1) CI occurrences within communicative instances where I played an active role, by being
one of the interlocutors. These instances represent 59.40% of the corpus occurrences.
Informants of this kind of instances belong to the first and second order zone of my
social network (Milroy, 1987)— which roughly includes friends, colleagues,
acquaintances, workmates, etc. along with their friends and family.

(2) CI occurrences within communicative instances where my role in the communicative
setting was either inexistent or passive— this is, where I had overheard CI occurrences
and I was able to capture and record the necessary contextual information required by
my data collection criteria to include them in the corpus. These instances represent
20.30% of the corpus occurrences. Informants of this kind of instances were native

speakers of LA from a broader network.

108 The different origins of the instances are specified under the ‘source’ of every instance of the corpus in

Appendix II.
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(3) CI occurrences extracted from Lebanese TV and radio shows, films, songs, and theater

plays. These instances represent 20.30% of the corpus.

Communicative theories on language maintain that the inner grammatical ‘rules’ that native

speakers apply every time they make use of a particular structure, such as the CI, are a result of a

dynamic process of synthesis of the use of all previous occurrences to which they have been

exposed during their lives. The body of linguistic experiences of any native speaker includes

communicative instances coming from diverse sources, and where speakers play both active and

passive communicative roles. All of them, without exception, contributed to shaping the

grammatical function of CIs in the mind of the speakers, as well as in its evolution and change

through time and space.

I decided to include all (1), (2) and (3) in my corpus —although in different proportions—, in

an attempt to design a solid and realistic corpus that reflects as much as possible the same kinds

of exposure that native speakers have. Figure 1 and Table 4 illustrates the proportions of the total

of instances gathered in my corpus according to their different collection techniques.

0 1- ACTIVE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION

SSIVE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION

L13- RADIO SHOW

[13- THEATER PLAY Source

1- ACTIVE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 79 59.40%

2- PASSIVE PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 27 20.30%

3- MEDIA & ARTS 27 20.30%

3- FiLM 12 9.02%

3- RADIO SHOW 2 1.50%

Figure 1: Corpus instances according to source 3- SONG 5 3.76%
3- THEATER PLAY 1 0.75%

3- TV SHOW 7 5.26%

Total 133 100.00%

Table 4: Corpus instances according to source
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CI occurrences were excluded from the corpus when (a) I did not obtain the necessary
contextual information as required by the data collection criteria specified above; and (b) there

was reason to doubt that the speaker was a native speaker of Lebanese Arabic.

Needless to say, in (1) instances where I played an active role in the communicative instance,
the speakers of all the CI utterances included in the corpus were duly informed and asked for their
consent, which they all generously granted me— usually accompanied by thorough explanations
and curious inquiries on my investigation and analysis. In all cases, and as an additional measure
to protect the privacy of all my informants, all examples in this dissertation have been coded by
participant role (Speaker, Hearer), respecting the anonymity of both parties. Other interlocutors

that may have been mentioned in the instances are referred to by their initials.

2.4.5. Approaching the data

The analysis of the data was of a qualitative nature and focused on— but was not limited to—
the pragmatic and semantic features of Cls in LA. All occurrences recorded manually through the

data collection were recorded in an Excel sheet with all their formal and pragmatic details.

The many sources on general linguistics and communication theory I reviewed in the early
stages of the investigation'” provided me with tremendously valuable theoretical insights and
helped me identify the pragmatic factors I had to focus on. As my formal understanding of the
form of the construction increased, and the formal patterns and their corresponding exceptions
became clear and stable, I was able to pay full attention to the pragmatic and discursive features
of CIs, which are the features provided in the abridged version of the corpus offered in Appendix
II. On the one hand, the literature provided me with a big part of the terminology I needed to
explain my data, on the other hand, it inspired the design of the ‘Multidimensional Model of
Communication’, that I use as a theoretical framework for this study (see Chapter 3). This
theoretical framework, in sync with socio-cognitive approaches, grants a great deal of relevance

to the speaker’s agency over the use of language.'!® Consequently, during the analysis of the data,

109 The review of the literature included mainly functional, pragmatic and socio-cognitive approaches. See section
3.1.
110 <[t follows from the assumption of the non-randomness of variation that the speaker has some degree of control

over the structures she or he uses” (Brustad, 2000: 7).

53



attention was especially paid to both the informational (cognitive) and affective states of the
speaker, and to the different intentions that emerge as different communicative and social

circumstances reshape these states through interaction.!!!

Due to the nature of the construction on which the present study is focused, as well as the
methodological approach I chose to analyze it, the data analysis of this study entailed a constant
process of re-adjustment of the theoretical notions and frameworks applied and re-negotiation of
my own ever-changing assumptions about the construction’s function. During this process, when
doubts arose, I always had the fortune to be able to consult the opinions of native speakers of
Lebanese and other varieties of Arabic, and the privilege to count on the invaluable expert advice

of specialists in both general linguistics and in Arabic language and dialectology.

2.4.6. Presenting the data

The analysis of the data collected in the corpus will be the subject of the following chapters.
Due to spatial limitations, not all examples in the corpus can be cited in the analysis, but they
remain available to the reader in Appendix II. In all cases, CI instances from the corpus will be

presented for analysis including the following elements (as illustrated in Figure 2):

11 The different informational and affective aspects I focused on in the analysis are thoroughly explained and

illustrated with data from the corpus in Chapters 3, 4 and 5.
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Number of instance Communicative
(corpus) Context
A al

/ \
[LA.12] CONTEXT: A man (H) is carrying a couch on his back waiting for the woman who bought

it (S) to tell him what he should do with it. The woman bumped into a neighbor and stayed talking

to her while the man waited with the sofa still on his shoulders. Apparently tired, the man asked the

woman:
[(H) Selae Al laly el
b-fawwot-lik yeh-a la l-kanabéye, madam?
Hearer —
HAB-put.inside.I-to.you.F.S ACC.F.S OBJ  DET-sofa madame?
‘Should I put the sofa inside, ma’am?’
h Arabicscript
la, hott-a hott . i LA transliteration
Speaker - )
NEG IMP.put.2MS-it.F.S put. INF here please X
. . . , Interlinear gloss
No, [just] drop it here, please
Translation

Figure 2: Example of Cl instance in LA as presented in the data analysis

1.

Number of instance: CI instances in LA gathered in the corpus will be numbered and
preceded by the letters LA (Lebanese Arabic) (i.e. [LA. ™]). The number assigned to every
CI example corresponds to its number of instance within the corpus. This will allow the
reader to consult the corpus (Appendix I and Appendix II) for further details of a concrete

CI utterance.

This system will help the reader differentiate CI examples in LA from two other types of
examples that are provided in this study: (a) CI examples in another languages—which will
be numbered and preceded by their corresponding abbreviation (e.g. [BH.3])!!>— and (b)
other general examples in a variety of languages (which don’t contain Cls) and will be

illustrative of different linguistic matters—which will be simply enumerated (e.g. [14]).

Communicative context: In the body of this dissertation, CI instances in LA from the
corpus will be presented preceded by their communicative context that includes

information that will allow the reader to able to identify the speaker (S) and the hearer (H),

112 For a list of the abbreviations used for different languages see section Abbreviations and Acronyms.
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along with their relation and the relevant communicative circumstances surrounding the

utterance (or lack thereof).

3. Clutterance: The whole LA utterance containing a CI will be provided in the Arabic script,
and in a phonemic transliteration of Lebanese Arabic, along with an interlinear gloss and
an English translation. !!3 In this study, the interlocutor uttering the CI will be considered
and labelled as ‘Speaker’ while the interlocutors will be labelled ‘Hearer(s)’. In the case of
multiple hearers having a relevant role in the communicative situation, they are numbered
as Hi, Hy, etc. In those cases, where previous or subsequent utterances that were uttered by
hearers are considered to be fundamental for the analysis of the CI instance, the instance

will provide a detailed reproduction of these utterances as well.

2.4.7. Lebanese Arabic

‘Lebanese Arabic’ may on the face of it seem too vague a term to be useful especially in the
context of linguistic description. In fact, this term was not commonly used in traditional linguistic
works describing the Arabic varieties spoken in Lebanon.!'* This is not surprising if we consider
that during the 20" century, the unity of Lebanon as a political entity has never been agreed on: it
obtained statehood in 1943 and went through a long civil war and several periods of foreign
occupation, in addition to extensive foreign political intervention. One can imagine then the
tremendous amount of variation that the actual meaning of the word ‘Lebanese’ and its cultural,
religious, social and political implications has experienced over the last 100 years. If we add to
this the social linguistic variation existing in these territories (Feghali, 1919; 1928; Barthélemy,
1954; El-Hajje, 1954; Fleisch, 1963, 1974; Jiha, 1964; Abu-Haidar, 1979; Zein, 1981; Tohme,
1989; Srage, 1997; Germanos, 2007; 2009; 2011) and the fact that linguistic varieties transcend
political borders, it becomes obvious why agreeing on a common definition of what ‘Lebanese’

means has been and still remains a work in progress.

113 To know more about the criteria behind the decisions concerning the writing of LA in the Arabic script, the
phonemic transliteration of Lebanese Arabic and for a list of the abbreviations used in the interlinear glosses see
section Notes on Transcriptions and Glosses.

114 More generic terms such as ‘Syrian’ and ‘Levantine’ were used.
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For the purpose of this study, I refer to Lebanese Arabic as the “mixed, representative dialect
with features from both the mountain and Beirut” (Thackston, 2003: viii). In other words, Lebanese
Arabic is for me, simply, what native speakers recognize and accept as Lebanese Arabic. Although
such an inclusive definition leaves space for all urban and rural varieties, however, it is worth
mentioning that this study inevitably reflects a marked urban bias, with a preponderance of a
variety that I refer to as ‘Beirut koine’.!!®> This preponderance is contingent to the circumstances
of the data collection— given that I speak exclusively the Beirut koine, it was inevitable that, in
those communicative situations where [ was an interlocutor, the speakers would accommodate to
this variety.!'® It would be logical to speculate, then, that many of the CI utterances included in the
corpus belong thus to the Beirut koine. However, it is essential to remember that this does not

exclude them from being possible in other regional varieties. In fact, both the variety of origins of

115 This is not the traditional dialect of Beirut, but rather a variety which emerged in Beirut in the 20" century,
among both incomers and native Beirutis. The historical socio-political circumstances that Beirut lived as an urban
center during the 19" and 20™ century made the city a fertile ground for the emergence and development of a koineized
urban variety that I will refer to as the Beirut koine. Notwithstanding its perhaps misleading name, this variety is not
limited to the geographical boundaries of Beirut, but rather has become almost a standard variety often identified as
al-hake I-Sade (the normal [way of] speaking) or simply as lebnéne (Lebanese). Born in an ethnic and religious melting
pot, this variety soon became a vehicle of communication among members of very diverse communities and remained
relatively neutral until today. This is probably why it is used as the main variety in Lebanese media and, to some
extent, in the production of local culture (Germanos, 2007; 2009; 2011).

116 The accommodation to this variety is, nonetheless, related to the urban context in general, and not only to the
interlocutor’s variety. Previous studies on LA native speakers’ attitudes (Iriarte Diez, 2016) suggest that the decision
of speaking the Beirut koine —whenever this implies a shift in the variety— is ultimately linked to a matter of identity.
Collective identities are experienced at a personal level since it is the individual who lives them and confers them a
certain meaning in his specific social and cultural setting (Suleiman, 2003). When Lebanese speakers shift from their
regional variety to the Beirut koine they may feel they are inevitably moving from one of their collective identities —
represented by their hometown or region of origin— to another —represented by Beirut and their life in the city. While
some speakers may consider shifting varieties a betrayal to their origins, for others it is a natural process to which they
ascribe positive connotations (e.g. flexibility, adaptability). The speakers’ attitudes towards this shift and towards the
variety itself will depend on the extent to which their perception of themselves acknowledges the collective identity
represented by the Beirut koine as a part of their own individual identity, or considers it a threat to their ‘original’

collective identity.
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the speakers recorded in the corpus—illustrated in Figure 3— and the acceptability test carried out

in the exploratory phase revealed that Cls occur in different geographical locations and by speakers

of a diversity of profiles. This consistency led us to N -
ou;uvut “;\j
presume that the use of CIs may not be necessarily QM“/ )
, oy Mass
. . . . g . Th,Qh -~ o
limited to any specific regional variety within Ag_gw o il J
Lebanon. Qo S
? >
. . Bygos 9 De\;ﬂﬁamar e /f
At a broader scale, the literature review on Cls 7 - S
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of great variation among varieties of spoken Arabic 0’ Q0 M‘”efmj/?/ —
(Brustad, 2000). Moreover, given that my main .. 0 V-1 e
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concern was analyzing the functional nature of CIs, = = j ALy
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and not its distribution in regional subvarieties, - ' A e
) ) Figure 3: Origins of corpus speakers
setting excessively restrictive criteria concerning

the origin of speakers seemed both a useless and a counterproductive effort.

2.4.8. Limitations of this study

The quantity and sociolinguistic range of the data presented are arguably one of the main
limitations of this study as far as the data collection is concerned. A wide, well-studied range of
social backgrounds of speakers had to be sacrificed in order to be able to attain a body of data that
could reflect a realistic diversity of communicative and pragmatic contexts. Also, the lack of audio
recordings made it impossible to draw any conclusive information about any phonetic or prosodic

features of ClIs in LA.

Moreover, the mere choice of a qualitative methodology over a quantitative one may imply to
some an increased research bias, and consequently, an increased subjectivity in both the collection
and the analysis of the data. In this respect, I agree with those who believe that the researcher’s
subjectivity may, at times, facilitate understanding the world of others (Kawulich, 2005, from

Ratner, 2002). Given that speakers inevitably perceive and produce language from an originally
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subjective and egocentric stance, I regard a higher degree of subjectivity as a necessary sacrifice
resulting from the researcher’s attempt to replicate native speakers’ processes of assimilation and
actual use of language. Nevertheless, I believe the acceptance and awareness of the natural
subjectivity that comes with the very ‘role’ of being a speaker should not prevent the researcher
from understanding how her/his gender, sexuality, class, age, ethnicity, attitudes and beliefs may

affect her/his observations the interpretation of the data (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002).

Finally, this study includes different personal linguistic analyses whose validity cannot be
proved through outside “tests”. It is important to keep in mind, however, that there is no way to
independently verify or disprove pragmatic analyses, even more so when social and affective

complexities are involved.

2.5. Conclusions

The present study has been carried out according to a participant-observation methodology that
aimed to collect and analyze a wide-ranging linguistic corpus of CI occurrences in LA that is

representative of the actual use of this feature in its natural social and communicative environment.

Despite the impossibility for such a corpus to support conclusions about the quantitative
distribution of ClIs’ use among the community of LA speakers, I believe the quality of the collected
data—which springs from its pragmatic richness—makes the corpus a solid, reliable and suitable

instrument for an in-depth description of the communicative grammatical function of CIs in LA.

Limitations notwithstanding, I hope that the present study can provide a useful and solid basis
for future studies to build upon, both on the existing corpus and on the theoretical framework.
Most importantly, I hope that it has the ability to raise relevant, nuanced, and sophisticated
questions that may inspire future researchers to continue looking for improved ways to

comprehend better the multiple dimensions of human communication.
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CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A Multidimensional Model of Communication

“Speech acts are produced not in the solitary philosopher’s think-tank, but
in actual situations of use, by people having something “in mind.” Such a
production naturally presupposes a “producer” and a “consumer,” human
agents, whose intentions are relevant and indispensable to the correct
understanding and description of their utterances, quite contrary to the
constructed, non-use-oriented examples of most grammarians and

philosophers”
Mey (2001: 93-94)

3.1. Introduction

This chapter presents the ‘Multidimensional Model of Communication’ (MMC), a theoretical
construct that serves as the overarching theoretical framework of this study, for it integrates the
communicative, pragmatic, cognitive and social theoretical concepts necessary for the analysis

of the data that takes place in subsequent chapters.

Therefore, this chapter aims to establish a common language that ensures a shared
understanding of the theoretical terms used in the analysis as well as of the concepts behind them,

through which, this study will subsequently analyze CI instances such as the following:
[LA.10]!0m8 (s 48l s | ol ()
ntobh-e mami! hayd-e s-sikkine ba-t0ss ass!
watch.out-IMP-2FS mommy this-F.S DET-knife HAB-3FS.cut  cut.INF
‘Be careful, baby, this knife is really sharp’
At first sight, the previous utterance would surely allow us to draw many assumptions about
the formal functioning of this structure. Morphologically, it could be concluded that the CI entails

the coexistence of an infinitive cognate with the main verb of the sentence. Syntactically, it could

be deduced that said infinitive seems to appear after the verb and in sentence-final position.
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Semantically, it could be inferred that the repetition of the lexical root grants this construction

some kind of an emphatic value.

These and other formal facts would be helpful for us to draw a formal grammatical profile of
the structure as well as to identify any other occurrence of it. However, these conclusions do not
account for the motives that led the speaker to choose this particular linguistic option over all other
available possibilities, including a null option. For us to try to grasp the motivations behind the
speaker’s choice, we would need to stop conceiving of this utterance as an isolated happening, and
consider it as one of the hundred of thousands of pieces that together constitute the intricate
mechanism of the cognate infinitive construction. Consequently, the first —and probably most
important— step is understanding how this mechanism functions and recognize the

communicative and social context within which it occurred.

The specific goal of understanding the CI in all its communicative complexity led me to try to
understand the pragmatics of human communication in general. I argue in this dissertation that the
various dimensions of the CI in LA can only be fully understood and analyzed through the lens of
a holistic and integrative theoretical framework, such as the Multidimensional Model of

Communication (MMC), that I present in the present chapter.

This framework has been adapted from current linguistic, psychological and cognitive theories
that may be tentatively grouped in two main approaches— the Functional-Pragmatic approach and

the Socio-Cognitive approach.

In the Functional-Pragmatic approach, the main condition for communication to be successful
is for the speaker’s intentions to be recognized by the hearer through pragmatic inferences. This
means that the speaker’s a priori intention —based on his/her understanding of the common
ground— lies at the core of communication. Pragmatics is mainly concerned with the way the
hearer catches and interprets these inferences in order to determine the complete meaning of the
speaker’s utterances. Therefore, this approach regards communication as a collaborative act during
which the interlocutors mutually recognize their intentions and goals and agree on the rules to

formulate them, which guarantees cooperation and comprehension (Clark, 1996; Grice, 1975)

The Socio-Cognitive approach, on the other hand, casts doubts on both the relevance of a priori
intentions in the communicative process and on the exclusively collaborative nature of

communication. The socio-cultural interactional approach, for instance, considers that intentions
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are mainly post factum constructs that can emerge and be reached only through and during
communication (Haugh, 2008). As for cognitive theories, they report that speakers commonly
adopt ‘egocentric’ communicative attitudes, meaning that they tend to rely more on their own
knowledge than on mutual knowledge and often regard their conversational experience as more

important than any of the maxims ruling discourse (Giora, 1997; 2003).

The theoretical framework presented in this section draws on both of these approaches, each
of which has been equally indispensable in the formation of the theoretical framework proposed
here. On the one hand, the Functional-Pragmatic approach has helped set the conceptual
boundaries for quite hazy grammatical and informational notions such as ‘common ground’ and
‘focus’. On the other hand, the Socio-Cognitive approach has provided a deeper, more complex
understanding concept of common ground by claiming its emergent properties, which, at the same

time, bring to the fore the relevance of attentional traits in a general theory of communication.

The following sections provide the reader with my understanding of several linguistic notions
as they will be used in this study in order to avoid any potential confusion on the definitions of
these widely-discussed concepts. This theoretical framework aspires to contribute a new
perspective to the discussion, that is, another stone on the path leading to a more holistic and
accurate understanding of human communication. Needless to say, this stone could not have been
placed had the path not been already solidly paved by the numerous works that have contributed

to the development of these pivotal communicative principles.

3.1.1. The Functional-Pragmatic Approach and Information Structure

Grice (1975) argued that speakers design their utterances to meet the demands of successful
communication. There are a set of conditions regarding conversation—irrespective of its subject
matter— on which the interlocutors have to reach a mutual agreement in order to guarantee the

utterances’ successful comprehension.

The pragmatic communicative approach establishes that speakers package!!” the concrete

pieces of information they wish to communicate in diverse linguistic forms, adapting them to the

117 Chafe (1976) was the first scholar to use the term packaging to refer to information structure, restricting his

definition to the aspects that relate to the temporary state of mind of the hearer/addressee.

62



circumstances of the communicative environment. These pragmatic circumstances, along with the
cognitive and mental state of both speaker and hearer, play a determining role in the formal

structuring of sentences (Lambrecht, 1994: 3).

Contrary to other parts of grammar, Information Structure (IS) !'® is not primarily concerned
with the actual meaning of words or sentences and its interpretations, but rather with the precise
way speakers ‘package’ their information and with the reasons why they do so. Therefore, it is
intimately related to the most basic communicative aspects of language as it focuses on the
correlation between linguistic form and the communicative urgencies of all the participants who
are involved in communication. In simpler words, the study of IS helps explain why people say
things in different ways. Understanding the motivations behind the speaker’s communicative

choices are particularly important in studying an optional syntactic structure such as the CI.

Taking, for instance, Dik’s example (1997: 309), one proposition (a) with one only semantic
meaning such as ‘The duckling was killed by this farmer’ could lead to several alternatives where

prosody and word order could vary (being the stress in intonation marked by the capital letters):

[la] The DUCKIing was killed by this farmer
[Ib]  The duckling was KILLED by this farmer
[Ic]  The duckling was killed by THIS farmer
[Id] The duckling was killed by this FARmer
[le] By this farmer the duckling was killed

However, it would be unfair to classify these options as mere alternatives, for, each of them
has a different focus—if it is true that they share the same meaning, not all of them would be
pragmatically felicitous in depending which communicative environment. For instance, [1a] would
be an appropriate answer to the question ‘What was killed by this farmer?’ but yet an infelicitous

one to the question ‘Who killed the duckling?’

Therefore, it is not surprising that the notion of information structure is a universal linguistic

phenomenon. However, mechanisms regulating discourse pragmatics are known to vary greatly

18]S is also referred to as discourse pragmatics; for a detailed description, see Lambrecht (1994: 4).
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between languages (Krifka & Musan, 2012: 5).!'" In this dissertation I argue that the Cognate
Infinitive is one of the tools that regulates discourse pragmatics in Lebanese Arabic!?—more

concretely, I will argue that Cls in LA are tools for focus marking (see section 4.2.3).

In a broader communicative sense, functional-pragmatic approaches understand
communication as the expression and recognition of intentions (Grice, 1957; 1969).!?! Clark
(1996) developed this into a more dialectical analysis of communication by expanding the notion
of utterance (message) into an interactionally developed notion of ‘contribution’. According to the
Contribution Theory (Clark & Brennan, 1991; Clark, 1996), interlocutors construct Common
Ground (CG) in order to reach understanding. Participants ‘contribute’ to the process of updating
their CG in an organized sequence that Clark refers to as ‘grounding’. The communicative
sequence has two phases, the presentation phase and the acceptance phase, meaning that
interlocutors, after uttering a proposition, look for negative or positive evidence of understanding
from the hearer. These two notions have been very helpful to the development of the framework
proposed in the present work, specifically in the development of the concept of intention and its

different levels (see section 3.2.2.1).

To sum up, most pragmatic theories conceive communication as a mainly cooperative act, and
they tend to overlook the importance of what is actually happening during communication.
Nevertheless, the ‘dialectical turn’ of Clark moved in the direction of socio-cognitive approaches,

to which we will now turn.

3.1.2.  The Socio-Cognitive Approach and the Dynamic Model of Meaning

119 The wide variation of the nature of these mechanisms across languages makes us question the validity of the
nomenclature of ‘information structure’ and the tightly related idea of ‘packaging’, for these two terms seem to refer
exclusively to the modification of word order— which happens to be one of the main tools for the regulation of
discourse pragmatics in Western languages.

120 Chapter 4 of this study introduces the main informational mechanisms in Lebanese Arabic and elaborates on
the informational specificities of the CI in LA.

121 These ‘contextualist” approaches stand in opposition to theories that follow the ‘literalist” current, which claim
that fully propositional semantic content can, in fact, exist in isolation from contextualization. One of these theories,
namely the theory of Semantic Minimalism (Cappelen and Lepore, 2008) actually holds that the semantic decoded
content of an utterance represents the interlocutor’s only tool to avoid confusion and misunderstandings in

communication.
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According to the cognitive approach, the pillars of human communication are the meaning
construction system and the meaning prompting system. While the first one is considered to be
ever-evolving, dynamic and flexible, the second one (the linguistic system) is regular and relatively
stable. In other words, meaning is regarded as a fluid, on-the-spot phenomenon and the human
mind as a pattern recognizer. If linguistic expressions ‘contain’ meanings, it is because they encode
the context of their prior uses, this is, of previous experiences and encounters (Kecskes, 2008:
386). Each interlocutor —whether (s)he is a speaker or a hearer— builds a database of her/his own
linguistic experiences and uses it as a tool for communication. Conversation is basically the
encounter of those databases, which inevitably starts with the speaker’s intention, that is, his/her

aim to maximize his/her database to impose his/her agenda on the hearer’s.

Following this logic, several cognitive theories contradict traditional pragmatic theories on
cooperation and common ground, arguing that speakers and hearers commonly violate their shared
knowledge and goals and adopt ‘egocentric’ behaviors, especially at the initial stages of
communication, often relying on their own individual knowledge and underestimating the
vagueness and ambiguity of their utterances (Keysar & Henly, 2002; Barr & Keysar, 2005). In the
view of these theories, communication is not an ideal transfer of information, but rather a trial-
and-error process that the participants co-construct dynamically throughout conversation. As we
will see through this chapter and in Chapter 4, the notion of egocentrism will be essential in
understanding Cls, for it is the theoretical raison d’étre of the speaker’s individual assumptions

and expectations in communication.

The Dynamic Model of Meaning (DMM), presented by Kecskes (2008), represents an attempt
to integrate both the pragmatic and the cognitive approaches into a comprehensive framework that
focuses on understanding the role of context in the process of meaning construction. For the DMM,
meaning is “the result of interplay between the speaker’s private context and the hearer’s private
context in the actual situational context as understood by the interlocutors” (Kecskes, 2008: 390).
Kecskes’ integrative effort is evident in his understanding of context as a dual notion that includes
both prior and present experiences with the world. Meaning is constructed thanks to the interplay
of both the encoded private knowledge context of the interlocutors and the emergent situational

context of the communicative act (Keskces, 2008).
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Deeply influenced by cognitive theories, the DMM takes meaning as a starting point and
attempts to explain the patterns that regulate it both at the level of word meaning and at the level
of context meaning, building a holistic and comprehensive model for communication. These
concepts contributed greatly to the formation of the Multidimensional Model of Communication
(MMCO), the theoretical foundation upon which the present study is built, and that is presented in

the following section.

3.2. The Multidimensional Model of Communication (MMC)

I call the theoretical framework I developed to analyze the Cognate Infinitive in Lebanese
Arabic the Multidimensional Model of Communication (MMC). This model arises from my

attempt to integrate key concepts from both pragmatic and cognitive approaches.

In a nutshell, the MMC proposes that all communicative experiences are made of two essential
substances that, together, form all communicative matter that can be perceived and transmitted:
information and affect. This essential communicative matter is captured, contained, processed,
stored and transformed by three main elements that interact and affect each other: the
communicative environment, communicative agents, and communicative strategies and tools.
Each of these elements has a multidimensional nature formed by interconnected and
interdependent emergent and core dimensions.!?? While the core dimension will comprise the
previously stored communicative experiences of the interlocutor (and everything that may be
created out of them), the emergent dimension is concerned with the actual current communicative
experience that the interlocutor is immersed in (as well as with the data that emerges from it). Last
but not least, all communicative processes are motivated, fed and changed by two complementary
and opposing forces: collaboration and egocentrism, which are, in the end, a reflection of the

individual and communal dual nature of all human beings.

122 The differentiation between core/a priori and emergent dimensions that inspired the MMC starts in Kecskes’
Dynamic Model of Meaning (2008) to be later adopted by Kecskes and Zhang (2009) in their work: Activating, seeking
and creating common ground, where they establish a differentiation between ‘emergent common ground’ from ‘core
common ground’ that aims to eliminate the conflict between pragmatic and cognitive accounts around the notion of

CaG.
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In a more linear pragmatic way, we could say that the MMC perceives that the communicative
environment shapes and influences the nature of the dynamics of the communicative agents,
which, based on the last two elements, and influenced by the egocentric-cooperative forces of
human communication, are responsible for determining the communicative strategies and tools
they will choose to establish and carry out a specific communicative act; that is, to finally translate

their communicative experience into language.

3.2.1. The Communicative Environment

The communicative environment is a broad theoretical notion that refers to the
multidimensional space— physical, epistemic, cognitive and affective— in which, and based on
which, communication takes place. It encompasses both the perceptual knowledge about the world
that interlocutors have gathered from their individual experiences, and the more immediate and

physical and social circumstances where the communicative act occurs.!??

In this sense, the communicative environment has two dimensions: a core and an emergent
one. While the core dimension includes the a priori experiential— informational, affective,
social— load that each interlocutor carries before the communicative act, the emergent dimension
refers to the actual situational environment where communication occurs, as well as the

multidimensional data that emerges from it.

If we were to conceive communication as a game, the communicative environment would be
the playground (i.e., the necessary space for the whole game to be put into play, and not merely
the designated areas where the match takes place). Just as the shape, the size, or the elements
available in the playing field will determine somehow the ‘quality’ of the game, the nature of the
communicative environment will be decisive for both the development and the results of the

communicative act.

In the example provided at the beginning of this chapter [LA.10], the communicative

environment would tell us the utterance was produced by mother (S) and directed to her daughter

123 My notion of ‘communicative environment’ is influenced by that of socio-cultural background in Kecskes and
Zhang’s (2009: 334) definition of communication: “the result of interplay of intention and attention on a socio-cultural

background [...] motivated by socio-cognitive factors”.
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(H) in the kitchen of their house, right after H picks up a knife. In this case, the relation between
S and H reveals the existence of certain levels of intimacy and an emotional strain that will

definitely affect the communicative outcome.

In the following sections, some of the linguistic elements of the communicative environment

will be analyzed at three different levels: word meaning, context and common ground.'?*

3.2.1.1. Word Meaning

Words constitute the minimal lexical units where the phonological, syntactic, lexical and
conceptual structures meet in the memory of the interlocutors. This is probably one of the
arguments that led Kecskes (2008) to take the meaning value of words as a starting point for the
development of his Dynamic Model of Meaning (DMM). In this section, I rely on his model of
word meaning that distinguishes two dimensions within the meaning value of words: coresense

and consense.

3.2.1.1.1. Coresense

Coresense is the abstracted form of a word prior to the actual contextual occurrences of
it. It can be considered a summary of the most common, regular and typical uses of a specific
word. Speakers form the coresense of a word through a process of generalization based on
the conceptual features that a certain word has had in the most common contexts where it
has been used —throughout the speaker’s previous interactions. The coresense is, therefore,
the meaning that is usually shared by the members of a linguistic community and
consequently, it changes slowly and only diachronically. The verb Zass (O<8) (to cut), that
appeared before in [LA.10] is a fine example of a verb whose coresense (whose meanings

and contexts) is remarkably similar across space and time in Arabic speaking communities.

However, the coresense of a word can vary dramatically between individuals belonging
to different linguistic communities. A good example is the Arabic word mara, which in LA
means ‘woman’ or ‘wife.” In Egypt, however, while it refers to a human female, its use is

perceived as insulting, with lower-class implications.

124 Kecskes’ (2008) Dynamic Model of Meaning (DMM) inspired this division.
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3.2.1.1.2. Consense (context + sense)

In contrast to the coresense, which represents the most ‘stable’ dimension of meaning, the
consense represents the possible variants, that is, the contextual meaning values of a word that

vary according to actual situational contexts.

While the coresense changes slowly and diachronically, the consense’s change is
synchronic, for it may vary with every single use of the given expression in diverse actual
situational contexts. We may take as an instance the verb ysi/ (originally ‘take out’ ‘put away’)
in LA, which has acquired new meanings in the last decade, especially among the urban young

speakers of Beirut.

2] SI: % 8 adle 7558 Y
badd-kon n-rith Sa-l-bahor bukra,
want-you.PL 1PL -go to-the-sea tomorrow

‘Do you guys want to go to the beach tomorrow?’

S2: iy Ul ey
eh! Zana  b-sil
yes 1 HAB-to.be.in.1SG

Yes! I'm in/ I’'m game!’

In this example, Jwi ysil is not taken in its more common or frequent sense —which
would correspond to its coresense (to take away, to remove)— but rather in the meaning of

‘being in’ or ‘being game,” which is more appropriate for the emergent context.

The distinction between coresense and consense does not mean that these two notions are
not somehow interdependent, for repeated and systematic changes in consenses will eventually

affect the coresense of any given word.!?*

This distinction is, however, useful to understand the semantic dimension of the CI’s

function in LA: signaling the semantically salient meaning of the CH it accompanies. As

125 [n Kecskes’ words: “Linguistic signs encoding prior contexts are not mere indicators of pre-existing knowledge
but resources that speakers can draw on and shape to their social and interactional needs. At the same time every use

of a lexical unit contributes, to some extent, to its ever-changing content” (Kecskes, 2008: 388).

69



sections 5.3.1, 5.3.2,5.3.3 show, this salient meaning may be the coresense or a consense of
the verbal lexeme depending on the positioning of the CI utterance and its speaker within the

CI’s grammatical communicative model.

3.2.1.2. Context

The communicative context is, essentially, the individual and personal communicative
environments of each of the different interlocutors involved in communication. A distinction
between communicative environment and communicative context is necessary in order to
accommodate the egocentric nature of communication, for even when immersed in the same
communicative act, interlocutors may present differences in their perspective and perception of
the communicative environment (emergent dimension), as well as in the multidimensional
‘conclusions’ that they draw from communication and then store individually for future

interactions (a priori/core dimension).!2

Building on these ideas, and on the bi-dimensionality of word meaning, it seems logical to
argue that a bi-dimensional understanding of the nature of context is necessary in order to
understand the process behind the construction of meaning. While ‘a priori’ individual contexts
are essential for the formation of the coresense, emergent situational contexts are indispensable for
the formation of the consense. With these considerations in mind, the DDM proposes the notions

of core context and emergent context.

3.2.1.2.1. Core context

The core context is created out of the speaker’s previous experiences. These contextual
features are encoded in lexical items in the mind of speakers within a speech community. It
is important to highlight that core contexts not only include core ‘public’ knowledge—which,

like coresense, is tied to prior experience and has been somehow conventionalized— but also

126 The autonomous nature of the speaker’s and hearer’s contexts— derived from their differences in perspective

and perception— makes us question Kecskes’ terminological choice within his DMM framework (2008), which

separates between private/individual contexts and actual situational contexts.
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an individual-specific understanding of the socio-cultural context that is proper to every

speaker.

For this reason, when two interlocutors attempt to communicate, they are basically
starting a negotiation between both their core contexts. Even if the lexical units they use are
the same, that does not guarantee that each interlocutor’s private context will give identical
interpretations to all of them; when they do not, misunderstandings occur, given that the
speaker’s interpretation will be based on his prior experiences, both public and private, and

so will be the hearer’s.

3.2.1.2.2. Emergent context

The emergent context is, theoretically, the actual situational knowledge—formal,
epistemic, physical, affective and social— available to the interlocutors at the moment of
communication, on whose basis the consense of lexical units can be determined. In a
successful communicative scenario, the emergent context provides the hearer with the
necessary information to interpret and correctly decode what the speaker means in a specific

communicative instance.

However, the fact that emergent contexts arise during the encounter of speaker and hearer
during the communicative act does not make them exclusively ‘common’ or ‘public.” As
some mentalist approaches argue!?’, what is actually perceived and considered to be part of
the emergent context might differ between interlocutors. In other words, hearer and speaker
might privately disagree about what information is considered salient (and therefore kept in
mind) in the emergent context, and this may lead to miscommunication. This suggests that

emergent contexts, just like core contexts, are private in essence.!?®

The relationship between the formation of meaning and context should be regarded as a
dynamic, reciprocal one. Speakers adapt their utterances at the semantic, lexical and syntactic

levels to a specific communicative environment. Just like coresense and consense relate, core

127 See e.g. Bach (2006).

128 For, as we previously mentioned, both speaker and hearer have their own experience, perception and
interpretation of these two dimensions. These considerations provide further evidence for the partially egocentric

nature of communication.
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contexts, shaped by prior experiences and encoded in language both condition and are

conditioned by emergent contexts.

3.2.1.3. Common Ground

Common Ground is a theoretical notion that has been used by many scholars to refer to the
notion of mutually shared information within a communicative situation (see e.g. Stalnaker, 1978;
2002; Abbott, 2008; Kecskes & Zhang, 2009).'?° In the present section I propose a definition of
Common Ground (CG) that, similar to the one suggested by Kecskes and Zhang (2009),!3°
attempts to eliminate the apparent conflict between the pragmatic!3! and cognitive!'*? accounts of
this notion —i.e., between an idealized cooperative view of CG and its exclusively egocentric
counterpart—by integrating the core and the emergent definitions of CG as different dimensions

of the same construct.

On that account, I define CG as the informational, epistemic, formal (linguistic), affective and
social mutually recognized shared space where both the core and emergent communicative
contexts of the individual interlocutors meet. If we were to continue the metaphor that envisions

communication as a game— the communicative environment being the playground, as we

129 The notion of Common Ground was first introduced by Stalnaker (1978; 2002) who built on a previous series
of related notions such as common knowledge (Lewis, 1969), or mutual knowledge (Schiffer, 1972). Common Ground
(CG) can be broadly defined as “the mutually recognized shared information in a situation in which an act of trying
to communicate takes place” (Stalnaker, 2002: 704).

130 K ecskes and Zhang define CG as a cooperatively constructed mental abstraction assumed by participants that
“derives from both the interlocutors’ information gained from prior communicative experience and current
communicative experience” (Kecskes & Zhang, 2009: 346). I have preferred to suggest a modified definition since it
seems to me that the different accounts and descriptions of their DMM do not determine clearly the notional
boundaries of ‘context’ and ‘common ground’ and the nature of their relationship.

131 Following the cooperation principle, most pragmatic theories have traditionally envisioned an idealized notion
of CG, defining it as the shared mental state of interlocutors that exists prior to communication and facilitates the
comprehension of the interlocutors’ intentions (Stalnaker 1978; Clark and Brennan 1991; Clark 1996).

132 The empirical cognitive research that argues the theory of cooperation by reporting the relevance of egocentric

communicative behaviors also claims that CG is essentially a dynamic construct that is mutually built by interlocutors

throughout the communicative process, and not prior to it (Kecskes, 2003; 2008; Giora 1997; 2003).
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established— CG would be represented only by the designated areas of the playground where the

players of both teams meet and interact during the match.

Of course, this ‘encounter’ happens at the two levels of word meaning and context. The place
where the interlocutors’ core contexts meet is therefore also the place where the coresenses,
extracted from the core context, converge (i.e. the core common ground). In the same way, the
space where the emergent contexts of the interlocutors convene is also where the words’ consenses,

extracted from the emergent context, meet (i.e. the emergent common ground).

Figure 4 illustrates CG as envisioned by the MMC, i.e. as the result of the encounter of the
(private) core and emergent contexts of the speaker and the hearer in a certain communicative

situation to create.

EMERGENT CONTEXT
< Consense
COMMON

S GROUND H

L= =7 CoreCG T ~. i

CORE CONTEXT CORE CONTEXT
\ Coresense guon sense, |, Sulihialoees,. » ormal ocg Coresense /

mergent

Shared sense

EMERGENT CONTm
Consense /

Current sense

Figure 4: Common Ground and communicative environment in the Multidimensional Model of Communication

Even though the concept of CG may seem at first a rather stable and rigid notion, the truth is
that in every communicative situation, the communicative agents (speaker and hearer) negotiate
the content of the common ground, updating it with every single utterance, with every instance of

body language, in response to every detail they perceive from the communicative environment.

Given the egocentric nature of communication, the speaker and the hearer’s perception of the

communicative environment is an originally interdependent process whose results may differ
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greatly. These asymmetries in perception explain the generation of assumptions, which, as I will

subsequently argue, play an important role in shaping the speaker’s contributions to the CG. !3?

Whether or not through conscious action, interlocutors are greatly aware of the importance of
the contributions to the CG, and, most of the times, they will, linguistically speaking, ‘go the extra
mile’ in order to provide relevant updates to the CG, as well as to clarify their acceptance or refusal

to their interlocutors’ updates. This study will refer to this process as updating the CG. 134

It was noted in passing above that the MMC distinguishes between two dimensions of the CG,
the core Common Ground, and the emergent Common Ground; these are explained in the

following sections.

First, however, it is essential to bear in mind that, in every conversation, interlocutors
spontaneously attempt to fit their utterances to a situation or context that their language inevitably
helped to create in the first place. Just as the previously mentioned dimensions of meaning
(coresense and consense) and context (core and emergent) interact and feed into each other, the
two dimensions of CG are, as we can see in Figure 4, two sides of the same space, and so, closely

interconnected.

3.2.1.3.1. Core Common Ground

Core Common Ground (CCG) derives from the interlocutors’ shared knowledge of their
prior experience, whether common, cultural, or linguistic knowledge. Consequently, it can be

said that CCG is relatively ‘static” and does not change dramatically during communication.!

3.2.1.3.2. Emergent Common Ground

The Emergent Common Ground (ECG) represents the most private and dynamic dimension
of CG, as it depends greatly on the immediate communicative context. Unlike CCG, ECG
changes synchronically, for it comprises the part of knowledge that arises as shared in a

particular situational context. ECG mainly derives “from the interlocutors’ knowledge of prior

133 Qee section 3.2.1.4.

134 Clark & Brennan (1991) refer to this process as grounding.

135 However, it is necessary to bear in mind two considerations: CCG may change diachronically— even if at a
very slow pace—, and it may differ widely from one individual to another— especially if they come from two different

geographical or cultural realities (Kecskes & Zhang, 2009: 347).
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and/or current experience that is pertinent to the current situation” (Kecskes & Zhang, 2009:
348). Therefore, ECG includes the emergent perception of the current communicative
situation,!*¢ including all the particular knowledge about the experiences that are considered
common to the interlocutors during the communicative exchange (but not necessarily to their

community)!37.

Not only S and H may assimilate the situational context available to them according to
their own perception, but they may also retain different moments and segments of one single
event. For this reason, it is imperative to remember that emergent common ground is

normally highly assumptive, and therefore it may sometimes need to be co-constructed.!8

The following section will shed light on assumptions as necessary components of the

communicative act.

3.2.1.4. Assumptions

Assumptions are necessary components of the communicative act as well. The speaker aspires
to confirm, insinuate or induce her/his assumptions in the hearer’s mind. Therefore, in the
framework of the MMC, assumptions are not part of the speaker’s intention, but rather, an
important factor affecting the process of shaping and reshaping these intentions. In this model, the
individual’s creation of assumptions is an involuntary, mainly egocentric and affectively charged
process. Every speaker perceives the landscape of communication through his/her own lens

through the filter of his/her subjectivity.

The broad notion of assumption does not seem to have been tackled by linguistic theories in
all its complexity. As far as [ am aware, the existent literature focuses on defining the nature and

implications of the similar (though not equivalent) notion of ‘pragmatic presupposition.!

136 Kecskes and Zhang (2009) refer to this notion as current sense.

137 Kecskes and Zhang (2009) refer to this notion as shared sense.

138 For an example of a communicative instance showing differences between interlocutors in their perception of
the emergent common ground see example [4] in section 3.2.2.2.

139 Stalnaker (1978: 321) defines pragmatic presupposition as “what is taken by the speaker to be the COMMON
GROUND of the participants in the conversation, what is treated as their COMMON KNOWLEDGE or MUTUAL
KNOWLEDGE’’ (Stalnaker, 1978: 321). For Prince, the notion of pragmatic presupposition even merges with the

concept of givenness which can be defined as “the sense of shared knowledge” In her view, presuppositions occur
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Lambrecht describes it as: “The set of propositions lexicogrammatically evoked in a sentence
which the speaker assumes the hearer already knows or is ready to take for granted at the time the
sentence is uttered” (Lambrecht, 1994: 52; my emphasis). In other words, pragmatic
presupposition is usually defined as what S assumes to be accepted by H; i.e., what S assumes to

be part of the CG.

One of the main differences between assumption and pragmatic presupposition is that the
definition of the latter seems to be well grounded in pragmatic-functional theories that perceive of
communication as a collaborative process, and are therefore concerned with what H knows and
how it will help him/her determine the meaning of S’s utterance. Assumptions, on the other hand,
are envisioned within the MMC as the result of an egocentric perception process, which is
influenced by the emotional state of the speaker; assumptions are therefore related to what S
believes and/or feels (s)he knows, independent of H’s knowledge. Moreover, the range of
assumptions is not limited to the propositions that might have been ‘lexicogrammatically evoked’
in an utterance, but rather, they may include any information that the speaker believes and/or feels

true and that is relevant to a specific communicative encounter at the time of the utterance.

One of the most common assumptions that tends to be generated during communication is the
existence of informational and affective gaps. S assumes that there is an informative gap when
(s)he assumes that H is lacking relevant information about one or several elements of the
communicative situation. However, oftentimes, even when the informational side of the utterance
has been satisfied, S may assume an affective gap if (s)he feels that his/her emotional

involvement—along with the feelings that created it— is not being acknowledged by H.

when “the speaker assumes that the hearer 'knows', assumes, or can infer a particular thing (but is not necessarily
thinking about it)” (Prince, 1981:230). Stalnaker (2002; 2008) further argues that if an utterance activates a certain
presupposition which cannot be considered ‘shared information’ by both interlocutors, miscommunication will occur
and communication will have to be repaired and reestablished. This miscommunication is usually referred to as
presupposition failure. According to Domaneschi et al., “presupposition failure is said to happen when a speaker utters
a sentence p containing a presupposition trigger that activates a presupposition ¢, and g does not belong to the common
ground. If this failure occurs, speakers are supposed to repair the failure to make sense of the utterance’s felicity”

(Domaneschi et al., 2014: 136).
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The assumption of informational and affective gaps is often crucial to make the speaker feel
the need to intervene in a communicative instance. For this reason, I will return to these concepts

in chapter 5 along with the concept of speaker’s agency.

We may summarize that assumptions are (1) a result of our personal and naturally subjective
perception of the communicative environment and (2) tend to generate or be generated by affective
factors. Thus, assumptions may be as varied and numerous as feelings are, for this reason, an
assumption rarely comes alone, but rather it coexists with other assumptions that originate in
different layers of both the emergent and the core context of the speaker. Contextualized utterances
reveal the affective aspects of the speaker’s status that contributed to the formation of her/his

assumptions.

It is true that having knowledge of the speakers’ assumptions will still never be enough to
predict their actual utterances. However, it is also certain that the more knowledge we have about
both the utterance and the nature of the assumptions, the closer we can get to determining the
complexity of the intention lying behind S’s utterance. Of course, a deeper understanding of the
speakers’ intentions will, in turn, help us make sense of and identify the motivations of the

communicative agents (speaker and hearer) for their communicative choices.

3.2.2. Communicative Agents: Intention and Attention

The communicative agents S and H represent the original dual forces of communication:
active and passive, producing and receiving, and so forth, taking turns during the communicative
act. It is important to note that these roles carry inherent opposing dynamics: while the role of S is
defined by intention, the role of H is marked by attention.!*® Both of these dynamics are equally
important to the communicative act; however, due to the nature of my research questions, the
MMC has been designed to focus more on developing the speaker-intention side of the construct.
Nevertheless, I believe that, for a complete understanding of the functioning of Cis, it is necessary
to bring together both the speaker’s and the hearer’s perspectives. For this reason, my

communicative model follows that of Kecskes in conceiving communication as an “intention-

140 Communicative agents seem to be characterized by a certain duality and interdependence. The Speaker would
not exist without a Hearer and vice versa, just as intentions would have no reason to exist if it weren’t because there

is someone there with a sufficient degree of attention to receive them.
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directed practice” that, nonetheless, “also presents attention-oriented traits” (Kecskes & Zhang,

2009: 333).

In the following subsections we explore both intention and attention through their

communicative agents.

3.2.2.1. Speaker and Intention

The Speaker is the communicative agent that carries a communicative intention. Intentions are
an essential property of discourse, and they can be defined as the individual communicative
purposes of one or more of the participants involved in communication.'*! Intentions are, therefore,
the result of the speaker’s agency,'** for they describe an a priori mental construct where an
individual has a specific situation in mind that is not actualized, and (s)he actively prefers that this

situation be actualized in a particular way (Haugh, 2008: 45). 143

Quite often, traditional and old-fashioned view of intentions (many of which happen to be
based on studies that rely on decontextualized utterances) generally classify them as informative,
performative or emotive. However, the MMC holds that real intentions in natural communicative
instances move, just like their speakers, along an informational — affective continuum. They cannot
be purely the first nor the latter, for, as the next example shows, they are naturally both at the same

time.

[3]  S: ol e (J sd b
tob sii fi ba-ha-d-daftar as-sahre?
wellwhat  there.is in-this-the-notebook  the-magical

‘So, what is [written] in this magical notebook of yours?

H Dol e szl l) e s o o oo e

141 The individual nature of intention has also been challenged by the concept of we-intention(ality) proposed by
Searle & Willis (1983), this is, collaborative interactions in which participants share both a goal and a commitment.
However, this notion has been argued by other scholars to be overly ‘internalistic’ and too static to account for the
dynamicity of implicatures and, in general, of the communicative process as a whole.

142 The notion of speaker’s agency will be fundamental for my analysis of CIs in LA. See section 5.2.2.

143 Haugh’s notion of ‘pragmatic intention contributed to strengthen the link between the concepts of intention

and updating of the CG in the MMC.
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ma ST bas  fi NotesgN fan  al-Pabraz

NEG thing only there.is notes about the-horoscope
w-$an Zahlem-e
and-about dreams-my

‘Nothing, it’s only notes about horoscopes and dreams’
St el oy i L S5l ok
tab, OK. ma tfarsi-ne yeh
well OK  NEG  show.IPFV.you.F.S-me ACC-it.M.S
Zliza ma  badd-ik...
if NEG  want-you.F.S

‘Alright, don’t show it to me if you don’t want to...’

While S’s question seems to carry an exclusively informational intention, his subsequent
reproach to H’s answer, motivated by a certain set of assumptions (e.g. the notebook contains
secret information, H may not want to show him the notebook) reveals that the apparently
informative intention of his first utterance actually had quite a large affective aspect— S was

actually subtly complaining because he wanted H to share with him the content of the notebook.

In this dissertation, I will show that S’s positioning of his/her intentions in the informational—
affective continuum, regulated by his/her assumptions, constitutes an important factor in
determining the different strategies that S will implement at the two levels of intention formation
(see below section 3.2.2.1.2). Moreover, as the previous example illustrates, the intention that S

intends to communicate does not necessarily correspond to the intention that H perceives.

In the MMC, intentions are multidimensional and multileveled notions, which means that they
also follow, like the rest of elements in the model, the core-emergent and egocentric-cooperative

axes.

3.2.2.1.1. Core and emergent intentions

Recent approaches to communication in pragmatics have built onto the intention-based

4

account of communication that started with Grice!** and have predominantly regarded

144 After Grice’s pioneering work (1969), human communication started to be studied as a complex operation that

is achieved through the expression and recognition of intentions— rather than a mere encoding-decoding process. The
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intention as an a priori mental state of speakers. However, this view takes no heed of several
essential questions raised by the ambiguous nature of intentions, one of which is their
temporal ambiguities: it is difficult to determine at which exact point during an interaction
an intention is formed. Moreover, an initial (a priori) intention usually does not determine
the course of a conversation, which suggests that there is also an emergent dimension to
intentions that arises during the process of communication (Haugh, 2008: 49-50).!%°
Consequently, this communicative model acknowledges both the core and emergent

dimensions of intentions:

o Core Intentions have a private and pre-planned nature and represent the main
organizing forces in the communicative process. The core intention of a conversation
is the purpose(s) that S aims to attain from the conversation and, therefore, it is planned
before the beginning of the discourse —as it is the engine that motivates S to start
communication in the first place.

o Emergent Intentions are social and dynamically created by the interlocutors throughout
the course of conversation. Emergent intentions, unlike core intentions, are co-

constructed by participants during the communicative process.

In example [3], we could say that S’s core intention for the conversation was probably
‘finding out more information about H’s notebook’. However, the fact that S felt that the
underlying emotive and performative aspects of his intention were not recognized gave rise
to emergent intentions, such as ‘expressing hurt’ or ‘insinuating that there is something in

the notebook H does not want S to see.’

Core and emergent represent two dimensions of the same reality. Mirroring the dynamic
that exists between the core and emergent dimensions of the different levels of the

communicative environment, core and emergent intentions inevitably affect and

hearer does not only decode the communicated utterance but also recognizes the speaker’s intention and inferentially
constructs— based on both the context and the decoded content— the speaker-intended meaning. In the Gricean
tradition, those propositions that are purposefully conveyed by the speaker in utterances without being part of its
decoded meaning are referred to as implicatures.

145 Haugh’s work (2008) contributed to the shaping of my understanding of intentions as ‘pragmatic intentions’

with a marked emergent dimension.

80



continuously modify each other through the course of communication.!4¢

Identifying emergent intentions as an important factor in communication is crucial for
this study because, in our corpus, there are no examples in which S’s choice to use a CI
appears to be triggered by any specific core intention.!*” Rather, CIs appear to be greatly
motivated by the interlocutor’s emergent intentions, which spring from and during the act
of communication itself. This suggests that CIs are, in fact, dependent on the creation and

shift of emergent intentions rather than on core intentions.!#8

322.1.2. The What and How of Intentions

Other methodological questions arise from the ontological ambiguity of intentions. As
I previously mentioned, what the speaker implies is not always what the hearer actually
understands, thus, one must differentiate between the notion of the speaker’s intention and
the intention that the hearer attributes to the speaker’s utterance. Furthermore, as it was
pointed out previously, cognitive research has established that hearer’s inferences about
speaker’s intentions may, in fact, not play such a decisive role in communication, for
speakers tend to show typically egocentric communicative attitudes, adjusting to the
hearers’ perspective only when a previous miscommunication requires them to do so (Barr

& Keysar, 2005; Keysar, 2007).

Thus, it could be deduced that any hearer, in the process of inferring the speaker’s
intention, will necessarily make recourse to his/her own expectations about what may or
may not be assumed in a certain context— according to the particular common ground
established through the communicative situation. Therefore, the actual intention of an

utterance and its possible implicatures cannot be based solely on the speaker’s intentions

146 Not only do core intentions shape to a certain extent emergent intentions —for the latter are the small-scale

tools that contribute to the bigger purpose to be achieved— but also emergent intentions, given their spontaneous

nature born from the flow of conversation, may also affect and dynamically modify core intentions.

147 Unlike other linguistic tools such as the use of mudari{ in Arabic for lively past narratives.

148 This is one of the multiple reasons why the traditional sociolinguistic interview was not a fruitful CI data-

gathering method, for it simply provided the interviewee with a core intention (e.g. ‘talk to me about what you did

yesterday’) but lacked the interactional aspect of ‘real-life’ communication that gives rise to emergent intentions and

triggers the use of the CI in LA. For more details see 2.4.2.
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or on the hearer’s assumed understanding (and acceptance) of the speaker’s intentions,
but on a combination of these two.'*” This argument accounts for the necessity of a
distinction between the different levels of the formation of intentions —presentation and

reception levels.!°

e At the presentation level: S attempts to update the CG. S feels his/her contribution is
in order when S deems that the intention of his/her proposition is relevant. Although,
as we have seen, intentions may carry different aspects, at the level of presentation,
which is the level concerned with the what, the speaker tries to fulfil his/her

communicative priority, which can range from referential to affective.!>!

e At the reception level: S evaluates the attention of H at the moment of the utterance in
his/her quest to find a receptive environment for the uttered proposition. These
subjective estimations will be a decisive factor for S to choose what kind of
communicative stance!>? (s)he wants to adopt in order to manage H’s attention
successfully, i.e. in the way that best fits the communicative priority of his/her

intention. In other words, at the level of reception, which is the level concerned with

199 1 believe that intentions, like communication, have a double cooperative — egocentric nature. Although they
might seem to be inherently cooperative— given that, through them, the speaker searches for collaboration while
targeting the CG—, the main sources for the formation of speakers’ intentions are, in fact, their own assumptions on
the state of their hearers. For the sake of saving time and effort, speakers follow their own egocentric assumptions on
the attentional status of H as well as on the potential acceptance of their propositions in order to move on with
communication— only stopping and questioning them when/if miscommunication occurs.

150 Inspired by Clark’s phases of contribution (i.e. presentation and acceptance). In Clark’s Theory of Contribution
—that focused on the discourse level— these phases correspond to different utterances of a conversation.
Nevertheless, the present work, which focuses on contextualized utterances, conceives presentation and acceptance
as different levels that happen simultaneously, and thus, as processes devoid from any temporal or sequential
implication.

151 The Speaker’s Communicative Priority represents an important continuum within Speaker’s Agency in the
forthcoming grammatical analysis of the CI in LA. See section 5.2.2.1.

152 The Speaker’s Communicative Stance represents an important continuum within Speaker’s Agency in the

subsequent grammatical analysis of the CI in LA. See section 5.2.2.2.
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the how, S is worried about the proposition being salient to H’s attention.!> A key
factor in S’s linguistic choices lies in the interplay and integration of these two levels
(presentation and reception) at both the informational and the affective aspects of
intention, for the point where they meet represents the encounter of egocentric and

collaborative forces.

As we shall see in the analysis explained in the following chapters, knowing the
informational and affective aspects of S’s intention when uttering a specific proposition, will
help us to understand S’s ‘conditions’ on H’s attentional state, which will shed much on the

communicative motivations for S’s linguistic choices.

3.2.2.2. Hearer and Attention

H is the communicative agent to whom S’s utterance is directed, therefore, (s)he is the recipient
of the speaker’s message and intention. Just as intention is an attribute of S, attention is the

corresponding attribute of H.

Most traditional linguistic definitions of ‘attention’ limit this notion to the “cognitive resources
available to the interlocutor that make communication a conscious action” (Kecskes & Zhang,
2009: 342). However, the Oxford English Dictionary defines “attention” as “notice taken of
someone or something; the regarding of someone or something as interesting or important ¢ the
mental faculty of considering or taking notice of someone or something” (Oxford Dictionary of
English, 2010). Before referring to attention as a mental ability, the ODE cites the meaning of “the
regarding of someone or something as interesting or important.” This takes us back to what I

consider to be two essential characteristics about the notion of attention:

e Attention is subjective. Some entities may be worthy of interest for some people while
being completely uninteresting for others.!>* Just like beauty, attention is in the ‘eye’ of the

beholder.

153 As I subsequently explain, both attention and salience are multidimensional multilayered concepts, which
means that a speaker may try for a proposition to be salient at various levels. See section 3.2.2.2. to know more about
attention and section 3.2.3.1.2.2 for a definition of salience.

154 «“A certain symbol might be innocuous to one person, but might provoke strongly positive or negative reactions

in someone else” (Biggs et al., 2012: 538).
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e Attention is a multilayered concept. As human beings often have various interests, attention
has multiple levels. Therefore, attention may have different degrees of informational,
affective and social nuances. Moreover, attention may be all of the above at the same time,
yet in different degrees, depending on the interlocutor’s communicative environment and
intentions. In this study, the notion of attention will encompass all semantic, informational,

affective and social aspects of attention.

Even though any given H relies on an a priori core set of attentional resources (i.e. physical
and psychological attributes, knowledge based on prior experience, etc.), just like intention,
attention can also be emergent. Naturally, H’s degree and quality of attention will depend on the
emergent characteristics of the communicative environment at the moment of each utterance (i.e.
relation with the speaker, subject of the conversation, emergent situational context, etc.). At both
the cognitive-informational and the affective and pragmatic level, a combination of the
aforementioned core and emergent factors will determine which entities, knowledge and emotions

are more easily available and retrievable for H— that is, more salient!>® to H’s attention.

Due to the fact that salience is inevitably tied to the interlocutors’ private prior experiences,
what is salient for S might not be salient for H, and what is relevant for S might not be relevant for
H. It is precisely in these differences between what the interlocutors perceive as ‘salient’ that

miscommunication might occur.

[4] CONTEXT: In a movie, there is a scene of two lovers walking on the beach at sunset while a white
dog runs and plays around them. The scene lasts around 3 seconds and then the camera focuses on the

lovers. At this moment, S turns and asks H:
(S) Doesn’t it look exactly like May [a dog S used to have when he was young]?

(H) What? Who?

The miscommunication we can observe in this example lies in the very essence of salience.
For some seconds, S and H were exposed to the same emergent context. However, while S put his
attention on the dog in the scene, considering it a salient entity, H did not seem to notice it as a

relevant element (being focused on the lovers) and therefore, the difference between the degree of

135 For more information about salience see section 3.2.3.1.2.2.
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salience of the dog granted by S and H is such that communication is not possible, for H is not

able to find the ‘correct’ referent in the context.

3.2.2.2.1. Assumed attentional status

Once the interlocutors are immersed in conversation, it is technically impossible for S to assess
accurately and objectively H’s level of attention at the time of the utterance.!>® Hence, S needs to
generate his/her own evaluation of the attentional state of H in order to choose a communicative

strategy that will satisfy their intentions.!>’

This evaluation will rely on S’s perception of the
communicative situation and, consequently, also on the assumptions it generated. For this reason,

we will refer to this evaluation as assumed attentional status.!>®

According to my data, when S estimates that the H’s attentional status is not ‘primed’ to receive
his/her proposition (it may be misplaced, insufficient or nonexistent), S tends to make use of one
or more communicative strategies to manage H’s attentiveness. As I will explain in section
3.2.3.1.2, focus is one of these strategies, and the CI is one of the tools that LA speakers have at

their disposal to implement this strategy.

3.2.2.3. Collaboration and Egocentrism

While, as we have previously seen in section 3.1 most pragmatic theories conceive
communication as a mainly cooperative act, cognitive theories regard communication as a chaotic

process where the interlocutors’ communicative attitudes are egocentric by nature, in the sense

156 The only way to do so would involve speakers systematically inquiring hearers on their potential receptivity
to the coming proposition. Such a dynamic would make communication an extremely long and boring process, devoid
of any elements of surprise or spontaneity.

1571 refer here to the reception level of the intention formation process. See section 3.2.2.1.2.

158 For the purpose of this study, the notion of assumed attentional status will be even more relevant than the
hearer’s actual attentional status, given that it is precisely depending on the former, and not on the latter that speakers
will define the tools they will make use of in each utterance in their quest to achieve the degree and quality of attention
they deem adequate for their intentions. This process reminds us once more of the egocentric aspect of human

communication.
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that they rely on their private individual knowledge and their private contexts, each of which is

based on their prior experiences.

My theoretical framework follows cognitive approaches when conceiving communication as
a ‘clash’ between the interlocutors’ private communicative environments, while not denying,

nevertheless, that there is an intrinsic collaborative aspect to every communicative act.

In other words, I argue that the nature of communicative intentions is both collaborative and
egocentric. In wanting to establish— and later, modify and update— a CG between her/him and
H, S targets the common elements between them both, trying to reach out to build a common
project. Therefore, all communicative acts are, in part, inherently cooperative, given that S could
have always chosen simply not to communicate. It is the strategies that interlocutors use to fulfill
their individual egocentric purposes— that form part of the essential collaborative purpose— that
can be labelled as egocentric, for they are based in the interlocutors’ individual own knowledge

and assumptions (i.e. the interlocutors’ individual communicative contexts).

In the ‘game’ of communication, every participating interlocutor has an egocentric
independent purpose— normally, to score a communicative ‘goal.’ In fact, the existence of these
purposes is what gives sense to the very occurrence of the match. However, for the match to take
place, both teams have to agree to meet within a common space and to comply with a given set

of rules.

It is precisely because interlocutors are not oblivious either to the confrontational nature of
communication or to their collaborative shared intent, that they constantly make use of specific
communicative strategies and tools whose aim is either to repair, to put remedy or to minimize
the natural consequences of this communicative ‘clash’. Oftentimes, as a result of language’s
social function, interlocutors inevitably deal with these ‘clashes’ through the management of

social status — this is, by means of managing both their own faces and their interlocutors’.!>

The following chapters will illustrate that the CI in LA functions, precisely, as one of the
aforementioned communicative tools as they will provide the reader with a detailed explanation

on its specific function and impact on communication.

159 See section4.4 for an explanation on the relation between CI in LA and the notions of social status and face.
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3.2.3. The Communicative Strategies and Tools

Communicative agents are immersed in a communicative environment that shapes their
communicative dynamics. Naturally, speakers develop a series of communicative strategies that
will help them fulfill their multidimensional intentions —whose formation has been shaped by the
nature of both their and the hearer’s communicative contexts. In order to carry out these strategies,
they resort to the communicative tools available in a particular linguistic system. Therefore, while
Communicative Strategies are universal— common to human nature—, the Communicative Tools

available to speakers will differ depending on the linguistic system and on its user.

In other words, and back to our metaphor, in a communicative ‘match,” each team will choose
its tactics and strategies according to its main objectives, which in turn will depend on various
factors (e.g. what they know about the conditions of the playground, the other team, its physical
and mental state, etc.). Each team chooses a strategy and maneuvers that best serve its purpose and

fits its performance style.

As is the case with intentions, the informational and affective dimensions of strategies naturally
overlap. For example, if I intend to inform a friend about a surprising incident I have experienced,
my intention might be complex and have multiple aspects: it can be at the same time informative
(I want to tell a certain story) and affective (I want H to understand and feel himself the surprise I
experienced). Thus, I will probably require the use of several strategies: (1) I might want to keep
some information from H to create an atmosphere of suspense and reveal it gradually and in
strategic moments of the conversation; (2) I may purposely lead H into expecting a particular
ending; (3) I might choose to highlight the surprising turn of the affairs in order to recreate for H

the same feeling of surprise I experienced.

What is not a surprise is that human linguistic systems produce a plethora of communicative
tools that match the complexity of the communicative strategies they are made to realize.'®® The

following section will concentrate on the important communicative strategy of ‘focus.’

160 Communicative tools can range from lexical choice, to the length of the utterance, the use of pauses, intonation,

silences, body language, etc.

87



3.2.3.1. Focus and Topic

The notions of focus and topic both refer to communicative needs and linguistic tools used by
S to adapt his/her propositions to the state of H at the moment of the utterance. Scholars seem to
agree on the different informational considerations that give rise to the variation in linguistic
structures, namely (a) what the speaker is attending to, (b) what the speaker wants the addressee
to focus on, (c) what is assumed to be already known, (d) what is considered important and (e)

what is considered background information (Arnold et al., 2013: 403).1¢!

Two main approaches have been adopted by scholars in their studies on the structuring of
information in a sentence or proposition. The first one draws a clear distinction between ‘new’ and
‘given’ information, while the second, and most popular, highlights the distinction between ‘topic’
(the thing or entity we talk about) and ‘focus’ (the most important or salient parts of what we say
about the topic).!%? This dichotomist approach traditionally followed by both currents has left
researchers a myriad of conceptual pairs that have attempted to cover the broad notions of
givenness, newness, topicality and focality: topic and focus (the Prague School of linguistics),
mubtada? and xabar (Sibawayhi), musnad and musnad ?Pilayhi (Levin, 1981:150); psychological
subject and psychological predicate (Gabelentz, 1869: 378); theme and rheme (Ammann, 1928);
topic and comment (Hockett, 1958: 201), etc. However, despite the richness of all these
approaches, it seems that most of them have tended to overlook the importance of affective factors

as key motivators for variations in information packaging.

161 Bven with scholars having reached a consensus on these matters, the studies on IS are tremendously
heterogeneous— a fact that at times has deprived this field from the necessary terminological and conceptual harmony
that any scientific ought to have. In Levinson’s words, this situation can be summarized as follows: “Terminological
profusion and confusion and underlying conceptual vagueness, plague the relevant literature to a point where little
may be salvageable” (Levinson, 1983: x).

162 In a general framework of Information Structure, I believe these definitions of topic and focus inspired by Dik
(1997: 310) are, to say the least, oversimplified generalizations. Both terms fopic and focus have been used by several
schools of linguistic thought to express different concepts, and it is our impression that to this day, unfortunately, we

cannot speak of unified universal notions for topic and focus.
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The present study will deeply explore the notion of focus, trying to build on the existing
literature to provide an updated, more realistic definition of this notion that sheds light onto both

its informational and affective components.

3.2.3.1.1. Topic

Initially, the notion of topic was identified with that of ‘psychological subject’ (Gabelentz
(1869: 378), which referred to the object or entity which the speaker is thinking about. Later, the
informational notion of ‘topic’ started to be defined simply as ‘what a statement is about’

(Strawson, 1964: 97).

More modern comprehensive studies on the nature and function of topics such as that of
Reinhart (1982) started to move away from the idea of ‘aboutness’ by defining the notion of topic
within a broader theory of communication that compares the human mind to a ‘file card system’.
In this system, information (i.e., comments) is thought to be organized and stored under different
file cards bearing specific headings (i.e., topics). In this sense, the topic “identifies the entity or set
of entities under which the information expressed in the comment constituent should be stored in
the CG content” (Kritka, 2007: 41). In the following example from Syrian Arabic, for instance,
the topic would be o~ ‘nihna’ (we) which appears at an initial-sentence position (Brustad, 2000:

332):
[5]  4he 48 iny alonic (o3 50 (i
Nihna Paktar si mna$mlu yas§ni kibbe magqliyye

We most thing prog-we-do-it it-means kibbe fried
‘We, the thing we make most, that is, is fried kibbe’

3.2.3.1.2. Focus

While there seems to be a degree of accord about the definition of topic, the notion of focus
has been studied and described from various perspectives that do not often intersect. Focus has
been traditionally identified as the ‘most important’ part of an utterance and/or as the ‘new
information’ provided in a sentence. However, in the first place, the intrinsic subjective and

ambiguous nature of the notion of ‘importance’ makes it impossible for us to accept this quality

&9



as a sine qua non condition for the notion of focus'®. Secondly, the numerous examples of cases
where a focused constituent has been mentioned in previous utterances— and therefore provided
as ‘given’ information— keeps us from accepting the quality ‘new’ as a defining feature of focused

constituents.

With these considerations in mind, let us observe the following utterance, which was taken
from an interview aired in the Lebanese news that became viral in the Lebanese virtual sphere:
[6] 4 Olaans iy Lo (s Ul Mo Cony L Ul J2s Cany L U
Zana ma b-haob hadan. ‘ana  ma  b-hob holi.
I NEG  HAB-love.l nobody I NEG  HAB-love.l myself

‘I don’t love anyone. I don’t love myself’

Zana HOLI [pause] ma  b-habb-o, sobhan allah

I myself [PAUSE] NEG  HAB-love.I-it.M.S praised God

‘Not even myself [roc; I love. Praise the Lord [= Can you imagine]!?’

In this utterance, the word J\~/hali] is clearly— especially if one takes into consideration the
speaker’s intonation— the focus of the last sentence, despite being introduced in the previous
utterance. In the last sentence, the focused constituent JA\=/holi] is at once the topic and the focus,

what illustrates that the notion of ‘newness’ is not necessarily tied to the notion of focus.

I believe that the theoretical accounts that ascribe the condition of ‘importance’ and ‘newness’
to focused constituents are not adequate for any comprehensive linguistic analysis of focus in

general, and therefore will not be useful for the purposes of this study in particular.

First, in linguistic systems with specific focus markers —such as the CI in LA— that do not
systematically highlight new information, these theories would fail to explain the motivations

behind the speaker’s choice to use certain devices for focus marking.

163 In Krifka & Musan’s words: “We are also not aware of any well drawn out theory of communication that has
made clear what “importance” means, let alone one that has introduced a graded notion of importance” (Krifka &

Musan, 2012: 17).
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Secondly, adopting these theoretical approaches would lead to overlooking the
multidimensionality of the notion of focus, more specifically, its affective dimension and the
decisive role that affective factors play in the communicative dynamics that lead to the use of

different focus markers, regardless of the informational ‘newness’ of the focused constituent.

Thirdly, the traditionally accepted definitions of ‘new’ or ‘given’ information seem to be
restricted only to what is ‘new’ or ‘given’ with respect to the emergent common ground. However,
a piece of information that can seem to have been newly introduced to the emergent common
ground might be already part of the core common ground, if it belongs to the common, cultural or
formal sense of the speakers (e.g. information that can be classified as ‘general knowledge’ or

‘knowledge of the world’).

In short, although some foci may happen to be at times both ‘new’ and ‘important,” I consider
that the relation between these qualities and the universal informational phenomenon of focus is
merely circumstantial. Since these qualities are not applicable to all foci, they cannot illustrate the
true nature of the notion of focus. As a consequence, the definition of focus adopted by this study

must be broader that the ones aforementioned.

3.2.3.1.2.1. Focus and Alternatives

The relation between focus and alternatives could be summarized by the famous quote
attributed to Kierkegaard: “If you name me, you negate me. By giving me a name, a label, you
negate all the other things I could possibly be.” In this philosophical reflection lies the logic behind
many linguistic theories, such as the theory of Alternative Semantics (Rooth, 1985; 1992) which
establishes that, in order to be fully understood, focus should be seen as a device that introduces

and regulates contextual variables. 64

According to this view, focus is a universal category with an informational and an affective
dimension that, at the level of information structure, has the role of highlighting and stressing the

existence of particular alternatives. Through focus, the speaker draws the hearer’s attention

164 “The key to a uniform interpretation for focus is an interpretation principle which introduces a variable, thought
as of a contrasting element or set of contrasting elements. This variable can be anaphoric to a variety of pragmatic
and semantic objects, resulting in a variety of focus-sensitive effects, including both discourse effects and sentence-

internal association with focus effects” (Rooth, 1992: 113; my emphasis).
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towards the focused constituent, which is hence highlighted over the rest of its potential
alternatives — this is, the set of alternatives (SoA). For the purposes of this study, the nature
(explicit/implicit) and quality (present/suggested) of the alternatives forming the SoA of specific
focus instance will be theoretically contained in the notion of focus environment.!®> Therefore, just
like a communicative instance occurs within a communicative environment, we must bear in mind

that every focus instance can only happen within a focus environment.

On a more formal note, it is important to point out that the scope of focus, i.e. the nature of
the focused constituents, can range from syllables to full predicates, and that one or more of the
individual options that form the set of alternatives may or not be explicitly present in the previous

discourse (Krifka, 2007).

In [7], for instance, the constituent “dogs ” is focused and therefore picked within the SoA, i.e.

among the potential alternative constituents that, in this case, fit the category ‘animals:’

[7] What animals does Sally like?
Sally likes [dogs]r
(SoA: cats; birds; snakes; spiders; dolphins; etc.)

By affirming that Sally likes dogs, it is implied that what she likes is not cats, birds, snakes or
spiders. The focus environment of this instance (as best as we can determine given the lack of
context) would be rather open, for no alternative from the SoA has been made explicit in the
communicative environment.

In example [8], however, the focused constituent is an entire predicate, and the focus
environment is more ‘closed,” as one of the options of the SoA is explicitly mentioned in the

interlocutor’s question.

[8] Are you coming to the hike tomorrow?
No, [I am staying in town]r . I have a lot of work.

(SoA: coming to the hike; going to the beach; visiting my family; etc.)

165 Focus environment will range from closed to open depending on the explicitness of the alternatives of the SoA.
This notion of focus environment will be of the utmost importance for the analysis of CI instances in LA I provided

in Chapter 5. See section 5.2.1.
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As far as the informational dimension of focus is concerned, this study will adopt the definition
of focus proposed by Krifka, which is built on the main claim of Alternative Semantics: “Focus
indicates the presence of alternatives that are relevant for the interpretation of linguistic

expressions” (Kritka, 2007: 18).

Unlike the qualities of ‘newness’ and ‘importance,” the characteristic of ‘manifesting the
existence of a set of contextual alternatives relevant to the interpretation and understanding of a
specific utterance’ seems to me an informational quality, common to all foci, that represents

accurately the informational nature of the function of focus.!6

Thus, for the purpose of this study, focus plays with a set of existing alternatives, manifesting
its presence and selecting one— the one that was uttered— in contrast to the others by drawing
H’s attention into it. Now, in order to fully understand the effect of this attention, we will need to

bring into play the notion of salience, which we develop briefly in the next section.

3.2.3.1.2.2. Focus and Salience

Cognitive sciences generally define salience as a “cognitive mnemonic attribute” of parts of
the representation of a mental model that are “likely to be more active in memory than others”

(Falk, 2014: 2).

In linguistics, salience has been approached mainly through two lines of research. The first one
concentrates on salience as a regulator of the backward anaphoric relationships in discourse (Ariel,
2001), and proposes that a constituent’s accessibility is driven by its informational status in relation
to previous discourse (Gundel et al., 1993; 2012). The second one proposes that salience functions
mainly as a means to control and guide the listener’s attention towards a specific entity that will

be of importance in the following discourse (Chafe, 1994; Chiarcos, 2009).

The truth is that these approaches, rather than being opposites, may (and probably should) be

understood as complementary. Generally, S chooses to draw H’s attention towards an entity that

166 In their attempt to dissect, understand and explain the notion of focus, linguists who, following the theoretical
approach of Alternative Semantics, have created several classifications of this notion. In the next chapter, I will
elaborate on two widespread classifications (i.e. a classification of focus according to the scope of the focus; and a
classification of focus according to the ways in which focus affects the update of the CG) with the purpose of testing

their validity as typological models to accurately describe focus markers such as Cls in LA.
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(s)he considers relevant and salient at a certain point in the discourse, so that, as a result, this entity
may also become salient in the mind of H for the immediately following discourse. Therefore, a
high degree of salience of an entity may be both the reason and the consequence of the action of

‘drawing attention to it.” It might be only a matter of perspective.

Also, in a timeline, salience functions by helping S to retrieve and reinvoke entities from the
‘past’ discourse in order to bring them to the fore— and therefore to H’s attention— because they
will certainly be relevant in the ‘future’ discourse. However, while these two theories are
concerned with the past and future of salience, they seem to pass over its present, despite the fact

that the present is the obvious link between past and future.

Ergo, the question I find to be of greater significance is: how does salience manage to retrieve
entities from the past and offer them a future in the discourse? Or, in other words, what is the

‘present’ or ‘immediate’ function of salience?

What is salient is prominent, meaning that what is salient has been drawn attention to. This is
why the notion of salience is directly related to the notion of focus— or rather, the notion of
salience is simply the other face of the notion of focus. Which brings us to the next question: Is
the constituent focused because it is salient? Or it is the constituent salient because it is focused?
As it is the case with thought and language, it seems rather pointless to try to determine which one
comes first. On a functional basis, it would be much more fruitful to center on the fact that attention

is the link that keeps them together.

The important distinction to make is that focus is one of the multiple ways in which salience
can be summoned. However, this does not mean that focus (among other manifestations of

salience) must be present in order for salience to exist.

In the preceding section, I mentioned the link between focus and attention. As for the link
between attention and salience, previous psychologic research on semantic and affective salience
has demonstrated that “meaning and emotional valence may jointly modulate attention” (Biggs et
al., 2012: 538). In the next two chapters, we will see how some of the dimensions of salience seem

to be more effective than others in keeping attention. 167

167 Biggs et al. affirm that while “increased semantic salience leads to decrease attentional capture” (Biggs et at.,

2012: 538), “affect can restore an item’s ability to capture attention” (Biggs et al., 2012: 531).
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It also follows that salience, just like attention, is a subjective and multilayered notion.'®®
Salience depends entirely on the interlocutors, for they are the ones who— carrying with them
their core and emergent contexts—will deposit attention into certain entities, granting them

salience. '%°

My definition of salience encompasses semantic, informational, affective and social factors.
For this reason, in order to refer to them, throughout this study, I will make use of four notions:
semantic salience, informational salience, affective salience and social salience. However, this
distinction should not be understood as a classification of different types of salience, but rather as
a characterization of the different dimensions of this notion that will allow us to build a holistic

understanding of salience and of all its potential implications and effects.!”?

Similarly, this study aims to provide the often-vague notion of focus with a broader definition
that extends beyond its informational dimension and that adds to it the dimensions of ‘attention’
and ‘salience.” With this goal in mind, the next section reviews my understanding of focus within
the framework of the Multidimensional Model of Communication and, thus, as a multidimensional
communicative strategy—where emergent, core, informational and affective aspects of

communication meet.

3.2.3.1.2.3.  Focus as a Communicative Strategy

If communication is to be understood as a partially egocentric phenomenon and the
communicative act as a ‘clash’!”! of contexts, then the CG would be the communal areas that serve

as a battlefield for said clash.!”? Although the borderlines of these areas are set by the core contexts

168 See section 3.2.2.2.
169 “The salience of such items can be entirely dependent upon the observer’s previous experience with events or
circumstances associated with what the symbol represents” (Biggs et al., 2012: 539)

170 Similarly, this distinction doesn’t suggest that salience might not have other dimensions, only that they are not
strictly necessary for the development of the present study.

17! The notion of ‘clash’ has been inspired by the cognitive accounts. See section 3.1.2.

172 Although the update of the CG may seem to take place in the emergent common ground, the truth is that we

do not know enough yet about the nature of the updates in the core common ground, and to which degree and at which

rhythm updates in the CG (naturally coming from the emergent side) modify the CCG.
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of each interlocutor, the inherently dynamic nature of the communicative process modifies these

fields constantly, enlarging and shrinking them with every utterance.

Kritka (2007) rightly conceives communication as a continuous change of the common ground,
arguing that speakers naturally plan their contributions with respect to the CG, which in turn is
continually enriched by said contributions. In this sense, I see focus as indicating that these
contributions are taking place by spotlighting the constituents that are playing a role in updating

the CG in each utterance.

Nevertheless, if, as we just argued, focus and ‘new information’ are not the same, and any
speaker is, logically, perfectly able to update the CG by the mere act of sharing new information

without needing to use a focus, then, why do foci exist? What is exactly their function and purpose?

This study understands focus as a linguistic strategy in charge of ‘regulating’ or rather
‘optimizing’ the update of the CG. In this sense, focus optimizes the update of the CG by bringing
the attention of H to the focused constituent.!”® At the presentation level, the reason why S focuses
a certain constituent— and therefore, draws H’s attention to it— is because (s)he has the intention
to introduce it in the CG in contradistinction to all the other potential constituents that could have
similarly been introduced within the focus environment. At the reception level, the reason why S
feels the need to focus a specific constituent is because (s)he estimates that the degree of attention
of H is ‘absent’, ‘scarce’ or ‘misplaced,” and therefore inadequate for S’s intention, which creates

a feeling of communicative urgency in the speaker that necessitates the use of focus.

As a result, I conceive of focus as a multidimensional interactional strategy that S puts into
action when (s)he wants to draw H’s attention to a specific constituent that is updating the CG in
contrast with all the other possible alternative updates. The use of focus often happens when S
considers that H’s assumed attentional status is not primed to receive S’s update on the CG in a
way that fits S’s communicative intention(s). By using focus, S draws H’s attention on the focused

constituent, increasing its salience.

173 This idea has been previously presented by Ersteschik-Shir (1997: 11): “The focus of a sentence S = the

(intension of a) constituent of S which the speaker intends to direct the attention of his/her hearer(s) to, by uttering S”.
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As the analysis of the data will further illustrate, this definition of focus leaves room for the
inclusion and integration of all semantic, informational, affective and social dimensions of this

notion, which will be developed in more detail in the following chapters.

3.2.3.1.2.4. The Cognate Infinitive in Lebanese Arabic as a Communicative Tool

The communicative strategy of focus should be clearly distinguished from focus marking, i.e.,
its grammatical realization in the sentence. While the former has a universal nature, the latter varies
widely between languages (Lambrecht & Polinsky, 1997); the grammatical means used to mark a
focused constituent may range from prosodic and phonological mechanisms to syntactic and

morphological devices.!”

This study argues that the CI in LA functions as a verbal and predicate focus marker. In order
to fully understand the implications of this statement within the MMC I will return once again to
example [LA.10] that opens the present chapter, this time providing the full context and H’s

response:

[LA.10] CONTEXT: A mother and her daughter are preparing dinner together in the kitchen of their
house. The mother (S) is secretly supervising every action that the daughter (H) carries out. In some
previous utterances, S corrected some of H’s actions by giving H pieces of advice to which H
seemed to pay little attention. Moments before the utterance, H starts simultaneously a conversation
with Hz, occasionally looking at her while preparing the food. When H takes a big knife from the

drawer in order to cut some cucumbers, S says loudly:
(S) 10 Gty L8l (5218 1 ale (i
ntobh-e mami! hayde s-sikkine bo-t-2oss zass!

IMP-watch.out-2FS mommy this-F.S the-knife HAB-3FS-cut  cut.INF

‘Be careful, baby!”>, that knife is [really] sharp’

174 For instance, contrary to most Romance languages, in many Chadic languages, like in Kwa languages (Niger-
Congo), the focus marking strategies vary whether the focused constituent is a subject or non-subject (Zimmermann
& Onéa, 2011: 1662). Similarly, and as it will be claimed in the next chapter, the grammatical strategies employed for
marking verbal or predicate focus in Lebanese Spoken Arabic differ from those marking nominal focus. See section
4.2.2.

175 Reverse role vocatives are a common phenomenon in LA. See Rieschild, 1998.
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(H) ...com Ll 4
Eh, mama, ba-Sraf
Yes mom HAB-Lknow

‘I know, mom’

In this example, I argue that the Cognate Infinitive [?ass/ functions as both a verbal and
predicate focus marker. By making use of it, S draws H’s attention to the information

expressed by the focused constituent(s).!”®

At the presentation level, the mother forms her intention starting from her wish to make a
relevant contribution to the CG that she shares with her daughter.!”” At the reception level, S
uses a focus because she estimates that her daughter’s attentional state at the moment of the
utterance is not primed to receive her proposition in a way that fulfills the various aspects of
her intention. In order to understand the motivations behind S’s choice of using a focus, we

should inquire about the reasons behind her evaluation of H’s attentional status.

In many cases, such an evaluation comes simply from S’s assumption that H does not have
knowledge of the information expressed in the utterance. However, in this example, it seems
clear that H— being 20 years old and having previously made use of this and other knives—
is already aware that the knife she is holding has the property of ‘cutting.” As H’s answer
further shows, this information was already known by H and shared by S and H— meaning it

was part of their core common ground.

Therefore, this example provides evidence on two important points. First, speakers
motivated by affective reasons may choose to announce a proposition as a relevant
contribution to the CG regardless of the informational objective status of said proposition.

Secondly, focus can be applied to a constituent that, objectively speaking, does not contain

176 To understand how the scope of the focus expressed by the CI in LA can be multiple, see section 4.3.3. in
chapter 4.

177 According to the theoretical accounts that would classify this focus as a “polarity focus’, the focused constituent
[“this knife is really sharp’] would be introduced in the CG in contrast to its own negation [ ‘this knife is not sharp’].
See Chapter 4.
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new information for H, and therefore, does not introduce objectively ‘new’ information to the

CG.

Since the proposition does not seem to be objectively ‘relevant’ at the informational level,
what are the dimensions of S’s motivations that render the proposition relevant enough in S’s
mind to contain a focus marker? And, if H knows the information contained in the utterance,

why did S still used a focus marker assuming H’s attentional status to be insufficient?

From the beginning of this chapter, I have tried to stress the fact that an utterance should
not be isolated from its linguistic and situational context (its communicative environment) nor

from the interlocutors uttering and receiving it (its communicative agents).

The communicative environment plays an essential role in the emergence of S’s
assumptions of H’s attentional status. Most probably these assumptions originate both in
previous interactions between mother and daughter stored in S’s core context (e.g. she may
perceive H as ‘clumsy’ or ‘careless’ in her use of knives), and in the recent events just added
to emergent context (e.g., S might have felt that H was not paying attention to her previous

warnings).

Being mother and daughter, S and H share a broad core common ground defined by a
concrete series of dynamics and feelings (e.g. love; respect; protection; fear to lose the other;
fear that the other will be hurt, feeling of responsibility for the other’s safety, etc.). All these
factors indicate high levels of S’s emotional involvement from the speaker in the
communicative situation, which translates into a high degree of commitment towards the

utterance (s)he produces.

Moreover, a significant action takes place immediately before the utterance in [LA.10]: the
daughter picks up the knife. This shift in the current sense, that is perceived as ‘potentially
dangerous’ by S,!7® kindles feelings of fear and worry in S that feed the formation of a set of

assumptions in S’s mind, among which, the most emergent one is the negative assumption

178 The action carried out by H (picking up the knife) is definitely part of the current sense. However, as we
argued before, shared sense may vary from speaker to hearer, since interlocutors might have different cognitive
perceptions of the actual situational context available to them. In this way, S might have perceived the dangers of the

shift in the current sense while H has not. See section 3.2.1.3.2.
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that H is not fully aware (according to S’s standards) of the ‘real’ importance of S’s

proposition. As a result of this assumption— which mainly arise from S’s high level of

personal involvement— a sense of communicative urgency is inevitably born in the mother.

This feeling of urgency fed by S’s assumptions shapes her intention, granting more weight
to its performative and affective aspects, less to the informative and referential ones: apart
from informing H about the function of the knife, the mother’s priority is to make sure her

daughter is careful, and to express her own concern.

Naturally, all these considerations contribute to S’s choice of a communicative tool that
grammatically marks focus: the CI. In combination with other communicative tools that also
convey aspects of the message— the previous warning imperative ¢ ‘ntobhe’ (be careful),
a reverse role vocative (< ‘mami’, a rising intonation and a manifested body language— S
intends for the CI to succeed in catching her daughter’s attention, carrying her communicative

intention more accurately and effectively.

3.3. Conclusions

This chapter has presented the Multidimensional Model of Communication as the main
theoretical framework for the present study, upon which the entire linguistic analysis of the CI and

LA in the following chapters is based.

The MMC accounts for the multidimensional elements involved in the complex system of
human communication, as well as for the forces that originate it and dynamically modify it. The

way these elements interact could be roughly explained through the following figure:
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PERCEPTION of the
Communicative
Environment

ASSUMPTIONS
‘ UTTERANCE

INTENTION(S)
- Updating of the CG

(at the production level)
- Adapting the message to H's
Assumed Attentiveness Status
Communicative (at the reception level)

Strategies

Communicative
Tools

Figure 5: Graphic illustrating the interaction of the elements in the MMC

The speaker’s perception of the informational and affective matter in the communicative
environment shapes the assumptions of the speaker (communicative agent). From these
assumptions springs the speaker’s communicative intention— modeled by both S’s assumptions
on the assumed attentiveness status (at the reception level) and by the speaker’s communicative
priority of updating the CG (at the production level). Depending on the last two elements, the
speaker will consider which communicative strategies to use, as (s)he picks a specific and available

communicative tool for her/his utterance.

As Figure 5 above indicates, the MMC describes a flexible, dynamic, and most importantly,
ongoing process. Every utterance that is produced automatically becomes part of the
communicative environment, changing it, affecting it, and ultimately feeding the communicative

cycle all over again.

Combined, Figure 4 and Figure 5 illustrate the overall logic of the MMC. While Figure 4
explains what would represent our imaginary playground for the game of communication, Figure

5 elucidates the rules of the match, this is, the norms and processes of communication.
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In general terms, then, the MMC calls for a new methodological approach towards language
where communicative experience is understood as the multidimensional multiaspected source of
all linguistic activity. Such an approach must imperatively acknowledge both the emergent and the
core dimensions of communication and must grant equal importance to the indispensable notions
of information and affect. Moreover, by highlighting the importance of the communicative
environment— which naturally surrounds every communicative act—, the MMC brings into light
the necessity to illustrate linguistic theory by providing readers with complete contextualized and
comprehensive utterances rather than with artificial isolated examples— which are often

conveniently brought up only to exemplify specific theoretical notions.

At a more specific level, through the MMC, this chapter has provided the reader with a
definition of focus that is consistent with a realistic model of human natural communication, and

that is, [ argue, also able to account for the numerous uses of the CI in LA as a focus marker.

Just as it happens in the communicative cycle, also in the MCC, the general purposes naturally
feed the more specific ones. As we will see in the following chapters, a linguistic theory that
neglects the relevance of affective components and deals with isolated utterances would have never
been able to account for the real motivations of the use of focus, or for any of their grammatical

manifestations— hence the need for the Multidimensional Model of Communication in this study.
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CHAPTER 4

THE COGNATE INFINITIVE IN LEBANESE ARABIC AS A FOCUS MARKER

Informational and Affective Dimensions

“The term 'emphatic' is much abused in linguistics as
a blanket term for undetermined distinctions”

Ingham, 1994: 148

4.1. Introduction

As Chapter 1 illustrated, the Cognate Infinitive has generally been said to express the vague
notion of emphasis across the varieties of Arabic in which it has been studied. What this emphasis
means; where, how, and why exactly this emphasis is placed; and how this emphasis affects the

communicative situation remain open questions to which this study attempts to provide answers.

The previous chapter developed a model of communicative events, the MMC, that defines
focus as a strategy that regulates and optimizes information structure and therefore facilitates the

process of updating the CG.!”°

In this light, the present chapter demonstrates that what seems to create this ‘emphatic’ feeling
is, in fact, the placement of a focus on the verb that the CI accompanies. First, it explores the
limitations of the existing definitions and classifications of focus using examples from our CI
corpus—for these definitions limit the scope of focus to the informational dimension, and thus are
not sufficient to account either for the communicative functions of the CI, or the full range of S’s
motivations to use this tool. Secondly, this chapter probes contextualized CI data to seek functions
and motivations beyond the informational. The CI is an appropriate structure to examine for extra-
informational motivations precisely because (1) its use is optional and (2) its occurrence among
close-knit social groups suggests social and affective meanings. This study argues that this new
approach to focus is necessary because the need to express and transmit different kinds of affect is

one of the motivations for its use.

179 For a more detailed explanation of this process see section 3.2.3.1.2. (Focus).
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The approach to focus that I introduce in the present chapter, and that will be further developed
in Chapter 5, aims to (1) present focus as a communicative strategy that, by managing the
interlocutors’ attention, increases the salience (semantic, affective, informational, social) of the
focused constituent(s), and (2) present the CI as a focus marker that moves across an informational
— affective continuum, through different pragmatic functions and different levels of language:

semantic, informational, affective and social.

4.2. The Informational Dimension of the Cognate Infinitive

This section presents a brief overview of previous work on IS in LA, with special attention to

focus.
4.2.1. Information Structure in Lebanese Arabic

The present section intends to provide the reader with a brief overview of the grammatical
realizations of information structure in LA. However, it falls short of a general description of the
IS in LA because, unfortunately, the scarce literature that addresses IS in LA (or for that matter in
other related Levantine varieties) does not provide us with a full detailed picture of IS phenomena
in these dialects. Nonetheless, these works contribute to our knowledge of the heterogeneity and
variety of linguistic mechanisms regulating IS in Levantine Arabic (see especially Cowell, 1964;
Oubhalla, 1999; Brustad, 2000; Chahal, 2001; 2003; Owens & Elgibali, 2013; Benmamoun &
Bassiouney, 2018).

Intonation and variation in word order seem to be the most common techniques operating
within LA to mark aspects of IS. Chahal (2001, 2003) affirmed that LA uses gradient manipulation
of pitch range to mark focus, and that variation in the dynamic cues used may signal different types
of focus (broad vs. narrow). Cowell (1964: 419) hinted at the correlation between certain syntactic
inversions and high-pitch accents. As for word order variation, Brustad identified that “the
inversion of unmarked word orders often results in either a focus of contrast or one of several kinds
of topicalization (new topic, contrastive topic, or resumptive topic)” (Brustad, 2000: 362). The
following example, taken from Cowell (1964: 430), illustrates how the extraposition of certain

constituents mixed with intonation is used to regulate informational notions:

[11] <l Go Aal 8L ecg 43 538

[a5-Satwiyye b-bérit]opoc ma  fi Pahla mon  hék
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DET-winter in-Beirut NEG there.is nicer than  like.this

‘The winter season in Beirut— there is nothing nicer than that!

Another device that regulates IS in Levantine Arabic is the object marker /a-, a construction
used to mark definite, individuated objects (Levin, 1987; Khan, 1984) and that pragmatically
functions as a resumptive topic marker, meaning it “recalls or reinvokes a topic into active

registry,” and that tends to occur in narrative contexts (Brustad, 2000: 355):
[12] Sasel) dasalaidd

Saft-o la-mhammad al-yom
(saw.2MS-him la-Mohammad DET-day)

‘Did you see Mhammad today?’

The linguistic sensitivity and intuition of these scholars led them to hint correctly at the

relationship between these pragmatic devices and affective notions such as control,!®

1 3

perception,'8! assumptions,'®? or emotions,'®* all of which, as we saw in the last chapter, are

essential to understanding the functioning of human communication.

4.2.2. Focus in Lebanese Arabic

Speakers use focus markers to highlight a constituent of his/her utterance in order to draw H’s
attention to it in contrast to all other potential alternatives. There are a number of grammatical

tools available in LA to mark a focus constituent, and, as the present section shows, they may vary

180 «“As I argued to be the case for other syntactic structures examined in this study, speaker control plays an
important role in the realization of sentence structure” (Brustad, 2000: 355). Brustad’s notion of speaker control was
the base for the creation of the notion of speaker’s agency and of its related continua, which are pivotal elements of
the analysis explained in Chapter 4.

181 “The speaker's perception of a state or event determines its portrayal as topic-focused, event-focused, and
the framing of entities as new topics, resumptive topics, contrastive topics, or new information” (Brustad, 2000: 355;
emphasis mine).

132 “In doing so, the speaker assumes that the listener knows the topic and can identify the specific referent, but
feels the need to reinvoke the topic, perhaps because it has not been active in the conversational registry, or perhaps
because the speaker believes that the interlocutor has forgotten about it” (Brustad, 2000: 355; emphasis is mine)

133 Levin (1987) observes that the object marker /a- occurs in contexts with an emphasis or emotional content.
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depending on the nature of the constituent itself, whether it is a verb, a noun, a pronoun, a full

predicate, etc.

Predicates, for instance, are commonly put into focus through predicate inversion, that is, by

postponing the subject (Cowell, 1964: 419). 184

[14]  Jdwi Syl
zarif ktir Nabil
(fun very Nabil)
‘Nabil is a lot of fun’

Objects are generally put into focus by being extraposed. Although fronted objects can also
mark these constituents as topics exclusively, the focused nature and contrastive function of an
extraposed object is demonstrated by the absence of a resumptive pronoun (Brustad, 2000: 349-

350):

[15]  (sdanis La ()3
[Pizan]pe ma  b-ta§ti-ni
(permission NEG ~ HAB-2FS.give-me)

‘Permission you won’t give me’

Subject pronouns in LA, and in other varieties of Arabic, do not have to be explicitly present
in verbal clauses, since Arabic verbs are already inflected with person, number and gender. This
optionality strongly suggests that their position in the sentence must have a pragmatic function.
While subject pronouns that appear in pre-verbal position are topicalized, subject pronouns are

generally put into focus when they are placed in a post-verbal position (Brustad: 2000: 344).

184 According to Cowell (1964: 419), this inversion “puts relatively more emphasis on the predicate, less on the

subject”. Cowell falls into the ‘emphasis’ trap when what he really senses could be better identified as focus.
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[16] o sidaiy sla  detile

ma tatSazzabe. halla? b-y-naddf-o [hanne]foe
NEG IPFV.2FS.bother now HAB.3.clean.PL they

‘Don’t bother. They will clean now’

The contrastive focus expressed by the subject pronoun is evident in [16], where the 3™ person
plural pronoun s ‘henne’ contrasts with the subject of the verb in the first sentence, which is 2"

person feminine singular.

All of the above-mentioned focus strategies have one thing in common: they focus mainly
nominal constituents. However, does this mean that there are no strategies to focus verbal
constituents (i.e. verbs or verbal predicates) in LA? To the best of my knowledge, hardly anything
has been written on verbal focus in spoken Arabic varieties. Rather than assume it does not exist,
I propose here that this gap suggests that scholars have not yet fully identified the nature of verbal
focus markers in the Arabic varieties, perhaps because such mechanisms may resemble neither
those focusing nominal constituents, nor verbal focus markers in other languages.

The morphosyntax of Arabic varieties in general seem to preclude the use of word order-based
strategies for verbal focus. Even if I were to consider LA an SVO variety!®, the fact that verbs in
Arabic are already inflected with person gender and number would account for the omission of
subjects and therefore for the fact that many unmarked sentences in LA in fact are headed by a
conjugated verb. In these type of sentences, extraposition does not seem like a useful tool—for the

verb already occupies an initial-sentence position in the unmarked order.

I argue that, along with other linguistic tools, such as intonation and the use of focus-sensitive
particles such as o« bass (only) or i hatta (even), the CI functions grammatically as a verbal
focus marker that can target any verbal constituent. The following example, a fragment of a
conversation overheard by the author at the American University of Beirut in September 2017,

will serve to demonstrate:

1351 agree with Brustad (2000) in the existence of a variety of unmarked orders, for I find word order in Arabic

varieties to be fluid and directly related to the speaker’s intention and, therefore, to the nature and style of the speech.
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[LA.11] CONTEXT: Two girls in their early 20’s wearing athletic clothes. One of them (S) is proudly
telling some male friends in university about their morning, which they spent walking by the seaside. One

of these friends (H) puts into question the truth of their story in a playful tone:

(S) ol jiashS 5 5 Uiske
msi-na {asra kilomator al-yom

walk-PFV.1PL ten kilometer DET-day

‘Today we walked 10 kilometers’

(H) 930l (giad ¢ 50 S V5 o siniia 05 ke 4l

w-allah?  Sasra? msi-tii-on walla kazdar-to
really ten walk-PFV.2PL-them or cruise-PFV.2PL
noss-on  b-as-sayara? [laughs]

half-them  in-DET-car

‘Did you really walk for 10 km or did you do half of them by car?’

(S) leote bl dll5 1Y
la? w-allah msiné-on mase
no and-God walk-PFV.1PL-them crunch.INF

‘No! I swear we did walked [them]!’

In example [LA.11] above, like in many other instances of my CI data, the hearer’s response
to the initial proposition helped generate all the communicative circumstances necessary to trigger
in S the need to use a focus. By making alternatives explicit, H updates the CG with information
that generates specific assumptions in the mind of the speaker about the CG and about the
attentional status of the hearer (i.e. about the assumed informational gap(s) of the hearer), which

trigger certain communicative motivations.

The following two sections will describe in depth the communicative motivations, both
informational and affective, for the use of the CI by LA speakers as a tool to employ the

communicative strategy of focus.
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4.2.3. The Clin LA as an Informational Focus Marker

As has been previously established in the Chapter 3, I understand that focus (1) pragmatically,
“indicates the presence of alternatives that are relevant for the interpretation of linguistic
expressions” (Krifka, 2007: 18; emphasis mine); and (2) communicatively, is a strategy that S puts
into action to optimize the updating of the CG when S assumes that H might not be prepared for

S’s update to the CG in a way that fits S’s intention(s).!8¢

It is on this basis that I claim that the CI construction in LA functions as a focus marker, for it
plays the role of highlighting one action over the possible alternative action(s) within a specific set
of alternatives (SoA) to be taken into account for the update of the CG. Let’s examine the following

example:

[LA.12] CONTEXT: A man (H) is carrying a couch on his back waiting for the woman who bought it
(S) to tell him what he should do with it. The woman bumped into a neighbor and kept talking to her while

the man waited with the sofa still on his shoulders. Apparently tired, the man asked the woman:
(H) folae calush laly el 58,

b-fawwat-lik yveh-a la [-kanabéye,  madam?
HAB-put.inside.I-to.you.F.S ACC.FS OBJ]  DET-sofa madame?

‘Should I put the sofa inside, ma’am?’

la, hott-a hott hon, pliz
no IMP.put.2MS-it.F.S put. INF here please

‘No, [just] drop it here, please’

Pragmatically, S is presenting the action of ‘dropping the sofa’ in a specific location and

highlighting it over the other potential alternatives contained in the SoA suggested by the

communicative environment: put the sofa inside; leave the sofa outside; put it back in the truck;
take it upstairs, etc. In this case, one of these alternatives, ‘putting the sofa inside,” had been

already made explicit by H in his previous utterance. S places a focus onto the predicate ‘drop it

here’ (LA L@_L; hott-a hatt) in order to (1) reject the predicate suggested by H, ‘put it inside,’ by

186 See section 3.2.3.1.2. for a full definition of focus.
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disallowing its introduction in the CG and (2) to present it as the ‘correct’ alternative to be

introduced in the CG.

Communicatively, S seems to be motivated to mark focus on the predicate ‘drop it here’ by
the appearance of an explicit alternative (H’s ‘put it inside’) that competes with it. H’s utterance
leads S to assume that H’s attention is placed on an alternative that is ‘incorrect’ in her eyes, since,
presumably, H is lacking information. The speaker’s communicative intention is mainly
performative!®’ in the sense that S is trying to ensure H’s complete comprehension so that he

carries out the action that S wishes.

From the informational point of view, everything indicates that ‘focus marker’ is, in fact, the
pragmatic and communicative function fulfilled by the CI in LA. However, even though this
function is applicable to all the instances of our corpus, the analysis of the data gathered for this
study reveals tremendous heterogeneity within that function. The CI in LA, just like focus markers
in many other languages, appears in a variety of communicative and linguistic environments, and,

accordingly, its use expresses a variety of nuances.

In an attempt to better understand the various nuances of the use of the CI in LA, I examined
the attempts of previous scholars to classify the broad notion of focus. The following section
provides the reader with a brief literature review with the main purpose of exploring whether the
CI instances gathered for this study would fit into the available categories of focus as they have

been proposed.

4.3. Previous Classifications of Focus

Over the past several decades, linguists have made progress in their attempts to dissect and
explain the informational-structural notion of focus. They have created classifications of focus
based on unifying definitions according to which representations of this notion across languages
could convene. Initial classification systems that built largely on evidence from English have been
challenged as new linguistic research on focus markers in world languages has been gradually

coming to light (Kiss, 1998; Bond & Anderson, 2014).

187 Austin, J. L. (1975). How to do things with words. Oxford University Press. Later in the dissertation the term

performative will be used differently.
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One of the main concerns throughout this literature lies in whether focus affects meaning or
not. This concern spawned one of the most common dichotomies in the classification of focus:
pragmatic vs semantic focus. Krifka argues that ‘pragmatic foci’ are only helpful elements to
“guide the direction into which communication should develop”, whereas ‘semantic foci’ are those
which have an effect on the truth-conditional content of the proposition (Krifka, 2007: 21). The
establishment of semantic focus as an independent category has given rise to a myriad of other
subtypes of focus (scalar, additive, exhaustive, etc.)!®® to the point that one may find in the

literature as many focus types as focus-sensitive particles exist.!’

Another tendency present in the literature has revolved around distinguishing between
informational vs contrastive focus (Halliday, 1967; Lambrecht, 1994). This differentiation is
essentially based on whether the alternative(s) to the focused constituent have previously been
made explicit in the preceding discourse or not. Whereas ‘information focus’ (also referred to as
‘presentational focus’ or ‘wide focus’; see Lambrecht, 1994; Kidway, 1999; Winkler, 2011) simply
introduces new information to the CG, ‘contrastive focus’ (Dik, 1997; Molnar, 2001; Lee, 2003;
also referred to as ‘narrow focus; see Rochemont, 1986; Frascarelli, 2010)— does so in a context

where other contrasting alternatives have been previously mentioned.

Ever since it was born, this dichotomist classification has been constantly updated by studies
proposing new types of focus, such as ‘identificational focus’ (Kiss, 1998),'° or by new

conceptualizations of focus, such as that of Krifka (2007), who establishes that all foci are, by

138 Scalar focus, usually marked in English with the particle even, is applied to constituents where, the focusing
of the constituent x implicates the negation of any higher element of the scale (Rooth, 1992: 82-83). Additive focus
is applied to a proposition “when the proposition is valid for the focus and for at least one other member of the set of
alternatives” (Dimroth & Klein, 1996, taken from Watorek & Perdue, 2008) A classic example of additive focus
marker in English would be also. Exhaustive focus, which may be often marked in English through the particle only,
indicates that “the focus denotation is the only one among the alternatives that leads to a true assertion” (Krifka, 2007:
25; Kiss, 2010).

139 For a general overview on different kinds of focus see Krifka, 2007; Skopeteas & Fanselow, 2009; Biiring,
2010; Zimmermann & Onea, 2011; Van der Wal, 2016.

190 Kiss® (1998) study analyzes identificational focus in Romanian and compares it also to parallel notions in
other languages to conclude that ‘identificational focus’ should be considered an independent category of focus since

its realization in different languages (Catalan, Italian, Finish) may have both exhaustive and/or contrastive value(s).
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definition, contrastive.!”! In fact, the affirmation that alternatives— whether explicit or not—play
a role in every kind of focus has shifted the concern from the (non)existence of the SoA onto its
size and nature, which led Krifka to suggest what is, in my opinion, a much more useful
classification: open vs closed focus, the former referring to foci with a restricted set of alternatives,
and the latter to foci with an unrestricted set of alternatives. I found this distinction useful for the
conception of the notion of ‘focus environment’, which I further develop in section 5.2.1 and which

also ranges from ‘closed’ to ‘open’.

As we will see, while some theoretical approaches have indeed taken an interest in the scope
of focus and built classifications according to the size and nature of the focused constituents, thus
distinguishing among nominal focus, verbal focus, predicate focus, etc. (Givon, 1975;
Zimmermann & Hole, 2008); others seem concerned with the general ways in which focus-induced
alternatives are used with respect to the common ground (CG), that is, with the ways in which
focus affects updating, distinguishing among corrective focus, confirmation focus, selective focus
and parallel focus, among others (Lambrecht, 1994; Rooth, 1992; Krifka, 2007; Zimmermann &
Onea, 2011; Krifka & Musan, 2012).

In the two following subsections, I will review the main categories of focus that have been
developed in the literature according to the two aforementioned criteria (e.g., focus scope and
updating the CG). The purpose of this review is to test whether these categories can be used as a
typological framework for our CI instances, and whether or not they can help us describe the CI’s

informational function fully and accurately.

4.3.1. Types of focus according to updating the CG

The main criteria upon which this classification stands respond to one question: What is being

introduced and in contrast to what?

91 “Focus indicates the presence of alternatives that are relevant for the interpretation of linguistic expressions”

(Krifka, 2007: 18).
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Differences among the various types of focus can be based on the different ways in which the
focused constituent interacts with the SoA made relevant!®? by the focus (Zimmermann and Onea,

2011: 1663).

The different ways in which focused constituents update the CG have generally been classified
as: corrective, exhaustive, contrastive, parallel, selective and polarity focus, to name the most
common (Krifka, 2007; Krifka & Musan, 2012). As the following section illustrates, the criteria
often used to set the different kinds of foci off from each other normally rely on formal—and rather
inconsequential— factors, such as the explicit presence of alternatives in the focus environment,

the negation of one or more alternatives, the number of alternatives introduced in the CG, etc.

In the following subsections I provide a definition for each of the aforementioned types of
focus and illustrate its use with CI instances from the corpus. In doing so, this review aims to test
whether this classification of ways to update the CG could be the fundamental criteria for a

comprehensive classification of the CI in LA as a focus marker.

43.1.1. Corrective focus

Corrective focus has been previously described to occur when the focused constituent (Xroc)
competes with one or more alternatives from the SoA for introduction in the CG. The alternatives
must be explicitly mentioned in the immediately preceding discourse (Zimmermann & Onéa,

2011: 1662; Krifka & Musan, 2012: 11).

The CI instances present in my data that could be considered to have a corrective focus suggest
three fundamental additions, or rather, clarifications, to this general definition. First, the
introduction of X in the CG cancels the introduction of the rest of alternatives. Secondly, the
alternatives competing with X, might have been (1) explicitly mentioned in the preceding or
immediately subsequent discourse by the speaker or the addressee(s) or (2) inferred from a non-
linguistic element existing in the immediate context of the communicative situation. Thirdly,
instances of focus with a corrective value often— but not always— show exhaustive nuances, i.e.
indicate that “the focused constituent is the only one among the alternatives that leads to a true

assertion” (Krifka, 2007: 25).

192 It is worth reminding that the degree of the ‘relevance’ of the alternatives in a determined utterance is ultimately

decided by the speaker, according to his/her egocentric individual perception of the communicative environment.
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In the following example, the CI is acting clearly as a corrective focus marker, because S
focuses the predicate ‘move the table’ (Xr.c), which competes for introduction to the CG with an
alternative mentioned in the immediately preceding utterance by H: ‘extend the table.” The
introduction of X automatically cancels that of H’s suggestion and suggests that X¢, is the only

valid alternative.

[LA.13] CONTEXT: While they set up the table and move furniture to prepare the dining room for a

family dinner, H tries to help her sister (S) when she sees her manipulating the table.
(H) a0 Uall ) 5 555 Laad oy 5
S, badd-ik taSml-e extensiongr  la-t-tawle?
what want.you.F.SG IPFV.do.2FS. extension to-the-table

‘Do you want to extend the table?

(S) <l L ey lemay g oY
o, badde zth-a zeh. bas hek.
NEG want.] move.LIPFV- it.F.SG move.INF just like.that

‘No, I [just] want to move it. Just like this.
In [LA.13], S decides to focus the predicate ‘move the table’ in order to correct her sister’s
‘mistaken’ assumptions embodied in the predicate ‘extend the table,” reinforcing at the same time

the invalidity of any other option: she wants to move the table only.

43.1.2. Exhaustive focus

Instances of CI foci with an exhaustive value occur in my data when X is announced by
the speaker as the only alternative that should be introduced in the CG. The alternatives that are
potentially competing with Xy, for introduction in the CG are not mentioned explicitly in the

preceding discourse.

However, my data show that the use of exhaustive focus is probably motivated by the speaker’s

assumption that one or more of the possible unspecified alternatives might be dominant in H’s
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mind, to which S reacts by asserting the exclusivity of X, and consequently, the rejection of

anything else.!?* In these cases, the CI co-occurs with the focus-sensitive particle (= bass (only).

In the following example, for instance, S may have assumed that H is considering an alternative
(°S is asking for a raise from all neighbors’), which S would like to completely erase from H’s

mind— even though it has not been made explicit by H yet:

[LA.14] CONTEXT: S, a concierge in H’s building, complains to H about the low salary he receives
for his job and asks for H to give him some extra money (at this moment H was leaving the house with his
girlfriend [H»]). After that, he starts telling H about his tragic family situation. At some point, H doubts
whether S is asking this officially from all neighbors or whether it is a targeted request, and he poses this

question to H; in English so that the concierge will not understand. Feeling H’s hesitation, S then says:

(S)  alall g yaile U b Jle S e daclua 5 sac L (S ac (G Ul

Zana bass Sam  Pal-kon ta t-séfd-ii-ne mseéSade
I only PROG IPFV.Ltell-you.PL so.that IPFV-help-2P-me help.INF
mas  kormél St téne. ma t-xabbr-o [-madam

NEG because.of thing other NEG IPFV.2-tell-PL DET-madame

‘I am just telling you so that you help me, and for no other reason. Don’t tell the madame

(the owner of the building and his employer)’

The speaker in [LA.14] clearly wanted to eliminate any possible alternative in H’s mind for fear
that any misrepresentation would get back to his employer. It is worth highlighting here that S was

visibly anxious.!%*

193 The absolute rejection of any possible imaginable alternatives may be made explicit or not by the speaker,
without affecting the exhaustive nature of the instance.

194 As we will see in subsequent sections, affective circumstances like these, resulting from the communicative
environment and from the relation between the interlocutors, play an essential role in the creation of the feeling of

communicative urgency which triggers the use of the CI.
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Exhaustive foci, are, in essence, closely related to corrective foci, for (1) both types imply a
rejection of the alternatives in the SoA and (2), as we can see in the analysis of [LA.12], corrective

instances can carry a nuance of exhaustive focus.

4.3.1.3. Contrastive focus

As I mentioned earlier, the label of ‘contrastive focus’ is one of the most disputed and over-
used labels throughout the literature. However, I believe the reason behind this overuse lies in the
lack of consensus on what ‘contrastivity’ really means— a confusion that may derive from a lack
of attention to the role that assumptions play in it. In this respect, I agree with Zimmermann that
“contrastive focus marking does not so much indicate the explicit or implicit presence of
contrasting alternatives in the (non)linguistic context, although this may be a side effect, but rather
a contrast between the information conveyed by the speaker in asserting o and the assumed

expectation state of the hearer” (Zimmermann, 2008: 359; emphasis mine).

Contrastive focus has been described to occur when the focused constituent (Xrc) is
‘juxtaposed’ to one or more elements of the SOA (Zimmermann & Onéa, 2011: 1662). In my data,
instances of focus with contrastive values occur when X, is introduced by S in the CG after one
or more alternatives of the SoA have been already suggested to be prioritized for (re)introduction
into the CG. This explains the focusing on X, which is, in the mind of the speaker, assumed to be

less desirable than other suggested alternative(s) and therefore, unexpected by H.

The following example illustrates how S, after insinuating an alternative that entails a
‘positive’ outcome for the relationship (‘the relationship continued to be fine’), introduces Xroc
‘the relationship broke off,” which, at the moment, represents an unlikely and unexpected

alternative in the mind of H.

[LA.15] CONTEXT: S and H are catching up after the summer vacation. H inquires about the status
of S’s relationship. After a silence, S asks H what happened, to which S answers, with a broken voice and

visibly affected:

(S) adad Caadail || o i 8 yan L pamy u ABDa]) Apile S
kenat mesy-e [-{ile?a bas  bafdeén ma

was.3FS walk . PTCP.ACT-FS DET-relation  but afterwards NEG
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b-Saraf Su sar  [pause] Pan’ata$-at Pata§
HAB-IPFV.Lknow what  happened.3MS was.cut-3FS CUt.INF

‘The relationship was going [well] but then, I don’t know what happened... it [suddenly]
broke off’

By placing the focus in the predicate ‘it broke off’— which appears, given the preceding
discourse, to be less likely for H and, therefore, more unexpected—S contributes to creating both

the feelings of suspense and later surprise in her interlocutor.

43.1.4. Parallel focus

Parallel focus seems to be “one of the least understood aspects of focus” (Kritka & Musan,
2012: 11). It occurs when a constituent is put into focus in order to highlight interpretive parallels
in a pair of comparable situations. In these cases, the alternatives are evoked by different parallel

ideas with the same SoA (Krifka, 2007).

In my data, the concept of ‘parallel ideas’ seems to correlate with the existence of two different
topics (a, B). In this way, Xsc, which is, presumably, part of the comment referring to the topic f3,
is introduced in the CG in parallel to a previous comment about topic o, which represents an

explicit alternative within the SoA.

Unlike other types of focus, in cases of parallel focus, both the focused alternative X, and the
‘contrasting’ alternative that triggers the focus may be included in the CG under the ‘file cards’ of
different topics. Alternatives in this case do not compete with each other, but rather clarify and

explain each other. '%°

195 It may be this lack of competition among alternatives that makes parallel focus appear to Krifka and Musan
(2012:11) as “less obligatory” than other kinds of focus. While this might be true for English, it does not feel accurate
for Arabic, in which, at least as far as our data can tell. Both the frequency of use of parallel focus and the use of Cls
to mark these foci are not unique to Arabic, but also common to other Semitic languages. CIs marking parallel focus
are fairly common as well in Hebrew and in Syriac—[BH.4] and [BH.6] in Chapter 1 are examples of parallel focus.
in Biblical Hebrew. In these languages, it is common to find double CI constructions, with one CI in each of the two

parallel propositions— which are normally coordinate or disjunctive clauses.
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In the following example, it is clear that both the focused alternative (Xr.: ‘eat fried kebbe’)
and the parallel alternative (Y: ‘eat grilled kebbe’) are introduced in the CG; the first one under

the topic ‘you’ and the latter under the topic ‘we:’

[LA.16] CONTEXT: S is a rather talkative taxi driver who seems excited to have met a foreigner
living in Lebanon (H). After telling H about the town he is originally from (Baalbak), S asks H

enthusiastically about her preferences in Lebanese cuisine:
(S) (B ke Lelania U cpai 945 e SN Sy oS 3
ente kif  b-tekl-e I-kebbe, maswiyy-e?
YOU.F.S how  HAB- IPFV.eat-2FS DET-kebbe grill. PTCP.PASS-FS
[does not give H time to answer]
nahna {an-na m-na$moal-ha ma?liyy-e Pale
we at-us HAB-IPFV.we.do-it.FS  fry.PTCP.PASS-FS fry.INF

‘How do you like kebbe, grilled? We [in our town] make it fried’

In practice, parallel foci are frequently analyzed as contrastive. The overlap between these
two ‘categories’ is far from being surprising, since the only real diverging points between them
are (1) the relationship between alternatives, since in contrastive foci the focused and the
suggested alternatives tend to be more divergent or conflicting than the parallel focus
alternatives, which tend to have a more of a complementary relation; and (2) the presence of

one or two topics respectively.

4.3.1.5. Selective focus

Selective focus occurs when S introduces X in the CG, being Xt chosen from a
restricted subset of the SoA, whose members have been explicitly or implicitly suggested to be
introduced in the CG (Zimmermann & Onéa, 2011: 1662). As long as the alternatives are part of
the CG, selective focus may also occur when the alternatives have not been mentioned in preceding

utterances.
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Although the focus indicates that one of the alternatives has been selected, selective focus (just

like parallel focus) does not explicitly negate any of the remaining alternatives from the CG.

In the following example, H explicitly asks S about two alternatives from the SoA, ‘read the

scene’ and ‘act the scene,’ to which S replies selecting the first one:

[LA.17] CONTEXT: S and H are rehearsing for an audition for a theater play. After choosing the

text, S asks nervously H to watch him perform. After this, the following exchange takes place:

(H) $1,58 pe 5 <) s 0oal g 5l 18 7 gl el

valla, halla? rah  t-27ra aw rah  t-3arrab t-massal
come.on now  FUT IPFV.2MS.read or FUT IPFV.2MS.try ~ IPFV.2MS.act
Penta w fam  tafra?

You.mS and PROG  IPFV.2MS.read

‘Ok, are you going to read it now or are you going to try acting it out while you read?’
(S) osdiia cpams Sa leSal ) gla
halla? rah Pohki-a hake, w-bafden man-Sif
now FUT  IPFV.Lspeak-it.FS speak.INF  and-later HAB-IPFV.we.see
‘Now I will [just] say it (read it out loud) and then we will see’

The selection of the ‘read the scene’ alternative, nonetheless, does not negate that the second
alternative ‘act the scene’ might take place at a later time. In this sense, [LA.17] is a good example
of the ways in which selective focus can overlap with parallel focus, for one may consider the two
aforementioned alternatives ‘read the scene’ and ‘act the scene’ as parallel alternatives under the

two temporal topics of ‘now’ and ‘later.’

43.1.6. Confirmation Focus

Confirmation focus occurs when S introduces Xso in the CG after Xy has been previously
introduced by H as the part of the SoA. The difference between selective and confirmation focus
is that in the latter, S confirms the introduction of Xy, in the CG, which was the only alternative

that was previously suggested by H:
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[LA.18] CONTEXT: S and her friends are coming back from the northern mountains of Lebanon
towards Beirut. When they pass the village of Tannourine, they find a temporary diversion on the road that
takes them up again to another small village. S stops the car to ask a man (H), who was sitting on the terrace
of a small house by the road, how to get to Beirut from there. H, behaving like a rather talkative man
without much to do at the moment, starts asking questions: 4k =3 cpldle €0 5¢d iha s oS Kif'wsolto la-hon?
{amlin tahwile? ‘How did you get there? Did they set up a diversion [again]?’). Before S has time to

answer, he says:

(H) T4l 5 dis g i)y oo s (50005 1AS Sl 5 Lal) A4l

séeyf-e at-tari? ahnik? kaml-e w-dagre
PTCP.ACT.see-F.S. FUT-road there IMP.continue-2FS. and-straight
b-tusale [pause] rayh-a {a-jbel Pante  éh?
HAB-IPFV.2FS.arrive PTCP.ACT.ZO-FS to-Byblos YOu.FS yes?

‘Can you see the road over there? Continue straight and you will get there. You are going

towards Byblos, right?’
[Already feeling impatient and irritated by the long time the process is taking, S says:]
(S) Js a4yl 4
éh éh, nézle nzil
yes yes PTCP.ACT.go.down-FS g0.down.INF
‘Yes, yes. I am going down’

In [LA.18] S confirms the validity of the proposition ‘going down,” which is the only
alternative that was previously explicitly suggested for introduction in the CG by H. Pragmatically
speaking, the CI is contributing here to expressing a higher degree of certainty and assurance that,

from H’s perspective, will help S understand H’s needs and, hopefully, accelerate the process.

43.1.7. Polarity focus
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Polarity focus, closely related to verum focus (discussed in 4.3.2.3) (Ladd, 1981; Hohle, 1992;
Romero & Han, 2004; Zimmermann & Hole, 2008; Lohnstein, 2012; 2016), has the particularity
of being able to occur within contexts with (barely) any previous discourse where alternatives have
not been presented explicitly. Given the lack of explicit or suggested alternatives'®®, some scholars
argue that these foci are placed on the ‘polarity’ of the proposition: that is, given the lack of explicit
alternatives, the focus must highlight the focused alternative as opposed to its absolute negation
(Bond & Anderson, 2014),'"”7 which, in the communicative context, usually represents the

alternative that has been easily assumed by H at the time of the utterance.

Scholars agree that polarity focus indicates that S is certain that the focused proposition has to
be introduced in the CG, in contrast to the implicit alternative of its absolute negation, therefore
eliminating from the context any possible assumption or presupposition (Escandell Vidal &
Leonetti, 2009). As a result, the truth-value of the proposition is highlighted, and hence the verum

focus denomination.

The following could be an example of polarity focus according to its description in the

literature:

[LA.19] CONTEXT: After a night camping in the mountains, S meets H to spend the day at the beach.
S is telling H how the night went while he scratches his leg, full of mosquito bites. When H looks down to

S’s leg, he exclaims ‘Uff!’, to which S answers:
(S) JSI ST i sl & a5 4
e,  w-allah, mbéreh al-bargas Pakal-na Pakal.

yes and-God yesterday DET-mosquitoes ate.3MS-us eat.INF

19 These instances are commonly referred to in the literature as “out-of-the-blue utterances” (Partee, 1991).
However, according to our MMC, even in the absence of previous discourse in the emergent context, every utterance
is framed by the non-discursive circumstances of the emergent context of the speaker, as well as inscribed within
his/her core context. Consequently, from a communicative approach, there is no such thing as an “out-of-the-blue
utterance.”

197 Some others defend that polarity focus emphasizes “the validity of a proposition in the actual world in

comparison to other possible worlds” (Matic & Nikolaeva, 2009).
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‘Yes, I swear, mosquitoes ate us alive yesterday’

According to the theory of polarity focus!®, in this example, the speaker would be placing the
focus on the proposition ‘mosquitos ate us alive’ in contrast to its implicit potential absolute
negation ‘mosquitoes did not eat us alive’. S, who knows the impossibility of his statement in the
real world, is therefore anticipating H’s possible assumption of the negation of the truth-value of
the proposition. For this reason, the theory would argue, S uses a polarity focus, insisting on the
truth of his statement by negating the potential—although unrealized— negation of his statement

in the mind of H.

My data do not support a polar interpretation of this kind of focus instances. Instead, I suggest
that the SoA of so-called “polarity focus’ cases is naturally less distinct (or at least perceived to be
so by S). In most of my examples, the apparent ‘lack of alternatives’ of these instances results from
a high level of implicitness of the SoA (i.e., alternatives are deep in the core context of S) that is
oftentimes accompanied by a very scarce emergent CG incapable of shedding light onto the
SoA."" As aresult, S decides to focus the chosen constituent in order to remind the reader of the

existence of a SoA that is relevant for the communicative instance.2%

This data-based review of the literature on focus types according to the update of the CG has
revealed a degree of overlap between some categories (e.g., corrective and exhaustive). While this
classification provides some interesting pragmatic details of the different types of focus, it is not

clear that it is the most productive approach to focus.

198 This interpretation serves the purposes of this study only as a review of the existent theory. However, I consider
this classification incomplete and therefore inadequate for the explanation of [LA.19] and of other similar instances
of my corpus. In fact, the acceptance of the notion of polarity focus may theoretically contradict the notion of semantic
salience as understood by Giora (1998) and as adopted by the present study (see section 4.3.2.1 for a definition of
semantic salience).

199 See Figure 22 which illustrates this analysis and section 5.3.3, which applies this analysis to the data.

200 This interpretation would be compatible with Matic & Nikolaeva, (2009), definition of verum focus as marking

“the validity of a proposition in the actual world in comparison to other possible worlds”.
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The next section will present an analysis of the various categories of foci according to scope
that are relevant to the study of the CI. This analysis has been drawn from the literature as in the

previous section.

4.3.2. Types of focus according to scope

The previous section elaborated CI classification based on the criteria of the different kinds of
updating of the CG. In contrast, this section will describe the different categories of focus that CI

can perform that answer the question: What is being focused?

In terms of the size of the constituent, the answers can range from full propositions, full
predicates, to syntagms, words, syllables or even abstract notions such as the ‘truth-value of the
proposition.” As for the nature of the constituent, we may find that focused constituents can belong,
practically, to any grammatical category, including nouns, adverbs, verbs, and prepositional

phrases (Kritka, 2007).

According to our data, the CI is a rather versatile focus marker with a wide scope; as we will
see, it may place a focus on constituents of quite different size and nature. We can best describe
its range by viewing it as marking three aspects of verbal constructions: ‘verbal semantic focus,’
‘verbal predicate focus,” and ‘verum focus.” However, as the following section indicates, the non-
focused alternatives forming the SoA will obligatorily have the same size and nature than the

focused component.

In the following subsections I provide a definition for each of the aforementioned types of
focus (verbal semantic focus, predicate focus, verum focus) and illustrate their use through CI
instances from the corpus. Consequently, the following section serves as a potential classification
of the CI as a focus marker according to scope. The aim of this classification is to test whether
‘scope’ might be the fundamental criterion for a comprehensive classification of the Cl in LA as a

focus marker.

43.2.1. Verbal Semantic Focus

The CI may focus a verbal lexeme, this is, the semantic meaning of a verbal form. But what

is the exact part of the meaning that is put into focus and in contrast to what?
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Bond & Anderson posit that the Arabic “cognate accusative” of Classical Arabic (and other
analogous forms in different African Languages) may express a ‘scalar attainment of a goal.” In
their own words, the use of a CI indicates that “the semantics of the predicate require the
interpretation of a scale; the dimension of this scale is determined by the conventionalized goals
(i.e., potential attainment) linked to the lexical semantics of the CH [cognate head]” (Bond &
Anderson, 2014: 226). To a certain extent, I believe this could be applicable to CIs in LA as well,

as the following example illustrates:

[LA.20] CONTEXT: During what looks like a weekly Sunday lunch in a restaurant, an old man (S) is
speaking to his son (H) about a recent piece of news regarding the violent repression of a peaceful
demonstration in Beirut. After the first utterance, S pauses approximately two seconds, probably waiting

for a reaction from H, who seems uninterested and is visibly distracted, looking at his phone.

(S) Lnd 04 skl f4) IS Lo oS o gk i) e

mas Panno xabat-ii-on kif  ma  kén eh?
NEG that PFV.-3P-beat-them how NOM PFV.3MS.be eh?
xabat-ii-on xabit, ya$ne.
PFV.beat-3P-them beat.INF it.means

‘They did not beat them any old way, they [really] beat them!”

SoA: [beat (them) lightly,; beat (them) fakely, beat (them) normally;,
beat (them) strongly, etc.]

As the example above demonstrates, the use of the CI can indicate the existence of a set of
alternatives representing different degrees of intensity of the verbal meaning (e.g. beat (them)
lightly; pretend to beat (them); beat (them) normally; beat (them) strongly, etc.). The speaker’s
assumption here is that H must have understood (# sk xabatiion ‘they beat them’ in any of the
options available in the SoA— since the verb itself does not specify. It is probably the lack of a

reaction from H that makes S insist on the intensity of the action expressed by the cognate head,

A shaA xabatiion.
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As Bond & Anderson (2014) point out, the use of a negation with a CI does not reverse the
scale of alternatives and, therefore, the focused negated meaning remains a high-intensity one. The

following example illustrates this point:

[LA.21] CONTEXT: A group of friends (H) is speaking about the Druze community in Lebanon and
their religion. A girl from the group asks S, who was born a Druze but considers himself agnostic, if he

believes in reincarnation,””! to which, he answers:

(S) 3 ce e g alle (o s galas o el Lt el La cimy Lt Gy La U

BUESRE
ana ma  b-Pémen fi-a  [pause] ya§ne ma
I NEG  HAB-1S.believe in-it.F.S it.means NEG
b-?émen fi-a Jimen bas  semof Josas
HAB-IPFV.1S.believe  in-it.F.S believe.INF but PTCP.ACT.hear.M.S stories
men Salam b-Saref-on mnih  $an-3add
from people HAB-IPFV.1S.know-them well  in-reality
b-yxawwfo

HAB.IPFV.scare.3P
‘Idon’tbelieve in it [...] I don’t [blindly] believe in it, but I have heard really scary stories

from people I know well’

SoA: [believe (in it) superficially, believe (in it) moderately, believe

(in it) strongly, believe (in it) deeply, believe (in it) blindly, etc.]

When I questioned S’s intentions after uttering the proposition, he confirmed that he was

emphasizing the idea that he did not believe in the notion of reincarnation as part of a creed, that

201 Reincarnation is part of the Druze creed. The soul of a Druze can only reincarnate in the soul of a new born in

the community, which preserves their uniqueness and identity as a community.
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is, in a religious way, but that he could not refute its existence completely, for he had not yet found

a logical explanation to some stories he had been told.?*

Clarifications like these suggest that, apart from the scalar value, there is another semantic
nuance which can be added by the CI. Here, the word o\ Zimén, which is the masdar of the main
verb of the sentence (‘believe’) and at the same time a very common nominalized masdar meaning
‘belief.” This means that 2imén carries the coresense of the noun ‘belief” in LA.2% It is precisely
because in this specific communicative situation the negation of the verb ¢<G b2émen ‘1 believe’
could be understood in many different ways according to its wide coresense, that S, being an
agnostic person, feels the need to qualify his first utterance, concretizing the actual consense of the

it204—

verb ‘believe’ as he actually means or in this case, as he actually does not mean it.

This suggests that, semantically speaking, Cls in LA may add more to focused verbal lexemes
than just scalar value. Instances of Cls focusing verbs with figurative meanings, such as the

following example, confirm this theory:

[LA.22] CONTEXT: S was informing H that, after months of tension, she finally had an argument
with a colleague with whom she had previously had serious problems at work. After announcing this, S
went silent and adopted a look of superiority. H inquired of S what happened in the argument, to which S

answered:
(8) leind st cull Juis el 5L
ma Si...  gassalt-a tagsil la-1-banat. Sarsaht-a
NEG  thing PFV.1S.wash-her wash.INF la-DET-girl PFV.1S.humiliate-her
‘Nothing... I [just] totally wiped the floor with her. I humiliated her’

The speaker of [LA.22], along with the vast majority of my informants, agreed that while in
the utterance without the CI (i.e. <l ¢ille ‘sassalta la-I-banat’), the verb could be understood in

202 His exact words were: Cpiiviall 5l sialy L Jia Wt (wb W ) “Panno ma bPemon fiya matal ma by?émno I-driiz
al-matdeynin” (‘1 don’t believe in it the way the religious (believers) Druze believe in it”).

203 All this in Lebanon, a country with 18 recognized religious sects whose past and present are marked by religion.

204 This strategy, at a communicative level, contradicts any potential assumptions that might have been generated
in the hearer’s minds and preserves S’s desired status among the interlocutors. See section 3.2.1.4 (Assumptions) and

section 4.4.3.4 (CI and Face Management).
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a literal way (‘I [literally] scrubbed her, that girl’), this interpretation would not be as available if
the utterance contained a CI ("<ill Juwesd Wille" ‘Sassalta tagsil la-I-bonat’). These judgments
indicate that the addition of a CI may also reinforce the understanding of the figurative meaning
of the verb versus a potential literal meaning. This being the case, does it thus follow that the CI

functions differently with verbs that have figurative and literal meanings?

The answer to this question brings us back to the notion of semantic salience, which I briefly

introduced in Chapter 3 (section 3.2.3.1.2.2 Focus and Salience).

Salient meanings are conventional, frequent, familiar and/or enhanced by prior context (Giora,
1997).29 Because they are readily available, speakers tend to rely on them, regardless of their
literality or non-literality. In fact, both literal and nonliteral meanings are processed directly in an
equal way,and understanding them “involves the same comprehension processes and contextual

information” (Giora, 1997: 184).

The ‘scalar attainment’ theory does not seem to be able to explain the functioning of the focus
at the semantic level in instances where the verbal lexeme has a figurative meaning— at least, not
completely. I posit that the CI focuses the verbal lexeme of the verbal form it accompanies by
selecting within the SoA the meaning of the verb that is more salient to both H and S— according

to S’s assumptions— in a specific communicative setting.

However, we must bear in mind that salience is not a rigid notion. Since it depends directly
on the characteristics of the communicative setting (i.e. the core and emergent contexts for S and
H; the word’s core and consense; CG, etc.), salience is an adaptable and flexible linguistic concept.

This is how Giora illustrates its flexibility (1997: 185):

“If a word has two meanings that can be retrieved directly from the lexicon, the meaning
more popular, or more prototypical, or more frequently used in a certain community is
more salient. Or, the meaning an individual is more familiar with, or has learned recently
is the more salient. Or, the meaning activated by previous context, or made predictable
by previous context is the more salient one.”

205 «“The salience of a word or an utterance is a function of its conventionality, familiarity, frequency or givenness

status in a certain (linguistic and nonlinguistic) context” (Giora, 1997: 185).
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In a nutshell, the CI focuses the verbal lexeme of the verb in order to highlight the more salient
meaning of the verbal form in focus, in contrast with a range of different potential meanings of the
same verb; it may be a scale of different degrees in the attainment of the action, or a set of literal
and nonliteral senses of the same verb, or simply a set of different meanings of a word that have

been previously implied in the preceding discourse.

A CI marking a strong semantic focus on the verbal lexeme can be distinguished from other
ClIs because its strong semantic load makes its use compulsory, meaning that, without it, the
utterance might become pragmatically infelicitous, unclear, or might even change its meaning. If
we take the previous examples as a reference, we can see how in [LA.20] and [LA.21] the utterance

would be incomplete without Ly xabit and Ol 2imén respectively.

Pragmatically and at the discourse level, CIs marking a strong semantic focus in instances with
a rather closed focus environment (i.e., a context where one or more alternatives have been
explicitly stated) can be recognized and distinguished from other CIs because the verb that is put

in focus also appears as the main verb in the alternative(s):
« [LA.20] /mas Panno xabatiion kif ma ken eh? | aLt1 [xabatii-on xabit, yaine]roc aLT

« [LA.21] [?ana ma bPemen fia] a1 [yaSne, ma b?€men fia 2imén bas s€maS ?0sas...]roc ALT

Unfortunately, the instances of my corpus which could be classified as ‘verbal semantic focus’
are probably not enough to allow us to draw definite conclusions about the exact functioning of
the CI at the semantic level. Nonetheless, one thing seems to be clear: while the ‘scalar attainment
of a goal’ or the ‘event iteration’ explanations can be applied only to some of the instances,
semantic salience is, however, increased by the CI in all the instances where the CI seems to be

marking a ‘verbal semantic focus’.

This commonality suggests that the semantic nuances of ‘scalar attainment of a goal’ and
‘event iteration’ appear to be contingent upon semantic functions of the CI relating to the semantic

type of the verb in question. Salience, however, seems to be a fundamental semantic notion, for,
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as we will see in subsequent sections, the more salient meaning of the verbal form is highlighted

in all instances of the corpus, and not only in the instances clearly focusing the verbal lexeme.2%

4322, Verbal Predicate Focus

The CI may focus a whole verbal predicate, i.e. the main verb with its complements, in
contrast to other alternative predicates with different verbal heads. The following is an example of

a CI focusing a whole predicate:

[LA.23] CONTEXT: H is angry because S has still not bought a helmet despite her insistence on him doing
so, forcing her to lend him her second helmet, which is too small for him, and he stretches it every time he
wears it, which is every time they ride on the motorbike. Before going on a trip, H realizes that S has broken
the clasp of the helmet and he is trying to fix it without H seeing him. H, visibly irritated, asks: f<ulee

%3530l W38 5 Camoalat? fawwatta bal Puwwe? (‘What did you do? Did you put it in by force [without

unbuckling the clasp first]?”) to which S answers:

(S) LRy bos Lgidas 16l Lh 5 L A

Pakid ma  fawwatt-a heék,
sure NEG  PFV.IMS-put.inside-it.F.S like.that
hattayt-a hatt w-sakkart-a

PFV.IMS-put-it.F.S  put.INF and-PFV.1MS-close-it.F.S

‘Of course I didn’t wear it like that! I put it [normally] and then I closed it’

In this example, S puts the predicate [PETISEN ‘hattayt-a’ (‘I put it’) into focus in contrast to other
potential alternative predicates in the SoA, and specifically in contrast to the alternative 3 8L &3
fawwatt-a bal Puwwe’ (‘I put it inside by force’), which is made explicit in the preceding discourse

by H.

The focus on the verbal predicate is inherently contrastive to any other alternative predicate

presented in the context. This contrast is sometimes reinforced in those cases where alternative

206 Which suggest that a simultaneous multiplicity of focus regarding scope is possible.
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predicates have both different logical subjects (topics) and different complements such as the

following:

[LA.24] CONTEXT: After one hour and a half of being stuck in a traffic jam, S, who is eager to arrive
at the beach, interrupts the discussion of his friends, who are deciding on what they will order at the

restaurant, by interjecting the following utterance:

(S) & i e Jua sl o Ul o i g IS 5228 (S0 13) o jay e i

Panto ma  b-Saraf P2aza  badd-kon tafofd-o w-t-ekl-o
you.P NEG  HAB-1S.know if want-2P IPFV.2.sit-P and-1PFV.2.eat-P
w-hék bas fana bas Jusal {a-bel-e
and-like.that but I as.soon.as IPFV-1S.arrive  at-mind-my
Sekk Sakk

IPFV.1S.plunge plunge.INF

‘I don’t know, maybe you guys want to sit and have lunch and stuff, but as soon as 7 get
there / want to plunge [into the water]’
In the previous example, for instance, the focus is being placed mainly on the predicate (e
&% 8% ‘Cabele Sekk Sakk’ (‘T want to plunge’), that appears in contrast with a parallel alternative
SSU 5 088 SN ‘paddkon ta?oSdo w-téklo’ (‘Y ou want to sit and have lunch’).
However, although the predicate as a whole is focused by these Cls, native speakers’
impressions I collected clearly perceived that the semantic meaning of the verb is also somehow

being “limited” or “explained” by the CI. Therefore, as we will further explore in section 4.3.3, it

seems, in fact, possible that CIs mark verbal predicate and verbal semantic focus simultaneously.

4.3.2.3. Verum Focus

The CI may focus also the verum operator, i.e. the truth-value of the proposition. Verum focus,
which is often associated with (and often overlaps with) polarity focus, focuses on the truth-value

of the content of a proposition—according to some, in contrast to its absolute negation (Escandell-
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Vidal & Leonetti, 2009:16; Gutzmann & Castroviejo-Mir6, 2011).27 Although the polar
alternative is rarely explicit in the preceding discourse, it remains always present in S’s
assumptions of H’s beliefs, that is, in the vast and deep world of the H’s core context. The

following example illustrates this argument:

[LA.25] CONTEXT: In order to fix some electrical problems in H’s house, S, a handyman, has
disconnected many of the house appliances, including the water heater. When H asks if she can turn the
water heater on to take a shower, S gives her a reluctant look (probably because this would delay him in his
task) and tells H that there is no need for that since the water is already hot. When H stays silent, obviously
not convinced of his words, he decides to walk her to the bathroom where the water heater is and says,

while extending his hand to touch the heater:
(S) e A ae s Ba 1 Sl 1l g daa ()

Pal-mayy  soxn-e w-allah! layke! °d?Par-e!
DET-water  hot-F and-God INT-F.S IMP.2FS-touch-F
[touches the heater and removes his hand fast as if he got burnt]
{am-tagle gale!

PROG-3FS.boil boil.INF

‘The water is hot! I swear to God! Look! Touch! It’s boiling!’

Since, as we have been discussing before, the use of focus— and therefore of CI— is directly
related to the managing of assumptions, it is not surprising that Cls are used to express the veracity
of a proposition, especially if we take into account that pragmatically and discursively, the
propositions whose truth-value is emphasized are normally assumed by S to be false in the mind

of H (Halliday, 1967: 24; Watters, 1979).

In the previous example, the information contained in the proposition ‘the water is hot” was
implicitly put in doubt by H through her silence and doubtful expression, which prompted S to use
a CI the second time he presented the idea in order to focus the veracity of his assertion against his
assumptions of what H was thinking (‘the water is not hot enough’) based on her expression and

body language.

207 See section 4.3.1.7.
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For this reason, some scholars have noticed that verum focus “indicates something about the
speaker’s commitment to the truthfulness of the proposition expressed and therefore differs from
predicate focus (where there is focus on a VP) or verb focus (where there is focus on the lexical

content of the verb)” (Bond & Anderson, 2014: 23; emphasis mine).
In the following example, the aforementioned ‘commitment’ is clearly present:

[LA.26] CONTEXT: S (woman) and H (man) are in a restaurant on a secret date. H, who is worried
because his mother wants to arrange for him to marry his cousin, is telling S that if his mother finds out he

is going out with S, she will get very angry at him. S responds in an aggressive yet seductive tone:

o Lemaa Ban g Rl el by g 5 5 4 Ssae dlae ity o5 GllA iy o5l (S)

lok S bant xalt-ak

INT what daughter maternal.aunt-your.MS

w-Si bant {amm-ak hayd-e?

and-what daughter paternal.aunt-your.MS this- FS

e  w-allah w-allah valli b-yzarrab vattalla§

yes and-God and-God REL HAB-IPFV.3MS.try  IPFV.3MS.look

fi-k tatliSa wahd-e la-?>dbah-a dabah’”
at-you.M.S  look one-F.SG OATH-IPFV.18.slaughter-her slaughter.IMP

‘What cousin are you talking about? Yes, I swear. I swear to God that I will literally

slaughter whoever tries to look at you even a single time’2%

This S is visibly committed to her statement, which demonstrates that it is important to her that
H believe her. This fact is reinforced by S’s intense expression along with her body language: she
grabs H’s hand while telling him this. Nevertheless, in order to understand S’s motivations for

such an attitude, it is imperative to consider affective factors as well.

208 Although S is referring to women here, she uses the masculine singular. For further detail about reverse gender
reference in Arabic, see Wilmsen, 2013.
209 This example is taken from the movie o s« ‘Niswén’ (‘Women’) a comedy that happens in an imaginary

Lebanon where women play the social role of men and vice-versa.
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Even though recognizing the notion of ‘commitment’ clearly represents a step forward in the
right direction, I believe that the literature has not given yet enough relevance to the notion of
‘affective involvement,” which, I will argue later in this chapter, is a fundamental factor in all the

CI instances in my corpus.

4.3.3. Limitations of traditional classifications

Having thoroughly reviewed the classifications of focus in the previous sections, I argue here
that they are both inadequate and insufficient to account for the true nature and varied uses of the
CI in LA as a focus marker. First, I will show that they are inadequate given the intrinsic
complexity of many of the CI instances gathered in my corpus, which, as we saw in previous
sections, do not easily fit into one of the previously proposed focus categories but rather point to
ways in which the categories themselves overlap. Then, I will argue that they are insufficient,
because they only address the informational side of the phenomenon of focus, overlooking the

importance of other dimensions that I will prove to be at least as relevant.

Traditional classifications of focus are inadequate because in natural language, many instances
of focus are complex; that is, could be classified in two or more categories. Let us see what happens

if we were to apply the first classification (focus according to updating) to the following example:

[LA.27]  CONTEXT: After working late, S arrives late to a friends’ gathering in the mountains. He
arrives around two hours after dinner and finds his friends around a table with some pizza leftovers on it.
Most of his friends were already in a goofy mood and had had a couple of drinks when he asked permission

to have some of the pizza:

(8) $hiks J9I b
fi-ne ekol Sartfe?
can-me IPFV.l.eat piece

‘Can I have a piece?’

(H) 133U 1Jiai cas
Pakid, tfaddal [pause] taza! [laughs]
sure go.ahead fresh!

‘Sure, go ahead. It’s fresh!’
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(S) 1UhB LD edll 5 Lede (i )]

e b-ybayyan {alay-a, w-allah,
yes  HAB-3MS.show on-it.FS and-God
b-ta?ros aras
HAB-3FS.crunch crunch.INF

“Yeah, it really shows. It is so crunchy!’

At a first glance, this example seems to be a clear case of confirmation focus 2!° since the
meaning of the proposition 33 ‘fgza’ (“it’s fresh’) is semantically confirmed by the focused
proposition (i3 (i, ‘bfalros Paras’ (‘it is [so] crunchy’). This semantic association is
commonly made when referring to fruits or vegetables in which crunchiness is expected or
desired. Pragmatically, however, both interlocutors know that a freshly baked pizza should be
anything but crunchy, hence S’s ironic tone. Thus, if the alternative Ui Jii%h “btalros Paras’ (it
is [so] crunchy’) is being introduced pragmatically (although not literally) in opposition to the
alternative ‘taza’ (‘it’s fresh’), the CI would be marking a corrective focus 2!! without an explicit
negation of the explicit alternative. Moreover, S is clearly highlighting the truth of the statement—
as the 45 ‘wallah’ (‘1 swear to God’) indicates— in contrast to the potential polar negation of his
statement, which suggests the CI could also be marking a polarity focus.?!?

Thus, a contextualized holistic analysis of [LA.27] reveals that the CI here is functioning as a
marker of multiple pragmatic foci: a confirmation focus, a corrective focus and a polarity focus,
all at the same time. It is precisely at this intersection of different pragmatic and semantic nuances

of focus where the witty tone of the proposition lies.

The second classification reviewed in this chapter (focus according to scope) faces the very
same limitation. Classifying the CI according to the nature of the focused constituent implies that
CIs can only focus one constituent at a time. However, I believe the ability of Cls to focus
constituents of different sizes and natures does not necessarily rule out its capacity to focus them

all simultaneously. In fact, I argue that the CI places a focus on the three constituents I discussed

210 See section 4.3.1.6.
211 See section 4.3.1.1.

212 See section 4.3.2.3.
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previously (i.e. verbal lexeme, verbal predicate and truth-value of the statement) at once, yet in

varying degrees, according to the communicative event and its exigencies.

For instance, let us return for a moment to [LA.20]:

(S) s o skl 4y S Lo oS a hand 43) (e

mas Panno xabat-ii-on kif  ma  kén eh?
NEG that PFV-3P-beat-them how NOM PFV.3MS.be eh?
xabat-ii-on xabit, ya$ne.
PFV.beat-3P-them beat.INF it.means

‘They did not beat them any old way, they really beat them!’

I argued previously that this CI is focusing the verbal lexeme (SoA: hit lightly; hit normally,
hit hard, hit properly). However, this example suggests that the CI is also focusing the predicate in
contrast to other potential predicates (SoA: they hurt them; they shot at them; they chased them;
the police hit them then detained them, an agent threw tear gas at them; etc.). And it is also focusing
the truth-value of the proposition in contrast to its absolute negation (SoA: they did not hit them)
and highlighting the speaker’s commitment to the validity of the content of the proposition.

Consequently, the CI is focusing three ‘different constituents’ simultaneously.

I propose that the reason why the different foci can actually coexist is because the focus is, in
fact, not being placed on different constituents, but rather happening at different levels of
language—semantic, syntactic and discursive—which are deeply and closely interconnected, even

as we can see them as distinct.

Another limitation I see in these classifications is that they only address the informational side
of the phenomenon, leaving aside the broad multidimensional language system in which Cls are
embedded, and which must include affective and social aspects. These classifications are
insufficient for an investigation of the spectrum of motivations that push S to make use of a CI. As
the following example shows, informational notions are not sufficient to explain certain instances

of CI in my corpus:

[LA.28] CONTEXT: A mother and her two children are sitting at a table in a restaurant. The boy is

around twelve years old and his sister around eight (S). When the food arrives, the mother realizes that there
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is a dish missing, so she decides to go back to the cashier to ask about it. Before doing so, the mother
addresses the boy—who has already started eating his burger with gusto— in a low voice: «llga g IS ¢
b Lele 5 93 (5 58 s y2e Jsae “N, kol Sa mahlak, Samol maSrif. Sway, Sway, mama, pliz’ (N., eat slowly,
please. Slowly, sweetie, please). When the mother comes back after 4 or 5 minutes with the missing dish,
N. has already finished his burger. The little girl (S), who has been silent until that moment, suddenly calls

out to her mother and says:

(S)laly e sl ledal § I ojland o5 S 1lala

mama leyke Sil fazSan!
mum INT-F what greedy
zalat-a la-I-burgeren zalot
PFV.gobble.3MS-it.F.S OBJ-DET-burger gobble.INF

‘Look how greedy he is! He gobbled up the burger!’

The situation as I observed it barely provides us any preceding discourse, thus it does not offer
explicit or implicit alternatives, which makes it hard to identify S’s motivations for the use of this
CI by relying solely on informational notions. However, this does not mean that such a
communicative situation does not offer valuable elements that can help us reach a deeper

understanding of the CI’s functioning.

In fact, this example does offer a lot of information concerning the affective factors shaping
the relations between the interlocutors. These factors, as the subsequent section illustrates, are

remarkably relevant for a linguistic analysis of focus in general, and of the CI in LA in particular.

4.4. The Affective Dimension of the Cognate Infinitive

Along with information, speakers manipulate language to convey affect more accurately.
Language, as a human creation, is inevitably marked and molded by humans’ ability and need to

feel, and to communicate what they feel.

I understand the quality of ‘affective’ as representing “the speaker’s or writer’s feelings,

moods, dispositions and attitudes towards the propositional content of the message and the
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communicative context” (Besnier, 1990: citing Lyons, 1977, who uses the term ‘expressive’). In
this vein, this dissertation will define affect as emotional involvement in the communicative

exchange.

Despite the importance of affect to human expression, our understanding of it remains limited,
and relatively few descriptive linguists have explored the significance of the affective dimension
of language. Perhaps this negligence lies in part in the difficulty of identifying and defining
concrete linguistic entities that systematically manifest affect in communication, itself in part a

result of the difficulty of eliciting and recording them in taped interviews.

If we return to the immediately preceding example [LA.28] that we classified as
‘informationally vague,” we notice that the context does offer important information concerning
the affective factors shaping the relations between the interlocutors. From the initial worry and
possible embarrassment that the mother feels about her son’s behavior (hence the low voice), to
the motivations that pushed the sister to draw her mother’s attention to her brother’s behavior—
competing with her brother for her mother’s attention, validation and appreciation—the set of
interconnected feelings involved in the different dynamics between the interlocutors undoubtedly

played an essential role in this specific communicative instance.

Examples like this, then, urge us to consider affect as both an important motivation for and an
important outcome of the use of focus.?!3 I will argue in this section that affective notions are vital
to unravel the complex process behind the formation of the speaker’s intention, and therefore,
provide us with useful information about the impetuses behind the speaker’s decisions to use the

CL

The following sections first present a brief overview of some affective markers in Arabic and
then, more specifically, argue that the CI in LA has a clear affective dimension that we must

acknowledge if we aim to truly understand the communicative function of this tool holistically.

213 Tn Sloman’s words: “An affective state can be involved in communication, as one of its causes, as a reason or
justification, as its intended effect, as unintended effect, as a side effect of the medium or mode, or as the content of

what is communicated, implicitly or explicitly” (Sloman, 1992: 230).
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4.4.1. Affect in Lebanese Arabic

Native speakers of LA naturally play with language, manipulating a variety of linguistic tools,
in order for it to serve them more faithfully, flexibly, creatively, and accurately. This section will
briefly comment on several strategies and tools that Lebanese Arabic speakers make use of in order

to mark affect.

Speakers of LA often manipulate the unmarked word order of a sentence in order to express
affect. In the previous section 4.2. we saw that focus sheds light on informational dimensions of
communication, highlighting a constituent and attracting attention to it. I argue that we can extend
that insight to include focus, which also sheds light on the affective aspects of the utterance,
increasing its ‘affective load.” Affectively charged propositions will often coincide with the use of

focus. Let us consider now the following pair of utterances:

al-Pahmar  halo ktir  Saloy-ke

DET-red beautiful. M.S  very  on-you.F.S

‘Red looks really good on you’

[11b] Sdde saa¥) sla i€
ktir  holo ol-Pahmar Calay-ke
very beautiful. M.S DET-red on-you.F.S

‘Red looks really good on you’

While [11a] presents an unmarked order, [11b] shows a focus on the predicate realized through
subject-predicate inversion. According to native speakers’ impressions I gathered, in the context
provided, the use of the marked structure seems to be definitely more familiar and common. Most
informants added a specific intonation and pauses to (11b) and insisted that the second one is more

‘emphatic’, ‘familiar’, ‘genuine’ and ‘credible’ than the first one.

Even though these are only speakers’ impressions and not quantitative facts, they nonetheless
reinforce the claim that the use of focus in (11b) is related to the communicative meaning and
purpose of the proposition: (11) is a compliment, and compliments, by definition, carry an affective

connotation.
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Among the many tools that Arabic speakers have to mark affect we can find other
morphological, syntactic and discursive devices, such as the use of diminutives (Badarneh, 2009),
the feminine plural —at¢ (Brustad, 2007), reverse gender reference, (Wilmsen, 2013), the use of
ethical datives (Lentin, 2003)2!— later called attitude datives (Haddad, 2014)— and many others,
studied and unstudied. Although a thorough analysis of these and other affective markers in
Lebanese Arabic unfortunately falls out of the scope of this study, my corpus shows clearly that

the CI is a focus marker that correlates with a high degree of affect and emotional involvement.

Returning to the example of compliments above, given that focus seems to be useful to mark
affect and compliments are, by nature, expressions of affect, it is not surprising to find examples

of compliments among the CI corpus of LA, such as the following:

[LA.29] CONTEXT: After the weekend, S has just arrived at the entrance of the building where he

works when the security guard tells him:

(S) G~ i jail clile dif anl $) 54
siu  Ponta? asm-allah Cale-k anhararat hara?!

what you.M.SG name-God on-you.M.S PFV.PASS.burn.2MS burn.INF

‘Wow! Look at you! You are literally melting!” [= you lost a lot of weight]’

In [LA.29] the expression 4 aul asm-allah®’’ strengthens even more the appreciative tone of
the utterance and it is an excellent example of how the CI often coexists in discourse other

aforementioned devices which also have a clear affective dimension.

In sum, this works posits that the CI functions partly as an affective marker in Lebanese Arabic
(and very possibly also in other Arabic varieties). The next section provides further details and

examples that evince and illustrate this argument.

214 In an argument that reinforces the affective nature of the ethical dative, Lentin (2008) suggest a grammatical
relation between the ethical dative and the exclamation particles lak, ulak, lokk, uld, and [k in Syrian Arabic.

254 and osm-allah is a phrase that is pragmatically used to show appreciation for a person or happening. This
socially marked formula shows respect to the interlocutor and normally comes after a positive comment about
someone or a compliment. The addition of &) sl asm-allah indirectly communicates to the hearer that the compliment

(s)he just received was made with a good intention and free of any kind of envy.
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4.4.2. The Clin LA as an Affective Marker

CIs in LA function partly as affective markers in LA. However, what is really the function of

an affective marker?

Affective markers are called so because they increase the affective salience of the proposition.
Biggs et al. (2012: 538) define affective salience as “how an individual feels about a particular
item.” Affective salience, like all kinds of salience, is based on the ‘personal’ relationship between
S and the proposition, for salience is a subjective notion that is dependent on the interlocutors’
previous linguistic experiences.?!¢ Affective salience has been proven to be a powerful element
involved in attention control— in fact, affect is so powerful a factor in capturing attention that it
can even make up for the loss of attention that normally comes with increased knowledge (Biggs

etal., 2012).217

In the present study, affective salience refers to the degree of emotional involvement that S
feels towards the proposition that (s)he utters and all the factors of the communicative situation in
which this proposition is embedded (i.e. how S feels about her/his interlocutor, whether S is angry
or feels close emotional ties, whether there is a relevant incident happening in the communicative

environment, etc.).

In order to illustrate the increase of affective salience that comes with the use of the CI, I
provide here an example from my corpus [LA.30a] along with its hypothetical counterpart, which
lacks the CI [LA.30b] (elicited for contrastive purposes):

[LA.30] CONTEXT: A doctor comes to examine a patient in the hospital and the doctor tells him to

describe the reason that brought him in:

(S) 1aS (AalS | (58 (5 giar (o (sl
hesis ST bo-dahr-e hon... kéemes-ne kamas.

PTCP.ACT.feel.M.S thing  in-back-my here =~ PTCP.ACT.grip.M.S grip.INF

216 Section 3.2.3.1.2.2 (Focus and Salience).

27 In their study Semantic and affective salience: The role of meaning and preference in attentional capture and
disengagement, Biggs et al. conclude that “increases in meaning can reduce attentional capture [...] this finding
suggests that while increased knowledge can reduce capture, affect can restore an item’s ability to capture attention”

(Biggs et al., 2012: 531).
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‘I feel something in my back... it’s like a really gripping pain’

[LA.30Db]
(S) ialS 8 (5 pgiar (o sl
hesis ST bo-dahr-e hon  kémes-ne

PTCP.ACT.feel.M.S thing in-back-my here  PTCP.ACT.grip.M.S

‘I feel something in my back... it’s like a gripping pain’

If we were to evaluate the difference between these two perfectly grammatical and
pragmatically felicitous propositions, I would argue that the presence of the CI in [LA.30]: (1)
highlights the semantic salience of a specific meaning of the verbal form which it accompanies
slS keémesne (i.e. it selects the most salient meaning among the available meanings of éslS
kémesne within a specific set of semantic alternatives provided by the communicative context),!8
(2) highlights the informative salience of the proposition within the discourse in which it is
embedded, and (3) increases the affective salience, since it expresses a higher involvement from S
towards the proposition, in comparison to [LA.30b]. This involvement is directly related to the
focus placed on the verum operator (i.e. the truth-value of the proposition). In other words, a

speaker purposefully insists on the truth of what (s)he is saying especially when (s)he has affective

motivations to do so (for a definition of verum focus see section 4.3.2.3).

4.4.3. Affect and Face

When speakers interact and communicate verbally, their interaction goes beyond the mere
transmission of information. Each verbal interaction between S and H may be seen as a social
action, for it makes use of a linguistic system collectively constructed in order to reach a social

end. According to Lutz (1988), affect is also a social and culturally grounded notion, and the

218 See section 3.2.3.1.2.1.
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affective part of interactions, may also be considered a form of social action (Boehner et al. 2005)

that plays an important role in social change.?!’

For this reason, the expression of affect is intrinsically correlated to social factors, and we will
pay special attention to the study of affect in social interaction. Every speaker is also a social agent
whose socio-communicative purposes are always contingent on the assumed perception of his/her

social status. From now on, I will refer to this status by using the notion of face.

Face is a well-studied notion in linguistics. It has been defined as “the public self-image that
every member wants to claim for himself” (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 61) and also as “the positive
social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during

a particular contact” (Goffman, 1955: 215).

Unfortunately for our purposes, the traditional approach to the conceptualization of face as a
positive image of the self and that of ‘face-threatening acts’ as impoliteness acts has reduced the
scope of the notion of ‘facework’ to the use of (im)politeness strategies. Some theoretical solutions
have proposed to use the term ‘relational work’ as a wider version of the same notion (Locher and
Watts, 2005). In my opinion, however, it is more productive to work on broadening the concept of
‘face’ so that ‘facework’ would include all acts in which face is negotiated in communicative

contexts.

I argue here that face is a socially attributed, discursively constructed, potentially infinite
concept. And it is precisely because ‘the other’ plays such an important role in the construction of
one’s face that I will refer to the concept of face by borrowing Labben’s definition: “The image of

the self in the eyes of relevant others is face” (Labben, 2018: 70; emphasis mine).

A speaker naturally has different faces that are attributed to him/her in every interaction, hence
the multiplicity of faces. My ‘face’ changes depending on the communicative context I find myself
in, as well as on the social role(s) that I perform in each one of them. A different face will be

assigned to me by other interlocutors whether I am playing the role of a PhD student, a daughter,

219 «“To experience a feeling as, say, anger, love, happiness, lust, or frustration, one must be grounded in a cultural
context that makes anger, love, happiness, lust, or frustration meaningful (and in turn determines a response to that

emotion — whether it is something to be proud of, ashamed of, etc.)” (Lutz, 1988 in Bochner et al., 2005: 64).
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a customer or a friend. In the light of this, faces are potentially infinite, “faces, in other words, are
rather like masks, on loan to us for the duration of different kinds of performance” (Locher and

Watts, 2005: 12).

It is when the speaker feels that her/his face—and to a certain extent, also her/his identity—is
being ‘managed’ or ‘negotiated’ that a sensation of communicative urgency arises inside the
speaker. Urgency, in this sense, can be translated as the speaker’s ‘eagerness’ to intervene in the
conversation in order to play a role in the negotiation of her/his face in a communicative exchange

that is relevant for her/him at the socio-pragmatic level.

Inspired by Errington’s definition,??® T will refer to this socio-pragmatic relevance as social
salience. However, as we will see, social salience is not an attribute unique to communicative
situations. Linguistic tools and strategies belonging to different levels of language—phonetic,
morphological, syntactic, discursive—may also be endowed with social salience. Of course, the
social salience of these strategies, tools or situations will be granted differently by every speaker,
since the understanding of what is socially marked may vary greatly among interlocutors and their

communities.

For instance, for a member from the Druze community in Lebanon, the uvular realization of
/q/ (as opposed to the urban realization as a glottal stop) might be an openly social or socio-political
statement. In the same way, a Lebanese speaker from the mountain might be actively negotiating
his/her face if (s)he decides to negate a verb with the suffix —§ in Beirut among speakers of the

urban variety (Germanos, 2009; 2011).

In a similar way, although probably devoid of the socio-political aspect that the two
aforementioned features have, my corpus indicates that CIs are used in propositions that can be
considered socially salient for the speaker who uttered it, meaning that the speaker feels that this
proposition is somehow playing a role in the management or negotiation of his/her face or his/her

interlocutor’s.?2!

220 “The notion of pragmatic salience will be used here to deal with native speakers' awareness of the social
significance of different leveled linguistic alternants, which is manifested both in statements about language and in
spontaneous, natural use” (Errington, 1985: 294-295).

221 The fact that this social salience is irregularly attributed by speakers accounts for and the unpredictability of

use of the CI. See section 2.4.1.
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The following sections explain in further detail the variety of ways of face management that

correlate with the use of Cls in LA.

4434, CI and Face Management

Looking back at the MMC, we can explain the manifestation of a high affective salience when
one or more elements of the emergent CG—that is, elements introduced into the actual
conversational context (i.e., the relation with the interlocutor; the topic or ideas that are being
discussed in the conversation)—happen to be emotionally or affectively salient as well for the

interlocutor(s) in their respective core contexts.

Once more, if we take into consideration the social value of affect, face management is a logical
social reaction to an increase of the affective salience of a proposition within a communicative
instance. For this reason, affective salience and social salience will be closely linked in my

analysis.

Highly affectively salient utterances may augment the speaker’s motivation to manage

different aspects of his/her own face or that of his/her interlocutors.

The speaker may feel a special involvement with the topic or with the matters being discussed
in the conversation (and therefore a greater need to manage face) for disparate reasons: S has a lot
of knowledge about this topic; S has personally experienced these matters; S believes that the

discussion of these issues might lead to conclusions S does not agree with; and many others.

My data show that LA speakers use the CI frequently in instances where S believes that (s)he
has a piece of information that is not known by H, or that this information has more relevance than
H seems to be granting it. When this happens, like in the following example, S’s use of the CI
implies a reaffirmation of the speaker’s hierarchical face on the topic under discussion over that

of his/her interlocutor(s).

[LA.31] CONTEXT: S and H are having a conversation about Arabic language and the origins of the

Lebanese variety:

(H) DY) 53l d il 2 g s OIS (ol Sl
Paslan, P2al-Sarabe  kén  mawszid ba-labnén

in.principle DET-Arabic 3MS  existing in-Lebanon
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Pabal al-gazw [-Pasléme
before DET-invasion DET-islamic

‘In fact, Arabic existed in Lebanon before the Islamic invasion’

(S) Pl S S alall G oa i b L (gl gam j A0 jad) ARl ¢ el Y

la? ntobh-e [pause] Pal-laga [-Sarabiyye

no  IMP.watch.out-2FS DET-language DET-Arabic
farad-ii-l-on yeha farad.
PFV.impose-3P-to-them ACC.it.FS impose.INF

hon al- Salam kén-o yvahk-o saryéne.
here DET-people were-3P IPFV.speak-3pP Syriac

‘No, watch out. The Arabic language was imposed on them. Here people used to speak

Syriac.’

In instances like the preceding example, where the CI is imposing S’s hierarchal superior status
and reinforcing his authority, the focus on the truth-value of the sentence can be felt intensely.
However, in some other communicative instances, and especially upon H’s request, S might use
a Cl in order to help highlight a piece of information that S can affirm thanks to his/her previous

experiential knowledge, therefore reaffirming a non-hierarchical face with H:

[LA.32] CONTEXT: S and H are fellow PhD students in the same department. Since S started her
PhD earlier, H asked her for advice on how to reserve a carrel in the library (carrels are in a room with

restricted access).
(H) flas e o) culla €585 S slas cilee g
kif  Samoalt-e ta-yxallii-ke tfiite?
how PFV.do-2FS so.that-1PFv.allow.3P- you.F.S  IPFV.go.in.2FS
talabt-e 22zn mon  hadan?
PFV.ask.for-2FS permission from somebody?

‘What did you do so that they let you in? Did you ask for anyone’s permission?’
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(S) taiad aijalin) | b callala Ul oY

v—

la, Pana ma talab-at Si. sta?zart-o sta?zar
no I NEG PFV.ask.for-1S thing PFV.rent.1s-it  rent.INF

‘No, I didn’t ask for anything. I [just] rented it.

Given that S had already gone through the process of ‘getting access to the carrels,” she now
had the experience to strongly affirm the proposition that she marked with a CI, stating her

experiential authority in a non-hierarchical way.

Similarly, S may feel a special involvement with the interlocutor(s) participating in the
conversation for various reasons: S considers the interlocutor(s) ‘relevant’ affectively; S holds a
concrete social or professional position among the interlocutors; and so forth. When this happens,

the CI helps bolster S’s face vis-a-vis H or within a group of interlocutors.

In our corpus, the CI is frequently used in situations where S wishes to preserve, repair or
reinforce his/her or the interlocutor’s face in front of another interlocutor. In the following
example, for instance, feeling that her status is being put in question, S reacts to H’s comment,

preserving her interpersonal face:

[LA.33] CONTEXT: The students in a graduate course have been thinking about asking for their
professor to extend the deadline of a paper, but still have not taken this step. A couple of days later, S and
H are studying in the graduate student office when the professor walks in to ask with irony how the paper

is going. S and H answer with a brief “great” and a smile, and as soon as the professor leaves, H asks S:
(H) 94558 9 i & 583
doktor z b-ySaref? kif?  xabbarti-h?
Doctor K. HAB-IPFV.3MS.know  how  PFV.tell.2FS-him
‘Doctor K. knows? How? Did you tell him?’
(S) aars By e Bobe US 7ok L Y
La? bas mbéreh kén  mere? mrii? w-soma§
No but yesterday was  PTCP.ACT.pass pass.INF and-PFV.3MS.hear

‘No, but yesterday he was [just] passing by and he heard.’

146



The incriminating tone of H’s question threatens S’s face. As she perceived she is being
accused of having filtered confidential information to the professor, S’s use of the CI strengthens

her defense in an attempt to ‘restore’ her face.

Oftentimes, the Cl is frequently used in by native speakers of LA in situations where S manages
his/her face within a certain group or community with a concrete set of values and ideas. In the
following example, S reacts when he feels that his honor as a host has been put into question in

front of his group of friends:

[LA. 34] CONTEXT: Some friends are gathered for a drink after work to welcome H; one of the
members of said group back from her recent trip. In a very relaxed atmosphere while everyone is laughing,
H, decides to pick on S [who is a rather theatrical man] and tell everyone about how S invited him to a wine
tasting evening where there was, actually, no wine. Everyone looks at S and starts laughing, and asking him

how could he do such a thing. S then, looks at H; and says:
(S) 140 Ly 1o (petinci L s (et U8 g )l oz caa Ul e 5 el oY

la?, smafe Su sar. ana  3ob-at mas-e Parba¥
no IMP.listen-2FS what  happened.3MS [ brought-1S with-me four
’anéne nbid mon  fransa. ma Sahan-t-on Sahon!

bottles wine from France DIS shipped-1S-them ship.INF

bas M wasal  mlaxxar, Su zonb-e ‘ana?

but M arrived.3MS late what fault-my 1?

‘No, listen to what happened. I had brought with me four bottles of wine from France. I

[actually] shipped them! [hearers laugh] But M arrived late, how is it my fault?

In the previous example, S feels that H>’s comment questions both S’s sense of hospitality and
his skills as a host, triggering in him a feeling that his in-group face is being questioned. Moreover,
and as [ will subsequently observe in section 4.4.3.5 this example is especially sensitive culturally
and socially speaking, given that the threat that S feels to its in-group face is partially caused by

what he feels is an attack to a broader collective face. S feels that his hospitality—one of the values
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that happen to be predominant cultural values among Lebanese—is being put into question

(Feghali, 1997).222

After shedding light on some of the many aspects of face here, the next sections will provide

a description of different modes of face management observed in the data.

4.434.1. Face Preservation/Restoration and Face Attack

CIs commonly appear in socially marked situations where S assumes that his/her own face or
the face of one or several ‘relevant’ interlocutors is being threatened or attacked in the
communicative situation. It might be enough for S to assume that a threat might take place in the

future for him/her to intervene and try to prevent it.

Upon encountering a face threatening act, speakers might choose to preserve their own face.
In this case, the CI contributes to the attempt to control H’s assumptions and reinforces the
preemptive aspect of the utterance. In these instances from my corpus, the CI is used by speakers

who seek to justify, excuse or explain themselves and avoid a misunderstanding.

In the following example, for instance, S feels his face is being threatened by H’s doubts about
his commitment to quit smoking, which makes him want to preserve his face by justifying or

excusing himself.

[LA.35] CONTEXT: S is having a beer with H after classes. Although S told H two days ago that he
had quit smoking, he lights a cigarette while he drinks his beer. H looks at him and asks ironically: “Hadn’t

you quit smoking?” (S had previously tried to quit several times without success), to which S responds:

(S) i Ledii ae (lgida ae Loy cagall it 3 jlann I35 (s

hayd-e Pawwal sigara ba-daxxan-a l-yom
this-F first cigarette HAB-IPFV.smoke. 18- it.FS DET-day
w  ma {am daxxan-a, {am  naffex-a tonfix
and NEG PROG IPFV.smoke.lS-it.FS PROG IPFV.IS.blow-it.FS blow.INF

222 Feghali (1997) claims that collectivism, honor and hospitality are the predominant cultural values among

Lebanese, hence being the values that Lebanese tend to identify with the most as a community. See section 4.4.3.5.
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“This is the first cigarette I’'m smoking today, and I am not smoking it, I am just blowing

the smoke around’

On some occasions, S might also preserve the interlocutor’s face. In this case, the CI
contributes to the attempt to control the consequences of a face-threatening act against H by
helping preserve or restore the hearer’s face. In these instances, the CI contributes to the expression

of solidarity and empathy.

[LA.36] CONTEXT: H is having a family dinner with S’s family (S and H are a married couple) when

H stains her white shirt. H then says:
(H) daas g2
al-Pabyad  msibe
DET-white  disaster

‘White [clothes] are a disaster [waiting to happen]’

to which S responds:

(S) Lol C‘-“‘}” daily uau‘ﬁ\ )
eh  w-allah al-?abyad b-yal?at al-wasax la?at

yes and-God DET-white HAB-IPFV.grab.3MS DET-dirt grab-INF

‘Indeed, white attracts dirt’

The love and appreciation that S feels for H prompts him to utter the CI proposition in an
attempt to alleviate the feelings of embarrassment that S thinks H might be feeling, especially

given the communicative situation, that is, to preserve or restore her face.

Sometimes, when S feels that H has committed a face-threatening act towards him/her or

towards a relevant interlocutor, the speaker might also choose to attack H’s face as a response.

[LA.37] CONTEXT: An old woman is waiting for the green light to cross the street, but when she
does, a man on a motorbike, neglecting the traffic light, drives through the zebra cross dangerously close

to her. As aresult, the old woman gets scared and screams at him:

(S) 1l &l pae iy i
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Pallah ya-rsof Somr-ak Pasaf
God IPFV.3MS-bombard lifetime-your.MS bombard.INF

‘May God destroy your life!’

Cognate Infinitive Curses, like the one in the example above, are probably the clearest and

most frequent examples of instances of CI used with the purpose of face attack.??

In cases where S feels comfortable enough within a communicative setting, (s)he may even

attack his/her own face with the intention of being humorous or of showing humility:

[LA.38] CONTEXT: H; and H; are creating and editing a table of contents in Microsoft Word in the
presence of S. When H; sees the surprise in S’s face, H; asks him how he normally does his tables of

contents, to which he responds:
(S) IS Jia B (4S5 U
ana ba-ktab-on kitébe matl  al-kalb
I HAB-IPFV.1S.write-them write. INF like DET-dog
‘I write them [manually] like a [dumb] dog’

In this case, S had also a clear intention of being funny, probably because he’d much rather
trigger his interlocutors’ laugh than receiving a critical or condescending reaction. In this case, S
is probably attacking his own face before anyone else does, which could be considered,

paradoxically, a way of face preservation.

4.434.2. Face Reinforcement

Cls are also commonly used in situations where S voluntarily, and feeling free of potential
threats, chooses to reinforce face. In these instances, the propositions containing the CI are used

to create a feeling of suspense and to transmit a feeling of reassurance to the interlocutor(s).

[LA.39] CONTEXT: S is cooking a Lebanese traditional dish while H (her daughter's friend, who is
also a foreigner) passes by the kitchen and, after complimenting the smell, asks S to give her the recipe. S,

visibly proud and happy to be asked, accedes to H’s wishes and explains to her every detail of the cooking

223 For a more elaborated discussion of Cognate Infinitive Curses in LA see section 5.3.3.1 of this study.
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process. At a certain point, when H asks her about the way to cook the eggplant, she answers (with a smile

on her face and visibly proud):

(S) B el Camy Ul o ectililaiid) 5 i olle A

fi {alam b-yesw-o al-batenzénet bas  Pana
there.is people HAB-IPFV.grill-3P DET-eggplants but I
b-habb 222l-on Zale

HAB-IPFV.18S.like IPFV.18.fry-them fry.INF

‘Some people grill the eggplants, but I like frying them.’

In the above example, S benefits from what pragmatically would be a parallel focus, in order
to separate herself from ‘ordinary people’ and emphasizes the originality of her way of cooking a
Lebanese traditional dish, thus reinforcing her own face as a unique and free-spirited and creative

cook.

In a threat-free atmosphere, sometimes S may use the CI in order to contribute to reinforcing

H’s face:

[LA.40] CONTEXT: S and H are talking about the thesis proposal examination they both have to pass

as PhD students. S feels H is a bit anxious about it.

(S) G ey Lo nllaa (Jiat le G (v WY Graseaddl]

2l-thesisgn badd-a snin,  bas ma toStal-e hamm
DET-thesis want-it.F.S years but NEG  IPFV.carry-2FS worry
al-proposalgn. .. ba-tmarr?i-a tomri?
DET-proposal HAB-IPFV.2FS-pass pass.INF

‘The thesis takes years, but don’t worry about the proposal... you will get it through just

fine.’

In the previous instance, S, being an older PhD student, makes use of her experiential authority

to reinforce H’s face by giving her advice and by reassuring her.
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4.4.3.4.3. Face Creation

Cls are also quite commonly used in situations where S voluntarily, in a communicative
atmosphere free of potential threats and practically devoid of previous discursive context, chooses
to create a face for himself/herself. In these instances, the propositions containing the CI are
significantly expressive, and they can convey a wide range of emotions (i.e. anger, awe,
indignation, love, disgust, surprise, etc.). The use of the CI in the next example, for instance, helps

S create a ‘devoted fan’ face in front of her idol:

[LA.6] CONTEXT: S is leaving a restaurant in Beirut when, suddenly, she comes face to face with

her favorite news presenter (H). Visibly excited, she introduces herself and then says:

(S) AL JS JLaVle 5 yhlia &l iy [eling gday

Vi St b-haobb-ak. bo-ntr-ak mnatra
INT what  HAB-IPFV.love.1S-you.M.S HAB-IPFV.wait.1S-you.M.S  wait.INF
{a-l-axbar kal leyle
on-DET-news every night

‘Oh my God, I love you so much! I [impatiently] wait to see you in the news every single

night!

It is worth clarifying that in many cases, what allows S to create or to give prominence to face
is not only the use of the CI, but rather the interaction of different communicative tools, such as

choice of words, intonation, body language, in which the CI might be included.

Given the multiplicity of faces, we should bear in mind that most of the time, one or more of
these ‘faceworks’ naturally tend to overlap. One may, for instance, be preserving H’s face while
simultaneously creating a face for himself and/or attacking another interlocutor’s face. In the
following example, for instance, we can see S simultaneously preserving, reinforcing and attacking

different faces:
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[LA.41] CONTEXT: S, a female employee in a beauty salon, is doing A’s facial hair with a thread, as

a consequence of which, A is groaning in pain, when H, who is A’s waiting boyfriend, says:
(H) fedsm s b
tab, ha-1-?add b-ywazza§?
well this-DET-extent HAB-IPFV.3MS.hurt

‘Does it really hurt that much?’

to which S, who stopped working for a minute and stayed still looking at H, says:

(S) uindai Jaall (e oty Jaddly ol ) o5 sla el 1)

ya habibi... Paza b-sil-l-ak halla? swerb-ak

vOoC  dear if  HAB-IPFV.1S.remove-to-you.M.S now  moustache-your.M.S
bo-l-xét badd-ak ottohbas ol-mahall attohbos!
with-DET-thread want-you. M.S IPFV.2MS.smash ~ DET-shop smash.INF

‘Oh, my dear... if [ were to remove your moustache with the thread now you would smash

the shop to bits!’

In the example above, S feels that A’s face is attacked and, in solidarity with her, decides to
impose her experiential authority, both as a woman who has undergone the pain that entails
removing facial hair and as a professional, to attack H’s face. Thus, S manages to preserve A’s
face, while reinforcing her own face (both as a woman and as a professional) through attacking

H’s face.

4.4.3.5. CI and Identity

The concept of face is intimately related to the often vaguely defined sociolinguistic notion of
identity. Both face and identity are relational and negotiable, and they are both involved in “the
negotiation of relations and identities in interaction” (Locher, 2008: 533). According to the
literature, some pivotal aspects of identity are equally significant for the definition of face: identity
and face are both multileveled concepts, sensitive to the context of interaction, shaped by group
membership and by the culturally defined self-esteem of the individual (Brewer, 1991; Hogg et
al., 1995; Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Stets & Burke, 2000; Labben, 2017).
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Individual identity is considered to be a chaotic system given the infinity and self-similarity?**

of its potential subdivisions (Sade, 2011). I suggest that face can be understood as a subdivision
of identity, and thus, individual identity as a compilation of the potentially infinite faces of an

individual.

In fact, understanding face as a subdivision of identity is especially useful given the fact that
identity may also be salient. Thus, when we say that some ‘parts’ of our identity are activated or
feel endangered depending in which contexts, we are saying that one of the subdivisions of

identity, this is, one of our faces, is being negotiated or managed.

Being a multileveled concept shaped by group membership, identity can also be constructed at
a collective level, which entails that the identity of an individual will be formed partly by collective
faces.?” In Lebanon, for instance, as it is the case in other Arab countries, some of the most
predominant cultural values associated with collective faces shaping individual identity seem to

be three: "collectivism, honor and hospitality” (Feghali, 1997; emphasis mine).

Although it would be too much of a generalization to affirm that the use of the CI in LA is
directly related to the expression of a ‘Lebanese’ identity—especially given the multiplicity of
meanings that the notion of ‘Lebaneseness’ may have for different individuals—it seems certain
that this tool might also relate to the management of a collective national/regional face. This
appears clearly in several previously mentioned CI instances. In [LA.33], S explains herself to
preserves her face defending the value of collectivism; in [LA.26], S attacks a third person’s face
to defend her honor; and in [LA.34], S feels the need to explain himself in front his friends (i.e.

members of the same community) when he feels that his value of hospitality has been questioned.

224 Meaning that the infinite possibilities of an identity’s internal subdivisions interact, as they influence and are
influenced by each other (Sade, 2011).

225 We should not forget that collective identities are experienced as well at a personal level since it is the
individual who lives them and confers them a certain meaning in his specific social and cultural setting (Suleiman,

2003).
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Instances like these confirm the results of a previous study on native attitudes towards cognate
objects (CO) in Lebanese Arabic (Iriarte Diez, 2016: 20) which reported “a strong correlation

between the use of a CO and a perceived ‘Lebanese’ typicality”.?2¢

4.5. Conclusions

The present chapter has attempted to document and describe the communicative
multidimensionality of the CI in LA by analyzing in detail both its informational and affective

dimensions as a focus marker.

Informationally, the Cognate Infinitive in LA may be understood as a tool of information
structure; more concretely, a focus marker. In an attempt to clarify the vagueness that characterizes
a great deal of the existing literature about focus, this chapter reviews two of the most prominent
classifications. I argue that the parameters upon which these classifications are built (i.e., the
presence of explicit alternatives in the preceding discourse; type of updating; semantic change;
size and nature of the focused constituent) are based on properties of focus that are not inherent to
the notion but rather merely circumstantial, in order to offer a working definition for focus that
remains faithful to what I believe is its essential communicative function: drawing the
interlocutor’s attention into a specific constituent in contrast to alternative constituents suggested
by the communicative environment. Taking the CI as a case study for focus marking, and analyzing
some of my CI cases according to the aforementioned classifications, I argue that CIs in LA not
only can mark multiple pragmatic focus at the same time, but also that they also place a focus
simultaneously in the verbal lexeme (selecting the most salient meaning of the verbal form), the

predication, and the truth-statement of the proposition.

In arguing for and exploring the affective dimension of Cls, I show that the use of ClIs in LA
correlates with a high degree of involvement of the speaker towards the proposition, and propose
that the use of CI increases the affective salience of the proposition in which it appears. According

to my data, the speaker’s feeling of personal involvement is directly related to the assumption that

226 Further inquiry about the participants’ arguments for such categorization contributed both to a deeper
understanding of the social and pragmatic implications of the Cognate Object, and to the uncovering of a set of macro-

scale attitudes.
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his/her individual and/or collective faces are being negotiated. The data evidence that Cls are used
in communicative situations that are socially salient for the speaker, where they contribute in

several acts of face management, such as preserving, attacking, reinforcing or creating face.

When analyzed within its full natural communicative environment, CIs in LA may shed light
onto the intrinsic complexity and multidimensionality of focus, challenging many of the theoretical
approaches that have been offered previously. On this basis, and after concluding that the notion
of focus needs to be revisited and redefined in a more comprehensive and holistic way that
integrates both its informational and affective dimensions, I adopt a definition of focus that is built
upon its most solid and fundamental communicative properties, this is, the managing of attention

through the distribution of salience at different levels of language.

While the present chapter provided concrete evidence for the need of an alternative
conceptualization of focus and uncovered the multidimensionality of LA speakers’ motivations to
use the CI, the next chapter continues to build on these findings and endeavors to provide the
reader with a coherent description of both the communicative functions of the CI in LA and the

continuums of contextual and agential factors involved in its use.
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CHAPTER 5:

MODELING THE GRAMMAR OF COGNATE INFINITIVES IN

LEBANESE ARABIC:

Communicative Continua and Functional Spectrum

5.1. Introduction

Language is known to work as a dynamic system that continuously shifts and evolves as
speakers use it. This entails that every use of a linguistic form effectively contributes to the future
use of that same form, thus shaping its grammatical function. As I stressed in Chapter 3, linguistic
expressions encode the contexts of previous uses and experiences (Kecskes, 2008: 386). For this
reason, if we wish to determine the grammatical function of a specific linguistic form, we must
first look into the communicative contexts in which it is being used by speakers. In Chapter 4 we
looked at many CI instances within their corresponding communicative contexts. The present
chapter provides the reader with a communicative grammatical model for the CI in LA that
accounts for its functional description. This model is based on the results from the analysis of the
social and communicative contexts in which, according to my corpus, the CI is currently used by

LA speakers.

The reader should bear in mind that the communicative grammatical model presented in this
chapter fundamentally (and purposefully) departs from traditional linguistic “classifications”—i.e.
from the labelling and categorization of types and subtypes of concepts through a set of distinctive
criteria—for it considers the CI a complex communicative unit that should be studied as a whole,
this is, with a holistic approach. With this purpose in mind, I will avoid speaking about classes or
types of CI and work instead with contextualized CI instances that can be placed along
communicative continua and positioned within a functional spectrum, both notions of ‘continuum’

and ‘spectrum’ being defined by the absence of boundaries and borders.

I believe that understanding grammatical functions as the synthesis of patterns that emerge

along communicative continua will help the reader conceive of the CI’s different functional
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nuances as different stages of a spectrum, rather than as isolated well-defined sets of events granted

arbitrary labels.

Notwithstanding the vertical and hierarchical structure inevitably imposed by the written
format, this chapter intends to present a fluid and homogenous model for the description of the CI
in LA, built along communicative continua, in which the various elements involved in its use
intertwine, overlap and even fuse. The dynamic and flexible behavior of the communicative factors
that interact in the use of CI which is, in my view, a clear manifestation of the adaptable and
complex nature of communication, highlights the ineffectiveness of any attempt to draw any

dividing line, and leaves the researcher with no other methodological option.

Given that linguistic forms “are to be seen as epiphenomena of interaction” (Cameron and
Larsen-Freeman, 2007: 6), those linguistic forms that have a higher frequency of use in certain
communicative circumstances, that is, a higher general linguistic salience,??” will logically be
conventionalized and recognized faster and therefore, more efficiently accessed and more easily
produced. This means that it is according to use—and to the salience that inevitable results from
it—that linguistic forms disappear or remain and evolve depending on their semantic or pragmatic

utility, their sociolinguistic characteristics, and so forth.

Linguistic salience results, then, from interactions. Thus, if every linguistic interaction is lived
and analyzed by the speaker and stored as an experience, it is sound to affirm that interlocutors’
communicative experiences shape grammar, and not the other way around. This is why it makes
sense to see grammar as a “‘cognitive organization of one’s experience with language,” rather than

a cognitive organization of language itself (Bybee, 2006: 711; emphasis mine).

227 By linguistic salience here 1 don’t only refer to the absolute frequency of use of a linguistic form, but also to
the degree of communal awareness of a linguistic form in a certain communicative situation. For instance, the property
of salience can be applied to a scientific term that might be very useful semantically in a specific register, but not
necessarily common quantitatively if compared to other words; to a specific phonetic realization that is systematically
used by a prestigious group of speakers; or to a construction with a very specific function that is used in certain

communicative environments. See section 3.2.3.1.2.2. for more information about salience.
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Consequently, the most natural way to obtain an accurate grammatical description of a
linguistic variety is to observe the speaker’s communicative experiences in that language and to

carry out a later analysis of the observations and data recorded.

It is along these lines that this chapter approaches the communicative grammatical model for

CIs in LA in two different sections:

e The first part of this model (section 5.2) presents the communicative circumstances in which
the CI is currently used in LA according to my corpus. This section benefits from the
theoretical concepts introduced in theoretical framework (MMC)??® in order to analyze the
emergent patterns arising among the various communicative elements involved in the use
of the CI, especially alternatives, assumptions, intentions, common ground, attention, and
affect. As a result, this part of the model will help us understand the communicative range

of use of the Cl in LA.

e The second part of the model (section 5.3), which inevitably builds on the first, explores the
communicative function of the CI, relying on the communicative circumstances in which it
appears in LA. By shedding light on several stages of the spectrum of functions performed
by the CI, this section’s aim is to illustrate the wide functional range of this linguistic form

in LA.

5.2. The Communicative Use of the CI in LA: Communicative Continua

Having been introduced to the complexity of the CI’s use in LA in Chapter 4, readers can
imagine by now that this section will not provide them with clear-cut rules of where, when or how
the CI should be used. Instead, this section intends to shed light on the communicative elements
that are predominantly present in the communicative instances of my corpus, for they represent
the kinds of communicative contexts that LA native speakers themselves associate with the use of
CIs and that shape their usage of them. As a result, this section will discuss the circumstances in

which the CI is both used and pragmatically accepted by LA native speakers.

228 See Chapter 3.
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Although, as we have seen, the CI in LA accompanies exclusively verbal forms, its use is not
ultimately conditioned by ‘formal’ features of the immediate linguistic context (i.e. phonetic,
morphological, semantic, lexical, or syntactic features). In other words, apart from always being
tied to a verbal form, the CI’s use is not tied, inter alia, to the presence of a certain phonetic sound,
to any specific lexical category of verbs, or to the use of a particular subsuming syntactic

construction.

However, this does not imply that the CI may be used in any situation. Quite the contrary,
native speakers seem to have a fairly clear idea of the communicative instances that welcome the
use of a CI, and also of those which simply do not. This is possible because the use of CI in LA
correlates with the presence of communicative elements, informational and affective, rather than
purely formal ones. Also, communicative notions that seem to be relevant for the use of the CI are
subjective, rather than objective notions, and/or are unpredictable rather than predictable (i.e.,
depending on emergent intentions and context), a fact that makes its quantification and

standardization as unfeasible as it is unnecessary.

Following the MMC explained in Chapter 3 and the analytical frame that I presented in the
introduction of this chapter, the following subsections will explore what I perceive to be the most
important communicative continua involved in the use of the CI in LA.??° One of these continua,
the focus environment, is defined by the communicative environment, and two others depend on
the communicative agents: speaker’s communicative priority (referential — affective) and

speaker’s communicative stance (informative — performative).?°

229 Naturally, this dissertation cannot and will not include all the different kinds of communicative continua that
may exist, for they may be as many as one could wish to create. Depending on the linguistic form under analysis and
through the observation of natural communicative instances, the researcher will have to determine which elements
from the communicative environment and from the communicative agents are relevant to the use of a certain linguistic
form—for they will be also relevant for the determination of this form’s functional range.

230 It should be borne in mind that the identification and description of these concrete communicative elements
do not make them valid to become criteria for classifying the CI, since by doing so we would be incurring the same
mistakes of those who established the existing traditional classifications of focus we discussed in section 4.3.3. In fact,
the relevance of these (and not other) elements lies in their correlation to the different functional nuances of the CI

(see section 5.3).
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5.2.1. Focus Environment: Closed-Open

Since Chapter 4 established that ClIs in LA work as focus markers, addressing the notion of
focus environment (FE) will be of primary importance for the purpose of modeling the grammar
of CIs. As this section explains, the notion of FE encompasses all the elements from the
communicative environment that may affect and/or condition the presence (or absence) of

alternatives of the focus expressed by the CI.23!

It should be borne in mind that some of the elements of the communicative environment and,
thus, also the nature of FE tend to be of an arbitrary nature. In other words, the discursive and
situational events are the pre-existent ‘milieu’” where S may move that is partly external to S, and

may condition him/her in his/her communicative and linguistic decisions.

The FE is, therefore, a space where alternatives that are considered relevant by the speaker
exist (both explicitly and implicitly), and therefore, a space S will want to mediate and even
control. This helps to explain why speakers make use of focus management tools such as CI in

order to maximize the agency that language gives them.

Since Cls in LA function as focus markers, the use of the CI necessarily entails, informationally
speaking, the focusing of specific constituents in contrast to their alternatives.?*? Hence, it is
necessary to understand how these alternatives are understood and interpreted within the

interactive context in which CIs occur.

In this study, the notion of focus environment (FE) accounts for the nature of the set of
alternatives (SoA) of those constituents focused by the CI. FE is conceived here as a continuum

ranging from closed to open®**, depending on the degree of explicitness of the alternatives of the

21 In other words, the focus environment is just a microuniverse inside the universe of the communicative
environment. If the communicative environment includes (1) the random result of the interplay of individual contexts
(S & H); individual assumptions (which, in turn, originate the decisions of the communicative agents to update the
CG in different ways) and (2) the arbitrary actions (performed by the interlocutors) or events (not performed by the
interlocutors) that may happen in a communicative setting; then focus environment may be defined as the
communicative environment of a focus instance.

232 See section 3.2.3.1.2.1 and 4.2.

233 As I mentioned in section 4.3, the ‘extremes’ of the focus environment continuum draw on Krifka’s (2007)

classification of open and closed focus, according to which, open focus referred to foci with a restricted set of
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focus marked by the CI, as analyzed in the immediate communicative context of a certain
communicative instance. Figure 6 illustrates the continuum of the FE, ranging from a closed FE
that is characterized by a high degree of explicitness of the alternatives to an open FE, where

alternatives have a greater degree of implicitness.

explicitness of the
alternative(s)

CLOSED OPEN

Focus Environment

Figure 6: Focus Environment in the grammatical model for Cls in LA

Explicitness in the FE can be defined as the presence of one or more alternatives (of a focused
constituent) in the Emergent CG of a specific instance of communication. In other words,
alternatives will reach their higher degree of explicitness when they are perceived and known by
both speakers within the emergent context. A closed FE will be, thus, characterized by more
explicit alternatives, ‘explicit’ combining properties of both shared and emergent. Figure 7 maps

the explicit alternatives on the MMC (see section 3.2), combining shared and emergent properties.

alternatives, and closed focus to an unrestricted set of alternatives. However, Krifka does not explain what he means
by ‘restricted’ or ‘unrestricted’, for he does not specify what factors actually grant the status of ‘present’ to an

alternative, hence the need for this section.
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Explicit Alternatives

Figure 7: Representation of Explicit Alternatives in the MMC

For the purposes of this study, the degree of explicitness or implicitness of the alternatives, and
therefore, the degree of openness of the FE, is relevant to the extent that it affects the speaker. If
we imagine the notion of FE as the ‘space’ where the speaker can move, a more closed FE, which
implies stronger contextual restrictions and less space, will limit the speaker and somehow force
him/her to use a particular CI (or any other focus marker), while a more open FE, which implies
weaker restrictions and more freedom for the speaker, will leave space for the speaker to use the
CI in more original and creative ways. For this reason, and as we will see in subsequent sections,
in my data, different FEs correlate to the different modes in which the CI manages attention, and

to the different functional nuances of the CI in LA.

It is important to note that alternatives may be explicit in different dimensions of the emergent
CG; for example, in the preceding discourse, presented either by H [LA.42] or by S [LA.43], or in
the shared situational context [LA.44]. The following is an example of closed FE where

alternatives are made explicit by H:

[LA.42] CONTEXT: H hurt his leg and his girlfriend S is cleaning the wound. Right after S places

a big bandage on the wound, H, who is visibly in pain, screams and protests:

(H) sl LeaiuaS il Lol
Ah! les kabas-ti-a ha-I-?add?

INT why press-PFV.2FS-it.F.S this-DET-much
‘Why did you press it so hard?’
(S) Mas Lgidas | s L LS L
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ma kabast-a va hayet-e. hattoyt-a hatt
NEG  press.PFV.1S-it.F.S voc  life-my put.PFV.1S-it.F.S put.INF

‘I didn’t press it, honey, I [just] put it’

The event ‘press it,” which is part of the SoA of the focused event ‘put it,” is explicitly
presented by H in this example. As [LA.42] illustrates, when using ClIs in this kind of closed FE,
the CI is often preceded by one or more negations that mark S’s rejection of the alternative

presented by H (in this case ‘press it’).

However, there are instances, like [LA.43], where S himself presents the alternative

explicitly in the discourse preceding the CI:

[LA.43] CONTEXT: While H is parking her car, a man that was walking in the street (S) stops

spontaneously to give her directions:

S e rfdy elidlogald || 98 298 29

arrb-e, Zarrb-e, larrb-e... xalas ma
IMP.go.back-2FS IMP.go.back-2FS  IMP.go.back-2FS enough NEG
ba-tsé§-e badd-ik torza$-e r3is
HAB-IPFV.fit-2FS want-2FS IPFV.reverse-2FS reverse.INF

‘Come forward, come, come... stop! You don’t fit. You have to go in reverse’

Here, rather than ‘correcting’ H, S rectifies his own statement, marking the second event with

a CI to draw H’s attention to the sudden update of his own utterance. 2**

234 This example, as well as the next one [LA.44], deserve further analysis for the data they provide on the

gendered use of CI; unfortunately that lies outside the scope of the present study.
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In some closed FEs, an alternative may also be presented by an event that is happening in
the situational context, but not necessarily present in the preceding discourse.?** In the following

example, for instance, S reprimands H precisely because he saw an opposing event taking place.

[LA.44] CONTEXT: S is instructing H on how to fix a car, and H tries to carry out S’s orders. S tells

H to open a valve, and after she (H) tries to pull a piece downwards, S screams:
(S) feiiad 5 (L6 L ol
ok 22bb-1-a 72bb, St 22sst-ik?

INT IMP.pull.up-2FS- it.F.S pull.up.INF what  story-your.F.S

‘No, pull it up! What is wrong with you?’

In the last three examples, the communicative circumstances generated a closed focus
environment where an alternative was explicitly presented. Whereas these examples may seem
quite different, they share the contextual factor that seems to be most relevant to the functional
uses of the CI: the presence of one or more explicit alternatives. As we will see more in detail in
section 5.3.1, it is the explicitness of the alternative that overtly attracts H’s attention, making the
introduction of a focused alternative ‘more necessary’ for a deeply committed S with an urgent

correction.?3¢

Nevertheless, the use of the CI does not only correlate with a closed focus environment. In
fact, speakers also seem to use CIs when focus alternatives show lower degrees of explicitness.

However, what does it mean for an alternative to be less explicit in the FE?

Theoretically speaking, everything that is not explicit (i.e., that is not both shared and

emergent) is, therefore, implicit. In other words, if the presence of one or more alternatives is not

235 “There is nothing abnormal about a speaker relying, for the interpretation or evaluation of what is said in a
speech act on information that has its source in the speech act event itself. Suppose Alice says “She is the senior
senator from California”, pointing to a woman standing in the corner. A certain woman must be salient for her use of
“she” to be appropriate and successful (where salience is presumably to be explained in terms of common belief), but
it was Alice’s speech act, and the accompanying gesture, that made her salient” (Stalnaker, 2002: 711).

236 This explicitness is common in instances of corrective and exhaustive focus (see sections 4.3.1.1 and 4.3.1.2)

See also section 5.3.1. ‘Recovering attention’.
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a communicative fact (i.e. an event that is perceived and acknowledged by both S and H during
the communicative instance), it must then be an assumption. The more open a focus environment
becomes, the more the interlocutors find themselves in the vast realm of assumptions. The different
degrees of implicitness in the alternatives will affect the functional nature of the functional nuances

of Cls.

Unlike explicit alternatives, which were defined above as both shared and emergent, implicit
alternatives may be (1) emergent, but not shared by S and H; (2) shared, but not emergent, part of
the core; (3) partially emergent and partially shared; or (4) neither shared nor emergent. As we will
see below, (3) and (4) are the least anchored to the CG, and therefore at this end of the spectrum
the S can exert more control and use CI in ways that H might not expect. I will now illustrate these

four types of ‘open’ FE with examples from my corpus.

(1) Implicit alternatives may appear as the result of an individual (not shared) perception of an
emergent event. In these cases, like in the following example, an event that is presumably
only perceived by one of the interlocutors, and not openly acknowledged to have happened
(here, one that belongs to H’s emergent context, but not to the emergent CG) may trigger a

series of assumptions containing the presence of an alternative:?*’

[LA.45] CONTEXT: During Sunday lunch at his grandparents” house, H sees what he feels could
be a look of disgust on his grandfather’s (S) face while drinking the wine that H has brought to the lunch.
Upon seeing this, H asks S:

(H) €5 8 58
Sil fi 3addo?
what there.is grandpa

‘Is there anything wrong, Grandpa?’

to which, S answers:

237 This means that the alternative is felt to be explicit by the speaker only,but will remain to be implicit for the

communicative situation unless the speaker openly asks about it or comments on it.
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(S) &g 2l 393 ac ¢ il
ma i, Cam-dii? al-nbid dwe?
NEG thing PROG-IPFV.1S.try DET-wine try.INF

‘Nothing, I am [just] trying the wine’

In the preceding instance, it is an assumption in H’s mind (Grandpa didn’t like the
wine) caused by an event perceived only by S (Grandpa grimaced) that generates a question
(“What is wrong, grandpa?”), which, in turn, also generates the assumption of an emergent
alternative in S’s mind (S assumes that H thinks that something is wrong with the wine),

which leads to the use of a CI in the answer.

S’s final answer (“I was just trying the wine”), finally denies all kind of alternative
assumptions, but leaves us (and H) with a question: Did H perceive S’s grimace correctly or
did he imagine it? In the first case, S would be just pretending to like the wine to avoid an
implicit attack on H’s face. In the second case, S would have just been truly surprised by the
question and would be choosing to erase any possible negative assumptions from his

grandson’s mind.

Therefore, [LA.45] and Figure 8 illustrate that regardless of how emergent an alternative
might be, the less shared this alternative is, the more implicit it will be, and the more open the

focus environment as a result.
OPEN CLOSED OPEN

Implicit Alternatives Explicit Alternatives

Implicit Alternatives

Figure 8: Representation of Implicit Alternatives in the MMC (1)
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(2) Implicit alternatives may also be shared but not emergent; i.e., they may belong to the core

CQG, as specific information is assumed to be known and equally acknowledged by S and
H.

In the following example, S assumes that the coresense of the word 3.« mafra?
(intersection), along with the potential alternatives that it implies (the existence of

directional alternatives), is part of the core CG:

[LA.46] CONTEXT: H (a young female) is looking for the Ministry of Education and she asks

an adult man (S) (in his 60°s) in the street. S then answers:

(S) g st (pulkt i 3 sie ili5 (5 23 SIS

kaml-e dagre w-téne mafra?
IMP.continue.2FS straight and-second.M.SG intersection
badd-ik totlas-e tuf

want-2FS IPFV.go.up-2FS £0.up.INF

‘Continue on straight, and at the second intersection, you have to go up’

For this reason, even if S is unable to physically see the intersection and the different
ways it offers (i.e. even if the specific alternatives are not present in the emergent CG) just
by actually uttering the word G4 mafra? (intersection) and bringing it into the discourse, S
assumes that H understands the presence of the series of implicit alternatives that are

contained in this word’s coresense.

The CI in this case is, thus, directing the attention to the uttered alternative g sth (oalks
tatlaSe tli§ (‘go up’) in contrast to the other potential implicit alternatives (go down, go left,

go right) which are contained, according to S’s assumptions, in the core CG.?3*

238 Probably because of the frequency in which these situations might happen, and given the intrinsic alternatives
that are naturally contained in the consenses of actions indicating movement and directions (go up — go down) (go
forward — go backwards), I believe that the use of the CI with certain verbs of movement such as glb -/-¢ ‘go up’ and

J3 n-z-1 ‘go down’, have gone through a process of lexicalization through which, the corresponding ‘infinitives’
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The use of a CI in this case contributes to the S’s strong personal involvement in helping
H reach her destination, for the presence of the CI —in contrast to the neutrality that would
be conveyed in its absence—rules out any other potential option that might appear before H

once she reaches the intersection.

Therefore, as [LA.46] and Figure 9 shows, regardless of how shared an alternative might
be, the more ‘core’ this alternative is, the more implicit it will become, opening the focus

environment as a result.

CLOSED

Explicit Alternative s

Implicit Alternatives

OPEN

Figure 9: Representation of Implicit Alternatives in the MMC (11)

(3) In some cases, alternatives may show different degrees of emergence and/or sharedness;
i.e., they belong to the CG, but they are neither completely emergent nor core; or they
belong to the emergent contexts, but they are neither completely individual nor shared.
This indicates that there is some sort of middle ground where speakers can either suggest
or withhold alternatives in order to maintain control over H’s access to the SoA. S can
‘suggest’ an alternative when (s)he grants it a more emergent quality without actually
sharing it directly to make it explicit. Similarly, S can ‘withhold’ an alternative by not
giving it an emergent quality. In practice, this is normally done by bringing to the emergent
CG certain information that hints at the existence of a specific alternative, pushing H to

conjure up this alternative in his/her head:

(masadir) have acquired semantic additions to their original meaning. For this reason, now many of these infinitives

are partly used purely as adverbs.
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[LA.47] CONTEXT: A group of three girlfriends are talking about different stories of girls that

got married 'too soon' for their standards. S drops the example of Y (a friend of S and an

acquaintance of the rest of interlocutors):

¢ 5 Gala

ol s Gy Sy e (5825 G g el o sl Sl 5

s Cup s lajsal adledn n cu

rfir-t-e Y. masalan...  dall-o sitt Pashor
friend-F-my Y. for.instance... PFV.stay-3P six months
may§ ba$d w-dagre (ares w-bet w-hobb
with each.other and-straight  wedding and-house w-love
w-garam [pause] w-halla? Su? [pause]

and-love and-now what

harab-at haribe menn-o la-3awz-a, Y.

PFV.flee-3FS  flee.INF from-him OBJ-husband-her Y.

‘My friend Y, for instance... they stayed together for 6 months, and straight away they had
the wedding, the house, everything was love and fairy tales. And now what? She literally

escape from her husband! To escape, I tell you!’

In [LA.47], the real alternative to ‘she escaped’ would be ‘she stayed with him (after the
wedding)’. Although this alternative is not made explicit in the emergent context, by providing
certain information (i.e. ‘they stayed together for 6 months, and straight away they had the
wedding, the house, everything was love and fairy tales’), S is hinting at this alternative indirectly,
rendering it ‘expected’ in the mind of her interlocutors. However, although S did, in fact, grant the
implicit alterative with a degree of emergence and sharedness, in reality, S did not explicitly share

this alternative with her interlocutors.

Suggesting alternatives implies, therefore, a double movement—from the core to the emergent
and from the individual to the shared. However, this movement is stopped by S halfway, before

reaching explicitness, at times to keep H in suspense and to provoke surprise later, and at times to
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shed light on a parallel or a contrastive idea for clarification purposes.?*® In all cases, the S control
of the emergent and shared properties of the SoA seems clear here. Figure 10 depicts the
aforementioned movement from implicitness and towards explicitness that an alternative

experiences when S suggests it or withholds it.

OPEN CLOSED OPEN
Emergent CG
Lol v s i ;
,a’ ,’: If /,7 atw:
P2 ,’ ¢ !
<7 i
/ ’
A A COMMON
v i GROUND
[ o X
‘\\ ‘\\ + 1 Implicit Alternatives
S\ . ‘\ ‘- e K . . .
N R \ e
S S ) Core CG
( \»\\ \‘ ] \\
-~ ~\_~...\_L Gammon sense  Cultural se

OPEN

Figure 10: Illustrative diagram of the informational process of ‘suggesting’ implicit alternatives

(4) Implicit alternatives may be neither shared, nor emergent, belonging to one of the
interlocutors’ core contexts. This is the most open FE, for it does not provide us with clear
hints of the nature (or even of the existence) of a SoA. However, what is really happening
here is that alternatives are stored in the core and private context of the speaker, which
makes them effectively ‘impossible’ to be accessed and/or analyzed by an interlocutor or
an observer. The use of a CI in these cases is, nonetheless, indicating to H that there is a
SoA to the focused option that S finds relevant. 2*° However, the communicative reasons
that motivated S to use a CI marking the focus on that event cannot be easily found in the

FE and remain, therefore, unclear.

The following instance illustrates a CI occurring in a considerably open focus

environment:

239 This specific nature of implicitness is common in instances of contrastive and parallel focus (sections 4.3.1.3

and 4.3.1.4.) See also section 5.3.2. (Redirecting Attention).

240 This specific nature of implicitness is common in instances of polarity focus and verum focus (sections 4.3.1.7

and 4.3.2.3). See also section 5.3.3 (Creating Attention).
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[LA.48] CONTEXT: S and H, who have been dating for around 2 years, just left a restaurant after

a heavy dinner and are heading home.

(S) b b 7 e Jua gl a1l

uf, bas Pisal {-al-bét

INT as.soon.as IPFV.arrive.1S  to-DET-house
rah tobb tabb

FUT IPFV.drop.dead.1S drop.dead.INF

‘I am exhausted; I will crash as soon as I get home’

In such an open environment the possibilities of alternative assumptions stored in the
interlocutor’s individual core contexts are infinite (e.g. maybe S thought that H would want
to do something after dinner but he did not feel like it; maybe he remembered all the times
that H advised him not to stay up and wanted to subtly reassure her, etc.). The openness of the
focus environment?*! in this instance is such that not even H (who knows S very well) can be
objectively sure of the motivations behind S’s use of the CI only with the information
available in the FE. What is clear, however, is that S is creating attention and trying to engage

H to listen and take into account that specific event.

241 This takes us back to the theoretical question of how open can a focus environment possibly be. Given the
nature of communication, I believe (4) represents the maximum degree of openness a focus environment may have.
Both the mere existence of the actors as ‘subjective’ human beings and the subjectivity they stored themselves in the
coresense of words throughout their use will guarantee the constant presence of a set of alternatives. Therefore, total

absence of alternatives is impossible in the same way that total absence of context is impossible.

172



Therefore, as [LA.48] shows, the less ‘shared’ and ‘emergent’ alternatives are, the more
implicit they become, and the more open the focus environment is as a result. Figure 12 portrays

a representation of my notion of implicitness in the MMC.

OPEN CLOSED OPEN

Explicit Alternatives

Implicit Alternatives Implicit Alternatives

Implicit Alternatives

OPEN
Figure 11: Representation of Implicit Alternatives in the MMC (111)

In sum, FE represents a pivotal notion in my analysis of the CI in LA given that it affects the
degree of communicative pressure (informational and affective) that S might feel in certain
communicative environments. This communicative pressure, in turn, creates in S a feeling of
communicative urgency to manage and/or take control of the communicative situation—a feeling

that is common to all instances of CI in my corpus.

This sense of communicative urgency both triggers and manifests the speaker’s agency. I
understand speaker’s agency to be the quality of the communicative agents, especially that of the
speaker, and to be intimately related to the notion of intention. In a nutshell, S exercises his/her
agency when (s)he employs her/his individual choice to actually move in the space offered by the
FE. The different directions and ways in which (s)he will move in the different spaces—that is,
the result of the intersection and interaction between the FE and the speaker’s agency—will
determine the different communicative nuances (s)he wants to express, and the tools (s)he makes

use of to do so.

Consequently, if we wish to understand the nature of the communicative nuances that S
expresses when using a Clin LA, along with the concept of FE, we need to consider the dimensions

of the speaker’s agency.
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5.2.2. The Speaker’s Agency

Despite the strong evidence presented here that the communicative environment plays a role
in the use of the CI, it is also true that neither a set of specific conditions of the communicative
environment nor a specific input can predict or guarantee the use of Cls in a specific utterance.
Moreover, if we add to this that most CI instances of my corpus could exist perfectly without the
presence of the CI,**? it is safe to conclude that the use of the CI is generally ‘optional,’**} and

therefore, it is reasonable to hypothesize that its use ultimately goes back to the speaker’s agency.

The relevance of the speaker’s agency is directly related to the subjective and partly egocentric
nature of communication. According to the speaker’s subjectivity, (s)he will decide (1) what is
most important for him/her, communicatively speaking, and (2) how (s)he will approach this
communicative priority; i.e., the speaker will have both a communicative priority and a
communicative stance. These two dimensions of the speaker’s agency relate to the what and how
of intentions previously discussed in Chapter 3: presentation and reception levels (section

3.2.2.1.2).

In each of their utterances, speakers will position themselves at different points of the speaker’s
agency continua that are depicted in Figure 12: speaker’s communicative priority and speaker’s
communicative stance in using the CI. While the continuum of the speaker’s communicative
priority ranges from the referential to the affective, the continuum of the speaker’s communicative

stance ranges from informative to the affective.

REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE

Speaker's Communicative Stance

Figure 12: Speaker's Agency Continua in Using CI

242 Except those cases mentioned in section 4.3.2.1 (‘Verbal Semantic Focus’) where the focus is strongly perceived
to be placed in the verbal semantic focus.

243 In the sense that it is not conditioned by any formal constraint.
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In this sense, unlike FE—which was mainly the result of external circumstances— the
elements of the speaker’s agency are the products of choice?**, for within the circumstances of a
specific communicative environment, every speaker actively situates himself/herself on a concrete
point of the spectrum. Just like not all human beings would react equally to different environments,
not all speakers react equally to different communicative circumstances. However, we will always
be able to trace the result of the speakers’ reactions back to their individual agency, which is
inevitably fueled by their subjective perception of and reaction to their interlocutors and the
elements of the communicative environment. Consequently, as we will see, speaker’s agency will

be closely related both to social and affective salience.

5.2.2.1. Speaker’s Communicative Priority: Referential-Affective

The speaker’s communicative priority can be defined as the intended communicative goal in
updating the CG.2* This continuum describes the nature of this update depending on the degree

of personal involvement of S towards the utterance along a continuum ranging from referential to
affective.

Personal involvement in the speaker’s communicative priority is based on the nature of the
communicative relation between the speaker and the utterance. 2*¢ The higher the personal
involvement towards the CI utterance, the more affective S’s priority becomes; at the other end of
the scale, the lower the personal involvement towards the CI proposition, the more referential the
priority. It is important to note that (1) Figure 13 represents the part of the speaker’s

communicative priority in using the CI only, and that this will be put in a larger context in section

244 ‘Choice’ here should not be understood necessarily as a conscious decision, but as the opposite of
‘circumstance’ or ‘arbitrariness’. Although most of our participants are not aware of being regular users of the CI
until proven otherwise, I argue that Ss are at least subconsciously aware of their communicative priority and the stance
they adopt, which leads into their choice of linguistic forms that are appropriate both for the CE and for their own
agency.

245 Qee “presentation level’ in section 3.2.2.1.2.

246 The communicative relationship of S towards H will be the subject of section 5.2.2.2.

175



5.2.3 and 6.2.3; and that (2) I have no examples of the use of the CI I my corpus that are entirely

referential; all of them have at least a small degree of affect, as we will see below.

personal involvement

REFERENTIAL felt by the speaker AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

Figure 13: Speaker's Communicative Priority Continuum in Using CI

S has a referential priority when the purpose of the update of the CG intended by his/her
utterance involves a specific change in H’s state of knowledge. Often times, this purpose is
generated when S assumes that there is an informational gap.?*’ In these cases, S concentrates on
the thing that is being “spoken of”” (Jakobson, 1960: 355) and in the reality of its truth-value in the
actual world. As a result, her/his utterance is more denotative and goal-directed, and it will be
considered successful if the information contained in the message is satisfactorily transmitted to

H (Brown, 1982: 77).

As far as the speaker’s communicative priority is concerned, my data contains CI instances
spread all along this continuum.?*® However, the range of this continuum for the CI in LA does
not necessarily correspond to its general range across the language. In fact, the CI instance with
the most ‘referential”’ communicative priority could be considered to be, relatively speaking, highly
affective, if placed on a general communicative priority continuum covering all linguistic behavior

in LA.

The following example shows a CI instance where S’s priority appears to have a high degree

of referentiality:

[LA.49] CONTEXT: S, an 80-year-old professor of Arabic language and literature at AUB, and H, his

student, are having an intense discussion on Syriac and its historical importance in the Middle East:

247 See section 3.2.1.4. (Assumptions).
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bas ma  kén-at laga meyt-e?
but NEG  was-3.F.S language dead-F.S

‘But wasn’t it [Syriac] a dead language?

(S) ASually aales alaii ae cilS Al yudl Y

la?,  as-siryaniyye kenat fam  tatSallam taflim
NEG  Syriac was-3.F.S PROG be.taught.IPFV.3FS teach.INF
be-l-hasake

In-DET-Hasake

‘No, Syriac was [actually] being taught in Hasake’

In this example, S’s update of the CG, ‘Syriac was actually taught in Hasake,” aims at changing
H’s state of knowledge, given that, according to S’s perception, H’s utterance manifests the

existence of an informational gap (i.e., H seems to think that Syriac was not used at that time).

As we can see, S’s priority here is to present the statement focusing on its denotative nature.
This, of course, does not mean that affective factors—such as, in this case, the reaffirmation of his
informational authority— have no role in the communicative instance, but rather that S’s priority
of this instance’s seems to be referential. This example is one of the most ‘referential’ of my

corpus.

In many other instances, however, S’s communicative priority is hardly referential. As the
examples below will illustrate, the CI communicative instances which lack this ‘referentiality’

show a blatant affective nature.

Speakers have an affective communicative priority when the main purpose of the update of the
CG expressed by their utterance is to change in H’s emotional state. This normally coincides with

utterances that involve establishing, maintaining or managing the speakers’ social relations with
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their hearers (Brown, 1982: 77).24 Often times, this purpose is generated when the speaker

assumes that there is an affective gap.>*°

In these cases, speakers give priority to their emotive and social needs over the denotative
meaning of the statement. This emotional bond tying S with his/her utterance increases his/her
level of personal involvement towards the proposition.?>! As a result, when the affective priority
is high, speakers become less concerned with the informative truth of the proposition, i.e. the truth-

value of the statement in the ‘real’ world, and more concerned with its affective truth.

The figurative use of the verb ‘eat’ in the following example [LA.50] demonstrates how
speakers, when prioritizing the expression of affect, take the liberty to exploit the metaphoric

potential of the lexicon as a mean to express affect:

[LA.50] CONTEXT: While waiting in line for the toilets in a restaurant during a wedding in Mount
Lebanon, a woman (S) starts making funny faces to a baby girl waiting ahead with her mother to make her

laugh. Then, addressing the mother (H), she says:
(S)1ST JSG, 15 sl 5 il s
asm-allah®? i helw-e! b-tattekal Pakal
name-God what  beautiful.F HAB-3FS.PASS.IPFV.eat eat.INF
‘Dear God, she is so pretty! I could [literally] eat her!’
The communicative priority of the woman complimenting the baby was not to fill any
informative gap to warn her mother that she could, in fact, ingest the child, but rather to express

the feelings that this baby provoked in her. Here, the CI contributes to the affective salience of the

statement, for out of all the different ways in which she could have expressed her opinion about

249 While Brown’s “listener-oriented” speech styles have as a main intention “the establishment and maintenance
of good social relations with the listener” (Brown, 1982: 77; emphasis mine), the utterance of a speaker with a highly
affective communicative priority is to manage social (and therefore affective) relations between him/her and the
hearer, regardless of the quality or nature of those relations.

250 See section 3.2.1.4. (Assumptions).

251 [ say even more, because, as we will see, a relatively high level of personal involvement is already, as we saw,
almost a prerequisite for the use of a CI in LA as a focus marker (see section 4.4).

252 See footnote 217 in section 4.4.1 for an explanation of asm-allah.
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the baby, she chose one that clearly shows a high personal involvement towards the utterance. At
the same time, by giving a compliment to the baby, S is also creating a pleasant, familiar face that

reinforces her social relation with the mother of the baby.

5.2.2.2. Speaker’s Communicative Stance: Informative-Performative

The speaker’s communicative stance can be defined as the personal attitude that S adopts to
present a specific utterance before an audience of one or more interlocutors. The notion of
communicative stance involves how S intends for H to receive the utterance, which has to do with
the estimation of H’s attentional state.>>®> Thus, S’s communicative stance refers to the
communicative style that S assumes is required or desired for his/her utterance depending on the
degree of audience engagement sought by the speaker in a specific communicative environment.
In this light, I propose the speaker’s communicative stance as a continuum ranging from

informative to performative.

The audience engagement sought by S can be defined as the quality>>* of attention that the
speaker demands from his/her audience through a specific utterance. The higher the degree of
audience engagement sought by S, the more performative the stance; the lower the audience
engagement sought by S, the more informative the communicative stance of the speaker using CI.
Figure 14 illustrates this continuum for the use of the CI (which will be placed in a broader context
in section 5.2.3 and 6.2.3 below). My corpus does not contain any examples of the CI that are

entirely informative, for there is always a degree of performativity (and affect) in the use of Cls.

audience engagement

INFORMATIVE sought by the speaker PERFORMATIVE

Speaker's Communicative Stance

Figure 14: Speaker's Communicative Stance Continuum in Using CI

253 See ‘reception level in section 3.2.2.1.2.

254 It is important to point out that it is not the quantity of the attention required by the speaker that changes along
this continuum, but rather its quality. Performative stances can be considered especially effective communicatively
speaking due to the fact that they correlate with a high affective communicative priority, and as I mentioned in section
4.4.2, the affective dimension of salience is a much more powerful factor for ‘attention capture’ than other aspects of

salience (Biggs et al., 2012).
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Speakers have an ‘informative’ communicative stance when, according to their estimation,
their utterance targets the informational and semantic aspects of H’s attention. This means that S’s
communicative attitude mainly requires H’s satisfactory understanding of the information
conveyed in the utterance. At the other end of the continuum, labelled performative in Figure 14,

S’s communicative attitude is focused on entertaining H and on targeting H’s affective attention.

My data reports CI instances that spread all along this communicative stance continuum.?>
The following example shows a CI instance where the S’s stance may be considered to be relatively

informative:

[LA.51] CONTEXT: S is directing the rehearsals of a theater play. After three actresses (H) finish
rehearsing a scene in which two of them enter the stage and take the third actress with them off of the stage,

S starts giving them her remarks:

(S) abas la s8laids (S3 ¢you are not joking here ¢l sali L

ma tal§abo maf-a. you are not  joking here,
NEG IPFV.play.2PL  with-her you  are not joking here,
bad-kon taxatfii-a xataf

want-you.PL IPFV kidnap.2PL-her kidnap.INF

‘Don’t play with her, you are not joking here. You have to [really] kidnap her [instead]’

S’s communicative stance here is mostly informative, since within this communicative
instance, she is interested in correcting the mistakes of the rehearsal in order to move on with the
play; hence, she is clearly targeting the actresses’ semantic and informational attention. When this
happens, as a means of facilitating the Hs’ correct understanding of the verbal form at the semantic
level, out of all the possible meanings of the verbal lexeme, the CI focuses on the coresense of the

CH—i.e., the ‘most typical’ and ‘commonly agreed on’ meaning of the CH.

255 As noted above for S’s communicative priority, the ‘extremes’ of this continuum for the CI in LA do not
necessarily correspond to the general extremes in this variety. In fact, the CI instance with the most ‘informative’
communicative stance could be considered to be, relatively, highly performative, if placed on a general continuum

covering all of a LA speaker’s linguistic behavior. See section 5.2.3.
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Although S in [LA.51] presents one of the most informative communicative stances of my
corpus, it is undeniable that she is also being a bit dramatic since she is undoubtedly personally

involved in the whole process.

In other instances of my corpus, on the other hand, speakers display significantly lower degrees
of informative stance. As the following example will illustrate, CI instances that lack this

‘informative’ stance tend to show a remarkable performative nature.

Performance is understood here as a mode of spoken verbal communication that, in Bauman’s
words: “consists in the assumption of responsibility to an audience for a display of communicative
competence [...] this competence rests on the knowledge and ability to speak in socially
appropriate ways” (Bauman, 1984: 11). Performance refers to a specific mode of language use that
entails the formal manipulation of linguistic features, and that “calls forth special attention to and
heightened awareness of the act of expression and the performer with special intensity” (Bauman,

1984: 11; emphasis mine).

Following Bauman’s definition, I consider that S has a ‘performative’ communicative stance
when his/her utterance targets H’s affective and social attention with the goal of conveying
emotion, and/or in order to stimulate a shocking or entertaining effect in the audience. From the
perspective of the audience “the act of expression on the part of the performer is thus marked as
subject to the evaluation for the way it is done, for the relative skill and effectiveness of the
performer’s display of competence” (Bauman, 1984: 11; emphasis mine). A speaker’s
communicative stance grows more performative the more it seeks the engagement and
entertainment of the audience through different communicative tools and also the more affective

the speaker’s communicative priority is.

In the following example, which illustrates a highly performative communicative stance, S

puts up quite a performance before her mother, effectively catching her affective attention:
[LA.52] CONTEXT: H is hurriedly brushing her daughter’s (S) hair after giving her a bath:
(S) 1 (g pmd il | e g

ay! maaami! nattafti-l-e Salr-e tontif!

INT mommy! plucked.PFV.2FS-to-me hair-my plucked.INF

‘Ah! Mommy! You literally plucked my hair!’
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In this example, S—only 9 years old—displays exaggerated behavior (quite typical of children)
in order to shock her mother and instantaneously capture her attention. The speaker here chose a
dramatic performance to fit both her informational and affective needs, which in this case, involved

the expression of a feeling of pain.

Sometimes, however, like in the following example, speakers may display a highly

performative stance for other reasons, such as entertaining their audience or making them laugh:

[LA.53] CONTEXT: A is waiting to be prepared for surgery in the hospital with her boyfriend (H) and
a friend (M). Patients are not allowed to have more than one visitor, but A’s close friend, S, sneaks in while
M is helping A put on the hospital robe (opened from behind) by tying tightly all the laces. When he gets
in and he sees that A actually looks worried and serious, he looks at H (A’s boyfriend), who was observing

the scene, and says:

(S) uimilgintin () 5Si 2 ol uha iy ol (ol (3AL S 5 gy BB U

Jana 22lt b-fut barke b-lahho?

I PFV.say.1S FUT-IPFV.enter.1S maybe FUT-IPFV.manage.1S
sif Swayat tiz... [pause] w-Si? [pause]

IPFV.see.1S a.bit ass and-what?

M bo-t-kiin saffah-at-a tasfih

M [name] HAB-IPFV.3FS-be PFV.armor.plate.3FS-her armor.plate.INF

‘I thought, I’ll sneak in and maybe I’ll manage to get a glimpse of ass... And what do I find?!
M has already armor-plated her!’

In this case, the performance of the speaker seems to be clearly orientated towards comedy
rather than towards drama. Of course, the expression of humor often requires the combination of
many other communicative elements—in this case, the speaker is highlighting a figurative
consense of the CH, at the same time that he plays with in-group jokes about M’s perfectionism,
all this while implying an ironic candor about his wishes to A’s boyfriend, who would probably

be (logically speaking) not the most appropriate interlocutor.
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At the social level, the preceding examples show how the CI is employed in examples where
the speaker adopts a performative stance to manage his/her own face and/or that of the
interlocutor’s. While in [LA.52] H’s daughter is attacking her mother’s face, in [LA.53] S is
creating a face for himself that is entertaining to his audience and adding a light and comical tone

to a stressful situation.

The many different means of face management notwithstanding, it seems clear that speakers
tend to adopt performative stances in communicative situations that they consider socially

salient,?>® hence the relation between performative stances, social salience and the use of the CI.

5.2.3. Conclusions: The communicative range of the CI

This section has elaborated on the nature and quality of those elements stemming from the
communicative environment and the communicative agents that can be systematically identified
in the communicative situations of CI instances, and which are, therefore, assumed to play a role
in the actual decision of LA native speakers to use the CI. These elements have been presented in

the form of communicative continua.

Given that the CI in LA functions as a focus marker, this study has identified the focus
environment continuum (closed-open) as the main element within the communicative environment
that is relevant for the analysis of the CI. Identifying and understanding the nature of this
continuum allows us to reach a deeper understanding of the factors that contribute to building the

communicative pressure that triggers the use of the CI1.2%7

236 See “social salience” in section 3.2.3.1.2.2.

257 Logically, the identification and study of continua within the communicative environment might be subject to
the different communicative contexts hosting the specific linguistic form under analysis. In this case, for instance, the
usefulness and necessity of the communicative continuum of focus environment springs from the quality of ‘focus
marker’ of the CI in LA. This implies that, although this continuum is of the utmost importance for an analysis of Cls,

it may be completely and utterly pointless for the study of a phonetic feature in LA.
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As for the communicative agents, this study has singled out two main elements within
speaker’s agency that are relevant and essential to understand the communicative use of the CI:
the speaker’s communicative priority (referential — affective) and the speaker’s communicative

stance (informative — performative).

REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE

Speaker's Communicative Stance

CLOSED OPEN
Focus Environment

Figure 15: Communicative Continua within the grammatical model for Cls in LA

I can now propose that there is a correlation between the three aforementioned continua: as
Figure 15 shows, the reader should picture these continua as parallel to each other. Every
communicative instance in which the CI is used would be marked as a perpendicular line
intersecting them, marking the place where the speaker positions himself (speaker’s agency), this
positioning being influenced (consciously or unconsciously) by the environmental circumstances
(focus environment). As the next section explains, depending on the positioning of the speaker in

these continua, the CI will have different functional nuances.

However, before I proceed to the explanation and analysis of the CI’s functions and functional
range, I find it imperative to reiterate that the analysis presented in this section and illustrated in
Figure 15 represents only part of a speaker’s broader linguistic repertoire. In other words, the
communicative model presented here for the CI in LA represents only a ‘zoomed in’ section and

not the bigger picture.
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Figure 16 represents a tentative illustration of this bigger picture, showing that the
communicative range of the CI in LA lies in the affective-performative side of their respective
continua—the focus environment continuum only would be relevant for those instances where the
speaker makes use of a focus. The larger range of linguistic behavior envisioned in Figure 16
would, in this representation, encompass communicative grammatical functions of a wide variety

of linguistic forms.

REFERENTIAL

Speaker's Communicative Priority

PERFORMATIVE

Speaker's Communicative Stance
CLOSED OPEN
Focus Environment

Communicative Grammatical Range
of the Cognate Infinitive in LA

Figure 16: Communicative Grammatical Range of the CI in LA

This ‘zoom out’ is crucial if we wish to be able to place the CI in the wider context of the
speaker’s communicative and linguistic behavior, and the ideas presented here need further study.
Knowing more about its place in this continuum will provide us with valuable information, such
as the ‘spectrum’ of the speaker’s communicative behavior that the CI occupies, and thus, the
communicative gap it fills, the communicative needs it covers, and so forth, all of which helps us

define the communicative range of use of the CI.

So far this study has established, among other things, that (1) the CI is a focus marker; (2) the
CI correlates with an increase of the affective and the social salience of an utterance. Therefore,
the range of use of the CI should cover, at least, the part of the continua covered by the phenomenon

of focus, whose location must logically correlate with the most affectively and socially salient part
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of the ‘construct’. As Figure 16 illustrates, this zooming-out effort can ultimately shed light on

how the CI serves the speaker communicatively.

The next section, which represents a step forward towards this ideal grammatical model, will
identify and describe the different functional nuances or subfunctions of the CI as ‘functional

areas’ covering concrete areas of the communicative range of use of the CI.

5.3.The CI and its Communicative Purpose: The Functional Spectrum

The Cognate Infinitive’s function as a focus marker in Lebanese Arabic means that it manages
the interlocutor’s attention, drawing it to specified constituents in contradistinction to alternative
constituents (present or suggested in the communicative environment) by increasing their salience
at different levels of language. More concretely, the CI in LA places the hearer’s attention onto a
specific alternative event that is expressed by the verbal form accompanied by the CI. According
to my data, this attention may be placed in various ways and for different communicative purposes.
However, for the purpose of this analysis, which treats the CI as a functional unit, its

communicative function remains only one— attention management.

Within this umbrella we can find a wide functional range of Cls in LA, to which we now turn.
In the following subsections, I will introduce and illustrate with corpus data three different modes
of attention management performed by the CI: recovering attention, redirecting attention and
creating attention. These ‘modes’ should not be understood as ‘types’ but rather as functional areas
or zones, marking spaces that I have identified on the spectrum of attention management in order
to orientate the reader (and at times, myself) through the vast functional range that the CI may
perform in a variety of communicative contexts in LA. Figure 17 illustrates the aforementioned

functional areas that the CI covers in LA.
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RECOVERING CREATING
ATTENTION ATTENTION

Figure 17: Attention management spectrum of the CI in LA

These three areas should, in fact, be understood as different zones of a spectrum, for, as we
will see, they are all slightly distinct manifestations of the same phenomenon, attention

management, which is expressed by a single linguistic construction.

Through this holistic approach, I also encourage the reader not to look for clear-cut criteria that
might differentiate one group from another, for they all overlap to varying degrees, but rather to

look for what connects them instead, which happens to be an easier and more constructive task.

5.3.1. Recovering Attention

‘Recovering Attention’ is one of the multiple types of attention management performed by the
Cl in LA. Sometimes LA speakers use a CI motivated by the conviction that the hearer is placing
his/her attention somewhere else. In such instances, S tries to rectify what, for informational,
affective and/or social reasons, (s)he perceives as a misguided placement of H’s attention in order

to recover it.

Let us look at the following example:
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[LA.54] CONTEXT: S just joined a group of friends to have a drink after watching a theater play
alone. Visibly excited, he informs his friends that the play he was watching was actually a one-man-show,
where one actor played several characters within the same monologue. A bit surprised, a friend from the

group (H) asks:

(H) $= (o e S

ken {am  b-yganne si?
was PROG HAB-IPFV.3MS.sing something

‘Was he singing or something?’

la la, ken {am  yehke hake
no no was PROG IPFV.3MS.speak speak.INF

‘No, no, he was [just] speaking’

Here, S redirects the placement of H’s attention, and in this case, the other interlocutors’
attention as well, away from the alternative event (‘singing’) to the focused event (‘speaking’) by

marking it with a CI, drawing H’s attention onto it.>%%

FORMALLY, this recovery comes with a correction that often manifests linguistically in the form
of a negation (as in [LA.54]) that may appear in the form of a simple negation, or a negative
clause.?® However, we must bear in mind that formal characteristics are often not reliable enough
to identify functional nuances, for they might vary greatly depending on the communicative
circumstances. In fact, a CI recovering attention does not have to be necessarily preceded by an

explicit negation. For instance, the next example shows that negation can be substituted with

258 It might be because in [LA.54], S was, in fact, the center of attention at this arrival, that he insists on ruling
out the explicit alternative through a focus in order to recover the original attention he was enjoying.

259 Given that Cls recovering attention strengthen the sense of correction, these explicit negations often grant
exhaustive nuances to the focus expressed by the CI —as they do in [LA.12], [LA.13], [LA.33], [LA.42], etc.—,

marking the focused alternative as the only valid one.
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suggestion, which can happen in cases where the relationship between the interlocutors requires a

certain degree of politeness.

[LA.55] CONTEXT: S, a teacher of Arabic language, and H, her assistant, are preparing a game for

their students. The game involves students working in groups and guessing several words within the group.

H has grouped the words in five and prepared a paper for every student, but S seems to have a different

idea on how to present the game to the students:

(H) o Lo dia 31, o (gdania o S

okke, m-na$ti-on al-wra? moatal ma

OK HAB-IPFV.1PL.give-them DET-papers as NOM

‘Ok, so we give them the papers like this, and then...[interruption]’

(S) ¢ Ol (eiaiia 13) Gl i
mas Zahsan 22za mo-n-208s-on

NEG better if HAB-IPFV.1PL.cut-them

‘Isn’t it better if we cut them up?

honne w...

they and
lass?
CUut.INF

Although S clearly wants to correct the alternative presented by H, her sense of politeness and

her intention of being supportive and instructive with her assistant leads her to forego what could

have been a blunt negation for a constructive suggestion.

INFORMATIONALLY, there needs to be at least one explicit alternative present in the

communicative context in order for the speaker to feel the need to attempt to recover attention.

Alternatives

“-.--....
.

Figure 18: Management of alternatives in CI's Recovering Attention
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In other words, in the instances where the attention is being recovered, S acts based on
communicative facts, and the explicit alternative(s) represent the ‘communicative evidence’ that
H’s attention was placed on an event other than the event marked by the CI.2%° It is precisely thanks
to the presence of an explicit alternative in the focus environment that S may assume that H is
placing his/her attention on it, and therefore, that S may want to rectify such placement. For this
reason, the examples where speakers use a CI to recover attention correlate with closed focus
environments (which, as described above, are characterized by the presence of explicit

alternatives), such as the ones in the two previous examples of this section, [LA.54] and [LA.55].

AFFECTIVELY, and although the mere use of the CI already indicates a relatively high degree
of personal involvement from the speaker,?®! the Cls recovering attention in my corpus are used
by speakers with a relatively ‘referential’ communicative priority compared to the rest of examples
in the corpus, where the degree of personal involvement of the speakers is clearly higher. Within
the spectrum provided by my corpus, speakers who make use of a CI to recover attention give
priority to the statement itself and to its truth-value in the real world. Moreover, although speakers
who use a CI are already seeking a considerable degree of engagement from their interlocutors,
Cls recovering attention are used by speakers with a relatively higher informative stance and lower

performative stance than the rest of my CI examples.

SEMANTICALLY, the specific characteristics of the communicative elements surrounding CI
recovering attention (a closed focus environment, a referential speaker priority and an informative
speaker stance) are also reflected in the speaker’s lexical choice. In my corpus, 100% (24/24
instances) of the CHs accompanied by a CI recovering attention are used with a literal meaning —
a percentage that lessens noticeably the more we advance in the communicative continuum toward
the affective and performative areas. This means that Cls recovering attention tend to highlight the
coresenses of their corresponding CHs, which in turn support the speaker’s relatively referential
communicative priorities and relatively informative communicative stances that characterize this

functional nuance of the CI.

260 This evidence, as we previously saw, may be presented in utterances of the speaker, the hearer, or in actions

taking place in the communicative context. See examples in section 4.3.1.1 (Corrective Focus).
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Figure 19 maps all these formal, informative, affective and semantic elements of ClIs

recovering attention on the communicative continua.

RECOVERING
ATTENTION

REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE

Speaker's Communicative Stance

CLOSED OPEN
Focus Environment

Figure 19: Functional communicative range of CI Recovering Attention

The following example shows a CI recovering attention, whose closed focus environment is
contributing to the feeling of communicative urgency that motivates the speaker’s referential
priority and informative stance, along with a semantically literal (‘typical’) interpretation of the

verbal lexeme focused by the CI.

[LA.56] CONTEXT: H and S are having lunch in the main square of Hammana village in the Matn area
along with other actors, enjoying a break from the rehearsals of a play that will be performed in the same
village. At some point, both S and H realize they forgot their script in the hotel and that they need to go
back to get it before the rehearsals start.

(H) 95k Ganal ) cdlly b

tob  yalla, rayh-in ba-siyyart-e?
well let’s go PTCP.ACT.g0-PL in-car-my
‘Ok, so we go in my car?’

(S) e (s € 155 s 123 Lo Y

la, ma  badd-a  siyyara walaw? b-to-n-masa mase
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NEG NEG  want-3FS car you.kidding HAB-IPFV.3FS-PAS-walk walk.INF
‘No, we don’t need a car! Are you kidding? It’s easily walkable.’

This example also illustrates that S, using a CI to recover attention, gives importance to the
referential dimension of her utterance and that part of her communicative objective is informative,
despite a degree of dismissive attitude response. We will see in subsequent sections that the more
we advance in the continuum toward the affective/performative range, the less this happens. For

this reason, we can consider this type to be at one end of the CI attention management spectrum.

Speakers might require recovering attention for various socio-pragmatic reasons. In my data,
this function of the CI correlates with situations where S is, mainly, clarifying or simply solving
what (s)he perceives as a misunderstanding. Depending on the communicative attitude of the
speaker and the development of her/his emergent intentions, this will translate into a variety of
different pragmatic uses: clarifying, reprimanding, contradicting someone, giving permission,
correcting someone’s statement, justifying oneself or someone else, and so forth. Again, S in these

situations can have a degree of affective attitude, but that is not their primary function.

At first glance, these pragmatic uses may be seemingly unconnected, except for the presence
of the CI in all of them. SOCIALLY, however, if we analyze them through the concept of face, then
it is clear that the use of Cls recovering attention correlates with social actions of preserving,
attacking and reinforcing face. The object of these actions may be S, H or even other

interlocutors.22

It bears repeating that, although some examples seem to exhibit clearly a specific type of face
management, we should not expect clear divisions between face management actions, for they

often intertwine and overlap with each other. The following example is very illustrative of that:

262 In the Appendix 1L, [LA.11] [LA. 23] [LA.33] [LA.42] are good examples of CI recovering attention that
preserve S’s face, while [LA.13] and [LA.80] are examples where S preserves H’s face. In [LA.31] and [LA.49] also

CIs recovering attention, Ss reinforce their own face while in [LA.44] Ss attacks H’s face.
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[LA.57] CONTEXT: Zanjabeel is a two-floor coffee place where there is a ‘reading corner’ that
consists of a tiny attic full of books with a small mattress on the floor, and that is only accessible through a
wooden ladder. The second floor of the café and this small attic are at the same height but not connected.
H; and H», who used to go frequently to this cafe, arrive one day at the café to find a sign at the end of the
ladder reading: ‘Do not climb the stairs’. Hi, (who is sitting downstairs) who is confused about the sign and

now has doubts about the utility of the attic, decides to ask the waiter in a friendly yet slightly ironic tone:
(H) SO aldai Uy a8 € iy 53 il
tab Su yva§ne? kif  bad-na natla$ laken?
well what  IPFV.3MS.mean how  want-1PL IPFV.1PL.go.up then

‘What does it mean? How are we supposed to go up then?’

(S) 13 has o <8 (o Ll allai g giae c3la

halla? mamnit§ totlaSe al-sallom

now forbidden.M.SG IPFV.2FS.climb DET-ladder

bas fi-ke tnotte nott ’2za badd-ik
but can-2FS IPFV.2FS.jump jump.INF if want-2FS

‘Well, you can’t climb the stairs, but you can jump [from the second floor] if you want’

With the same friendly ironic tone, the waitress answers Hi looking up and pointing at the
veranda of the second floor, which is actually only a short (but very dangerous) jump away from
the attic. By adding the CI to this utterance, the speaker reinforces the ‘irony’ of her suggestion
(which, given the characteristics of the café, can only be taken as a joke) in order to show her
hearers that she, in fact, also finds the prohibition absurd. In this way, she preserves her face in
front of her interlocutors in a humorous way, and implicitly attacks her boss’ face, without

explicitly and publicly criticizing his decision.

To sum up, within the spectrum of CI function, recovering attention represents an area on the
spectrum where S shows the most referential communicative priority and the most informative
communicative stance. This correlates with ‘closed’ focus environments exhibiting at least one
explicit alternative, and the CIs used in this range seem to be used for a variety of face management

actions.
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5.3.2. Redirecting Attention

In less restrictive, more open focus environments, the CI in LA may also allow S to play
with H’s attention by directing it first toward a certain alternative that contrasts with the alternative
that S actually wants to focus on. After directing H’s attention in one direction, S then redirects
H’s attention to a different alternative by marking it with focus using a CI. Having guided H
towards an immediately preceding contrastive alternative, S can anticipate that the alternative (s)he
is now about to introduce is now unlikely to be expected by H. This leads S to mark said alternative
with a CI, which provides the whole communicative scene with a “swifter update of the common
ground” (Zimmermann, 2008: 359)?%® that aims to grant communicative importance to a change

of direction or state of the narrated event, the swiftness and suddenness creating surprise.
Let us have now a look at the following example:

[LA.58] CONTEXT: A professor of Arabic literature (S) is telling his student about a case of plagiarism

that recently happened among his undergraduate students:

(S) b i 48y alha g ulal/ el cpany 5 ) shad (5 e il

kenat ha-l-banat t-bayyan Sattur-a  [pause]  bafdén Paddam-at
was this-DET-girl ~ IPFV.3FS-seem smart-F afterwards submit-PFV.3FS
al-paperen w-tola§ msarrk-at-o tasrik

DET-paper and-PFV.3MS.happen = PTCP.ACT.share-it.M.S share.INF

‘The girl seemed smart but then she submitted the paper and it turned out she had farmed it

out!

FORMALLY, the change of direction in the event narrated by S and the suspense and surprise
effect will often be enhanced with various linguistic resources, such as slight pauses in between
the contrastive and focused alternatives; statements of uncertainty before the pause, such as W
Dba sd <y “ma baSrif Su sar” (I don’t know what happened) [LA.15]; or discursive elements

expressing sudden change, as &l “t0l5§” (it turned out...) [LA.58] or siaé “fz32a” (suddenly). In

263 This is taken from Zimmermann’s (2008: 359) definition of contrastive focus, which was helpful in developing

my notion of ‘redirecting attention’.
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fact, the common coexistence of these elements within the use of CI redirecting attention reinforces

my conviction that this is, in fact, the most narrative point on the spectrum of the CI’s usage.?%*

INFORMATIONALLY, for a speaker to be able to redirect the hearer’s attention, an alternative has
to be suggested in the same utterance, but not explicitly presented; if it were, the speaker would

then be recovering attention and not redirecting it.

In [LA.58], for example, the presumed contrastive alternative to the focused alternative ‘she
farmed it out’ would be ‘she wrote a good paper herself,” however, the latter is never mentioned
explicitly, but rather suggested through the statement ‘she seemed smart’— therefore, a good paper
was expected from her. The speaker knows that such a statement will be enough to make H expect

a fine paper free of plagiarism from that student.

This misdirection-redirection is illustrated graphically in Figure 20, which shows how the
initial assumed attention of H is directed towards an implicit alternative then redirected into the

focused one.

Alternatives
Explicit alternatives in the communicative context

Initial assumed attention of H in S’s mind

O Final assumed attention of the H in S’s mind

s * S’s management of assumed attention of the hearers

Figure 20: Alternative management in CI's Redirecting Attention

In other words, in instances where S is purposely redirecting H’s attention, S relies on his/her
own assumptions about H’s expectations (i.e., on his assumed knowledge of the CG), rather than

on communicative facts, in judging and measuring the impact that the new update of the CG will

264 Nevertheless, as we will see in [LA.61], these formal characteristics, will not be always present and therefore,

cannot be considered a determining factor for the identification of certain Cls redirecting attention.
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have on her/his interlocutor. Therefore, it could be said that the FE is not closed, but it is also not
completely open either, given that an alternative is suggested by the speaker, although not

explicitly presented.

The following is a similar example; here, S shares her feeling of surprise with other friends

after seeing her friend’s poor performance during her master’s thesis defense.

[LA.59] CONTEXT: After attending her friend’s thesis defense, S shares her incredulity about her

friend’s poor performance with H:

(S) .y Lo 1l Ly () 1ol ol o sl ad i yay e 1Ay iinans 7 jle Le

ma mbéreh sammas-at-ne ye-ha

DIS yesterday make.listen-PFV.3FS-me ACC-it.F.SG

ma baSraf le al-yom xabbas-at toxbis

NEG HAB-IPFV.1S.know why  DET-day mess.up-PFV.3FS messing.up.INF
va allah [pause] ma  b-sadda?!

voc God NEG  HAB-IPFV.1S.believe

‘Yesterday she rehearsed [fine] with me... but today she [really] messed up! I can’t

believe it!’

In the previous example, the relationship between S and her friend, along with S’s clearly sad
expression, suggest that S is truly concerned about the person she is speaking about, meaning that
she is highly involved in the utterance she just produced. However, there is also an interest in the
denotative meaning of the focused utterance, for she decides to suggest a denotatively contrastive
alternative (‘She could do the presentation ok yesterday’) in order to then redirect the speaker’s

attention later towards the alternative focused by the CI.

This shows how, AFFECTIVELY, the communicative priority of the speaker is still referential,
but clearly more affective than the preceding instances in which the CIs recovered attention. When
S redirects attention in [LA. 59], she does so because she feels relatively ‘freer’ in a more open
focus environment, in which the absence of explicit alternatives allows her to effectively (and

affectively) play with her interlocutors’ attention in order to provoke in them a feeling of surprise.
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In fact, it is precisely the deliberate contrast®®> that helps keep the interlocutor engaged during the

narration and create the final surprise.

The narrator’s technique of creating suspense in order to cause a feeling of surprise is, in my
opinion, a recreation of the feeling experienced by S herself in the past. Let us return to [LA.15],

which is an excellent example of this technique:

[LA.15] CONTEXT: S and H are catching up after the summer vacation. H inquires S about

the status of her last relationship. After a silence, H asks: ‘what happened, sweetie?,” to which S answers:

(S) ek cuadail | la g3 o yan L (s G A8DMall dle cilS

kenat mesy-e [-{ilé?a bas  bafdén ma
was.3FS walk.PTCP.ACT-FS ~ DET-relation but  afterwards  NEG
b-Saraf Su sar [pause] ’anlata$-ot ataof
HAB-IPFV.Lknow what  happened.3MS was.cut-3FS CUt.INF

‘The relationship was going [well] but then, I don’t know what happened ... it [suddenly]
broke off.’

We see here how S’s purpose seems to be transmitting to H the sudden nature of the break up
by making this possibility as unexpected as S felt it was (through the suggestion of a contrastive
alternative), and the final event as surprising as it was for S back when she lived it (by marking

the event with a CI).

From an affective standpoint, in these examples (and also [LA.58] and [LA.59]), the speakers
show a great deal of communicative empathy to their interlocutors by helping them feel and
understand exactly what they experienced, and consequently acknowledging their state of

vulnerability before the focused event.

Such a display of empathy and vulnerability comes inevitably hand in hand with a more
performative communicative stance. Changing tones, rhythm and pauses, along with a more

intense body language and facial expression confirm the expected increment of the degree of

265 The examples of my corpus that I would place in the spectrum of ‘redirecting attention’ could be classified

according to CG updating parameters as both contrastive focus and parallel focus (see sections 4.3.1.3 and 4.3.1.4).
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performative communicative stance of the speaker in this kind of examples. The CI becomes, in
these cases, an valuable resource available for the speaker to maintain the interlocutor(s)

sufficiently engaged throughout a narration.

A speaker using the CI to redirect attention, hence, seems to have, in that specific
communicative instance, a greater degree of awareness and control over the alternatives of the
focused events than the same speaker using any other CI in a different kind of communicative
environment. Consequently, it feels as if S using these CIs has also a greater degree of dominance

over the communicative situation.

A good example of these kind of speakers is the one starring the following example: a famous
Lebanese singer and composer who entertains the presenter and the audience while exalting his

many talents with an (almost forcefully) sweet tone and intermittent laughs:

[LA.60] CONTEXT: Radio presenter M.M. is interviewing S.A., a Lebanese singer and composer,
during her morning show ‘Akla sobhiyye’ M.M (H) repeatedly praises his talent for composing songs and
then asks him if he finds composing to be difficult. In order to answer, S.A. (S) engages in the following

monologue:
(S) Lo die .. dla oy (i) &l 53 oi | Galll s wDISH Gy dleilad B o LS S

S 55 ol e ela san (A G L (geiars (e (gl S o Ri (@lauay) (R

kitebet al-kalimet mawhibe la-hal-a, bas  al-kalem
writing DET-lyrics talent for-own-her but DET-lyrics
w-al-lahan [pause] Sit badd-e Pal-l-ik [pauses and laugh]
and-DET-melody what  want-I IPFV.1S.say-to-you.F.SG
b-yajo hék matal ma  hanne [laughs]
HAB-IPFV.3P.come like.this like NOM they
ba-tfakkre fi-ki tafasli-on fan  baSdon
HAB-IPFV.2FS.think can-you.F.SG  IPFV.2FS.separate-them from each.other
[pause] bas hanne b-yazo hék

but they HAB-IPFV.3P.come like.this
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[pause] mrakkb-in torkib
PTCP.PASS.assemble-PL assemble.INF

‘Writing lyrics is already a talent on its own, but writing lyrics and melody [at the same
time]... What can I say... They just come [...] as they are [...] you think you can separate

them [...] but they come in a pre-assembled package’.

In this example we can see how S plays with the available alternatives and with the
interlocutor’s expectations in order to shed light on the contrast in which the focus actually resides.
The CI functions here as only another tool that, perfectly orchestrated with other linguistic and
communicative resources, effectively helps S attain his communicative purpose of keeping H

engaged.

Along the spectrum of CI use, redirecting attention commonly happens in ‘moderate’ focus
environments, neither clearly open nor closed. As for the speaker’s agency, Cls redirecting
attention represent the point at which S shows the most intermediate communicative
priority—between the referential and affective extremes—and the most intermediate
communicative stance— between the informative and performative extremes. Figure 21 maps all
these formal, informative, affective and semantic elements of Cls redirecting attention on the

communicative continua.

REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE

Speaker's Communicative Stance

CLOSED OPEN
Focus Environment

Figure 21:Functional Communicative Range of CI Redirecting Attention
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I believe that the communicative comfort that speakers seems to be feeling when using this
type of Cl is a direct consequence of its ‘moderate’ nature. The communicative situation reaches
a certain balance where S is neither pressured by the explicitness of the alternatives of a closed
context, nor moved by (equally coercing) strong affective priorities. It is the balance of the
communicative environments and S’s agency that gives S the opportunity to ‘take pleasure’ in
their own intervention. For this reason, perhaps, these examples always appear within relatively

longer interventions, where speakers are narrating a series of events.

As for its SOCIAL function, speakers who use Cls redirecting attention may be carrying out a

variety of face management actions, oftentimes simultaneously. The next is a good example of this
type:

[LA.61] CONTEXT: C (H)), who owns a family house in the mountains, decided to help an
underprivileged family in that house in order to hire them as housekeepers. Some months later,
disappointed in the laziness of the family and suspicious that they might be in fact stealing from her, C is
considering the possibility of telling them they should leave, and she decides to discuss the issue during a
Sunday family lunch. After hearing the news, her sister, R asks her about the future of that family, and
wonders whether or not the father of the family will be able to find a job to ‘provide’ for them if she ‘fires’
him. After a short silence where C looks visibly affected and pensive, S (C and R’s mother)— who was,

from the beginning, reluctant to the idea of her daughter hiring this family—says:

(S) sl il | Jad e (fidnac S L 38 (paay | ald A Jilee dll g ) L S b gaac b 4

WG
[looking at C]
allah ysa$ad-on ya bant-e [pause]
god IPFV.help.3P-them vOoC girl-my
Pante w-allah {amelte kfeye [pause] xalas
you.F.SG and-god PFV.help.2FS-them enough done

[looks at her other daughter, R]
baSden huwwe ma  ken fam  b-yfattas

afterwards he NEG  was.3MS PROG HAB-IPFV.3MS.look.for

200



{a-sagal... [pause] [aPe-ha la?we la-C [name]
for-work PFV.3MS.find-her find.INF OBJ-C

‘May God help them, my dear [...] Really, you did more than enough [...] Also, you know,

he was not looking for a job, C just fell into his lap!’

In this example, S redirects the interlocutor(s)’ attention in order to remind everyone of the
change of direction this event took. In this way, the mother, who was probably afraid that her
daughter would feel guilty and change her mind about letting the family go, makes sure to (1)
preserve her daughter’s face by (2) putting an end to the potential guilt-trip that the sister’s
comment might have set in motion, and at the same time (3) push for her personally desired

outcome to happen.

As far as face management is concerned, in [LA.61] for instance, the mother (S) manages to
simultaneously attack the face of the father of the guest family in order to preserve her daughter’s

face, while, to some extent, she creates a face for herself as her daughter’s support.

To sum up, Cls redirecting attention occupy the most intermediate space in the spectrum. They
correlate with ‘medium’ focus environments, where a contrastive alternative is suggested, but not
presented explicitly. Their speakers exhibit intermediate communicative priorities and
intermediate communicative stances, and they seem to be used for a variety of face management

actions.
5.3.3. Creating Attention

‘Creating attention’ is one of the ways in which the CI in LA can manage attention. Sometimes,
LA speakers use CIs motivated by the need to generate attention in their interlocutors. Speakers
use these Cls in order to contribute to the creation of attention they thought was lacking, or when

they assumed that the existing attention was not enough according to their own needs.
Let us consider the following example:

[LA.62] CONTEXT: S, a man riding a motorcycle, has been stopped at a checkpoint set up by the
Lebanese police. He paces around looking nervous—probably because he is missing some of the permits
or papers he should have—and right after handing the policeman the papers the latter asked for, S sees

another motorbike racing by and screams in a frustrated tone:
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(S) 10tk hay ac tell dlan &l
lek haydék lek!  Sam-b-ytir tayaran!
INT that.one INT PROG-HAB-IPFV.3MS.fly fly.INF

‘Hey, look at that one! He is flying like a bat out of hell!’

In this example, for instance, S is aiming to generate attention in H with regards to an event
happening in the communicative situation that H seems not to see, or not to grant too much
importance to. Pragmatically, however, it is quite clear that S does not really care about the other
motorbike passing, for his real intention is to show the policeman the injustice happening, and at
the same time he expresses his anger and tries to deter the policeman from giving him the fine that

he inevitably ended up taking.

FORMALLY, the intense focus on the truth-value of the utterance placed by Cls creating
attention will naturally manifest itself in other discursive and linguistic elements that often (but
not always) coexist with CIs creating attention. This explains the common co-occurrence of these

Cls with oath markers such as 4\ s wallah or &\ 3L s wa-hyét allah.>%°

Similarly, and as we see in [LA.62] above, speakers who use Cls to create attention in their
interlocutors, will often combine them with interjections such as <l [ok, <l [ek, SA layke, sS4 leyko
(“hey!”, “you know ...”), imperative verbs, vocatives, specific intonations, body language, marked

267

structures, etc.°’ In the following example, for instance, S uses a vocative, an imperative, and

several courtesy formulae and affective markers all together in the same utterance.

[LA.63] CONTEXT: S just finished a final exam with her students and she is getting ready to go

back to her office when she asks her assistant H for help.
(S) Jon el oS T LS ¢ Silay dl € e GIs Jsp 231 b S (T

va a. fi-ke pliz texde hol al-wra?

266 See examples [LA.25], [LA.27]; [LA.63]; [LA.83]. Nevertheless, and given that, as I explain in sections
4.3.2.34.3.3 all CIs partially place a focus on the truth-value of the proposition, these oath markers may also appear
along CIs recovering attention (see [LA.11] and [LA.86]).

267 Apart from the examples of the present section, [LA.6]; [LA.10]; [LA.25]; [LA.26]; [LA.72]; [LA.127], among

others, are good examples of these formal components.
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vOC A. can-you.F.SG please IPFV.2FS.take these DET-papers

allah yxalli-ke habib-t-e

God IPFV.3MS.let-you.F.SG beloved-F-my

‘ana w-allah heml-e hamal

I and-God PTCP.ACT.carry-F.SG carry-INF

‘A, would you take these papers? Please, dear, I swear, I have run out of hands’

INFORMATIONALLY, Cls creating attention occur in open focus environments, where the
alternatives to the focused event show the highest grade of implicitness. In fact, the alternatives
are assumed by S to be neither shared nor emergent, but rather deeply stored in S’s individual core
context. When using a CI creating attention, S decides to focus the chosen constituent in order to
remind the reader of the existence of alternatives, as if H had not perhaps considered that there
was any basis for focus. Both the focus placement and the (re)creation of the SoA are illustrated

graphically in Figure 22:

Alternatives

o Speaker’s management of H’s attentiveness

Figure 22: Alternative Management in CI's Creating Attention
CI creating attention instances are characterized by a scarce emergent CG which does not

necessary reveal the existence of a relevant SoA to the focused proposition. This is why, by using

a CI, S insists on the ‘selection’ of the focused constituent for (re)introduction in the CG among a
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SoA that was too implicit and probably not obvious for H.2® Through the use of the CI, this SoA

is (re)created by S, who thus indicates to H its relevance for the proposition.
The following example illustrates:

[LA.64] CONTEXT: A woman (S) is walking along the Corniche in Beirut with her husband (H) when

she notices the stunning sunset happening behind her:

(S) M psm e edsinn (e [uwinfla gla gh Gl Gl

lek lek St halo ha-l-sunset! mas  ma$7il,
look look  what nice this-DET-sunset NEG  possible
marsim rasam!

PTCP.PASS.paint.M.S paint.INF

‘Look, look! What a beautiful sunset! It’s amazing, it’s a work of art!’

Here, the focused alternative suggests that the sunset is a painting. This alternative is suggested
in contrast to an implicit SoA that is brought into being for H through the expression of this CI
focus. Several examples from my data indicate that this stress on the focused event is especially

° i.e., the truth-value of the focused event, even

effective in reinforcing the verum operator,°
though it is patently unlikely (if not impossible) for the event focused by S to actually occur in the

‘real’ world.?”?

Ironically, it seems to be the unlikeliness of the event that prompts speakers sometimes to focus
it, even in the most open focus environments, where there is no informational pressure whatsoever
either from explicit or assumed alternatives. In [LA.64], paradoxically, the woman insists on the

sunset looking like a painting, and supports her lexical choice as her personal selection among an

268 This kind of pragmatic focus has been traditionally classified as ‘polarity focus’. See section 4.3.1.7.

269 See section 4.3.2.3 (Verum Focus).

270 In a similar way, the adverb /iterally in American English (AE), whose initial coresense until the late 18™
century was ‘exactly as it is’ or ‘in a literal way’, started being used to intensify figurative or metaphorical statements
all through the 19" century and continues today. When an AE speaker says: “Girl, you a literally on fire!,” he is
definitely not watching anyone burn in front of him. However, that does not deter the speaker from insisting in the
literality, this is, in the truth of the statement that he is uttering, just like the impossibility of an event does not keep a

LA speaker to insist on its truth-value by placing a CI creating attention after a verbal form with a figurative meaning.
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open SoA, probably in part because she knows that the sunset cannot, in fact, be in any way an
actual painting.
In other words, S wants H to believe the affective truth of his/her words because (s)he knows

that the knowledge contained in both their emergent and core CG would prevent H from believing

the literal (informational) truth.2’! The following example also illustrates this:

[LA.65] CONTEXT: S is play-fighting with his girlfriend (H) and tickling her. H then fights back

and jumps out of the couch suddenly. When S sees her jump away he says:

(S) ! auSS & oS = 5 1 oaf & LS () 5] 20

taf-e la-hon ta-kassr-ik

IMP.come-2FS to-here in.order.to-IPFV.1S.break-you.2FS

ta-e rah kassr-ik toksir
IMP.come-2FS FUT IPFV.18.break-you. 2FS break.INF

‘Come here so that I can break you! I am going to break you into pieces!’

Here too, S can insist on the ‘truth’ of his threat because it is pragmatically obvious, from the
communicative environment and the love that he feels for H, that he will not carry out the focused
action. This tacit agreement on the unlikeliness of the event as well as the irony behind its focusing,
reflects also a linguistic feature that correlates frequently with Cls creating attention: a high

percentage of figurative meanings of the verbal forms.

[LA.66] CONTEXT: H; arrives at his workplace and finds that one of his colleagues is missing so he

asks about her whereabouts. S and H, answer him in turns.
(Hy) fesdl L @l e
ma P30t R al-yom?
NEG PFV.3FS.come R DET-today

‘R didn’t come today?’

(H2) osedllsjilis o alh Y

271 [LA.26] [LA.62], [LA.64], [LA.91], [LA.111], etc. represent examples of this in the corpus.
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la vah-i ba-dubai mseéfr-a la-l-xamis

272

NEG PRSN-F.S in-Dubai PTCP.ACT.travel-F to-DET-thursday

‘No, she is in Dubai. She is coming back on Thursday’

(Hi) $_pls8 ¥ Jad o sl

aywa [pause] Saghal walla holidaysen?
alright work or holidays

‘Is she traveling for work or for pleasure?’

(S) 13he &8 shusn ol | aile 5 2 5 5 sum liins 3

halla? baSatat-l-e sira hiyye w-Sal bahar
now PFV.3FS.send-to-me picture she and-on sea
[pause]  talla$-e [looking for the picture on her phone]

[pause] IMP.look-2FS
masli’-a sala?!
PTCP.PASS.boil-F  boil.INF

‘She just sent me a picture of herself on the beach... Look (while she pulls up the picture on

her phone) she looks like a lobster’

The idea of ‘boiling” is commonly associated with ‘over-tanning’ or ‘burning’ among LA
speakers, just like the idea of ‘flying’ [LA.62] is linked to the idea of ‘moving fast’ or ‘speeding.’
It is precisely from this common cultural association of figurative meanings to certain referents
that idiomatization happens. In fact, the intrinsic correlation between the use of Cls creating
attention and idioms is especially evident in those few strongly idiomatized CI instances like
[LA.67] that, according to my native informants, would simply not be used or understood without

the CI.

272 Presentative.
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[LA.67] CONTEXT: H is showing a good friend (S) a picture of her with her niece from her recent

vacation when S exclaims:

(S) 105 L . ey 55 Jshna e

mas ma$?iul Su b-tasbah-ik... [pause]
NEG possible what HAB-IPFV.3FS.look.like-you.2FS [pause]
baza?ti-(h)a baza?!
PFV.spit.2FS-her Spit.INF

‘It's incredible how much she looks like you...like two drops of water!

However, sometimes speakers may let their most creative side run free, and produce new
metaphors, whose meaning can be understood despite it not having been previously agreed upon
among speakers thanks to illustrative elements in the communicative context. In this case, the CI
makes the ‘new’ figurative meaning salient. The following example, taken from the Lebanese
movie “Ghadi,” illustrates how the choice of a CI creating attention with a specific figurative

meaning, used in the right communicative context, may be used as a rhetorical and literary tool.

[LA.68] CONTEXT: During one of the scenes, the narrator is talking about Abou Elias, ‘the butcher’ of
the village. The camera shows Abou Elias grinding meat and waiting for his clients to be distracted in order
to add to it ground pieces of ‘fat,” making the bag heavier, and therefore more expensive. At this moment,
the voice-over narrates how Abou Elias contends on a daily basis with his wife’s expensive taste and

compulsive spending.
(S) o syl o i 43 o
mart-o b-tafrom al-masrif faram

Wife-his  HAB-IPFV.3FS.grind. DET.expenses grind.INF
‘His wife burns through money’

The verb »_% faram (‘to grind, to shred”), whose coresense®’? is commonly related to meat, is
intentionally granted a ‘new’ figurative consense, that may be understood only within the specific

communicative context (‘to spend without control or to waste’). The ‘newness’ of the consense in

273 For a definition of ‘consense’ see section 3.2.1.1.2 of this study.
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relation to the commonly agreed coresense of the verb is one of the elements that make the

utterance creative, original and even ironically humorous.

SEMANTICALLY, in an open focus environment which is relatively free from referential and
informational pressure, speakers tend to use Cls to generate attention in H, something figurative
meanings are especially effective at, for they appeal to H’s imagination and imaginary, at the same
time that they allow S to indulge in his/her own creativity and originality. In my corpus, 73.21%
of the CHs accompanied by a CI recovering attention (41/56 instances) are used with a figurative
meaning, in contrast to the total absence of figurative meanings in Cls recovering attention. This
means that Cls creating attention tend to highlight the figurative consenses of their corresponding
CHs, hence serving S’s highly affective communicative priorities and the performative

communicative stances that characterize this functional nuance of the CI1.27*

As we saw above, a brand new figurative consense will normally need the assistance of the
context. Given that speakers using Cls to create attention tend to display highly performative
communicative stances, it is not surprising that S’s performance itself might be one of the elements
from the communicative context necessary for H to understand the nuances of the ‘new’ (often
figurative) consense of the CH as intended by S.27° In fact, CIs seem to be a means for the speaker

to create new (creative) consenses (see section 6.3.4. [last paragraph]).

In the following example, the verbal and physical performance of S is indispensable for H to

understand all the nuances of the figurative consense of the verb:

274 However, my data reveals also that CIs creating attention do not necessarily correlate to figurative uses; 15 out
of 56 corpus ClIs creating attention carry literal meanings. Although figurativeness is a very effective tool for creating
attention (this is why it correlates highly with this kind of CI) it is definitely not a prerequisite. Moreover, it is
important to remember that the creativity and originality associated to the use of figurative meanings are related to the
individual characteristics of the speaker, and therefore, not regularly distributed. See section 6.3.4.

275 On the relation between figurativeness and performance, Bauman says: “No single feature or device figures
more consistently or prominently in accounts of the characteristics of verbal art than figurative language. The semantic
density of figurative language, its foregroundedness, make it especially appropriate as a device for performance where

expressive intensity and special communicative skill are central” (Bauman, 1984: 17-18).
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[LA.69] CONTEXT: S wants to tell her sister (H) about her last encounter with their neighbor, Tante
Souad, an old woman peculiarly expressive and whiny, whose extremities seem to shake strongly due to

age. S starts her story like this:

(S) u=dy u=d s . el cuillal g oty ) 5, (S ) ol

Pam  ?a3-at hakat-ne

DIS  PFV.come-3FS PFV.talk-3FS-me

[S pauses & stands up]

w-Pante b-tSarfi-a la-tante suSad
and-you.F.SG HAB-IPFV.3FS.know-her to-tante souad

[S pauses and adopts Tante Souad’s body language and posture]
b-torlos rar’as

HAB-IPFV.dance-3FS  dance.INF

[while she imitates the woman’s agitated movements while she speaks]

‘So, she came to talk to me... and you know Tante Souad... she [literally] dances [when

she speaks]’.

Similar to idiomization at the semantic level, some communicative elements that are especially
common when high levels of performative stances occur, such as body language or gestures, may

become somewhat ‘fossilized’ and associated with a specific verb phrase:

[LA.70] CONTEXT: S and her workmates are sharing stories about their mothers and highlighting

on the typical sentences they tend to repeat often.

(S) &5 2% e SV s (53 e O 15 S )

Pomm-e  kénat tPul: "bas Parza$ badd-e
mother-myPFV.be.3FS IPFV.say.3FS  as.soon.as IPFV.return.1S want-1S
sif ha-l-a7zéz {am-b-ywazz waszz"
IPFV.18.see this-DET-glass PROG-HAB-IPFV.3M.gleam gleam.INF

‘My mom used to say: “As soon as I come back, I want to see this glass gleam and sparkle!”
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Interestingly, all the Lebanese informants who were familiar with the use of this verb agreed
that it is almost inseparable from the accompanying hand gesture illustrated in Figure 23 below.
The very same S in [LA.70] used this hand gesture extending his palm and turning slightly his
wrist back and forth two times. What is even more surprising is that, when trying to elicit the CI
construction from Lebanese natives, many informants spontaneously produced this CI (ywazsz

wasz3) along with the aforementioned gesture.

Figure 23: Hand gesture associated with [LA.70]

Now that we understand a bit better the complexity behind Cls creating attention, and its
relation to figurativeness, verum, and performance, there are still some quite relevant questions
that an informational analysis of this linguistic form simply cannot answer. Why does the speaker
put on a performance? Why this display of creativity, originality and humor? Why this insistence

on being believed? And at the core, why use focus marking?

Once again, the answer to these questions revolves around affect. Speakers care about the
utterance because they are highly involved affectively with one or more elements of the
communicative environment in which the utterance occurs, especially the topic or the
interlocutors. Speakers who use Cls creating attention have a highly affective communicative
priority, i.e., they will be personally involved in the communication and moved by emotional

motives, such as expressing and provoking emotions. The following example is illustrative of this:

[LA.71] CONTEXT: A group of friends (P, A, H, H, S) goes rock climbing in South Lebanon. P is
opening a new climbing route when she slips and falls a couple of meters before A manages to secure her.
While falling, though, P’s leg gets tangled in the rope and she flips, ending up with her head down. Later,
when P is already down and safe, H, who did not see the fall, asks the group with surprise how the fall

happened. S and Ho, still shocked, answer him:
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(H2) 1uliy Jaall b ja) cile fuady Cas Lt U

Pana  Saft-a kif wa?a$-at!  (alP-at 2a3r-a

I PFV.1S.see-her how PFV.fall-3FS PFV.snag-3FS foot-her
bo-I-hable w-Palab-at

in-DET-rope and-PFV.flip-3FS

‘I saw how she fell! Her foot got stuck in the rope and she flipped’

[after seeing H’s surprised face]

(S)! ol ulf 138 U Lo 4yl

e MAangN Zana Saft-a! Palab-at Palab
yes man I PFV.1S.see-her PFV.flip-3FS flip.INF

“Yeah, man, I saw her! She [really] flipped!’27¢

Very agitated, and still visibly shaken, judging from his exaggerated body language and from
the tone of his voice, S expresses and transmits his shock and incredulity by repeating H>’s

previous statement and adding a CI, insisting on its truth-value.

The preceding is a good example of how the speakers can create attention with CIs when they
are highly involved (1) with the other communicative agents involved in the utterance: S and P
are friends; he would have probably not transmitted such a high degree of alarm to his friend H
had the person falling been a stranger; also (2) with the topic of the utterance itself, for it speaks
about an event that is relevant for the speaker: if P had finished a bag of nuts instead of having
such a scary fall, probably S would have not relived the story with the same degree of personal

involvement.

In the next example, as well, the use of the CI correlates with a communicative context that

suggests a high social and affective environment from S:

276 Both [LA.71] and [LA.63] are good examples of CIs creating attention where the verb is understood its more

common and literal consense (not figurative) which coincides with its consense.
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[LA.72] CONTEXT: S invited his friends to spend a weekend in his village. One night he takes them
out for dinner to a popular pizza place he had been praising before in front of his friends. When the pizzas

arrive and they eat the first slices, S finds the dough quite dry, and disappointed, calls the waiter saying:

(S) kb i b 5 ac ol |l e Ley 5 ladaa

va  mSallim! Sit ba-ha {azin al-bidza al-yom?
vOC teacher what in-it.F.SG dough DET-pizza DET-pizza
Sam-b-yfarfot farfata

PROG-HAB-IPFV.3MS.crumble crumble.INF

‘Bossboss! What's with the dough today? It's all crumbly and flaky'

Once we look at the communicative context it is easy to verify that one of the reasons S uses a
CI to create attention, and in doing so demands a high degree of attention from his interlocutor,
lies in his intention to maintain his social status as a host in front of his friends, i.e., in his intention
to manage his own face (and that of the owner) within this communicative instance.?”’ Figure 24
maps all these formal, informative, affective and semantic elements of CIs creating attention on

the communicative continua.

CREATING
ATTENTION
REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE
Speaker's Communicative Priority
INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE
Speaker's Communicative Stance
GLOSED OPEN
Focus Environment

Figure 24: Functional Communicative Range of CI Creating Attention

277 See section 4.4.3.4. (CIs and Face Management).
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As we proposed in Chapter 4, all CIs fulfill the social function of managing the speaker’s face.
However, given that Cls creating attention seem to be located at the extreme right of the
communicative continuum— correlating with the most open focus environment as well as with
the highest levels of affectivity and performance—the speaker’s motivations (or rather, pressures)
to carry out this face management when using a CI creating attention have a more affective nature

than in other kinds of CIs, where informational pressure often plays a greater role.?”8

Nevertheless, although the nature of the speaker’s motivations may vary slightly, speakers who
use ClIs creating attention, just like speakers using other types of CI, may carry out various face

management actions, often simultaneously. The next example illustrates this point:

[LA.73] CONTEXT: H took an Uber and she recommended to the driver (S) to take a specific road. S
disagrees, for he thinks that there is a shorter, better route. H, not very convinced, accepts the driver’s
judgement and closes the conversation with a dry ‘as you wish.” However, the driver (S) checks with Google

maps anyway and, a few minutes later says:

(S) .. 5 iYL Jaily ae Gpati g a0 (e Jjha Ul ol ol Ll gl ilae colal/ ia

ey Oganaly (ad (s dayl Al

hatta [-map {ate-ne l-maswar alli.  Palta-ll-ik

even DET-map PFV.3MS.give-me DET-route REL  PFV.1S.tell-to-you.F.S
ye-h [pause] Pana  sar-l-e man  al-wahad w-tas§in
ACC-it I it.has.been-to-me from DET-one and-ninety
{am-ba-stagal ba-l-asrafiyye. [pause] al-xarayat hayd-e
PROG-HAB-IPFV.1S.work  in-DET-ashrafiyyeh [pause] DET-maps this-F.S
nohna basmin-on basom

we PTCP.ACT.stamp.PL-them stamp-INF

‘Even the [Google] map gave me the route I said [...] I have been working in Ashrafiyyeh since

1991. [...] These maps... we know them by heart!’

28 In [LA.72], for example, the communicative pressure felt by S is clearly socio-cultural rather than

informational.
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In [LA.73], S, who is apparently offended and possibly even feels threatened by his client’s
doubts about his knowledge of the roads, generates attention in H in order to insist on the truth of
his expertise and his skills, and reinforce his own arguments that stress his long career as a taxi
driver. In this way, S (1) preserves his own face as a reaction to H’s skepticism, which he perceives
as an attack, while (2) creating a face for himself as a professional, experienced and competent

driver.

5.3.3.1. Cognate Infinitive Curse

A significant number of examples of CI creating attention in my corpus are used by speakers
attacking their interlocutor’s faces in an established, almost idiomatic way, to the point that some
of these examples are hardly imaginable without the CI. I will refer to these examples as ‘cognate
infinitive curses.’?”” I ask the reader to distinguish them from cognate curses, which have already
been thoroughly described by Stewart (1997; 2014) in Egyptian and Moroccan Arabic, and by
Henkin (2009) in Negev Arabic.

The cognate infinitive curses in my corpus consist of a CI creating attention that is
systematically used as a curse, and recognized as such by LA speakers. Here I provide several

examples:?8°

[LA.74]

(S) 1eda o aliy an 5 llinyy U

allah  yba$at-l-ak waza§ y-axla§ ni§-ak xalo§
God IPFV.3MS.send-to-you.M.SG pain IPFV.3MS.pull  jaw-your.M.SG pull.INF

‘May God send you a pain that will dislocate your jaws’

279 Stewart (1997: 328) defines cognate curses as “root-echo responses to a number of common verbs and
expressions” and Henkin (2009: 175) says that “the cognate curse contains an optative verb with negative semantic
content, echoing linguistic material from the immediately preceding discourse”. An example of cognate curse in
Egyptian Arabic as provided by Stewart (1997: 331) would be: “Thus the root consonants /-r-m in the initiator phrase
haram 'alek, 'shame on you!, how could you?!", are echoed in the response hurmit Salek (istak,'may you be deprived

of your life!”.
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[LA.75]
(S) ! s & i by lliay )
allah  yabSat -l-ak bale tastr-ak sator

God IPFV.3MS.send-to-you.M.SG  disease  IPFV.3FS.cover-you.M.SG cover.INF

‘May God send you a disease that will cover you from head to toes’

[LA.76]

(S) 1 i o llingy

allah vabS§at-l-ak homma

God IPFV.3MS.send-to-you.M.SG fever
tonlor-ak na?lar
IPFV.3FS.hollow-you.M.SG hollowing.INF

‘May God send you a fever that will hollow you out!’

As these examples demonstrate, this specific structure of curse in LA is so well established
that often speakers do not feel the need to specify the main clause. The speaker normally implores
God to send something to the curse’s recipient, but it is the curse that God sends that described in

greater detail, as [LA.77] shows:

[LA.77]

(S) ! A iy aaslly

w-lak waza§ vohri-k hare
and-INT pain IPFV.3MS.rot-you.M.S  rot.INF

‘(May God send/may you get] a pain that will waste you away!’

As the reader might have noticed, these examples are given without their communicative
contexts, because there are multiple occurrences of the same Cls in many communicative contexts

—which, once again, reflects the high degree of idiomatization of these expressions.
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Displaying their imagination and creativity in cursing, speakers also form Cls of verbs that
otherwise are rarely used. In the following example, S uses the verb 3> ‘zaddar’ as ‘to give

someone smallpox:’

[LA.78] CONTEXT: Maitre Adel (H), a character from the show “Ma fi metlo” is a waiter who takes
his clients orders way too literally, and confuses words sometimes, always bringing the wrong order. When
Abbas (S), his client, who is sitting with his girlfriend, orders a 'mjaddra’ (a dish made of lentils, rice and
onion), Maitre Adel brings him a girl with smallpox because the word 'mjaddra’ in LA could
morphologically also designate a female that has been infected with this disease. When S sees that H has

brought him a girl with smallpox instead of his food, S bursts out in anger and exclaims:

(S) 1maad s a1 Y (5 yaall ola lliny

ybSat-l-ak de?  az-3adre la-Pel-ak ante...
IPFV.3MS.send-to-you.M.S disease DET-smallpox to-to-you.M.S  you.M.S
v3addrii-k tazdir

IPFV.smallpox.3P-you.M.S smallpox.INF

‘May God send YOU the smallpox! May you get completely smallpoxed!’

Another creative use that I have observed in my corpus is the use of CI to reinforce improvised
root-echo curses. In the following example, taken from the movie ‘Caramel’ S responds with a CI
cognate curse that shares the same root of the family name ‘Sater’—the last word that H has

(presumably) mentioned.

[LA.79] CONTEXT: Three friends are in a car on their way to an illegal clinic where S will have a
hymen reconstruction. S, who is Muslim, asks her friends about the fake name they gave when they got the
appointment. H, who is Christian, and was in charge of calling the clinic, tells her that the appointment is
in the name of Souad Abdel Sater (an imaginary but very strongly Muslim-sounding name). When S hears

it, visibly angry, she say
(S) ! i s € il e dla
SuSad {abd-as-setir? bale tastr-ik satar
Souad Abdel Satir disease IPFV.3FS.cover-you.F.S  cover.INF

‘Souad Abdel Satir? May disease cover you from head to toes’
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As we have seen in [LA.75], this is a common curse in LA, making the pun readily ‘available’
for S. However, in order to understand all the motivations of the speaker’s reaction of using this
Cl, it is necessary to go back to the actual coresense of the root ‘s-t-r’ in LA, which means
‘covering, protecting,” and to its consenses, all of which relate to religion, piety and holiness. For
H to correctly interpret this specific CI would also require awareness of all common, cultural, and

formal knowledge stored in the CG between her and S.

Needless to say, Cognate Infinitive Curses remain Cls that create attention, which, as we saw
in the previous section, represent, within the spectrum of CIs use, the point in the functional
spectrum where the speaker shows the most affective communicative priority and the most
performative communicative stance. Cognate Infinitive curses also correlate with highly ‘open’
focus environments and, as far as face management is concerned, they seem to be used mainly to

attack the interlocutor’s face.

5.4. The Functional spectrum and its nuances

In the preceding sections, I have illustrated three areas along the functional spectrum of Cls
in LA: recovering attention, redirecting attention and creating attention. However, as I mentioned
previously, working on a spectrum implies that there will be CI instances that could be positioned
in a variety of intermediate stages between these three main areas. The present section acquaints
the reader briefly with these ‘transitional’ or ‘intersecting’ regions, where the formal,
informational and affective features of the main areas blend together. Logically speaking, the
‘intermediate’ examples we will illustrate will be theoretically positioned between the kinds of Cls
which are adjacent in the functional spectrum, this is, (1) between recovering and redirecting
attention and (2) between redirecting and creating attention. Figure 25 illustrates the two

aforementioned intersecting functional areas within the CI functional spectrum.
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RECOVERING CREATING
ATTENTION 4T JENTION .=~ ATTENTION

RECOVERING-  { ' REDIRECTING-
REDIRECTING CREATING

ATTENTION % ATTENTION

Figure 25: Intersecting functional areas

54.1. Recovering-redirecting attention

This section will briefly illustrate the area comprised in the imaginary ‘intermediary’
functional area of recovering-redirecting. We can expect the next instance to incorporate features

from both recovering and redirecting attention groups.

[LA.80] CONTEXT: H, S and A are driving back to Beirut in H’s car. At some point, a Palestinian song
from H’s library catches A’s attention, since there are some parts of the lyrics that are not clear to her. A
expresses her wish to understand the song, and asks H to play it again, to which H happily agrees. Once the
singer starts singing, A looks at H, waiting for him to explain the lyrics to her. However, H, who is driving
and humming the song, did not seem to fully understand A’s intention. When S, who was sitting in the back

seat, perceives the misunderstanding, he intervenes:

(S) ped Loagl Lady . Lgmansi a2y 43] (i 10 ¢35

va xayy-e hiyye mas  Panno badd-a tasmas-a
vocC brother-my she NEG COM  want-3FS IPFV.3FS.hear-it.F.SG
[pause] badd-a tatham-a fahom

want-3FS IPFV.3FS.understand-it.F.SG understand.INF

‘Dude, she doesn’t want to listen to it [again], she actually wants to understand it!’
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INFORMATIONALLY speaking, we have seen that recovering attention examples require the
presence of an explicit alternative. In the preceding example, which I believe belongs to the
recovering-redirecting area of the spectrum, the alternative to the focused expression with the CI
(‘she wants to listen to it again just for the sake of listening’) is not completely explicit before S
utters it, for it does not belong to the emergent common ground of the three interlocutors. In other
words, S and A perceived this alternative as ‘explicit’ while H did not. In fact, S perceived the
alternative only because of H’s body language and expression, meaning that, to a certain extent,
this alternative exists only within the realm of his assumptions. For this reason, S himself feels the
need to make the alternative in his utterance explicit (‘she doesn’t want to listen to it again’) in
order to update H’s CG to bring it in line with the other interlocutors, and, right after that, redirect

H’s attention toward the ‘correct’ alternative that he was missing before.

Logically, the more the function of a CI moves towards the right on the informational

continua (toward open FE), the more the degree of explicitness of the alternative diminishes.?%!

AFFECTIVELY, the speaker has (although almost unperceptively) also moved right in the
communicative continua of priority and stance. Maybe it is because of this that (s)he manages to
make use of the CI in order to ‘contest or ‘correct’ the supposed assumptions of his/her interlocutor

— being this interlocutor, and his/her assumptions, relevant for the speaker.
Let us have a look now at another recovering-redirecting example:

[LA.81] CONTEXT: A man who works as a manager in a bank (S), is showing the office to a new
employee (H). When they get closed to the door, they both see through the glass a homeless man with a
dog, who is looking and waving at them. The man seems to make the new employee uncomfortable, for she
looks down and does not wave back at him. When the manager (S) perceives the employee’s fear, he

intervenes:

(S) Lot . AS 5l ) ) e S 5 g LGS (i 85 Lo 00 4 i 1)

281 This area of the spectrum correlates with implicit alternatives of those described in section 5.2.1 (1): emergent,

but not shared.
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Paza Si nhar Safti-h hon  ma  txdfe [pause]

if some day PFV.3MS.see-him here = NEG IPFV.2FS.fear

b-yatmassa tomseye huwwe w-al-kalob
HAB-IPFV.3MS.stroll stroll.INF he and-DET-dog

taba$-o la yré?ab al-bnitke [pause] bas
GEN- him to IPFV.3MS.guard DET-banks only

‘If you see him some other day, don’t be afraid... He just patrols with his dog to guard the

banks [of the area], nothing else’

The preceding example is a step closer in the spectrum towards redirecting attention. The
degree of the alternative’s explicitness (‘The beggar is dangerous and fearsome’) is less, that is,
the FE is more closed. S assumes that H believed this alternative, and intervened, but without

explicitly stating the alternative in his utterance; rather, he talks around it.

It is undeniable that [LA.81] is, actually, very similar to other redirecting examples.
Nevertheless, one of the factors that indicates that this example is a bit towards the left of the
spectrum is that it is a ‘live’ event in which S perceives H’s attention is being misdirected and
needs an intervention. In typical redirecting instances, in contrast, the main motivations do not
come from the interlocutors’ perception of the event as much as from S’s emotional and

informational need to seek and maintain H’s attention and also, sometimes, H’s empathy.

A good indicator of examples in this part of the functional spectrum is the preemptive use of
CIL In many of these examples, S assumes, without direct conditioning from the context, that there
is a potential ambiguity or possibility that H will lean towards what (s)he considers ‘a wrong
alternative.” If S assumes the alternative is taking or will take H’s attentiveness, S will intervene

to avoid a potential misunderstanding of his communicative intention.?3

282 QOther examples of this functional area of the spectrum with similar characteristics are [LA.14], [LA.20],

[LA.21], [LA.35], [LA.45], [LA.57].
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5.4.2. Redirecting-creating attention

This subsection briefly illustrates the characteristics of the instances belonging to the area
comprising the second ‘intermediate’ group (redirecting-creating), which has features from both

redirecting and creating attention groups. Let us look at one of the examples of our corpus:

[LA.82] CONTEXT: A gets in a shared taxi with another man and the taxi driver. When she gets in, the
man (H) and the driver (S) are already talking about the political relation between Lebanon and Syria. H

tries to remind S of Lebanon and Syria’s shared history, but S, who looks unconvinced, says:

(S) oy min igd g3 la il L JE aal ol Ll s by g

suriyya w-lebnen balad wahad Pal [pause]
Syria and-Lebanon country one PFV.3MS.say

2anta 3arrab tla¢ la-hnik [pause]

yOu.M.SG IMP.2MS.try  IMP.2MS.go.up to-there

b-yanazrii-k nasar

HAB-IPFV.3PL.carve-you.M.SG  carve.INF

‘Syria and Lebanon are one country, eh? Well, you try to go there, then... they will whittle

you down to nothing!’

In the preceding example, one of the alternatives to the focused event could be ‘they will
receive you with open arms’ or ‘they will treat you nicely.” Objectively speaking, these, or other
similar alternatives, are being suggested by the speaker—and purposefully conjured up in H’s

mind— by S’s preceding statement, “Syria and Lebanon are one country.”

INFORMATIONALLY speaking, the focus environments of CI redirecting-creating attention
instances are definitely open. However, there appear to be more informational reasons for the
speaker to focus the CI verbal form in these cases. Unlike the FE of Cls creating attention which
usually appears to have no SoA, in this part of the spectrum there is still a suggested alternative
that the speaker implicitly uses in order to contrast with it the focused one —as is the case in Cls

redirecting attention.
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Therefore, at first glance, these instances might seem not too different from Cls redirecting
attention when it comes to informational nuances—and, in reality, we cannot expect them to be
so, for they are very close in the spectrum. Nonetheless, if we examine other examples closely, we
can perceive some of the AFFECTIVE features that are characteristic of Cls creating attention, and

that are naturally also present in the immediately adjacent part of the spectrum:

[LA.83] CONTEXT: A group of women are in the waiting area of Houna (a space that hosts different
types of physical activities), waiting for their oriental dance course, which is supposed to begin at 7 pm,
right after the yoga class. When the yoga students finish their class and go out to the waiting area at around

7:10 pm, one of the women outside, visibly annoyed, says:

(S) sl la giads | sall o g AL Loy || A ghan (e (o g L& gall 5)

Panto l-yoga studentsen ~ mas mas?il-e [pause] déyman
you.PL DET-yoga students NEG possible-F always
b-tat?axxaro bas al-yom [pause]
HAB-IPFV.2P.be.late but DET-day

halabtii-a halob w-allah

PFV.2PL.milk-it.F.S milk.INF and-God

“Yoga students here are too much... you are always late but today... you took it way too far’

In this example, we can identify clearly (1) the figurative nature of the meaning of the verbal
form halabtia (literally ‘you milked it,” but meaning here ‘you abused it”); (2) the highly affective
nature of the speaker’s communicative priority, which is to express that she is upset and bothered
by the delay; and (3) a very tangible performative stance, that of course came accompanied by the

corresponding body language and tone fluctuations.

5.4.3. Modeling grammatical function

The previous sections (5.3 and 5.4) have elaborated on the description of the grammatical
function of the CI in LA by attempting to describe the functional spectrum that this feature may

perform along the communicative continua described in section 5.2.
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As a focus marker, the CI in LA functions to draw H’s attention to a specific constituent in the
utterance. The function of attention management is seen as a spectrum, and the CI in LA as one of
the communicative tools that may perform the entirety of this functional spectrum. Taking into
account the communicative range of the CI and its continua, I have hence distinguished three main

salient areas in the spectrum: recovering attention, redirecting attention and creating attention.

RECOVERING CREATING
ATTENTION ATTENTION

REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE
Speaker's Communicative Stance

GLOSED OPEN
Focus Environment

Figure 26: Full Functional Spectrum of Cls in LA

Figure 26 maps the full functional spectrum of CIs in LA on the communicative continua that have
been established to be relevant for Cls use, thus offering a model upon which we may describe the

grammatical communicative function of CIs in LA.

5.5. Conclusions

Based on the principle that grammatical function is built on communicative use, this chapter
has endeavored to provide the reader with a grammatical model for the CI in LA that relies on its

current spontaneous communicative use by LA native speakers.

Like a railroad car moving on parallel railways, grammatical function moves on parallel
communicative continua. Just as the train cannot advance only on one rail without also doing so
on the other, a specific instance of CI will show parallel values across communicative continua. In
the same way, there is a strong correlation between the CI function in LA and the communicative

circumstances within which it is uttered. This implies a correlation between different means of
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attention management and (1) the nature of the focus environment, as well as (2) the quality of the

speaker’s communicative priority and stance.

In sum, with every CI utterance, the speaker finds him/herself positioned at a different point
of the communicative continua, and consequently the CI uttered by him/her, will be performing a
different nuance within its functional spectrum. Figure 27 illustrates five different potential S’s
positionings along the full functional communicative spectrum of the CI that would prompt the
use of different kinds of ClIs in LA. These positionings would approximately correspond to the
five functional areas identified in previous sections (from left to right): recovering attention;

recovering-redirecting attention; redirecting attention; redirecting-creating attention; creating

attention.

[
! ] ! I
i |
[ i
ECOVERING CREATING I
ATiENTiON | I ATTENTION |
| | I

REFERENTIAL ! . i . AFFECTIVE
: Spéaker's Commuricative Prrrity i
I i

INFORMATIVE I I : ! PERFORMATIVE

) Spiaker's Commusicative Stance :

CLOSED | I ; : OPEN
| Focus Environment i
| | :

-
Figure 27: Different positionings of speakers along the functional communicative spectrum of the CI in LA

According to the results of my analysis, in addition to its informational and affective
implications, this functional-communicative positioning seems also to have explanatory power

over the semantic nature of the CI, therefore partially accounting for the speaker’s lexical choice.
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Although ClIs are used with verbs that run the full semantic range, my results indicate that CIs
in the more referential-informative part of the model (Cls recovering attention) usually highlight
the CH’s literal meanings, while CIs in the affective-performative side of the model (Cls creating
attention) often focus figurative meanings of the CH. Figure 28 illustrates the correlation between
each of the CI’s communicative grammatical functional nuances and the literality and

figurativeness of the CH’s meaning intended by S in the CI utterance.

100% TYIY,
90% s
*
80% %,
*
70% . _-
60%
-
50% S
40% v
0, . ‘e
30% i
20% ,l
10% /
0% = ™2 RECOVERING 4-REDIRECTING
1-RECOVERING = “ " 3-REDIRECTING = " 5-CREATING
ATTENTION REDIRECTING ATTENTION CREATING ATTENTION
ATTENTION ATTENTION
mLITERAL 100.00% 100.00% 50.00% 41.67% 26.79%
EFIGURATIVE 0.00% 0.00% 50.00% 58.33% 73.21%

Figure 28: Correlation between the CIS communicative grammatical function and use of literal and figurative CHs

The use of more literal and common meanings correlates with utterances whose speakers show
a referential communicative priority and an informative communicative stance, for they intend to
(1) update accurately the knowledge state of H, and (2) target H’s informational and semantic
attention. For this reason, these kind of CIs focus on the CH’s coresense. In contrast, the use of
more figurative and creative meanings thrives with utterances whose speakers show an affective
communicative priority and a performative communicative stance, for they intend to (1) have an
effect (update) on the emotional state of the hearer, and (2) target their affective and social
attention. For this reason, these kind of ClIs focus on a CH’s consense that is normally more

‘unusual’ and ‘innovative.’

As for the ‘face management’ actions, which, as we established, correlate with the use of CI,

the data suggests that different means of face management (preserve, reinforce, attack or create
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face) do not seem to directly correlate to any of the functional nuances identified within the CI
functional spectrum (recovering
attention, redirecting attention and
creating attention). On the contrary,
face management actions tend to PRESERVING FACE
overlap and happen simultaneously.

Figure 29 portrays the possible
8 P Y P ATTACKING FAGE

CREATING FACE

overlapping of face management
actions associated with the use of

CIsin LA.

Figure 29: lllustration of the overlapping of face management
actions associated with the use of Cls in LA

Finally, it is necessary to reiterate that the functional-communicative ‘positioning’ of the
speaker is certainly not limited to the use of the CI and to its communicative range, but rather it is
intrinsic to the role of the speaker and to the speech act itself. A speaker, being a social individual
with a subjective vision of the world, must position himself/herself somewhere along the general
communicative continuum whenever (s)he uses language. Different points on the continuum will

prompt different communicative strategies, and will grant access to different communicative tools.

This chapter has aimed to present a communicative grammatical model for the functional
description of Cls in LA based on the idea that an accurate and complete grammatical description
does not need to be a rigid categorization according to clear-cut criteria. Quite the contrary, I
believe that the field of descriptive linguistics can greatly benefit from more integrative, holistic
and flexible descriptions, that, like the one presented in this chapter, align with the complex nature

of communication and its various linguistic manifestations.

I believe the findings presented in this section could also pave the way for further studies to
test the universality of the functional spectrum and its most salient points, in order to explore the
extent to which these three salient points of attention management might be shared among
language cultures: whether other languages or varieties group similar functions together with one
basic linguistic tool, or whether this particular constellation of linguistic forms is specific to a

certain language or linguistic family.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS

6.1. Introduction

The present study has provided a detailed description of the communicative functions of the
Cognate Infinitive in Lebanese Arabic through the creation of a grammatical model that allows us
to understand in depth the semantic, informational, affective and social dimensions of this

linguistic feature.

This concluding chapter presents the main findings of this study regarding the formal features,
the communicative grammatical function, and the communicative grammatical range of the CI in
LA. Moreover, this chapter also sheds light on the ways in which this study has contributed to
current theoretical issues in general and Arabic Linguistics, as well as on the broader theoretical
implications of these contributions. The chapter closes with a discussion of topics for further

research and the author’s desiderata.
6.2. A Summary of Findings: A Grammar of Cognate Infinitive in LA

6.2.1. Formal Features of the Cl in LA

1. A CI construction consists of a cognate head (CH), a finite verbal form that functions as
the lexical head of a predicate, and a cognate infinitive verb form (CI) that serves as a

complement to the CH and stands indefinite and unqualified.

2. Cls in LA always appear in post-CH position, however, not necessarily immediately after

the verb; direct objects and clitics can intervene between them.

3. ClIs can be formed from all existing verbal patterns in LA. However, my data suggests that

CI from CHs with patterns I (J28 fafal) and 11 (J2& fa§al) are used significantly more than
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the other patterns.?®> Graph 30 and Table 5 report the distribution of the verb forms in my
corpus, showing a large majority of occurrences of pattern I (d=2 fa¢al), fewer of pattern 11
(J28 fa¥al), and a very low percentage of other patterns. This also seems to be the case in

Rural Palestinian Arabic (Shachmon & Marmorstein, 2018: 39).284

4. CIs in LA generally share their pattern with their CHs when the latter follow a pattern I
(328 fasal), 11 (J=8 fa$Cal), 11 (=& fGCal), and X (J=&) istafial). In the cases of those
patterns that carry passive, reflexive, or reciprocal values, such as V (J2i tfaf'¢al), VI (de\ss
tfasal), VII (J=&) nfafal) or VIII (J=3 fiaSal), CHs take CIs of their corresponding active
pattern. Only five exceptions to this rule were found in the corpus, and all of them were

phonetically or semantically motivated.?®

Table 5: Pattern occurrence within the CI in LA corpus

CH Verbal Patterns | N- of instances | % of total

m1
1 - (J=é fafal) 92 | 69.17% m2
2 - (Jxé faf¥al) 20 | 15.04% ™ 3
3 - (J=lé fasal) 2 1.50% \
5 - (s tfafsal) 3 2.26% \ ’
6 - (Jelis tfasal) 1 0.75% o
7 - (J=&) nfafal) 4 3.01% m7
8 - (Jxl ftaSal) 1 0.75% ms
Q1 - (Jdkxé faSlal) 6 4.51% 69%
Q2 - (Jiei tfaslal) 3 2.26% / / s
X - (J=iiul jstaffal) 1 0.75% \ > maQ2
Total 133 | 100.00% o mX

Figure 30: Percentages of Pattern Occurrence within
the Cl in LA corpus

283 Although my data is insufficient to make a general and corroborated affirmation on this topic, I consider these
results a manifestation of significant morphological trend within the CI use that should be taken into consideration—
especially given that verbal morphology never represented an important factor for the data collection of this study.

284 “The great majority of our examples exhibit the fa$7 pattern” (Shachmon & Marmorstein, 2018: 39).

285 Qee section 1.2.1.2 (Pattern correspondence between CH and CI).
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5. Asexpected, Cls associated with CHs that follow a pattern I (J=2 fafal) show a great variety
of masdar patterns. My corpus includes seven different forms of pattern I masadir: J=
(faal); W (fisala); Ssx (fusil); b (fafila); Jed (fasil); IS (fisal) and =3 (fuSla).

6. CIs are morphologically, syntactically, semantically and functionally different from
Cognate Objects. According to the literature, this differentiation is present throughout the

Semitic language family.

6.2.2. Grammatical Function of the Cl in LA

The present study sought to shed light on the grammatical function of the CI in LA, starting
from the fundamental idea that grammar is a cognitive organization of speakers’ communicative
and social experiences. This was, in fact, a stepping-stone of this investigation and the axis around

which its main research question was composed:

(1)  What is the grammatical function of the Cognate Infinitive in Lebanese Arabic?

a. What is the communicative function of CIs in LA?

b. What is the social function of Cls in LA?

The present section assembles the answers provided to these research questions and thus

summarizes the results of this investigation.

6.2.2.1. The Communicative Function of Cls in LA

In identifying how the CI functions communicatively, this study highlights two findings:
A. THE CI IN LA FUNCTIONS AS A FOCUS MARKER

The CI selects and highlights a specific alternative among a SoA that is explicitly or implicitly
part of the communicative environment in order to mark that it is being (re)introduced in the

CQG, thus optimizing the updating of the CG.

2. The CI marks different levels of language (lexical, propositional, and discursive) by placing
the focus on different constituents that revolve around the CH: verbal lexeme, verbal
predicate, and/or the truth-value of the verbal event. My data demonstrates that the CI can
place a focus on these levels and constituents simultaneously, although in different degrees,

according to the hearer’s impressions.
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3. The CI draws attention to different constituents of an utterance at different levels of language

by increasing their salience. Not every utterance will be marked in all these ways, but it can

be.

il.

1il.

1v.

At the semantic level, the use of the CI draws the hearer’s attention to the meaning
(literal or figurative) that the speaker considers to be the salient meaning of that
specific communicative utterance.

At the informational level, the use of the CI draws the hearer’s attention to the message
contained in the predicate, and gives it prominence as a relevant piece of information
for the update of CG, making it informationally salient.

At the affective level, the CI increases the level of emotional involvement of the
speaker towards one or more of the elements involved in the CI utterance, making the
utterance affectively salient.

At the social level, the use of the CI indicates that the speaker intends to intervene in
order to play a role in the negotiation of either her/his own face or of his/her
interlocutors, indicating that (s)he considers this communicative instance to be

socially salient.

B. THE CI IN LA REGULATES ATTENTION MANAGEMENT

1. The CI in LA has the communicative function of managing the hearer’s attention in various

ways. This study focused on three subfunctions within the functional spectrum of attention

management:

Recovering Attention: Speakers use Cls to recover attention from what they assume
is an improper placement for the hearer’s attention, whether for informational,
affective or social reasons. Cls recovering attention occur within communicative
environments that present a closed focus environment (i.e., alternatives are explicit)
and when the speaker’s communicative priority is relatively referential and the
speaker’s communicative stance is relatively informative. The CH’s salient meaning
that is highlighted in this area of the functional spectrum is literal, belonging to the

CH’s coresense.
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il.

iii.

Redirecting Attention: Speakers use Cls to redirect attention when, after directing the
hearer’s attention towards a previously suggested contrastive alternative, they redirect
the hearer’s attention into the focused alternative, which they assume to be unlikely to
be expected by the hearer(s). Cls redirecting attention occur within communicative
environments that present an intermediate focus environment (i.e. alternatives are
suggested but may not be explicit) and when the speaker’s communicative priority is
between referential and affective and the speaker’s communicative stance is between
informative and performative. The CH’s salient meanings that are highlighted in this

area of the functional spectrum may be either literal or figurative.

Creating Attention: Speakers use Cls that create attention in order to generate
attention in their hearers when they assume that the level of attention does not suffice
to allow them to fulfill their communicative intentions. Cls creating attention occur
within communicative environments with an open focus environment (i.e.,
alternatives are implicit) and when the speaker’s communicative priority is highly
affective and the speaker’s communicative stance is highly performative. The CH’s
salient consenses that are highlighted in this area of the functional spectrum are mainly

figurative.

Figure 31 presents the Communicative Grammatical Model for Cognate Infinitives in

Lebanese Arabic. This model is based on the communicative continua that are relevant for

the use of the CI in LA, upon which, the full functional spectrum of attention management

performed by Cls in LA is described. Through the main axes of use and function, this

grammatical model for the analysis and description of Cognate Infinitives in Lebanese

Arabic accounts for this feature’s semantic, informational, affective and social functions.
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Figure 31: Communicative Grammatical Model for Cls in LA

6.2.2.2. The Social Function of the Cl in LA

THE CI IN LA REGULATES FACE MANAGEMENT

The use of the CI correlates with communicative instances in which speakers play an active
role in the management and/or negotiation of their own faces or of their interlocutors’
faces; in other words, it correlates with socially salient communicative exchanges. My CI
data reveals a variety of face management actions:
i.  Face Preservation/Restoration

ii.  Face Attack

iii.  Face Reinforcement

iv.  Face Creation
Although face management correlates with the use of CI in LA in general, my data does
not report any clear correlation between the aforementioned face management actions and
the CI’s communicative subfunctions (recovering attention, redirecting attention and
creating attention). This suggests that, while face management is undoubtedly linked to
attention management, the overlapping and co-occurrence of different face management
actions in a single CI instance indicates that face management actions are not linked with

specific strategies of attention management.
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3. ClIsnot only correlate with the managing of individual faces, but also with that of collective
faces, i.e., those based on collective shared values. For this reason, the use of the CI in LA
is often associated by native speakers with the management of their collective face as

‘Lebanese.’

6.2.3. The Communicative Grammatical Range of the CI in LA

Figure 32 illustrates the communicative grammatical range of the CI in LA. It shows that the
communicative continua of the CI constitute only part of the continua of the language as whole,
and that this part lies on the right side of the communicative continua of the S’s agency. The data
analysis in this study concludes that LA native speakers tend to make use of CIs when they are
positioned towards the affective-performative side of the socio-communicative continuum. This
indicates that the Cl is a tool available for speakers positioned within that area, but not to speakers

positioned in the more referential-informative side of the continuum.

On the one hand, the relatively high affective communicative priorities and high performative
communicative stances of speakers using Cls strongly suggest that utterances containing them are
highly affectively marked, in contrast to parallel utterances lacking the CI. Given the intrinsically
affective nature of the concept of face, the high affective levels of CI utterances are congruent with
the unsurprising ubiquitous presence of Cls in socially marked communicative situations, where
the face of the speaker and/or of the interlocutor(s) is being managed in a way that is affectively

relevant for the speaker.

Within every speaker’s linguistic repertoire, socially and affectively marked communicative
situations will require specific linguistic resources that allow the speaker to increase the social and
affective salience of the utterance, hence transmitting the speaker’s multidimensional message
more accurately in accordance with his/her specific communicative and social needs at the moment

of the utterance.
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Figure 32: Communicative Grammatical Range of Cls in LA within the speaker's linguistic repertoire

The vertical black bar in Figure 32 represents an imaginary boundary between what a speaker
may consider socio-communicatively marked from what (s)he may consider socio-
communicatively unmarked at the moment of an imaginary utterance. The position of that bar is
not fixed in one place, but can shift with changing circumstances. The exact position will determine
the set of linguistic tools the speaker will perceive as available for him within that specific socio-
communicative range, therefore defining the speaker’s communicative style in a concrete

utterance.

Therefore, regarding the communicative grammatical range of Cls within an LA speaker’s

linguistic repertoire, I argue that:

1. The CI in LA represents a socially and affectively marked linguistic option for those
utterances that a speaker considers socio-communicatively salient and that formally involve
a verb and its predicate. This function could have important implications regarding
linguistic variation that will be addressed in section 6.3.4.

2. The communicative grammatical study of CI in LA not only suggests the existence of a
clear correlation between affect, performance, and face management, but also that these

three concepts are closely related to the notion of focus. This correlation could have
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important implications for the study of information structure that will be summarized in

section 6.3.3 (Rethinking Focus).

6.2.4. Distribution of the CI in LA corpus

A contrastive analysis of the grammatical function of the CI instances in the corpus with their
source suggests that the distribution of CI subfunctions (recovering, redirecting, and creating
attention) across the three different types of data (active participant observation, passive participant

observation, and media and arts) is quite irregular.

As and Figure 33 illustrates and Table 6 summarizes, the data collected through the method of
active participant observation contains a relatively proportionate number of instances for all
grammatical functions, while the data collected from media and arts contains a high number of
cases of ClIs creating attention (i.e., on the affective-performative side of the model), and a low
number of instances of recovering and redirecting attention (i.e., on the informative-performative

side of the model).

B 1-RECOVERING ATTENTION

M 2-RECOVERING-REDIRECTING ATTENTION
O3-REDIRECTING ATTENTION
E4-REDIRECTING-CREATING ATTENTION
E5-CREATING ATTENTION

Figure 33: Distribution of CI functions by collection source
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1- ACTIVE PART. OBSERVATION | 2- PASSIVE PART. OBSERVATION |  3- MEDIA AND ARTS

% within source % within source % within source
1-RECOVERING ATTENTION 22.78% 18.52% 3.70%
2-RECOVERING-REDIRECTING ATTENTION 11.39% 14.81% 7.41%
3-REDIRECTING ATTENTION 13.92% 3.70% 7.41%
4-REDIRECTING-CREATING ATTENTION 20.25% 14.81% 14.81%
5-CREATING ATTENTION 31.65% 48.15% 66.67%

Table 6: Distribution of CI fuctions by collection source

The irregular distribution of CI functions across the data sources suggests the following:

1.

The method(s) applied in the collection of the CI data may affect greatly the results
concerning the functional spectrum of CIs. More importantly, the full functional range of
the CI in LA is best captured through a method of active participant observation.

The comparison of active participant and passive observer suggest that the less active the
researcher is as an interlocutor in the communicative instance (and therefore the more (s)he
plays the role of a mere observer), the more likely it is that (s)he will miss the most
informative and referential uses of the CI, which require the highest degree of emergent
interaction.

The clear predominance of Cls creating attention in the data collected through media and
arts suggests that contemporary Lebanese scriptwriters and composers, who seem well
aware of the affective and performative nature of this feature, use CIs to create attention in
the audience and performatively shape their characters’ specific individual and collective

faces as native speakers of LA, sometimes to situate them socially.

These conclusions confirm our initial impressions from the analysis of the literature review:

given the conversational character of the CI and the variety of communicative and social contexts

in which this feature occurs in LA, only corpora containing well-contextualized instances collected

in a variety of social contexts would be able to provide an accurate representation of the full

functional spectrum of CIs.?%® Moreover, the results of this study allow us to make an educated

guess about what parts of the functional range are more likely to be missed by studies that work

with socially and communicatively incomplete data.

286 See section 2.4.1. (Methodological Challenges).
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Previous studies on the CI in spoken varieties of Arabic have made use of single genre-corpora
(often restricted to narration) which thwart the natural occurrence of interaction. As Chapter 5
illustrates, explicit alternatives commonly originate in the speaker’s interaction with other
interlocutors and their corresponding sets of assumptions, shaping the closed focus environment
that characterizes the use of Cls recovering attention. Thus, I believe that previous studies failed

to notice the most referential-informative side of the model, that is, recovering attention.?8’

I therefore suggest that we linguists start choosing our data collection methods after first taking
into account the potential restrictions those methods may indirectly impose on the communicative
styles of the participants. For instance, if I were to evaluate whether eliciting CIs through narrative
interviews is an appropriate method, I should first consider whether this choice might somehow
confine or limit the communicative needs of the interviewees, as this might therefore compromise
the quality of my data. For example, a basic yet essential premise particularly relevant to the
present study is that if full and undivided attention is granted to an interviewee, (s)he will never

feel the need to recover it.

6.3. Theoretical Contributions of this Study
6.3.1. Cls across Semitics

As Chapter 1 illustrates, previous approaches to the study of the CI in Arabic and other Semitic
varieties have taken standard varieties and their grammatical conventions as a starting point.
Consequently, CIs had yet to be thoroughly studied through evidence gathered from its usage as a

productive communicative tool in a spoken variety of Arabic.

Being one of the few attempts in a Semitic variety to apply an inductive method where

scientifically elicited data remains the main source, along with available linguistic theory, of the

287 Shachmon & Marmorstein (2018), for instance, seem to have missed the existence of Cls recovering attention
in their analysis of CIs in Rural Palestinian Arabic. The evidence: the model they propose for a systematic translation
of the CI in RPA only offers the addition of a range of adverbs of manner (probably because it is built exclusively on
the semantic characteristics of the verbal lexeme), although, as Chapter 4 and 5 of this study show, CI recovering
attention would require the use of focus sensitive particles (e.g. just, only) and other prosodic and/or discursive
strategies that would effectively communicate the pragmatic and informational nuances of a corrective and/or

exhaustive focus.
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resulting grammatical description, this study provides the field of Semitic studies with a new

theoretical tool to analyze and understand Cls in a functional-communicative light.

Because of its communicative framework, the model presented in Chapter 5 can be used cross-
linguistically, therefore serving as an alternative to previous frameworks whose focus on the
morpho-syntactic characteristics of CIs often tended to isolate Arabic from the Semitic continuum.
Such a cross-linguistic tool could also be of use for the field of Historical Linguistics, since it may
help shed light on the ‘evolution’ or the formal and functional variation of cognate infinitives in

Semitic through time and space.

6.3.2. A Multidimensional Model of Communication

The goal of understanding the CI in all its complexity led me to try to fathom the pragmatics
of human communication. With this purpose, I integrated a range of communicative notions to
construct what I call the Multidimensional Model of Communication as the theoretical framework

of this study.

As I argued in Chapter 3, in addition to its role in framing the present study theoretically, the
MMC intends to shed light on the complexity of the communicative experiences that are lived,
processed and stored by interlocutors and on their relationship to the real-life production of
language. At the same time, the MMC aspires to provide readers and fellow researchers with a set
of both conceptual and terminological tools to analyze and understand the myriad of

communicative factors involved in the linguistic choices of speakers.

I hope this model can contribute to the field of linguistics and to that of communication in
general, and that it may be tested and improved by being adopted as a theoretical foundation for

communicative analyses of other linguistic devices from a multiplicity of world languages.

6.3.3. Rethinking Focus

In an attempt to understand the function of CIs in LA, Chapter 4 of this study addressed the
diversity of opinions regarding the definition, essential qualities, and possible classifications of
‘focus.” This study argues that, when it is analyzed within its full natural communicative
environment, the CI reveals the intrinsic complexity and multidimensionality of focus, challenging

many previous theoretical approaches.
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The difficulty presented by the lack of agreement on a clear definition of focus, and the
numerous classifications presented in the literature, convinced me to attempt to observe and
describe it as a whole. For this reason, this study has aimed to contribute to a unified definition of
focus that integrates both its informational and affective dimensions and that is built upon its most

fundamental communicative property: managing the hearer’s attention.

On this basis, I have defined focus as a multidimensional communicative tool in charge of
managing the hearer’s attention by increasing the salience of different constituents at different

levels of language in order to optimize the updates of the CG.

I further argue that only a comprehensive and communicatively inclusive definition of focus
such as this one can account for the findings that the data analysis in this study revealed. I

summarize these findings in the following topics:
A SINGLE FOCUS MARKER MAY MARK A VARIETY OF PRAGMATIC FOCI

Cls in my LA corpus function as focus markers of a variety of pragmatic foci, including
corrective, exhaustive, contrastive, parallel, selective and polarity focus. On some occasions, they

can even mark multiple focuses, i.e., two or more different pragmatic foci at the same time. 288

FOCUS MARKERS MAY HAVE MULTIPLE SIMULTANEOUS SCOPES

The CI in LA may focus different levels of language simultaneously by placing a focus on
different constituents that involve the CH, such as verbal lexeme, verbal predicate, and/or truth-

value of the event designated by the CH.

The two aforementioned findings contribute to the existent literature by refuting Bond and
Anderson’s claim that there is no evidence that a CI structure (which they refer to as CHDC) is
currently used for both polarity focus and verb/predicate focus within the same variety (Bond &

Anderson, 2014: 239).28 As a Chapter 4 illustrates, not only can CIs in LA act at once as markers

288 See section 4.3.3.
289 “The fact that CHDCs are found to mark verb focus/predicate focus or polarity focus in different languages is
therefore unsurprising, although reliable evidence for cases where CHDCs are used for both polarity focus and

verb/predicate focus synchronically within the same language are currently unavailable” (Bond & Anderson, 2014:

239).
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of polarity focus and verb or predicate focus within the same variety, they may even do so within

the same utterance.

FOCUS MARKERS ARE ALSO AFFECTIVE AND SOCIAL MARKERS

Once set within a speaker’s broader linguistic repertoire, the use of focus markers to manage
attention correlates with the speaker’s affective communicative priorities, speaker’s performative
communicative stances and a variety of face management actions. This indicates that, in addition
to its informational function, focus functions as an affective and social tool. The high degrees of
emotional involvement and performativity associated with focus account for many of the
communicative details concomitant to the use of Cls, including but not limited to: close
relationships between Ss and Hs, widespread use of interjections, common use of vocatives
(included reverse role vocatives), abundant use of body language and sound effects accompanying

CI utterances, and marked prosody.

Seeing these affective, performative and social aspects as intrinsic to the nature of focus is
essential in order to broaden our understanding of focus from a mere syntactic tool of Information
Structure to a more inclusive vision that recognizes the close link between focus and the speaker’s

emotional and social involvement.

In the field of Arabic Linguistics, this would represent a first theoretical step that would
encourage researchers to bring under the same umbrella of ‘affective markers’ many other

pragmatically relevant linguistic features of Arabic which remain currently understudied.
RETHINKING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FOCUS AND TOPIC

Understanding focus as a tool for attention management would allow us to circumvent the
existing theoretical dichotomy between topic and focus. In fact, as Chapter 1 argues, the CI along
the Semitic continuum is an excellent example of how the same tool regulating attention
management may be analyzed as a ‘topic’ or that of a ‘focus’ within the same language family

across time and space.

240



6.3.4. Linguistic Variation and Communicative Styles

Linguistic variation is often correlated with a range of social variants of speakers such as age,
gender, geographical origin and socioeconomic class. It has been also documented that variation
in linguistic use can be related to the speaker’s social network (Milroy & Margrain, 1980) and to
the speaker’s (communicative) ‘occasion of use’ (Milroy & Milroy, 1999). Drawing on this last
notion, the present study contributed to linguistic style theory in providing evidence that linguistic
variation correlates as well with the speaker’s communicative styles, which are shaped according

to the informational, affective and social factors relative to a specific communicative situation.

The variation of use of Cls in LA links directly to the specific communicative style of the
speaker within a specific communicative instance. In this study, I understand the speaker’s
communicative style to be the result of his/her self-positioning within the socio-communicative
continua of communicative priority and stance, in response to the diverse elements from the
communicative environment. Thinking of the speaker’s communicative style as a relevant factor

in linguistic variation may illuminate several questions:

e First, it may account for the correlation of a relatively

UNMARKED |8 MARKED

frequent use of Cls in LA and speakers exhibiting

RECOVERING CREATING
ATTENTION ATTENTION

particular personality traits. We have already

REFERENTIAL AFFECTIVE

Speaker's Communicative Priority

established that the red bar illustrated in Figure 34  juun o

‘Speaker's Commuricative Stance

(delineating where speakers draw the line between s i

Communicative Grammatical Range
of the Cognate Infinitive in LA

what for them is socio-communicatively marked and

unmarked) is not fixed. In fact, its position can be Figure 34: Illustration of an imaginary LA
speaker’s communicative style marking the limit of the
constantly shifted by the speaker depending on the communicative range of use of the CI in LA
communicative circumstances. At the same time, individual personality characteristics of
speakers may also draw this communicative bar to a specific point in the communicative
continua. My years of participant-observation have confirmed to me that shy speakers who do
not easily share their personal opinions and views use Cls with less frequency than those
talkative and sociable speakers with skill in performing or storytelling who are comfortable

basking in an audience’s attention.
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e Secondly, this perspective may help us understand the variation in the use of the CI in other

spoken varieties of Arabic. Similar to the way in which a speaker has an individual sense of

what tools to use in socio-communicatively marked UNARKED

and unmarked situations, this sense can be also shared

CREATING
ATTENTION

REFERENTIA

by a community of speakers. Given that affect is

INFORMATIVE PERFORMATIVE

socially constructed, it is not surprising that the use of I

highly affectively marked features such as the CI may I

vary between different socio-cultural systems. For
Figure 35: Illustration of an imaginary EA

instance, linguistically — sophisticated  Egyptian  pcuer's communicative stvle marking the possible
informants reported that the use of the CI in fimitof the Cmmmmcatzz_mnge ofuseofthe Clin
recovering attention in LA seems to her ‘redundant’

and ‘unnecessary,’ but they identified strongly with a more figurative and ironic use of the CI

creating attention. This would suggest that the model applicable for the description of the CI

in Egyptian Arabic (EA) could look somewhat like Figure 35, where the communicative range

of use of the CI is more restricted, and therefore, the communicative function of the CI in EA

may have a shorter range—if, of course, we could ascertain that speakers of EA do make use

of CIs within those communicative ranges.

e Thirdly, these observations point towards the fact that affect and performance may in fact play
a particularly relevant role in linguistic variation and therefore, the evolution of languages as

well.

6.4. Theoretical Implications of this Study

Through the collection and analysis of socially and communicatively contextualized data, this
study has explored the formal, informational, affective and social factors that correlate with the
use of CIs in LA in order to create a grammatical model upon which the function of the CI in LA

may be described.

Although the findings of this work might be limited to the boundaries of one specific linguistic
feature (cognate infinitives) in one linguistic variety (Lebanese Arabic), I believe that the careful

study of specific linguistic features can contribute greatly to the ways in which we conceive of
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grammar, helping us change and redefine our previous understanding of it—especially when these

features are as complex and multileveled as Cls in LA have proven to be.

Cognate Infinitives turned out to be an excellent microcosm of social and communicative
complexity. The case study of this specific feature has uncovered many of the patterns governing
this grammatical microcosm. These same laws and patterns may be of great use if applied to the

study of language more generally.

In the study of language, just like in that of the ClIs in LA, sufficient relevance must be granted
to speakers as communicative subjective agents that are highly affected by their emergent context,
and constantly generating assumptions regarding the current sense of the communicative acts and
their hearers’ attentional status. The importance of these assumptions lies in their shaping of the
speakers intentions, upon which, and depending on the nature of their communicative priorities
and stance, speakers position themselves communicatively. As a result of this positioning, the
speaker uses the communicative strategies and tools within his/her communicative range, adopting

therefore a specific communicative style.

This process can be assumed to be common to all speakers of all linguistic varieties. If we, as
linguists, attempt to provide accurate grammatical descriptions of the universal communicative
strategies and the particular communicative tools in different linguistic systems, we must then start
by observing their use within the speaker’s communicative experience in a specific linguistic
system. A linguistic analysis that understands grammar as a manifestation of the collective social
and communicative experiences of a specific community of speakers will necessarily have to
consider the relevance that affective and social factors, along with informational factors, play in

the speakers’ linguistic choices.

Such considerations oblige us to expand our data collection methods, pushing them beyond the
limits of sociolinguistic interviews and pointing towards new techniques (inspired by
anthropological studies) that allow us to observe and even participate in this communicative

experiences.

Only in this way will the researcher be able to guarantee that the data collected is
communicatively and socially broad enough to serve as basis for a comprehensive and realistic

grammatical description.
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6.5. Further research

The present study could be further developed into a variety of directions both within LA and

cross-linguistically.

In order to broaden our morphosemantic understanding about CIs within Lebanese, further
research could explore the different patterns of infinitives (masadir) used in CI constructions and
their effect on the semantic nuances granted by this feature. Along these lines, it will be interesting
to explore the reasons behind the high occurrence of patterns I and II CHs in our corpus: how the
use of the CI relates to the actual length of the verbal form and to the temporal ‘space’ in the
conversation taken up by the speaker. Moreover, for a deeper study of the discursive nature of this
feature, attention could be paid to the correlation between Cls and other discursively relevant

elements such as vocatives, interjections, and discourse markers.

Sociolinguistically, once the functional and communicative range of the CIs in LA have been
identified and described, it would be interesting to try to uncover patterns of use among different
speakers, especially those patterns concerning the sex of Ss and Hs involved in CI utterances, for

this could tell us about social and gendered power relations within the interlocutors’ communities.

From the point of view of language acquisition, and given that the youngest speaker in our
corpus is an 8-year-old girl, it would be interesting to explore how early these kind of
communicative tools are acquired, and how dependent they are on the degree of ‘maturity’ of the

speaker’s face.

Cross-linguistically, comparative studies could be carried out between LA and other spoken
Arabic varieties. Future studies could use the grammatical model for CIs presented here as a tool
to identify variation in the communicative use of Cls. Typologically, the results of this study could
be compared to those of studies exploring other similar focus markers in different languages to see
to what extent the definition of focus provided by this study is applicable to other linguistic
varieties. Specifically, I find particularly intriguing the apparent relationship among focus, affect

and reduplication at different levels of language.

Communicatively, in order to complete the picture provided by the MMC, and recalling once

more that this study centers on S’s use of Cls and not H’s reception of them, it would be vital to
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look deeper into how hearers perceive Cls in order to corroborate the actual informational and

affective effectiveness of these tools.

6.6. Desiderata

Especially in the Arab world, it remains difficult to arouse interest in the dialects as a serious
field of study. Although in the nineteenth century European scholars showed great interest in the
varieties of spoken Arabic, unfortunately this was not always met with approval in the Arab
countries (Versteegh, 2014). The reasons are complex, but the result has been that the
sociolinguistically less prestigious varieties have been deprived of “the dignity of systematical

historical investigation” (Owens, 2006: 715).

A broad systematization of the spoken varieties of Arabic must start with an exhaustive
analysis of their features. I hope that this study has contributed, even if minimally, to the more
ambitious project of developing a comprehensive grammatical study of the spoken varieties of

Arabic.

A more extensive and inclusive knowledge of Arabic would not only be beneficial for the field
of Arabic linguistics but also for general linguistic theory. On the one hand, the Arabic language,
in all its richness and diversity, encompasses various grammatical systems. This makes it a source
of valuable information for general linguists. In Comrie’s words, the study of Arabic “enables the
investigator to study in detail the synchronic and diachronic implications of smaller and larger
differences among genetically related systems” (Comrie, 1991: 25). On the other hand, the spoken
varieties of Arabic represent pragmatically thriving linguistic systems, and therefore, vast
repositories of socially and communicatively contextualized linguistic data where researchers may
find the necessary resources to analyze a variety of complex communicative tools and thus, the

communicative strategies they have evolved to realize.

Gathering, elaborating and analyzing cross-linguistically these kinds of inclusive descriptions
of communicative tools and strategies would be an essential step towards the construction of a

universal grammar; one that finds its basis in universal communicative needs of the humankind.

245



REFERENCES

Abbott, B. (2008). Presuppositions and common ground. Linguistics and Philosophy, 31(5), 523-
538.

Abu-Haidar, F. (1979). A Study of the Spoken Arabic of Baskinta. Leiden : Brill.

Akkus, F., & Oztiirk, B. (2017). On Cognate Objects in Sason Arabic. University of Pennsylvania
Working Papers in Linguistics, 23(1), 2.

Al-Zamaxsari, A. (1870) Kitab al-mufassal fi n-nahw. Ed. Jens Peter Broch. Christiania: Libraria
P.T. Mallingii.

Ammann, H. (1928) Die menschliche Rede 2. Der Satz. Darmstadt: Wiss. Buchgesellschaft .

Ariel, M. (2001). Accessibility theory: An overview. Text representation: Linguistic and
psycholinguistic aspects, 8, 29-87.

Arnold, J. E., Kaiser, E., Kahn, J. M., & Kim, L. K. (2013). Information structure: linguistic,
cognitive, and processing approaches. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Cognitive
Science, 4(4), 403-413.

Aro, J. (1961). Die akkadischen Infinitivkonstruktionen (Vol. 26). Societas orientalis fennica.
Austin, J. L. (1975). How to do things with words. Oxford University Press.

Bach, K. (2006). “The top 10 misconceptions about implicatures” in Birner, B. J. and G. L. Ward
(eds.) Drawing the boundaries of meaning: Neo-Gricean studies in pragmatics and

semantics in honor of Laurence R. Horn, (pp.21-30). Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing.

Badarneh, M. A. (2010). The pragmatics of diminutives in colloquial Jordanian Arabic. Journal
of Pragmatics, 42(1), 153-167.

Barr, D. J., & Keysar, B. (2005). Making sense of how we make sense: The paradox of
egocentrism in language use, in H. Colston & A. N. Katz (eds.) Figurative language

comprehension: Social and cultural influences, London: Routledge. 2005

Barthélemy, A. (1954). Dictionnaire arabe-francais: dialectes de Syrie: Alep, Damas, Liban,
Jeérusalem. Se fascicule.[Nun-Ya' Suivi d'addenda et corrigenda, d'un supplément aux
addenda et de renseignements particuliers.] Publié par H. Fleisch, sous les auspices de

U'Institut de France. Paris: Geuthner.

Bauman, R. (1984). Verbal art as performance. Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland Press.

246



Beckner, C., & Bybee, J. (2009). A Usage-Based Account of Constituency and
Reanalysis. Language Learning, 59, 27-46.

Belnap, R. K. (1991). Grammatical agreement variation in Cairene Arabic. PhD dissertation.

University of Pennsylvania.

Benmamoun, E. & Bassiouney, R. (eds.) (2018) The Routledge Handbook of Arabic Linguistics.
London: Routledge.

Bernini, G. (2009). Constructions with preposed infinitive: Typological and pragmatic notes”. In
Mereu, L. (ed.) Information structure and its interfaces, (pp.105-128). Berlin: Walter De
Gruyter.

Besnier, N. (1990). Language and affect. Annual review of anthropology, 19(1), 419-451.
Biggs, A. T., Kreager, R. D., Gibson, B. S., Villano, M., & Crowell, C. R. (2012). Semantic and

affective salience: The role of meaning and preference in attentional capture and

disengagement. Journal of experimental psychology: human perception and
performance, 38(2), 531.

Blau, J. (1966) A Grammar of Christian Arabic, based mainly on South-Palestinian texts from
the first millennium. Vol. 267. Fasc. I: Introduction- Orthography- Phonetics- Morphology.

Louvin: Secrétariat du Corpus.

(1967) A Grammar of Christian Arabic, based mainly on South-Palestinian texts from
the first millennium. Vol. 279. Fasc. III: Syntax II. Louvin: Secrétariat du CorpusSCO.

Boehner, K., DePaula, R., Dourish, P., & Sengers, P. (2005). Affect: from information to
interaction. In Proceedings of the 4th decennial conference on Critical computing: between
sense and sensibility (pp. 59-68). New York: ACM Press. 2005.

Bond, O., & Anderson, G. D. (2014). Aspectual and focal functions of Cognate Head-Dependent
Constructions: Evidence from Africa. Linguistic Typology, 18(2), 215-250.

Bordreuil, P., & Pardee, D. (2009). 4 manual of Ugaritic. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns.

Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self: On being the same and different at the same
time. Personality and social psychology bulletin, 17(5), 475-482.

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this" We"? Levels of collective identity and self-
representations. Journal of personality and social psychology, 71(1), 83.

Brown, G. (1982). The spoken language. Linguistics and the Teacher, 75-87.

247



Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage (Vol. 4).

Cambridge University Press.

Brustad, K. (2000). The syntax of spoken Arabic: A comparative study of Moroccoan, Egyptian,

Syrian, and Kuwaiti dialects. Washington: Georgetown University Press.

(2007). “Drink Your Milks: -aat as Individuation Marker in Levantine Arabic,”
in Classical Arabic Humanities in Their Own Terms: Festschrift for Wolfhart Heinrichs,
ed. Beatrice Gruendler and Michael Cooperson. Leiden: Brill.

Buccellati, G. (1996). 4 Structural Grammar of Babylonian. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

Biiring, D., (2010) Towards a typology of focus realization. In: Zimmermann, M., Fery, C. (Eds.),
Information Structure. (pp. 177-205). Oxford University Press. 2010

Bybee, J. (2006). From usage to grammar: The mind’s response to repetition. Language, 82, 711—
733.

Callaham, S. N. (2006). The Modality of the Verbal Infinitive Absolute in Biblical Hebrew.
Doctoral dissertation. Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary.

(2010). Modality and the Biblical Hebrew infinitive absolute (Vol. 71). Wiesbaden: O.

Harrassowitz.

(2011). [Review of] The function of the tautological infinitive in classical biblical
hebrew. Hebrew Studies, 52(1), 416-419.

Cameron, L., & Larsen-Freeman, D. (2007). Complex systems and applied linguistics. Preview

article. International journal of applied linguistics, 17(2), 226-239.

Campbell-Kibler, K. (2013). “Language Attitude Surveys” in Mallinson, C., Childs, B. and Van
Herk, G. (Eds.), Data Collection in Sociolinguistics (pp. 142-146) New York: Routledge.
2013.

Cappelen, H., & Lepore, E. (2008). Insensitive semantics: A defense of semantic minimalism and

speech act pluralism. John Wiley & Sons.

Chafe, W. (1976). “Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects, topics, and point of view”.
In Charles N. Li (ed.) Subject and topic (pp. 27-55). New York: Academic Press.

(1994). Discourse, consciousness, and time: The flow and displacement of conscious

experience in speaking and writing. University of Chicago Press.

Chahal, D. (2001). Modeling the intonation of Lebanese Arabic using the autosegmental-metrical
framework: a comparison with English. Doctoral dissertation. University of Melbourne.

248



(2003). Phonetic cues to prominence in Lebanese Arabic. In Proceedings of the 15th
International Congress of Phonetic Sciences, (pp. 2067-2070). Barcelona: Universidad
Auténoma de Barcelona.

Chiarcos, C. (2009). Mental salience and grammatical form: toward a framework for salience

metrics in natural language generation. Doctoral Dissertation. University of Postdam.

Chomsky, N. (1986). Knowledge of language: Its nature, origin, and use. Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Publishing Group.

Clark, H. (1996) Using Languages. Cambridge University Press.

Clark, H. & Brennan, S. (1991) “Grounding in communication”. In L. Resnick, J. Levine, and S.
Teasley (eds), Perspectives on Socially Shared Cognition (pp.127-149) Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Coghill, E. (2018). Information structure in the Neo-Aramaic dialect of Telkepe. In Adamou, E.,
K. Haude & M. Vanhove (eds.) Information Structure in Lesser-described Languages:
Studies in prosody and syntax (pp.297-328). John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Cohen, E. (2004). Paronomastic Infinitive in Old Babylonian. Jaarbericht Ex Oriente Lux, 38,
105-12.

(2006). The Old Babylonian Paronomastic Infinitive in -am. Journal of the American
Oriental Society, 126(3), 425-432.

Costaz, L. (1997) Grammaire Syriaque. Quatriéme Edition. Beirut: Dar El-Machreq.

Cowell, M. W. (1964). A Reference Grammar of Syrian Arabic. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown

University Press.
Cowley, A. E., & Kautzsch, E. (1910). Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar. Oxford: Claredon Press.
Croft, W. (2000). Explaining language change: An evolutionary approach. London: Longman.

(2009). Towards a social cognitive linguistics. In V. Evans & S. Pourcel (eds.), New

directions in cognitive linguistics (pp. 395-420). Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Dalrymple, M., & Nikolaeva, 1. (2014). Objects and information structure (First paperback ed.).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Davidson, A. B. (1896). Hebrew Syntax. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark.

DeWalt, K. & DeWalt, B. (2002). Participant observation: a guide for fieldworkers. Walnut
Creek, CA: AltaMira Press.

249



Dik, S. C. (1997). The Theory of Functional Grammar. Part I: The Structure of the Clause (edited
by K. Hengeveld). New York: Mouton De Gruyter.

Dimroth, C., & Klein, W. (1996). Fokuspartikeln in Lernervarietiten. Ein Analyserahmen und
einige Beispiele. Zeitschrift fiir Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik, 26(4), 73-114.

Domaneschi, F., Carrea, E., Penco, C., & Greco, A. (2014) The cognitive load of presupposition
triggers: mandatory and optional repairs in presupposition failure. Language, Cognition
and Neuroscience, 29:1, 136-146.

Driver, G. R., (1956). Canaanite Myths and Legends, Edinburgh: Old Testament Studies, No.3.

Dryer, M. S. (1996). Focus, pragmatic presupposition, and activated propositions. Journal of
pragmatics, 26(4), 475-523.

Duval, R. (1881). Traité de grammaire syriaque. Paris: F. Vieweg.

Eksell, K. (1995) “Complexity of linguistic change as reflected in Arabic dialects” in Palva Heikki
(Eds.) Dialectologia arabica: A collection of articles in honour of the sixtieth birthday of
professor Heikki Palva. Helsinki: Finnish Oriental Society.

El Hajjé, H. (1954). Le parler arabe de Tripoli (Liban). Paris : C. Klincksieck.

Errington, J. J. (1985). “On the nature of the sociolinguistic sign: Describing the Javanese speech
levels”. In Mertz, E. and Richard J. Parmentier (eds.) Semiotic mediation (pp. 287-310).

New York: Academic Press.
Erteschik-Shir, N. (1997). The dynamics of focus structure. Cambridge University Press.

Escandell-Vidal & Leonetti (2009). Fronting and verum focus in Spanish. Focus and background
in Romance languages, 112, 155-204.

Eskhult, M. (2000). Hebrew infinitival paronomasia. Orientalia Suecana, 49, 27-32.

Falk, S. (2014) On the notion of salience in spoken discourse - prominence cues shaping discourse
structure and comprehension, T/IPA. Travaux interdisciplinaires sur la parole et le
langage accessed on December 2™ 2018. URL: http://journals.openedition.org/tipa/1303 ;
DOI : 10.4000/tipa.1303

Feghali, E. (1997). Arab cultural communication patterns. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 21(3), 345-378

Feghali, M. T. (1919) Le parler de Kfar'abida (Liban-Syrie). Paris: Imprimerie nationale

(1928). Syntaxe des parlers arabes actuels du Liban (Vol. 9). Paris : Imprimerie
Nationale.

250



(1935). Contes, légendes, coutumes populaires du Liban et de Syrie: texte arabe,

transcription, traduction et notes (Vol. 1). Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve.

Finet, A. (1952). Sur trois points de syntaxe de la langue des «Archives de Mari». Revue

d'Assyriologie et d'archéologie orientale, 46(1), 19-24.

Fitzmyer, J. A. (1995) The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire, 2d rev. ed. Biblioteca et Orientalia
19/A4. Rome: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico.

Fitzmyer, J. A. & Kaufman S. A. (1992) An Aramaic Bibliography. Part I: Old, Official, and

Biblical Aramaic. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Fleisch, H. (1963). Le parler arabe de Kfar-Sghab —la S Liban. Bulletin D'études
Orientales, 18, 95-125.

(1974). Etudes d'arabe dialectal. Beirut: Dar el-Machregq.

Frascarelli, M. (2010). Narrow Focus, clefting and predicate inversion. Lingua, 120(9), 2121-
2147.

Gabelentz, G. V. D. (1869). Ideen zu einer vergleichenden Syntax. Wort und
Satzstellung. Zeitschrift fiir Volkerpsychologie und Sprachwissenschaft, 6(1869), 376-384.

Garrett, P., Coupland, N., & Williams, A. (2003). Investigating language attitudes: Social
meanings of dialect, ethnicity and performance. Cardiff, United Kingdom: University of

Wales Press.

Germanos, M. A. (2007). “Greetings in Beirut” in Miller, C., Al-Wer, E., Caubet, D., & Watson,
J. C (Eds) Arabic in the City: Issues in Dialect Contact and Language Variation (pp. 147-
165). London: Routledge.

(2009). Identification et emploi de quelques stéréotypes, traits saillants et autres
variables sociolinguistiques a Beyrouth [Liban]. Doctoral dissertation. Université de la

Sorbonne nouvelle (Paris III).

(2011). Linguistic Representations and Dialect Contact: Some Comments on the

Evolution of Five Regional Variants in Beirut. Langage et société, (4), 43-58.

Giora, R. (1997). Understanding figurative and literal language: The graded salience hypothesis.
Cognitive Linguistics (includes Cognitive Linguistic Bibliography), 8(3), 183-206.

(2003). On our mind: Salience, context, and figurative language. Oxford University Press

Gismondi, E.(1913). Linguae Syriacae: grammatica et chrestomathia cum glossario: Editio

Quarta. Rome: Excudebat carolus de Luigi.

251



Goffman, E. (1955). On face-work: An analysis of ritual elements in interaction.
Psychiatry, 18(3), 213-231.

Goldenberg, G. (1971). Tautological infinitive. Israel Oriental Studies (Tel-Aviv University), 1,
36-85.

(1998). “On verbal structure and the Hebrew verb”. Studies in Semitic Linguistics, 148-
96.

(2013). Semitic languages: Features, structures, relations, processes. Oxford University

Press.

Gordon, C. H. (1965). Ugaritic Textbook: Grammar, Texts in Transliteration, Cuneiform

Selections, Glossary, Indices. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute.
Grice, H. P. (1957) Meaning. The Philosophical Review 66: 377-388.
(1969) Utterer's meaning and intentions. The philosophical review, 78(2), 147-177.

(1975) “Logic and conversation”. In Cole, P. and J. L. Morgan (eds). Syntax and
Semantics: Speech Acts. Volume 3 (pp. 41-58). New York: Academic Press.

Gundel, J. K., Hegarty, M., & Borthen, K. (2003). Cognitive status, information structure, and
pronominal reference to clausally introduced entities. Journal of Logic, Language and
Information, 12(3), 281-299.

Gutzmann, D., & Mird, E. C. (2011). The dimensions of verum. Empirical issues in syntax and
semantics, 8, 143-165.

Haddad, Y. A. (2014). Attitude datives in Lebanese Arabic and the interplay of syntax and
pragmatics. Lingua, 145, 65-103.

Haeri, N. (1996). The sociolinguistic market of cairo: Gender, class, and education. London:

Kegan Paul International.

Halliday, M. A. (1967). Notes on transitivity and theme in English: Part 2. Journal of
linguistics, 3(2), 199-244.

Harbour, D. (1999) “Two types of Predicate Clefts: Classical Hebrew and Beyond”. In Lin, I. W.
et al. (eds) Papers on Morphology and Syntax: Cycle Two, ed. V. (pp. 159-175).
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Harris, J. (1984). Syntactic variation and dialect divergence. Journal of linguistics, 20(2), 303-
327.

252



Hasan, A. (2009) Al-nahw al-wafi ma ‘a rabtihi bi-I-"asalib al-rafi ‘a wa-I-hayat al-lughawiyya
al-mutagaddida (Vol. I1). Cairo: Dar al-Ma“arif.

Hatav, G. (2017) “The Infinitive Absolute and the Topicalization of Events in Biblical Hebrew”.
In Moshavi A. & Notarius T. (eds.) Advances in Biblical Hebrew Linguistics: Data,

Methods and Analyses. Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.
Haugh, M. (2008). Intention in pragmatics. Intercultural Pragmatics, 5(2), 99-110.

Henkin, R. (2009). The cognate curse in Negev Arabic: from playful punning to coexistence
conflicts. Israel Studies in Language and Society, 2(2), 169-206.

Herin (forthcoming). A Grammar of Jordanian Arabic. Paris: Diacritiques Editions.
Hockett, C. (1958) A Course in Modern Linguistics. New York: McMillan.

Hoffmann, A. G. (1827) Grammaticae  syriacae libri ~3: Cum  tribus

tabulisvaria scripturae aramaicae genera exhibentibus, 3 vol. Halle: Orphanotropheus.

Hogg, M. A., Terry, D. J., & White, K. M. (1995). A tale of two theories: A critical comparison
of identity theory with social identity theory. Social psychology quarterly, 255-269.

Hohle, T. (1992). “Uber Verum-Fokus im Deutschen”. En Joachim Jacobs, ed.,
Informationsstruktur und Grammatik (pp. 112-141). Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Holes, C. (1983). Bahraini dialects: sectarian differences and the sedentary/nomadic
split. Zeitschrift fiir arabische Linguistik, (10), 7-38.

Holmstedt, R. D. (2009). Word Order and Information Structure in Ruth and Jonah: A Generative-
Typological Analysis. Journal of Semitic Studies, 54(1), 111-139.

Huehnergard, J. (1997). A grammar of Akkadian (Vol. 45). Atlanta: Scholars Press.
(2012). An Introduction to Ugaritic. Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson Publishers.

Ibn as-Sarraj, A. (1985) Kitab al-'usil fi n-nahw. Ed. ‘Abd al-Husayn al-Fatli. 3 vols. Beirut:

Mu’ assasat ar-Risala.

Ibrahim, A. (2011) "Evolution of Expressive Structures in Egyptian Arabic" in Embarki,
Mohamed and Moha Ennaji (eds.) Modern Trends in Arabic Dialectology (pp. 121-138)
New Jersey: The Red Sea Press.

Ingham, B. (1994) Najdi Arabic. Central Arabian. London Oriental and African Language
Library : John Benjamins Publishing.

Iriarte Diez, A. (2016). Native attitudes towards the Cognate Object in Lebanese Spoken Arabic
Unpublished manuscript. American University of Beirut.

253



Jiha, M. (1964) Der arabische Dialekt von BiSmizzin. Volkstiimliche Texte aus einem

libanesischen Dorf mit Grundziigen der Laut- und Formenlehre. Beirut: Orient-Institut.
Jotion, P. (1923). Grammaire de I'Hébreu Biblique. Rome : Institut Biblique Pontifical.

Kawulich, B. (2005). Participant Observation as a Data Collection Method [81
paragraphs]. Forum  Qualitative Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative Social
Research, 6(2), Art. 43, http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0114-fgs0502430.

Kecskes, 1. (2008). Dueling contexts: A dynamic model of meaning. Journal of Pragmatics,
40(3), 385-406.

Kecskes, 1., & Zhang, F. (2009). Activating, seeking, and creating common ground: A socio-
cognitive approach. Pragmatics & Cognition, 17(2), 331-355.

Keysar, B. (2007). Communication and miscommunication: The role of egocentric processes.

Berlin: De Gruyter.

Keysar, B., & Henly, A. S. (2002) Speakers' overestimation of their effectiveness. Psychological
Science, 13(3), 207-212.

Khan, G. (1984) Object Markers and Agreement Pronouns in Semitic Languages. BSOAS 47:
468-500.

(2002) The Neo-Aramaic Dialect of Qaragosh: Leiden: Brill
(2008). The Neo-Aramaic Dialect of Barwar (Vol. 96). Leiden: Brill.

(2016). The Neo-Aramaic Dialect of the Assyrian Christians of Urmi (4 vols). Leiden:
Brill.

Kidwai, A. (1999). Word order and focus positions in Universal Grammar. The grammar of focus,
213-244.

Kim, Y. K. (2006). The Function of the Tautological Infinitive in Classical Biblical Hebrew.
Doctoral dissertation. Johns Hopkins University.

(2009). The Function of the Tautological Infinitive in Classical Biblical Hebrew. Harvard
Semitic Studies (Vol. 60). Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

Kiss, K. E. (1998). Identificational focus versus information focus. Language, 74(2), 245-273.

(2010). “Structural focus and exhaustivity” in Zimmermann, M., & Féry, C. (eds.)
Information structure: Theoretical, typological and, experimental perspectives, (pp.64-
88). Oxford University Press. 2010.

254



Kitz, A. M. (2014). Cursed are you: The phenomenology of cursing in cuneiform and Hebrew

texts. Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

Kouwenberg, N. J. C. (2010). The Akkadian Verb and its Semitic Background. Winona Lake,

Indiana: Eisenbrauns.
(2017). A Grammar of Old Assyrian. Leiden: Brill.
Krahmalkov, C. R. (2000). 4 Phoenician-Punic grammar (1st ed.). Leiden: Brill.

Kritka, M. (1995) “Focus and the interpretation of generic sentences”. In: Carlson, G., Pelletier,
F. (Eds.), The Generic Book, pp. 238-264. University of Chicago Press. 1995.

(2006) “Association with focus phrases”. In: Molnar, V., Winkler, S. (Eds.), Architecture
of Focus (pp. 105—136). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 2006.

(2007). “Basic notions of information structure” in Féry, C., G. Fanselow and M. Kritka
(eds.) Interdisciplinary Studies on Information Structure 6: The Notions of Information
Structure, (pp. 13-55), Potsdam Universititsverlag.

Kritka, M., & Musan, R. (Eds.). (2012). The Expression of Information Structure. Berlin: Walter
de Gruyter.

Labben, A. (2017). Revisiting face and identity: Insights from Tunisian culture. Journal of
Pragmatics, 108, 98-115.

(2018). Face and identity in interaction: A focus on Tunisian Arabic. Journal of
Pragmatics, 128, 67-81.

Labov, W. (1972). Negative attraction and negative concord in English grammar. Language, 773-
818.

Labov, W., Cohen, P., Robins, C. and Lewis, J. (1968), 4 Study of the Non-Standard English of
Negro and Puerto-Rican Speakers in New York City, Report on Co-operative Research
Project 3288, New York, Columbia University.

Ladd, D. R. (1981). A first look at the semantics and pragmatics of negative questions and tag
questions. In Papers from the Regional Meeting. Chicago Ling. Soc. Chicago, Ill. (No. 17,
pp. 164-171).

Lambrecht, K. (1994). Information Structure and Sentence Form: Topic, focus, and the mental

representations of discourse referents. Cambridge University Press.

255



Lambrecht, K., & Polinsky, M. (1997). Typological variation in sentence-focus
constructions. Cls, 33, 189-206.

Lee, C. (2003). Contrastive topic and/or contrastive focus. Japanese/Korean Linguistics, 12, 352-
364.

Lentin, J. (2003) Datif étique, datif coréférentiel at voix moyenne dans les dialects arabes du bilad

as-sam et quelques problémes connexes. Cahiers de linguistique de I'INALCO, 2003/5.

Levin, A. (1981) The grammatical terms “al-musnad”, “al-musnad ilahi” and “al-isnad”. Journal
of the American Oriental Society 101: 145—165.

(1987). The Particle la- as an Object Marker in Some Arabic Dialects of the Galilee. ZAL
17:31-40.

(1991) “What is meant by al-maf il al-mutlag?” in Alan S. Kaye (ed) Semitic studies in
honour of Wolf Leslau on the occasion of his eighty-fifth birthday, 11 (pp.917-926).
Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz. 1991.

Levinson, C. S. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge University Press.

Lewis, D. (1969) Convention, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Lewy, J. (1946). Paronomastic Infinitives in Classic Akkadian. Orientalia, 15, 410-15.
Lincoln, Y. S. & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Lipinski, E. (2001). Semitic languages: outline of a comparative grammar (Vol. 80). Leuven,
Belgium; Peeters Publishers.

Locher, M. A., (2008) Relational work, politeness and identity construction. In: Antos, Gerd,
Ventola, Eija, Weber, Tilo (Eds.), Handbooks of Applied Linguistics. Volume 2:
Interpersonal Communication (pp.509-540) Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Locher, M. A., & Watts, R. J. (2005). Politeness theory and relational work. Journal of Politeness
Research. Language, Behaviour, Culture, 1(1), 9-33.

Lohnstein, H. (2012). Verumfokus — Satzmodus — Wahrheit. In H. Lohnstein & H. Blithdorn
(Eds.), Fokus — Wahrheit — Negation, (pp.31-67) Hamburg: Buske (= Linguistische
Berichte, Sonderheft 18).

(2016). Verum focus. In The Oxford Handbook of Information Structure. Oxford
University Press.

Lutz, C. (1988) Unnatural Emotions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

256



Lyons, J. (1977). Semantics (Vol. 2). Cambridge University Press.

Maas, U. (2005). “Syntactic reduplication in Arabic” in Hurch, Bernard (eds.) Studies in
Reduplication (pp. 395-430). Berlin, Boston: Walter De Gruyter, 2005.

Macuch, R. (1965). Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Malbran-Labat, F., & Vita, J. P. (2005). Manual de lengua acadia (Vol. 1). Instituto de Estudios

Islamicos y del Oriente Proximo.

Mallinson, C., Childs, B., & Van Herk, G. (2013). Data collection in sociolinguistics: methods
and applications. London: Routledge.

Mario Fales, F. (2011) “Old Aramaic” in Weninger, S. (ed.) The Semitic Languages (pp. 555-
573). Berlin: De Gruyter.

Maslova, E., & Bernini, G. (2006). Sentence topics in the languages of Europe and

beyond. Pragmatic organization of discourse in the languages of Europe, 20, 8.

McCarter, P. K. (2003). “The Sarcophagus Inscription of Tabnit, King of Sidon” in Hallow, W.
W., & Younger, K. L. (eds.) The Context of Scripture: Monumental Inscriptions from the
Biblical World (pp.181-182) Leiden, Netherlands: Brill. 2003.

Mengozzi, A., & Miola, E. (2018). Paronomastic Infinitives in North-Eastern Neo-Aramaic: A
Typological Approach. Aramaic Studies, 16(2), 270-299.

Mey, J. (2001). Pragmatics: an introduction. 2nd edition. New Jersey: Blackwell Publishing.
Milroy, J. (1977). The Language of Gerard Manley Hopkins, London: André Deutsch.

Milroy, J., & Milroy, L. (1999). Authority in language: Investigating standard English. 3™
edition. London: Routledge.

Milroy, L. (1987). Language and social networks. 2" edition. Worcester: Basil Blackwell.

(1997). Observing and analysing natural language: A critical account of sociolinguistic
method. Oxford: Blackwell.

Milroy, L., & Margrain, S. (1980). Vernacular language loyalty and social network. Language in
Society, 9(1), 43-70.

Molnar, V. (2001) “Contrast from a contrastive perspective” In: Kruijf-Korbayova, 1., Steedman,
M. (Eds.) Information Structure, Discourse Structure and Discourse Semantics (pp. 99—
114). Utrecht: ESSLI.

257



Morrow, W. (2001). “The Sefire Treaty Stipulations and the Mesopotamian Treaty Tradition” in
Daviau, M., Wevers, W. & Weigl, M. (eds.) The World of the Aramaeans IIl. Studies in
Language and Literature in Honour of Paul-Eugene Dion. Sheffield, England: Sheffield
Academic Press.

Muraoka, T. (1985). Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew. Jerusalem: Magnes

Press.

Naim-Sanbar, S. (1986). Le parler arabe de Ras-Beyrouth.'Ayn al Muraysa. La diversité

phonologique. Etude socio-linguistique. Paris: Geuthner.
Noldeke, T. (1875). Manddische Grammatik. Verlag der Buchhandl. Des Waisenhauses.

(2003) Compendious Syriac Grammar. Translated from the second and improved

German edition by James A. Crichton. Eugene, Oregon: Wipf and Stock Publishers.

Oubhalla, J. (1999). Focus and Arabic clefts in Rebuschi, G., & Tuller, L. (Eds.) The grammar of
focus. Vol. 24 (pp. 335-359). John Benjamins Publishing.

Owens, J. (2006). 4 linguistic history of Arabic. Oxford University Press.

Owens, J., & Elgibali, A. (Eds.). (2013). Information structure in spoken Arabic. London:
Routledge.

Oxford dictionary of English (2010) Stevenson, A. (Ed.) Oxford University Press, USA.
Partee, B. (1991). Topic, focus and quantification. Semantics and Linguistic Theory (1) 159-188.

Payne Smith, J. (1903). A Compendious Syriac Dictionary. Founded Upon the THESARUS
SYRIACUS of R. Payne Smith, D.D. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Pereltsvaig, A. (2002) “Cognate Objects in Modern and Biblical Hebrew” In: Ouhalla J.,
Shlonsky U. (eds) Themes in Arabic and Hebrew Syntax. Studies in Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory, vol 53. Dordrecht: Springer.

Pope, M. (1951). Ugaritic Enclitic -m. Journal of Cuneiform Studies, 5(4), 123-128.

Prince, E. F., (1981) “Toward a taxonomy of given-new information”. In: Peter Cole (ed.) Radical
Pragmatics, (pp.223-255). New York: Academic Press.

Rapallo, U. (1971). Tipologia dell'infinito paronomastico. Archivio Glottologico Italiano, 56.
105-127.

Ratner, C. (2002). Subjectivity and objectivity in qualitative methodology. Forum Qualitative
Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative Social Research [On-line Journal], 3(3), Art.16.
Available at: http://www.qualitative-research.net/fqs-texte/3-02/3-02ratner-e.htm

258



Reinhart, T. (1982), Pragmatics and linguistics. An analysis of sentence topics, Philosophica 27,
53-94.

Rieder, A. (1872). Die Verbindung des Infinitivus absolutus mit dem verbum finitum desselben
Stammes im Hebrdischen. Leipzig: Metzger and Wittig.

Rieschild, V. R. (1998). Lebanese Arabic reverse role vocatives. Anthropological linguistics,
617-641.

Riley, P. (2007). Language, Culture and Identity. London: Continuum.

Riley, S. P. (2015). The function of the infinitive absolute in deuteronomy: A discourse-rhetorical

investigation. Doctoral dissertation. Southern Methodist University.

Ritter, H., & Sellheim, R. (1990). Turoyo, die volkssprache der Syrischen Christen des Tur Abdin.

C: Grammatik, pronomen Sein Vorhanden Sein, zahlwort, verbum. Franz Steiner

Robinson, T. H., & Coakley, J. F. (2013). Robinson's Paradigms and Exercises in Syriac
Grammar. Oxford University Press.

Rochemont, M., (1986). Focus in Generative Grammar. Amsterdam: John Benjamins

Romero, M., & Han, C. H. (2004). On negative yes/no questions. Linguistics and
philosophy, 27(5), 609-658.

Rooth, M. (1985) Association with Focus. Doctoral dissertation. Amherst: University of
Massachusetts.

(1992), A theory of focus interpretation, Natural Language Semantics 1, 75-116.

Rosenthal, P., (1942) [Review of] C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Grammar (Roma 1940), Orientalia KI,
171-179.

Rubin, A. (2010). The Mehri Language of Oman (Vol. 58). Leiden: Brill.

Sade, L. A. (2011). Emerging Selves, Language Learning and Motivation through the lens of
Chaos, in Murray, G., Gao, X. A., & Lamb, T. (Eds.). (2011). Identity, motivation and
autonomy in language learning (pp. 42-54). Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Saussure, F. d. (1916). Course in general linguistics, ed. Charles Bally and Albert Sechehaye. La
Salle, IL: Open Court Publishing.

Schiffer, S. (1972) Meaning. Oxford: Clarendon Press

Searle, J. R., & Willis, S. (1983). Intentionality: An essay in the philosophy of mind. Cambridge
University Press.

259



Shachmon, O., & Marmorstein, M. (2018). badhac¢ak dahi¢ “I'll smash you altogether!” The
Unmodified Cognate Complement in Rural Palestinian Arabic. Zeitschrift fiir Arabische
Linguistik, (68), 31-62.

Sibawayhi, A., al-Kitab. Vol 1. Beirut: Dar Al-Jil.

Sivan, D. (2001). A Grammar of the Ugaritic Language (2nd impression with corrections).
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature.

Skopeteas, S., Fanselow, G., (2009) Focus types and argument asymmetries: a cross-linguistic
study in language production. In: Breul, C. (Ed.), Contrastive Information Structure. .(pp.
169—-198). Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing.

Sloman A. (1992) “Prolegomena to a Theory of Communication and Affect”. In: Ortony A., Slack
J., Stock O. (eds) Communication from an Artificial Intelligence Perspective. vol 100.

Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer.
Sola-Solé, J. M. (1961). L'infinitif sémitique. Paris : Honoré Champion Editeur.

Srage, N. (1997). Etude sociolinguistique du parler arabe de Moussaytbé (Beyrouth) (Vol. 2).
Beirut : Université Libanaise.

Stalnaker, R. C. (1977). “Pragmatic presuppositions”. In Rogers, A (Ed.) Proceedings of the
Texas conference on performatives, presuppositions, and implicatures (pp. 135-148).

Arlington, VA: Center for Applied Linguistics.

(1978). “Assertion”. In P. Cole (Ed.), Syntax and semantics, volume 9: Pragmatics. (pp.
315-322). New York: Academic Press. 1978.

(2002). Common ground, Linguistics and philosophy, 25(5-6), 701-721.

Stets, J. E., & Burke, P. J. (2000). Identity theory and social identity theory. Social psychology
quarterly, 224-237.

Stewart, D. J. (1997). Impoliteness Formulae the Cognate Curse in Egyptian Arabic. Journal of
Semitic Studies, 42(2), 327-360.

(2014). Cognate and Analogical Curses in Moroccan Arabic: A Comparative Study of
Arabic Speech Genres. Arabica, 61(6), 697-745.

Strawson, P. F. (1964) “Identifying reference and truth-values” Theoria, vol. 30. Reprinted in D.
Steinberg and L. Jakobovits (eds.) Semantics. Cambridge University Press. 1971.

Suleiman, Y. (2003) The Arabic Language and National Identity. Edinburgh University Press.

260



Sutcliffe, E. F. (1960). A grammar of the Maltese language: With chrestomathy and vocabulary.
Third edition. Oxford University Press.

Talmon, R. (1999) “The Syntactic Category Maf'il Mutlaq: A Study in Quranic Syntax” in
Suleiman, Yaser (eds.) Arabic Grammar and Linguistics (pp. 107-129) Richmond: Curzon,
1999.

Thackston, W. M. (2003). The Vernacular Arabic of the Lebanon. Department of Near Eastern

Languages and Civilizations, Harvard University.

The “Five Graces Group”: Beckner, C., Blythe, R., Bybee, J., Christiansen, M. H., Croft, W., &
Schoenemann, T. (2009). Language is a complex adaptive system: Position

paper. Language learning, 59, 1-26.
Tohme, T. (1989). Le parler arabe de Mazboud (Liban): phonologie, morphologie, éléments de

syntaxe. Doctoral dissertation. Université de la Sorbonne nouvelle (Paris III).
Tropper, J. (2000). Ugaritische grammatik. Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag.

Van der Merwe, C. H. J, Naudé, J. A., & Kroeze, J. H. (1999). A Biblical Hebrew Reference
Grammar. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic.

Van der Wal, J. (2016). Diagnosing focus. Studies in Language. International Journal sponsored
by the Foundation “Foundations of Language”, 40(2), 259-301.

Versteegh, K. (2014). The Arabic Language: Edinburgh University Press.

Waltke, B. K., & O'Connor, M. P. (1990). An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax. Winona

Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

Watorek, M., & Perdue, C. (1999). Additive particles and focus: observations from learner and

native-speaker production. Linguistics, Volume 37, Issue 2, 297-323.
Watson, J. C. (1993) A4 Syntax of San ‘ani Arabic. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.
(2012). The structure of Mehri (Vol. 52). Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

Watters, J. R. (1979). Focus in Aghem: a study of its formal correlates and typology. Doctoral

dissertation. Los Angeles University.

Wilmsen, D. (2013) Reverse gender reference in Spoken Cairene Arabic. In: Suleiman,

Y.(ed.) Arabic grammar and linguistics (pp. 203-221) London: Routledge.
Winkler, S. (2011). Focus and secondary predication (Vol. 43). Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Woidich, M. (2006). Das Kairenisch-Arabische: Eine Grammatik. Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz.

261



Zein, A. F. (1981). Le parler arabes des druzes de chanaay (liban): Phonologie-morphologie du

verbe. Doctoral dissertation. Universit de la Sorbonne nouvelle (Paris III).

Zimmermann, M., & Hole, D. (2008). Predicate focus, verum focus, verb focus. Similarities and

difference. In Predicate Focus Workshop, University of Potsdam.

Zimmermann, M., & Onea, E. (2011). Focus marking and focus interpretation. Lingua, 121(11),
1651-1670.

262



APPENDIX I: GRAMMATICAL MODEL FOR CIS IN LA AND CORPUS INSTANCES

[LA.3] [LA.14] [LA.20] [LA.21]
[LA.35] [LA.45] [LA.57] [LA.81]

[LA.96] [LA.115] [LA.121] [LA.129]
[LA.130] [LA.131] [LA.132]

[LA.4] [LA.19] [LA.22] [LA.27] [LA.41]

[LA.46] [LA.53] [LA.61] [LA.82] [LA.83]
[LA.84] [LA.85] [LA.88] [LA.97] [LA.98]
[LA.100] [LA.104] [LA.105] [LA.106]
[LA.107] [LA.112] [LA.113] [LA.114]

IREGOVERIN REDIRECTING CREATING
ATTENTION ALLENTON ATTENTION

[LA.128]

REFERENTIAL I I AFFECTIVE
) Spéaker's Commuricative Pribrity

INFORMATIVE I

[LA.1] [LA.2] [LA.11] [LA.12] [LA.13]
[LA.17] [LA.18] [LA.23] [LA.31] [LA.32]
[LA.33] [LA.38] [LA.42] [LA.43] [LA.44]

[LA.49] [LA.51] [LA.54] [LA.55] [LA.56]
[LA.80] [LA.86] [LA.90] [LA.124]

Spiaker's Commusicative Sthnce

! [LAS8][LA.15] [LA.16]
[LA.24] [LA.39] [LA.40]

| [LA47][LA.58] [LA.59]
[LA.60] [LA.102] [LA.103]

| [LA123] [LA125]
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' PERFORMATIVE

[LA.5] [LA.6] [LA.7] [LA.9] [LA.10] [LA.25] [LA.26]

[LA.28] [LA.29] [LA.30] [LA.34] [LA.36] [LA.37] [LA.48]
[LA.50] [LA.52] [LA.62] [LA.63] [LA.64] [LA.65] [LA.66]
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APPENDIX II: Corpus oF CIS INLA

ATTENTION RELATION CH'S cr's MEANING
N EXAMPLE TRANSLATION CONTEXT SOURCE S'SSEX [S'AGE |H'SSEX [H'S AGE
(N] MANAGEMENT S-H PATTERN | PATTERN VERB
S and H are walking close to the seaside when H sees a mark on the road. S
apparently mag ?anno (who works closeby) tells H that she knows that a car accident a day before left 1- ACTIVE
A1 sahatet...baramat baram Appa_rently it didn tSIkIdm that mark qn the road. In fact, S tglls H_that she .hea'rd what happened from a PARTICIPANT 1-RECOVERING F 2% F 27 TGS 1 1 LITERAL
es-sivara it actually spun! colleague given that one of the drivers involved is S's coworker. H then asked: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
Y w-$u sar? zahhatat siyydrto? (‘And what happened, did his car skid?), to which, S
replied:
‘Germans really study H (a graduate student) is sharing her impressions with S (her university 1- ACTIVE
A2 el-alman b-yadarso I-islém Islam professor) on an article by a German author that revolves around the topic of PARTICIPANT 1-RECOVERING M 79 £ 2 TEACHER- 1 1 LITERAL
. dirase, mas matl-al-Sarab [academically/thoroughly] Islamic philosophy. After H expresses that she liked the way the author treated ATTENTION STUDENT
. X . OBSERVATION
, not like Arabs' the topic, S says:
The Hebrew Language professor (S) had included a brief history of Hebrew
o ) You cannot understand Language (around 10 pages of text) for the next mldt_erm exa.mA One day before
at-tweérix ma fik K the exam, when the professor asks her students if there is any doubt or
tefhamon, at-twérix badd- dates, you have to just uestion, a student asks her to postpone the exam by saying: miss, ktir saSbe, 2- PASSIVE OV ERINGS TEACHER
A3 , study them [memorize a g °T 0 postp Y saying: miss, KU saibe, PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING F | sos M 21 . 1 1 LITERAL
ak tadras-on daras, ma fi them]. There is no other Can- 3add. Ana noss al-?asya taba§ al-grammar ma bafhamon. w-bel history OBSERVATION ATTENTION STUDENT
ghér hall : way' part kamen fi ktir twérix... (Miss, it's really hard. | do not understand half of the
\ ‘grammar things' and in the historical part there are a lot of dates... ). S then,
clearly dismissing his suggestion with a half-smile on her face says:
S, H and H2 are catching up while having coffee. H is telling S about her busy
week at work and about a discussion she had with his superior. At some point
?ana mbérah thahdalat ‘Yesterday | got humiliated while H is still talking, S starts laughing as if he was remembering something. 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
LA4 bahdale ba-3-3agal... ya :t \f/ork‘ Once H finishes, S, still with a smile on his face says: [in S's story, he had to PARTICIPANT CREATING F 21 F 26 | CLASSMATES Q2 Ql LITERAL
wayle... choose a person from his subordinates to give an important presentation to a OBSERVATION ATTENTION
visiting team from the same company. The person he chose did a poor
performance, putting him in evidence as team manager]
S and H have attended together an open mike night. During this night, while
some artists were improvising some beats on scene, a young man decided to go 1- ACTIVE
ya haram...8u tbahdal ‘Poor boy... he was up the stage to improvise a rap song. S and H, who thought that the song was 5-CREATING
. FRIENDS
LAS tbahdol ha-s-sabe [laughs] completely humiliated” quite bad, had a good laugh in the bar. Once the night is over, S and H are PARTICIPANT ATTENTION M =2 ? 28 oz oz W
. o . . . I OBSERVATION
coming back home in S's car. Breaking the silence, and as if he was reminiscing
the scene in his head, H says:
‘Oh my God, | love you so . . . . .
- T X S is leaving a restaurant in Beirut when, suddenly, she bumps into a rather
- 1 "
LA.6 v S_U bhebbaklb antrak much!| [|mp.at|ently] wait attractive man who seems to be her favorite news presenter (H). Visibly excited, 3-TV SHOW SEIZINE F 40S M 50S FAN-IDOL 1 3 |FIGURATIVE
mnatra §al axbar kal leyle to see you in the news . ATTENTION
. X Sintroduces herself and then says:
every single night!
. . H is doing her eyebrows at a beauty salon. H2 (the person who works at that 2- PASSIVE
LA.7 faziSa... b-tal?ati-on tal?it You are amazing... yolu Just beauty salon and is doing H's eyebrows) is concentrated and silent while S, PARTICIPANT SEIETNE F 50S F 36 Gl 1 2 LITERAL
catch them all! R . - . . ATTENTION WORKER
another client who is waiting, suddently says with a surprised tone: OBSERVATION
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baddik tufe tlemize
[pause] bykabbo $-3anta

‘You should see my
students. They throw their

Ga-l-?arad: pa! byaftaho backpacks on the floor: Sand H both teach languages in different high schools. One day, while having a 1- ACTIVE 3-REDIRECTING
LA.8 a5-Sabbék: bam! [pause] boom! They open the coffee, H mentions that her teen students are becoming very loud. After hearing PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 25 26 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
tlemize ma bysakkro |-béb, windows: bam! [pause] this, S says in an energic and theatrical monologue: OBSERVATION
b-yaxlaSa xalaf [laughs] They don’t close the door,
boom! tah! they slam it! boom! bam!
Sand H have been chatting for a while on a bench inside AUB's campus, where 1- ACTIVE
leyke leyke hayde! [pause] ‘Look! look! It [the cat] there are many cats. At some point, while H is talking to S about an unrelated i 5-CREATING
LA9 baraset-o baras la-I-Sasfir literally finished the bird! topic, S points at a passing cat that carries a dead bird in its mouth (the cat was PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 25 28 ERIERDS 1 [RISCESLE
. R, L o " OBSERVATION
passing within S's field of vision, but not within H's) while he says:
A mother and her daughter are preparing dinner together in the kitchen of their
house. The mother (S) is secretly supervising every action that the daughter (H)
. carries out. In some previous utterances, S corrected some of H’s actions by 1- ACTIVE
1 - " o b
LA.10 ”:1?(?:;2:”:;0::‘;‘:;5, ki;:?;e[::la”b ?Zﬁatrha,‘t giving H pieces of advice to which H seemed to pay little attention. Moments PARTICIPANT 3 Aﬁgﬁﬁ:gi 405 20 DAMJ::TH::R 1 LITERAL
A v P’ before the utterance, H starts simultaneously a conversation with H2, OBSERVATION
occasionally looking at her while preparing the food. When H takes a big knife
from the drawer in order to cut some cucumbers, S says loudly:
Two girls in their early 20’s wearing athletic clothes. One of them (S) is proudly 2- PASSIVE
A1l 1a? w-allah méiné-on mate No! | swear we C{Id telln.ﬁg some male frlends in unlver5|ty_about their mf)rmng, whlch they spent PARTICIPANT 1-RECOVERING 18 10 |eress 1 LITERAL
walked [them]! walking by the seaside. One of these friends (H) puts into question the truth of ATTENTION
. . OBSERVATION
their story in a playful tone:
A man (H) is carrying a couch on his back waiting for the woman who bought it
_ . ) . (S) to tell him what he should do with it. The woman bumped into a neighbor 2- PASSIVE
A12 la?, qh:r:oT r:z‘;r?f‘”'k No, “““Ldars"eﬁ’ ithere, and stayed talking to her while the man waited with the sofa still on his PARTICIPANT 1'255&"%’;6 608 308 W%‘EEE,:‘T' 1 LITERAL
p shoulders. Apparently tired, the man asked the woman: b-fawwatlik yéha la-I- OBSERVATION
kanabéye, madam? (Should | put the sofa inside, ma’am?), to which S replied:
While they set up the table and move furniture to prepare the dining room for a
- _ . X family dinner, H walks towards her sister, S, when she sees her manipulating a 2- PASSIVE
s | baddes‘;;'a :Eh [pause] No, 'it["jzts]t‘?i’:gtﬂt]?sm""e big table, with the intention of helping her. Looking a bit confused, probably not PARTICIPANT | 1 iﬁ_crgxﬁme 505 40s SISTERS 1 LITERAL
) : ! sure of what S was trying to do, H asked S: 34, baddik taSmle extension la-t- OBSERVATION
tawle? '(Do you want to open the table?'), to which S replies:
. . . S, a concierge in H’s building, complains to H about the low salary he receives
I am just telling you so C ! N .
2ana bas Sam-2elkon ta that vou help me. and for for his job and asks for H to give him some extra money (at this moment H was
ts8Sdii-ne ms&Cade bas no ot\r/\er reason E)on’t tell leaving the house with his girlfriend [H2]). After that, he starts telling H about 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING- R
LA.14 N e ’ . his tragic family situation. At some point, H doubts whether S is asking this PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 50S 26 i 3 LITERAL
mas karmél §i téne. ma the madame (the owner - . L CLIENT
- - . officially from all neighbors or whether it is a targeted request, and he poses OBSERVATION ATTENTION
txabbro I-madam of the building and his R . . R . X .
employery this question to H2 in English so that the concierge will not understand. Feeling
ploy H’s hesitation, S then says:
‘The relationship was
kén mése I-Sile?a bas going [well] but then, | S and H are catching up after the summer vacation. H inquires about the status 1- ACTIVE 3-REDIRECTING
LA.15 bafdén ma bSaraf 3G sar... don’t know what of S’s relationship. After a silence, S asks H what happened, to which S answers, PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 29 26 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
?an?atalat ?ata$ happened... it [suddenly] with a broken voice and visibly affected: OBSERVATION
broke off’
r:;;;rlf:;t[egisl_el;enb:her;a ‘How do you like kebbe, S'is a rather talkative taxi driver who seems excited to have met a foreigner 1- ACTIVE 3-REDIRECTING DRIVER-
LA.16 ﬁar\?r:aAmpna{mala . grilled? We [in our town] living in Lebanon (H). After telling H about the town he is originally from PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 60S 25 PASSENGE 1 LITERAL
make it fried’ (Baalbak), S asks H enthusiastically about her preferences in Lebanese cuisine: OBSERVATION R

ma?liyye ?ale
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S and H are rehearsing for an audition for a theater play. After choosing the

N ‘Now | will [just] say it text, S asks nervously H to watch him perform. After this, H asks S: yalla, halla? 1- ACTIVE
la, halla? rah ?ahki-a hak 1-RECOVERING
LA.17 & ‘;_;aq:jaé'n ih;:éﬁ?’ € (read it out loud) and then rah ta?ra aw rah t3arrab tmassal Penta w-fam-ta?ra? (Ok, are you going to read PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 22 28 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
we will see’ it now or are you going to try acting it out while you read?), to which, S, OBSERVATION
answers:
S and her friends are coming back from the northern mountains of Lebanon
towards Beirut. When they pass the village of Tannourine, they find a temporary
diversion on the road that takes them up again to another small village. S stops
the car to ask a man (H) (sitting at the terrace of a small house by the road)
how to get to Beirut from there. H, who looks like a rather talkative man 1- ACTIVE
i i ions: Kij -hén? - 4
LA.18 &h, &h, nézle nzl Yes, yes. | am going down’ | ithout much to do at the moment, starts asking questions: Kif wsolto la-han: pARTICIPANT | LRECOVERING 27 705 | STRANGERS 1 LITERAL
Camlin tahwile? ‘How did you get there? Did they do the diversion again?’). OBSERVATION ATTENTION
Before S has time to answer, he says: Seyfe at-tari? ahnik? kamle w-dagre b-
tasale. [pause] rayha Sa-jbél ?ante éh? (‘Can you see the road over there?
Continue straight and you will get there. You are going towards Byblos, right?’).
Already feeling impatient and irritated by the long time the process is taking, S
says:
éh, w-allah, mbéreh al- Yes, | swear, mosquitoes At:teearc; nSIgi:ttecIalir:pI}-rl]gh:;/:rt]s::\?u::az:tswmhﬁ:t;eHs:astz:re‘g ;?selgavfztlt:fe 2- PASSIVE CAREDIECIE-
LA.19 b;r' 2 k, l-na ? k | t’ i ! tq d t bit Wgh H look dg toS's leg. h Jaims ‘UFFI’ tg, hich s PARTICIPANT CREATING 27 26 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
a3 ?akal-na ?akal. ate us alive yesterday mosquito bites. When H looks down to S’s leg, he exclaims I’, to whicl OBSERVATION ATTENTION
answers:
During what looks like a weekly Sunday lunch in a restaurant, an old man (S) is
mas ?anno xabatd-on kif They did not beat them speaking to his son (H) about a recent piece of news regarding the violent 2- PASSIVE 2-RECOVERING-
LA.20 ma kén eh? ... xabatG-on any old way, they really repression of a peaceful demonstration in Beirut. After the first utterance, S PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 60S 20S | FATHER-SON 1 LITERAL
xabit, yaSne. beat them! pauses approximately two seconds, probably waiting for a reaction from H, who OBSERVATION ATTENTION
seems uninterested and is visibly distracted, looking at his phone.
?[ar;au;r;? b?;r::nn:;a I don’t believe init [...] |
b?Zmen fi: ?iméln bas don’t [blindly] believe in it, A group of friends (H) is speaking about the Druze community in Lebanon and 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING-
LA.21 semaS 20sas men Salam but | have heard really their religion. A girl asks S, who was born a Druze but considers himself agnostic, PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 21 30 FRIENDS 4 LITERAL
§ e scary stories from people | if he believes in reincarnation, to which, he answers: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
bSarefon mnih §an 3ad b-
know well
yxawfo
5. gosata g | OB sttty | o peviously hd seiou problems st work, | IACTVE | 4REDIRECTING-
LA.22 - 6assalta tag wiped the floor with her. | Bue with w ad p v P ns . PARTICIPANT CREATING 27 28 FRIENDS 2 |FIGURATIVE
banat. Sarsahta - ) After announcing this, S went silent and adopted a look of superiority. H
humiliated her’ P . . OBSERVATION ATTENTION
inquired of S what happened in the argument, to which S answered:
H is angry because S has still not bought a helmet despite her insistence on him
. . . doing so, forcing her to lend him her second helmet, which is too small for him,
Of course | didn’t wear it K R ) L . )
7akid ma fawwatt-a hak like that! | put it and he stretches it every time he wears it, which is every time they ride on the 1- ACTIVE 1-RECOVERING
LA.23 hottavta hatt w sakkarta, [normally] land then | motorbike. Before going on a trip, H realizes that S has broken the clasp of the PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 26 28 COUPLE 1 LITERAL
nettayta hatt ’ cloysed v helmet and he is trying to fix it without H seeing him. H, visibly irritated, asks: OBSERVATION
€534l (338 Sedas & 30 Camalat? fawwatta bal Puwwe? (‘What did you do? Did
you put it in by force [without unbuckling the clasp first]?’) to which S answers:
1 don’t know, maybe you
Pant: bSaraf ? !
ba;;ksnr?:?oqu w:atzéaklo guys want to sit and have After one hour and a half of being stuck in a traffic jam, S, who is eager to arrive 1- ACTIVE 3-REDIRECTING
LA.24 ~ - lunch and stuff, but as at the beach, interrupts the discussion of his friends, who are deciding on what PARTICIPANT 31 28 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
w-hék bas ?ana bas ?lsal N ) o N ATTENTION
soon as | get there | want they will order at the restaurant, by interjecting the following utterance: OBSERVATION

Ga-bél-e Sekk Sakk.

to plunge [into the water]’
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In order to fix some electrical problems in H’s house, S, a handyman, has
disconnected many of the houses appliances, including the water heater. When
H asks if she can turn the water heater on to take a shower, S gives her a

al-mayy saxne w-allah! The water is hot! | swear N . 1- ACTIVE
LA.25 leyke! d?are! Sam-tagle to God! Look! Touch! It's reluctant look (probably because this would delay him in his task) and tells H PARTICIPANT SEIZINE 505 o) || BMAOEE 1 |FIGURATIVE
sale boiling! that there is no need for that since the water is already hot. When H stays OBSERVATION ATTENTION EMPLOYER
5 : silent, obviously not convinced of his words, he decides to walk her to the
bathroom where the water heater is and says, while extending his hand to
touch the heater:
Iak 30 bant xaltak w-3u ‘What cousin are you
bant Sammak hayde? & talking about? Yes, | S (woman) and H (man) are in a restaurant on a secret date. H, who is worried
LA.26 walla walla yalli b-yzarrab swea_r. I.swear to God that be_cal_ise his mot.her wants tg arr.ange for r_nm to marr_y his cousin, is telllng S that 3-FILM 5-CREATING 208 208 LT 1 |FiIGURATIVE
ytallas fik tatlisa wahde, Ia 1 will literally slaughter if his mother finds out he is going out with S, she will get very angry at him. S ATTENTION
2edbah-a daboh. whoever trle_s to I09k alt responds in an aggressive yet seductive tone:
you even a single time
S arrived late to a friends’ gathering in the mountains. He arrived around two
Eh b-ybayyan Salay-a, w- ‘Yeah, it really shows. It is hc;:resnzfsti:::;";:;:zd :::ndof)‘;mr:g:;aar;t:ivehrtsl o;rtuh:kt\ilzleell\ '\::;E::'S 1- ACTIVE CAREDIECE
LA.27 ybayyan alay-a, ' Y SOWS. en vin a ooty d slightly drun! ) PARTICIPANT CREATING 29 32 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
allah, b-ta?ros ?aras so crunchy! permission to have some of the pizza by saying: fine ékol Sa?fe? ( ‘Can | have a OBSERVATION ATTENTION
piece?’). Between laughs, one of S's friends (H) said: Pakid, tfaddal [pause] taza!
(‘Sure, go ahead. It’s fresh!’), to which S replied:
A mother (H1) and her two children are sitting on a table in a restaurant. The
boy (H) is around twelve years old and his sister (S) around eight. As soon as the
food arrives the mother realizes that there is a dish missing, so she decides to go
o . “Look how greedy he is! back to the cashier to ask about_ it. B.efore domg_ so, the rr\othe.r addresse.s the 2- PASSIVE
Lék 3a faz5an! zalata la-I- boy—who already started eating his burger with appetite— in a low voice, 5-CREATING DAUGTHER-
LA.28 He gobbled up the B . N — PARTICIPANT 8 40S 1 |FIGURATIVE
burger zalat , apparently ashamed of her son’s voracious way of eating: ‘Nabil, k6! $a mahlak, ATTENTION MOTHER
burger! ~ & N —, X OBSERVATION
Camél maSraf. Sway, Sway, mama, pliz’ (Nabil, eat slowly, please. Slowly,
sweetie, please). When the mother comes back after 4 or 5 minutes with the
dish, Nabil had already finished his burger. The little girl (S) who had been silent
the whole time, suddenly calls out to her mother and says:
_ _ ‘Wow! Look at you! You . . - 2- PASSIVE
H ? - H
a2 | ?f::ar:r:t ;'a'?:;aIEk are literally melting!” [= After the Wee"e"d;vso?:: x;;:;:‘ffeii:ze e:::zntcjlsmf building where he PARTICIPANT SAf_'?Eﬁ?Igi 505 27 | cowoRrkers 1 |FIGURATIVE
L naracs you lost a lot of weight]’ Ve : OBSERVATION
hso | b0 | ey | Adecorcomestosaninespter el e docor st | g | SIS s | | s | e 1 [
p - gripping pain’ 8 : OBSERVATION
La? [pause] nta_bhe ‘No, watch out. The Arabic SandHare ha.ving a conversat_ion about Arabic language ar\d the origins o.f t.he
[pause] ?al-laga-I- lansuage was imposed on Lebanese variety. At some point, H, who is defends the existence of Arabic in 1- ACTIVE 1-RECOVERING
LA31 Garabiyye faradi-lon yéha thergn }fere o Ipeused to the area before the appearance of Islam, says: ?aslan, ?al-Sarabe kén maw3zid PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 33 27 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
farad. Hon al- Galam kéno . P p , ba-labnén Pabal al-gazw I-?asléme (‘In fact, Arabic existed in Lebanon before the OBSERVATION
~ speak Syriac. o i . .
yahko saryéne. Islamic invasion’). To this argument, S replies:
S and H are fellow PhD students in the same department. PhD students have the
right to have access to a carrel per person (carrels are in a room with restricted 1- ACTIVE
La, ma talabat ?azn man ‘No, | didn’t ask for access). Since S started her PhD earlier, H asked her for advice to reserve a 1-RECOVERING
. y CLASSMATES
tA32 hada. sta?zart-o sta?3ar. anything. | [just] rented it. carrel in the library : kif amalte ta-yxalld-ke tfate? talabte ?azn man hadan? PARTICIPANT ATTENTION =2 20 X LITERAL
. . . X ) OBSERVATION
("What did you do so that they let you in? Did you ask for anyone’s
permission?’). To this, S replied:
The students in a graduate course have been thinking about asking for their
professor to extend the deadline of a paper, but still have not taken this step. A
_ _ ‘No, but yesterday he was couple of days later, S and H are studying in the GA room when the professor 1- ACTIVE
la, la! k ? ? 1-RECOVERING
LA.33 aLaarmeelnhr;::mr:;u [just] passing by and he walks in to ask with irony how the paper is going. S and H answer with a brief PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 31 27 | CLASSMATES 1 LITERAL
. heard.” “great” and a smile, and as soon as the professor leaves, H asks S: doctor X. b- OBSERVATION

ySaref? kif? xabbarti-h? (‘Doctor K. knows? How? Did you tell him?’). To this, S
replied:
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la?, smaSe 3Susar.ana
39bat mafe ?arbfa ?anéne

‘No, listen to what
happened. | had brought
with me four bottles of

Some friends are gathered for a drink after work to welcome H1 one of the
members of said group back from her recent trip. In a very relaxed atmosphere

. . . h . . X . . 1- ACTIVE
LA34 t\bld men fransa. ma wine from France. | while everyone is laughing, H2 deudes.to.plck gn S [who.ls a rather theat.rlcal PARTICIPANT 5-CREATING 2% 28 TGS 1 1 LITERAL
Sahanton $ahan! bas [actually] shipped them! man] and tell everyone about how S invited him to a wine tasting evening OBSERVATION ATTENTION
Mahmad wasal m?axxar, [hearers laugh] But where there was, actually, no wine. Everyone looks at S and starts laughing, and
Su zanbe ?ana? Mahmud arrived late, how asking him how could he do such a thing. S then, looks at H1 and says:
is it my fault?
havde ?awwal sigara ‘This is the first cigarette | S is having a beer with H after classes. Although S told H two days ago that he
bad:xxana lvm gw ma smoke today, and | am not had quit smoking, he lights a cigarette while he drinks his beer. Given that S had 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING-
LA.35 Cam-daxxona \gaml-naffex- smoking it, | am just previously tried to quit several times without success, H looks at him and asks PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 23 28 FRIENDS 2 2 LITERAL
N tali\ﬁx blowing the smoke ironically: Enta ma wa??afat daxxan? ('Hadn’t you quit smoking?') (S had OBSERVATION ATTENTION
) around’ previously tried to quit several times without success), to which, S answers:
. . S is having a family dinner with H’s family (S and H are a married couple) when H 2- PASSIVE
LA.36 al-abyad bl\gl;at al-wasax Indeed, znltt,e attracts stains her white shirt. Apprently annoyed, she says out loud: al-?abyad msibe PARTICIPANT SAEI:'RI'EQ:II:IIZ(IE\I 50S 50S COUPLE 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
: ("White [clothes] are a disaster [waiting to happen]’). Then, S says: OBSERVATION
An old woman is waiting for the green light to cross the street, but when she 2- PASSIVE
LA37 ?allah ya?sof Somrak May God.des'troy your does, a man on a motorbike, neglecting the traffic light, drives through the PARTICIPANT 5-CREATING 605 > | smanEms 1 1 |FiIGURATIVE
Pasaf! life! zebra cross dangerously close to her. As a result, the old woman gets scared and ATTENTION
. OBSERVATION
screams at him:
- P H1 and H2 are creating and editing a table of contents in Microsoft Word in the 1- ACTIVE
LA.38 7ana trf:;:bl:i;‘l:'mbe ! W“'l'(f:[‘j?m[ga dnou"’,‘”"] presence of S. When H1 sees the surprise in S's face, H1 asks him how he PARTICIPANT 1"25%)&%%6 21 21 FRIENDS 1 1 LITERAL
J normally does his tables of contents, to which he responds: OBSERVATION
S is cooking a Lebanese traditional dish while H (her daughter's friend, who is
FiSBlam byebwo o somepeoplegrlthe | b pvoud and iy oo e ke, accedmsto e | TATVE | en e MoTHER:
LA.39 batenzénét bas ?ana eggplants, but | like frying _g R pe. 3, v P R pey . ! . PARTICIPANT 508 28 DAUGTHER 1 1 LITERAL
- ) , wishes and explains to her every detail of the cooking process. At a certain ATTENTION .
bhabb ?a?lion ?ale them [instead] . R OBSERVATION S FRIEND
point, when H asks her about the way to cook the eggplant, she answers (with a
smile on her face and visibly proud):
el-thesis badda snin, bas ‘The thesis takes years, 1- ACTIVE
LA40 ma taStale hamm el_- but don’t worry al?out the S and H are talking about the thesis propo_sal e)_(amln.atlon they l.noth have to PARTICIPANT 3-REDIRECTING 35 % |essss 2 2 LITERAL
proposal... batmar??i-a proposal... you will get it pass as PhD students. S feels H is a bit anxious about it. ATTENTION
- . ., OBSERVATION
tamri? through just fine.
- - ‘Oh, my dear... if | were to . . . . . I
Vit | oy moutace | 5 3{emk eofe byt s 2w st | s | aseonscn,
LA.41 ) b with the thread now you s€q ' 8 g 1n pain, y WHOS | 8 PARTICIPANT CREATING 35 26 - a1 Q2 |FIGURATIVE
baddak attahbas al-mahal boyfriend, says to both of them: tab ha-I ?ad b-ywa332¢? ('Does it really hurt CLIENT
. would raze the shop to \ X . OBSERVATION ATTENTION
attahbos , that much?'). To this, S replies:
the ground!
_ . . H hurt his leg and S, his girlfriend, is cleaning the wound. Right after S places a 2- PASSIVE
kabast hayéte. ‘I didn’t it, h I 1-RECOVERING
LA.42 ma :aftsaat‘a/ah'a::e € ' ”[_Ssrtelssllt’it,oney’ big bandage on the wound, H, who is visibly in pain, screams and protests, PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 29 34 COUPLE 1 1 LITERAL
Netiayta hatt Justip saying:+D45+D:D OBSERVATION
?arrbe ?arrbe ?arrbe... ‘Come forward, come, 1- ACTIVE
! : While H i king h that lking in the street (S) st 1-RECOVERING
LA43 | xalas!/ ma betséSe, baddik | come... stop! You don't fit. fle His par '"gs :;tc:r:e Z:;Ia"m aiv:/:Se‘rN;ireI:ﬁcI):S' @ street (S) stops PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 505 27 | STRANGERS 1 1 LITERAL
tarzale r3u§ You have to go in reverse’ P vtog . OBSERVATION
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Iak ?abbi-a ?abb, su ‘No, pull it up! What is Sis instructing H on how to fix a car, and H tries to carry out S’s orders. S tells H 1-RECOVERING WORKER-
LA44 Posstik? wrong with you?" to open a valve, and after she (H) tries to pull a piece downwards, S screams: 3-TVSHow ATTENTION £ £ CLIENT 1 W
5 i i ) ) ) ) During Surﬁday IL.lnch. at his grandp’arents house., H se.ses.what he feels could be a 2- PASSIVE 2-RECOVERING- IGRANFATHER
ma 8i, Sam-da? al-nbid Nothing, | am [just] trying face of disgust in his grandfather’s (S) face while drinking the wine that he (H) -
LA.45 ~ o S . . PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 90 27 1 LITERAL
dwé? the wine’ brought to the lunch. H, then asks him: $a fi 3addo? (‘Is there anything wrong, GRANDSO
) ; . OBSERVATION ATTENTION
Grandpa?’). To which, S replies: N
. _ ‘Continue on straight, and . . . . 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
LA.46 ma';raa"?"saizgift:’;l;zetm at the second intersection, | ' (@ Young female) is lo?:elqrr‘\g(g)jl;i;h:i:/lb‘lgi;% ‘:Lz‘i‘t‘:::t"” and she asks an adult PARTICIPANT CREATING 605 26 | STRANGERS 1 LITERAL
y : you have to go up’ : OBSERVATION ATTENTION
My friend Sara, for
instance... they stayed
rfi?te sara masalan... dallo together for 6 months,
sitt ?a8hor ma¢ baSd w- and straight away they
dagre Sares w-bet, w-hobb had the wedding, the A group of three girlfriends are talking about different stories of girls that got 1- ACTIVE 3-REDIRECTING
LA.47 w-garam. w-halla? Su? house, everything was married 'too soon' for their standards. S drops the example of Sara (a friend of S PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 26 27 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
harabat haribe menno la love and unicorns. And and an acquaintance of the rest of interlocutors): OBSERVATION
jawza, sara. harabat now what? She had to
haribe! literally escape from her
husband! To escape, | tell
you!'
. _ _ ‘l am exhausted; | will . 1- ACTIVE
nas | ORI | et | S o o oo e et | e | SO0 s s | couns 1 [
n1ebht home’ v § home. s d : OBSERVATION
— S (an 80-year-old professor of Arabic language and literature at university) and
la, ?2s- kenat ' ) X ! e ! o 1- ACTIVE
3 ros swyanlyye_ €na ‘No, Syriac was [actually] H, (his student) are having an intense discussion on Syriac and its historical 1-RECOVERING TEACHER-
LA.49 Gam-tatSallam taSlim be-I- N . , . . . . _ . PARTICIPANT 80 25 2 LITERAL
being taught in Hasake’ importance in the Middle East. At some point, H asks: bas ma kénat laga meyte? ATTENTION STUDENT
hasake B " . B . . OBSERVATION
('But wasn't it [Syriac] a dead language'), to which S replies:
v Oh my God, she is so While waiting in line for the toilets in a restaurant in Mount Lebanon during a 1- ACTIVE
- el "
LA.50 S“&:Lg:(;r;;i:’l € pretty! | could [literally] wedding, a woman (S) starts making funny faces to a baby girl waiting ahead PARTICIPANT SAEI:'RI'EQ:II:IIZ(IE\I 24 30S ACQUAIN.IZ;': 1 |FIGURATIVE
) eat her!’ with her mother to make her laugh. Then, addressing the mother (H), she says: OBSERVATION
‘Don’t play with her, you - . -
ma talfabo maSa. You are are not joking here. You S is directing the rehearsals of a theater play. After three actresses (H) finish 1- ACTIVE 1-RECOVERING TR
LA.51 not joking here. baddkon have to [:'eall g] kidné her rehearsing a scene in which two of them enter the stage and take the third PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 30S 25 STUDEN'I: 1 LITERAL
toxatfua xataf [instgad]’ P actress with them off of the stage, she starts giving them her remarks: OBSERVATION
Ay mami! nattafti-le SaSre ‘Ah! Mommy! You literally 2- PASSIVE 5-CREATING DAUGTHER-
LA.52 _ . H is hurriedly brushing her daughter’s (S) hair after giving her a bath: PARTICIPANT 9 35 2 |FIGURATIVE
tantif! plucked my hair! OBSERVATION ATTENTION MOTHER
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‘I thought, I'll sneak in and

A is waiting to be prepared for surgery in the hospital with her boyfriend (H) and
a friend (M). Patients are not allowed to have more than one visitor, but A’s

) _ maybe I'll manage to get a ) R . ) 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
Las3 | Marianne bta;sl;‘h" saffahata | o pose of ass... And what fi:’;e;ermj)s;”fihs 'tr; Wht‘l"ea:\r't:ehlz'cpe':gﬁhpe”; ;’2 tztesr;:saﬁ:ga:]:’::eic’t‘:‘ea:zdz PARTICIPANT CREATING 35 27 FRIENDS 2 |FIGURATIVE
st do I find?! M has already ¥ tying tightly all U : ge ! OBSERVATION ATTENTION
, actually looks worried and serious, he looks at H (A’s boyfriend), who was
armor-plated her! R
observing the scene, and says:
S just joined a group of friends to have a drink after watching a theater play
_ . X alone. Visibly excited, he informs his friends that the play he was watching was 1- ACTIVE
LA.54 la, la, kenh‘;ir:-b-yehke No, ns' :aek\il\r:a? liust] actually a one-man-show, where one actor played several characters within the PARTICIPANT c iﬁgxiﬁ;’;e 24 26 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
. P 8 same monologue. A bit surprised, a friend from the group (H) asks: kén fam-b- OBSERVATION
yganne $i? ('Was he singing or something?'), to which, S replies:
S, a teacher of Arabic language, and H, her assistant, are preparing a game for
their students. The game involves students working in groups and guessing
" P . several words within the group. H has grouped the words in five and prepared a 1- ACTIVE
LA.55 g::g::;: ??:sta? lsn't |tt::::\el; |f?we cut paper for every student, but S seems to have a different idea on how to present PARTICIPANT Liﬁ_ﬁgxs_gme 40S 29 /ISES‘I\SC'I'F:\EI\TT 1 LITERAL
™ e p? the game to the students. When H manifests that she wants to move to the next OBSERVATION
step of the activity, by saying: okké, man€§ation alwra? matal ma hanne w... (‘Ok,
so we give them the papers like this, and then...]), S interrupts H and says:
H and S are having lunch in the main square of Hammana village in the Shouf
along with other actors, enjoying a break from the rehearsals of a play that will 2- PASSIVE
la, ma badda siyyara ‘No, we don’t need a car! be performed in the same village. At some point, both S and H realize they 1-RECOVERING
LAS6 walaw? btanmasa mase It is at a walkable distance’ forgot their script in the hotel and that they need to go back to take it before g:ﬁ;ﬁfﬁ% ATTENTION 03 SOl [CORCRRERS 1 W
the rehearsals start.Then H, suggests to S: tab yalla, rayhin ba-siyyarte? ( ‘Ok, so
we go in my car?’), to which S replies:
Zanjabeel is a two-floor coffee place where there is a ‘reading corner’ that
consists of a tiny attic full of books with a small mattress on the floor, and that is
only accessible through a wooden ladder. The second floor of the café and this
ol ol | o YuAIb e |l st e ittt oot 1 ol | pcrwe | asscoveane
LA57 | ssllom bas fike tnatte natt » DUt Y. Jump 80 trequently 1o this cate, arr v at 0 Tind a sig . PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 208 26 - 1 LITERAL
2923 baddik [from the second floor] if the ladder reading: ‘Do not climb the stairs’. H1, (who is sitting downstairs) who OBSERVATION ATTENTION CLIENT
you want’ is confused about the sign and now has doubts the utility of the attic, decides to
ask the waiter in a friendly yet slightly ironic tone: tab Su yaSne? kif baddna
natla$ lakén? ('So, what does this mean? How are we supposed to go up then?').
To which S replies:
kénat ha-I-banat tbayyan ‘The girl seemed smart but 1- ACTIVE
Sattdra baSdén ?addamat then she submitted the A professor of Arabic literature (S) is telling his student about a case of 3-REDIRECTING TEACHER-
LA.58 R - . PARTICIPANT 40S 26 2 LITERAL
al-paper w-tola$ paper and it turned out plagiarism that recently happened between his undergraduate students. ATTENTION STUDENT
M e N OBSERVATION
m3arrkato tadrik she had farmed it out!
_ ‘Yesterday she rehearsed
ma mbéreh sammafatle ) ) . . ) . . . 1- ACTIVE MOTHER-
LA59 | yéha... bas al-yom xabbas- [Z'::][;"e/:: T:\esl::rti t:d,aly After attending her f”feri"e‘i;,tshe;:rdeefref';i;::cza;ii::f incredulity about her PARTICIPANT B-i?rIER:TCBEG 505 29 | DAUGHTER 2 LITERAL
at taxbis. ma b-sadda?! v P poorp ' OBSERVATION 'S FRIEND

can’t believe it!”
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Kitébet al-kalimét
mawhibe la-hala, bas al-
kalém w-al-lahan [pause]
$U badde ?allik [pauses

‘Writing lyrics is already a
talent on its own, but
writing lyrics and melody

Radio presenter M.M. is interviewing S.A., a Lebanese singer and composer,

and laugh] b-yajo hék [at the same time]... What R R . 2 . N ARTIST-
LA60 | [pause] motalmahanne | canlsay.. Theyjustcome | Guringhermorning show ‘Ahla sobhiyye’ M.M (H) repeatedly praises his talent | 3 p)p\ o gy | 3-REDIRECTING 405 505 |  PRESENTE 2 |FIGURATIVE
- for composing songs and then asks him if he finds composing to be difficult. In ATTENTION
llaughs] batfakkre fiki [.-]as theyare [..] you order to answer, S.A. (S) engages in the following monologue: R
tofaslion fan bafdon think you can separate s !
[pause] bas hanne byazo them [...] but they come in
hék [pause] mrakkbin a pre-assembled package’.
tarkib [laughs].
C (H1), who owns a family house in the mountains, decided to help an
underprivileged family in that house in order to hire them as housekeepers.
‘May God help them, my Some months Iater,. disappoin?ed in the Iazine_ss oftf_\e fe_umily and su.sp.i_cious
. ) dear [..] Really, you did that_ they might be in fact stealing from her,.C is cons.ldenng th.e p055|b|I_|ty of
bafdén huwwe ma kén more than enough [..] telling them they should leave, and she decides to discuss the issue during a 2- PASSIVE 4-REDIRECTING- VTR
LA.61 Gam-b-yfattas Ga-Sagal... Also, you know, he was Sunday family lunch. After hearing the news, her sister, R (H2) asks her about PARTICIPANT CREATING 80S 40S DAUGTHER 1 LITERAL
|a?éha la?we la-C. o L the future of that family, and wonders whether or not the father of the family OBSERVATION ATTENTION
not looking for a job, C ! ) . B o, R P
just fell into his lap!” Yvnll be able to find a JO';-! Fo provide’ for them |f she “fires’ him. After a short
silence where C looks visibly affected and pensive, S (H1 and H2’s mother)—
who was, from the beginning, reluctant to the idea of her daughter hiring this
family—says:
S, a man riding a motorcycle, has been stopped at a checkpoint set up by the
_ _ ‘Look at that one! He is Lebanese police. He paces around looking nervous—probably because he is 2- PASSIVE DRIVER-
LA.62 lok haydatk Iak!_ﬂ'am-b-ytlr flying like a bat out of missing some of the permits or papers he should have—and right after handing PARTICIPANT SAEI:'RI'EQ:II:IIZ?\I 40S 50S POLICE 1 |FIGURATIVE
tayaran hell? the policeman the papers the latter asked for, S sees another motorbike racing OBSERVATION OFFICER
by and screams in a frustrated tone:
ya ana fi-ke pliz téxde hol ‘Ana, would you take 1- ACTIVE
LA63 al-wra? allah yxalli-ke these papers? Please, S just finished a final exam with her students and she is preparing herself to PARTICIPANT 5-CREATING 505 28 TEACHER- 1 LITERAL
habib-t-e ?ana w-allah dear, | have run out of come back to her office when she asks H (her assistant), for help. ATTENTION STUDENT
- B OBSERVATION
héml-e hamal hands
. ‘Look, look! What a
LA.64 Lakr:]aal;smuatéilslr:’\-::sl;n:]et! beaL{tifuI. slunset! It's A woman (S) is walk.ing along the Forniche in Beirut With he.r husband (H) when PZI-;REF/TSIS;\/-/\E\IT 5-CREATING 55 59 LT 1 |FiIGURATIVE
rasoml amazmg,altrtsl'a work of she notices the stunning sunset happening behind her: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
_ . ‘Come here so that | can . W e L e _—m . 1- ACTIVE
nes | ielminta | ool amganga | §EP A it g 4 sttt pe ot | ey | SRR s | o > [rounamve
e break you into pieces!” : : OBSERVATION
halla? baSatatle sara hiyye ‘She just sent me a picture Hs arrives to his workplace and finds that one of her colleagues is missing so he
w-Sal bahar [pause] tallaS- of herself on the beach... asks about her whereabouts: ma ?a3at R. al-yom? (‘R. didn’t come today?'). H: 1- ACTIVE 5-CREATING
LA.66 e [looking for the picture Look (while she looks for answers him in turns: la ya-hi ba-dubai mséfra la-I-xamis (‘No, she is in Dubai. PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 25 29 | COWORKERS 1 |FIGURATIVE
on her phone] [pause] the picture on her phone) She is coming back on Thursday'). After this H1 asks: $aghal walla holidays? (‘Is OBSERVATION
masla?a sala?! she looks like a lobster’ she traveling for work or for pleasure?’). S answers H1's question saying:
mas ma§?al Su b- It's incredible how much 1- ACTIVE 5-CREATING
LA.67 tasbahik... baza?ti(h)a she looks like you...like H is showing S a picture of her niece from her recent holidays when S exclaims: PARTICIPANT 42 41 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
. ATTENTION
baza? two drops of water OBSERVATION
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Film Ghadi: During one of the scenes, the narrator is talking about Abou Elias,
‘the butcher’ of the village. The camera shows Abou Elias grinding meat and

mart-o b-tafrom al-masraf ‘His wife burns through waiting for his clients to be distracted in order to add to it ground pieces of ‘fat,’ 5-CREATING 5 | NARRATOR-
LA-68 faram money’ making the bag heavier, and therefore more expensive. At this moment, the 3-FitM ATTENTION £ : AUDIENCE 1 1 [RSCESLE
voice-over narrates how Abou Elias contends on a daily basis with his wife’s
expensive taste and compulsive spending.
‘So, she came to talk to . . .
?am ?a3at hakatne w- me... and vou know Tante S wants to tell her sister (H) about her last encounter with her neighbor, Tante 2- PASSIVE 5-CREATING
LA.69 ?ante btfarfia la-tante Sou;d yshe [literally] Souad—and old woman peculiarly expressive and whiny, whose extremities seem PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 34 39 SISTERS 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
sufad... b-tar?os ra?as y, to shake strongly due to age. She starts her story like this: OBSERVATION
dances [when she speaks]
_ _ My mum used to say: "As
?amm-e kénat t?al: "bas . . . . 1- ACTIVE
LA.70 20r3a§ badde af ha-I- soon as.l am back | want S and her workmates .are sharing stories of their mothers and highlighting on PARTICIPANT 5-CREATING 505 208 MOTHER- 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
_ " to see this glass gleam and the typical sentences they tend to repeat often. ATTENTION DAUGTHER
39?26z Sam-bywaz3 waz3 sparkle' OBSERVATION
A group of friends (P, A, H, Hz, S) goes rock climbing to Joun (South Lebanon). P is
opening a new climbing route when she slips and she falls a couple of meters,
before A manages to secure her fall. While falling though, her leg gets tangled on
- . the rope and she flips, ending up with her head down. After a couple of minutes 1- ACTIVE
E , ft-al Palab- ‘Yes, , | her! Sh X . 5-CREATING
LA.71 man aarla??aba aa es [2:} | :Iaiw ezl;’ € of shock, when she is already down and safe, H, who did not saw the fall, asks the PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 34 32 FRIENDS 1 1 LITERAL
Vi Tlippect group with surprise how did the fall happen. S and Hj, still shocked, answer him: OBSERVATION
?ana Safta kif wa?aSat! Salla?at ?a3ra ba-I-hable w-?alabat (1 saw how she fell!
Her foot got stuck on the rope and she flipped’). After seeing H2's suprised face,
S added:
vaméalimi Sabaha Gagin | Hey bosstwhatswitn | % e e R L e praemg etore mfontor | TATVE g cuent
LA.72 al-bidza al-ydom? fam-b- with the dough today? It's o p p P X P _p . 8 ) PARTICIPANT 33 60S ) Ql Ql LITERAL
, his friends. When the pizzas arrive and they eat the first slices, S finds the dough ATTENTION WORKER
yfarfat farfata all crumbly and flaky' . . R . . OBSERVATION
quite dry, and disappointed, calls the waiter saying:
N ‘Even the [Google] map . .
?ana sar-le man al-wahad ave me the route | said H took an Uber and she recommended to the driver (S) to take a specific road. S
w-tas§in Sam-ba-stagal ? 1 1 have been workin . disagrees, for he thinks that there is a shorter, better route. H, not very 1- ACTIVE 5-CREATING R
LA.73 ba-l-asrafiyye [pause] al- o ) X 8 convinced, accepts the driver’s judgement and closes the conversation with a PARTICIPANT 60S 29 i 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
~ in Ashrafiyyeh since 1991. B L, R . ATTENTION CLIENT
xarayat hayde nahna [..] These maps... we dry ‘as you wish.” However, the driver (S) checks with Google maps anyway and, OBSERVATION
bésmin-on basam ps... , a few minutes later says:
know them by heart!
‘May God send you a pain 2- PASSIVE
La7a | 2ahybasatl-ak wazafy- that will dislocate your a variety of contexts [set curse] PARTICIPANT SEIZIIE 40s 308 (various) 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
axla§ nif-ak xala$ o ATTENTION
jaws’ OBSERVATION
‘May God send you a 2- PASSIVE
a7s | 2eh Vbaq:i"s':tl;:’a'e WSt | jisease that will cover you a variety of contexts [set curse] PARTICIPANT 5&5_?3222 14 17 (various) 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
from head to toes’ OBSERVATION
‘May God send you a 2- PASSIVE
llah ybaSat-l-ak h 5-CREATING
LA.76 ata t\a/nzala'-akana'—r’:?ma fever that will hollow you a variety of contexts [set curse] PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 50S ? (various) 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
out! OBSERVATION
- ‘[May God send/may you Film West Beirut: An angry neighbor is cursing his neighbors because they have
| | "
LA.77 w-lek wa3€;;{lahr|k hare! get] a pain that will waste a rooster that sings very early in the morning 3-FILM SAEI:'RI'EQ:II:IIZ(IE\I 40S 50S NEIGHBORS 1 1 LITERAL

you away!’

https://youtu.be/dCkQ7qC0C6I?t=797
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y-bSat-lak dé? a3-3adre la-

‘May God send YOU the

Maitre Adel (H), a character from the show 'Ma fi metlo' is a waiter who takes
his clients orders way too literally, and confuses words sometimes, bringing
always the wrong order. When Abbas (S), his client, who is sitting with his

~ _ girlfriend orders a 'mjaddra’ (a dish made of lentils, rice and onion), Maitre Adel 5-CREATING IACQUAINTAN
LA.78 Pelak ?anté... b-yzaddri-k ] I'M t 3-TV SHOW 40S 20S 2 |FIGURATIVE
€lak ren tea dTrVZB r cZTna IZ?:I sr:\;I\I/o;xiZI’ brings him a girl with smallpox because the word 'mjaddra’ in LA could ATTENTION CES
3 P Y P : theoretically also designate a female that has been infected with this disease.
When S sees that H brought to him a girl with chickenpox instead of his food, S
bursts in anger and exclaims:
Film Caramel: Three friends are in a car on their way to an illegal clinic where S
oot st | S0t ety | s e xS ks s ot e ke e ey
LATS tastr-ik satar! dlsears]:acj\t/zrt\éztsl'from tells her that the appointment is on the name of Souad Abdel Sater (an 3-FitM ATTENTION 208 208 ERIERDS 1 [RISCESLE
imaginary but strongly muslim-like name). When S hears it, she says:
https://youtu.be/rthGIEQmdak?t=3237
H1, S and H2 are driving back to Beirut in H1’s car. At some point, a Palestinian
song from H1’s library catches H2’s attention, since there are some parts of the
. " ‘Dude, she doesn’t want lyrics that are not clear to her. H2 expresses her wish to understand the song, and
ya xayy-e hiyye ma$ ?anno to listen to it again, she asks H1 to play it again, to which H1 happily agrees. Once the singer starts singin 1- ACTIVE 1-RECOVERING
LA80 | badd-atesmaS-a, badd-a gain, play it again, ! pply agrees. 8 BINE, | pARTICIPANT 32 33 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
tofham-a faham actually wants to H2 looks at H1, waiting for him to explain the lyrics to her. However, H1, who is OBSERVATION ATTENTION
understand it!" driving and humming the song, did not seem to fully understand H2’s intention.
When S, who was sitting in the back seat, perceives the misunderstanding, he
intervenes:
ma txafe, b-yatmassa day, don’t be afraid... He Iasspa r:/omele;s man witr:/agdo who is lookin, a,nd wvavin at them T%\e man 2- PASSIVE SIS
LA.81 tamgaye huwwe w-al- just patrols with his dog to Sgeems 2 fe uncomfortabgle Pttt Iogoks s PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 308 20S | COWORKERS 2 LITERAL
kalab tabaS-o la-yré?ab al- guard the banks [of the . ploy - , OBSERVATION ATTENTION
- K , not wave back at him. When the manager (S) perceives the employee’s fear, he
bnike [pause] bas area], nothing else’ .
intervenes:
Sariyya w-lebnén balad ‘Syriaand Lebanon are H2 gets in a shared taxi with another man and the taxi driver. When she gets in
wéh\gj ?al. ?anta 3arrab one country, eh? Well, thg man (H1) and the driver (S) are already talking about thé olitical re%ation ' 2- PASSIVE CHRIIIEIE- WORKER:
LA82 tléﬁ la hn.Tk [ ausBe] b you'try to go there, then... between Lebanon and Syria. H1 tries to rerﬁind S ogf Lebanon aFlz\d Syria’s shared PARTICIPANT CREMING s =03 CLIEN'I: 1 [RGERAILE
' K ip they will whittle you down and Syria. ) Y OBSERVATION ATTENTION
yana3zri-k nazar o history, but S, who looks unconvinced, says:
to nothing!
?anto |-yoga students mas p A group of women are in the waiting area of Houna (a space that hosts different
_ _ Yoga students here are . A " L S
ma¢?al-e [pause] déyman 00 much... vou are always types of physical activities), waiting for their oriental dance course, which is 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING- IACQUAINTAN
LA.83 b-tat?axxaro bas al-ydom Jate but {;dya ou tocn\li supposed to begin at 7 pm, right after the yoga class. When the yoga students PARTICIPANT CREATING 50S 27 CES 1 |FIGURATIVE
[pause] halabti-a halab w- it wa t\;g;;r' finish their class and go out to the waiting area at around 7:10 pm, one of the OBSERVATION ATTENTION
allah Y women outside, visibly annoyed, says:
ma tfakkre anno ba-ha-I- [::und;r\:sl\i/f)rz[:ik aerly
madrase b-yfit min ma accepted in that scghool S (a high school teacher in Beirut) is complaining to H about the spoiled attitude 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
LA.84 kén al-admission process The aZmission rocess i's and bad behavior of her students. Then after a small pause, S adds (as PARTICIPANT CREATING 25 27 FRIENDS 2 |FIGURATIVE
ktir ktir ?ase yaSne b- P anticipating to H’s possible thoughts): OBSERVATION ATTENTION
_ _ - super tough... They are
yfalld-on tafléye la-I-tlemiz o " ,
nitpicky with students
H is doing a hike with 4 friends and while they are in our way up to a cave in the
et s bon | Vs byl et | T Ty el fegaute rdnd s o b e it | 1 pcrwe | 4eomecn
LA.85 totlaSo tlaaaas & seSa go uuuuuup for like an (S;/that C;’mes o then is’i’te o e ol ;’im' m;;habalman o PARTICIPANT CREATING 605 28 | STRANGERS 1 LITERAL
baSd hour' pp : : marpaso OBSERVATION ATTENTION

mesyin sahh Sa-I-mgara? ('Hello! This is the right way to get to the cave, right'),
to which S answers:
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S went to a fortune-teller and healer to know more about his future. At some
point, when the fortune-teller was reading tarot to know more about S and his
future, he started talking about a dark strong energy behind S, and finally, after

la la, man, battrap No, man, | swear to God, some dramatic words and profecies, refused to continue the reading. A couple 1- ACTIVE 1-RECOVERING
LA.86 battrape az-zalame, wa- the guy had a really bad of days after, S is having a coffee with two friends (H1 and H2). After listening to PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 20S 20S FRIENDS Q1 Q1 LITERAL
hyét allah trip' the story, H1, who doesn't believe at all in any of these 'esoteric' things, H says: OBSERVATION
bykiin ma kén ?Pelo 3léde yastagal... aw yimkin sa?alto su?al ma Saraf
[interruption] (‘He probably didn’t feel like working... or maybe you asked a
question he didn’t know...[interruption]). Then S interrupts H1 to say:
[
Nehna-I-kasfiyye [hey hey] We are the B?y Scouts!
2awwe wataniyye [hey [hey hey] a national power
. M [hey hey] we charge with ™. 5-CREATING 5 5 9
LA.87 hey] m-nethas Eahes,_w- 1o fear and we beat the Traditional Boy Scouts Song 3- SONG ATTENTION ? ? ? 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
mnerme-l-waha$ b-wade- A
I-wéwiyye [hey hey] beasts in the valley of
vy Y ey wolves
m3allad tazlid al-bahr The sea over there is S just bumped into some friends on the beach in Lebanon. H, who knows that S
ar?nTk! maSbatdayyiﬁ freezing cold! You cannot s:Jent his :olidays in Portugal, asked him how was his trip there. S answers: al- 1- ACTIVE CAREDIECE
LA.88 i . X ’ _ _ iy PARTICIPANT CREATING 36 ? FRIENDS 2 2 |FIGURATIVE
?aktar man xamse d?ayyi? last more than five balad by§a??ad, bas nzalt $al mayy tlét marrat [S stays silent for some seconds,
. P . R . e . OBSERVATION ATTENTION
3uwwa minutes inside while watching the surprised faces of his friends], then exclaims:
Some women, who are neighbors of the same village have hired a group of
attractive Ukranian actresses to distract the men of the village from the
lak hiyye msarank-e . Christian vs Muslim violent incidents that are happening in surrounding areas.
Look at th that look: 5-CREATING
LA.89 tsarnok! W-haydik-e xalsa _00 2 . s one that [ooks They pretend the bus where the actresses were touring broke down near the 3-FILM 60S ? NEIGHBORS Q1 Q2 |[FIGURATIVE
- like a stick! And that one, . ) . . ATTENTION
malsa! village, and kept the actresses in the village's only cafe. Once men crowded
outside to see the actresses, Yvonne the major's wife, makes her appearance
seemingly surprised about why men crowded to see such skinny girls.
Four friends are sitting in a popular restaurant in Hammana (a village in the
Shouf mountaints) after having ordered some sandwiches and water. The waiter 1- ACTIVE
LA.90 ah, bt6o?7-a §a?? ? Ah, are you_golmg to chug approaches the table carrying fo.ur bottles of wat'er,.each one \I\./Ith a. plastic cup PARTICIPANT 1-RECOVERING 61 27 WAITER- 1 1 LITERAL
it? on top. When S (one of the friends who doesn't like consuming single-use OBSERVATION ATTENTION CLIENT
plastic) sees him, he tells H: bala kebbeyét plastic ("We don't need the plastic
cups'). While taking them off the bottles, H asks:
Some women, who are neighbors of the same village have hired a group of
attractive Ukranian actresses to distract the men of the village from the
Christian vs Muslim violent incidents that are happening in surrounding areas.
Leyke! §am-b-yaglo gali Look! They look like One day they take them to an improvised pool to attract the man and they (the 5-CREATING
. - FRIENDS
LAl hawde! lobsters! actresses) get a terrible sunburn. While the woman from the village (S) is taking 3-FitM ATTENTION 03 =03 1 1 [RSCESLE
care of the actresses, Amal (H), another woman, is trying to spy the men, who
are having a secret meeting. In order to get H's attention about the worrysome
state of the actresses, S says:
Some women, who are neighbors in the same village, have hired a group of
attractive Ukrainian actresses to distract the men of the village from the violent
_ Who would look at you L X P .
Min baddo yttalla$ fikon now that you look like Christian vs Muslim clashes that are happening in surrounding areas. One day, 5-CREATING IR
LA.92 ba-hal-hay?ét? mlabbSin R 4 . they take them to an makeshift pool to attract the men and the actresses get a 3-FILM 50S 20S - 2 2 LITERAL
_ this?! your skin is . . . X X ATTENTION EMPLOYEE
talbi¢ terrible sunburn. While one woman from the village (S) is taking care of the
completely blotched! . R .
actresses, A. (H), another woman, is trying to spy on the men, who are having a
secret meeting. Reprimanding the actresses in a nervous tone, S says:
Oh Ali! The blood of the
(ya Sali) damm es-3ie lél w " ) . Traditional Shiite song called 'Ya Ali' ('Oh Ali’) 5-CREATING SINGER-
- ? ?
LAS3 | har boyagle gali (ya ali) shiia, day and night, is https://youtu.be/q91tpq9Xh8k?t=111 3-SONG ATTENTION ? ? | AuDiENCE i 1 [HEERAINE

boiling hot!
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A group of friends are sharing random memories about their schooldays. One of

ya allah...sandwis al-labne My God! That labne A . 4 ) o 1- ACTIVE
LA.94 yalli b-ydall m?ar?ad sandwich (whose bread)is | ¢ friends in the group says: Pana 2omme kénat tfamel-le sandwiset labne kal PARTICIPANT SEIZINE 33 32 FRIENDS a1 @ LITERAL
tPardod [laughs] always all hard [laughs]’ yom la-I-madrase ("My mum used to prepare for me labne sandwiches every OBSERVATION ATTENTION
8 Y e day for school...'). When S hears this, he interrupts him by saying:
R _ Don't forget your shoes, A mother (S) and her daughter are spending a day by the beach in the north of 1- ACTIVE
LA.95 ma tanse $_bab|(|k, hayéte, sweetheart, rocks here are Lebanon, in a rather rocky beach. Once they are both ready to go to the rocky PARTICIPANT SEIETNE 40S 10 GG 1 1 LITERAL
es-soxr hon b-y?oss ?ass N \ ATTENTION DAUGTHER
sharps as knives! shore, S tells H: OBSERVATION
fi nhar Sabba?at maSo One daY he. had_en.ough,
_ - he put his wings inside the
dabb 3wénho bal zarar w- . X
drawer and decided that it
7arrar 7anno ma ba?a didn’t want to fl The off-voice of a narrator is talking over a fix shot of one of the characters of SIS NARRATOR:
LA.96 baddo ytir. w man wa?ta K v X 8 3-FILM REDIRECTING ? ? - 1 1 LITERAL
Y . o anymore. Ever since, he the movie https://youtu.be/uoKa S66 3A?t=3445 AUDIENCE
byemse mase Ga- ?ajré. La X ATTENTION
byatla€ taxi wa-la byarkab walks on his two feet.
thd _ 4 Neither he takes a taxi nor
servis. . S
he rides a service
Two Lebanese mothers from the mountain are meeting for the engagement of
their daughter and son. The future bride's mother (H), who does not seem to
tosalhamm,wiede | RS T | ot B arogance and sk o education o her daughters e GEBIEETLE
LA.97 mrebbayin w-bayyon ) N 8 ~ Y _ s _ 3-FILM CREATING 508 508 MOTHERS 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
rasas-on rass properly, his dad was mother-in-law and says: hawde el byérte b-ykuno Seyfin b-halon mnexiron ba-s- ATTENTION
T ™ really tough on them!" sa?af ma b-ya3zabon |-Sazab... ('These Beirutis... they believe they are so
superior. They are so arrogant and stuck up..."). To which, S answers:
https://youtu.be/uoKa S66 3A?t=2802
ma ?amm hasan hiyye li b- fer:e?;;annf hsealzl;\e
ta?bad-le maSase dirékt, ) B my salary,
. directly, from the maids
mubasaratan, man office, so | am left with
maktab el-xaddam, yaSne, nothin, and if | manage S is complaining to H about the tyrannical system that his wife, Em Hasan, has 4-REDIRECTING- UNELE
LA.98 ma b-yab2a ma3e 3i. w- 8. 8 imposed in the house and is confessing H that he does not have access to his 3-FILM CREATING 50S 20S " 1 1 |FIGURATIVE
X - to make some extra NEPHEW
yalli b-attallaSon barrane money anymore: ATTENTION
- - money, she sets up a
ba-trakkab-le hazaz hone 5 A
N M security check here in the
Gal bét w-b-tabres-ne
M house and she cleans me
[pause] baras. "
out!
At a gym, S, a personal training is making fun with some friends of H. When S
notices that H is quite stiff physically as well as socially awkward, he tells him to
. . . " , go run on the treadmill. H starts running but the stiffness in his legs doesn't let 5-CREATING IACQUAINTAN
LA.99 Es-sabi mbarmag barmage. The boy looks like a robot! him bend his knees fast enough to keep up with the treadmill's speed and he 3-TV SHOW ATTENTION 40S 20S CES Q1 Ql |[FIGURATIVE
ends up falling on the floor, where he stays, without moving. In this moment, S,
talking to a group of friends says:
A Lebanese traditional family is celebrating the engagement of one of the
w-2ente z3bte halik And you go put some daughters. In this scene, the bride's mother (S) is talking to her small daughter,
wa [talki.n fo Herself] make up on! [talking to H1 (who seems to have a flirty attitude with her sister's future husband) in the 3- THEATER 4-REDIRECTING- TR
LA.100 mayl;a?rif kT?mba ne herself] | don’t even know presence of one of the older daughters, H2 (who is still not married and remains PLAY CREATING 50S 30S DAUGTHEI; 2 2 |FIGURATIVE
miszz?a taIzT?yy ! what you look like... so quite timid and showing and indifferent attitude towards the whole ATTENTION
stuck up!' celebration). After reprimanding H1, S turns towards H2 and tells her with
disdain:
Film Caramel: A Lebanese woman (H) has been taking care all her life of her
halla? blamm Salayke I- | am going to call all the disabled older sister (S). This responsibility has restricted greatly her freedom. 5-CREATING
LA.101 3iran ?ah? [pause] la- neighbors, so that they At a certain point, H meets a man and he asks her out. She accepts but in order 3-FILM ATTENTION 80S 60S SISTERS 2 2 |FIGURATIVE

ynattfa-ke tantif

pluck you like a chicken!"

to go she has to lock S down in her room so that she does not get out while H is
at her dinner. Once she does, H realizes she is locked in and starts cursing S:
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ma ?ana kant ?ashar ?abal

Two friends (S and H) are walking in the Sunday market and H tells S :

LA102 w-hék...bas hal-banat... ’\zz:‘t,yl, l:ysuetdtrt\(ijsggoiriur;::fi 'walla§neha mnih mbereh. Sta?nélak yL.1 zalame, ma Sam-mansafak abadan le-\-RﬁI'/-l\élsll\l-/\f\lT 3-REDIRECTING 208 208 TGS 1 |FiIGURATIVE
la?tat-ne la?at ya . \ ('Yesterday we had so much fun. We missed you though, man, we barely see ATTENTION
. she hit me real hard B X OBSERVATION
zalame...[smiles] you anyore'). To which, S responds:
A Lebanese family just finished their Sunday lunch, when the granfather
announces them that his friend (S), who is also an old friend of the family, will
S badde ?ellik... wiéda, What can | say... her sons, pass by for coffee, and reminds them that S has recently lost his wife, who had 1- ACTIVE 3-REDIRECTING
LA.103 badel ma yhayyniila instead of helping her out, been sick of Alzheimer for a long time. When S arrives, he starts reminiscing PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 90S 80S FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
hayéta... fatasta fatis they overwhelmed her' memories and drawing his own conclusions about the iliness and death of his OBSERVATION
wife. After talking about the problematic life of his two sons (one of them was
at prison), he made a long pause, and continued saying:
Of course, before | start S and H were taking a literature class together and both wrote papers about a
akid ?abal ma ballas writin,g | want to topic that S would like to expand for her master's thesis. When S shares her 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
LA.104 ?aktob badde ?anfod ha-I- completely revise the intentions with H, H says: eh, amazing! hek kamena ma batballa§ mawda$ man PARTICIPANT CREATING 29 27 | CLASSMATES 1 |FIGURATIVE
paper nafad paper ?awwal w-3did ('That is great! That way, also, you are not starting a topic from OBSERVATION ATTENTION
: scratch'), to which S replies:
S was sitting in AUB's smoking area when H1 and H2 ask permission to sit at the
same table. Although they have never talked to each other, H1 and H2 have
Sorry, guys. baSraf 2anni | am sorry, guys. | know | seen S around the campus. At some point, S starts a conversation with H1 and
hki; b-sorSa bas ha-l- spoke fast, but | have H2 asking them about what they do at AUB. Then, when asked the same 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING- IACQUAINTAN
LA.105 x.abariyve sarle wa?ot been dragging this story question back, S launches into a monologue about his current studies that then PARTICIPANT CREATING 28 26 CES 1 |FIGURATIVE
_ : around with me for a long turns to his life as a political activist and finishes with a speech about the OBSERVATION ATTENTION
mnih Sam- 3arr-a 3arr . . S L -
time' hopeless political and social situation in Lebanon. Visibly overwhelmed by the
speed and the amount of information in the speech, all H1 and H2 can do is nod.
S then says:
S works in the parking lot where H usually parks her motorbike. H's motorbike
broke down a couple of days earlier and H cannot move it from the parking lot,
50 an expert in mechanics comes with his own motorbike to 'tow' the broken
?adarte tsu?i-a huwwe w Did you manage to drive motorgike to his garage, where he will fix it. In order to do this, he ties his 1- ACTIVE CAREDIECIE- IACQUAINTAN
LA.106 the motorbike while he X . A . X R ’ L PARTICIPANT CREATING 508 26 1 LITERAL
Gam-b-yashab-a sahab? A " motorbike to H's, and drives it while H sits on the motorbike behind, driving it CES
was towing It? X . . " . . . OBSERVATION ATTENTION
without an engine (this is, just steering and braking). S, who is working in the
parking lot, sees the whole process, and a couple of hours later, when H comes
back on the newly repaired motorbike, he asks H:
H makes his appearance in the GA room of AUB with a new hairstyle. While
£u be-h atrak? ez taloS What happened to your everyone tells him a polite: nafiman! [A formula of courtesy that is said in 1- ACTIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
LA.107 1156 hake? : hair? Why is it spiky like Lebanese to someone that has recently showered , cut his/her hair, etc.], S-- PARTICIPANT CREATING 23 32 | CLASSMATES 1 LITERAL
: that?' who is good friends with H and adores making fun of him-- asks H with a smile OBSERVATION ATTENTION
on her face:
bante man yawmén My daughter totaled her A service (shared taxi) driver, S, suddenly honks at the car in front of him (which
kassarat es-siyara kalla car two days ago because doesn’t seem to move, although the traffic light has turned green), saying: 1- ACTIVE 5-CREATING DRIVER-
LA.108 le?anno Sabbat $abb be-s- she crashed into the car in yalfan Sardo la-l-watsap! sar I-kall msattal Ga-t-tari? ('Damn whatsapp! Now PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 50S 60S PASSENGE 1 LITERAL
siyara lli ?addéma. Killo front of her. All because of everyone on the road is [driving] stoned'). To this comment, one of the OBSERVATION R
man wara? l-watsap whatsapp' passengers behind, who had been chatting with the driver for a while, says:
smafe manne, hol al- Listen to what | ar_n s_ayl.ng, H is talking to S (her professor) about the linguistic diversity of Spain, and about
groups Sam-by?alldo I these groups are imitating how Euskera and Catalan are officially used in public teaching institutions. After 1- ACTIVE 5-CREATING TEACHER-
LA109 ma3muSat al-barbariyya. the berber groups. They a long discussion where S compares Spain's linguistic situation to that of PARTICIPANT ATTENTION s 25 STUDENT 1 [HEERAINE
Gam-byana?lo na?al, are literally copying them, OBSERVATION

yaSne!

I tell you!"

Morocco and Algeria, S concludes before saying goodbye:
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fina nstarze? n?dla

Can we dare say it in front

Maitre Adel (H), a character from the show, 'Ma fi metlo' is a waiter who takes
his clients orders way too seriously, and confuses words sometimes, bringing
always the wrong order. When Abbas (S), his client, who is sitting with his

~ of you? Wouldn't you just girlfriend orders a'mabsam' (a waterpipe stem), Maitre Adel brings him a smile, 5-CREATING CLIENT-
? Ta- - -
LA-110 ?adderr_\ak. Ta Esa?_?at drop one of those right because the work smile and 'mabsam’ are related in Arabic. Then, Maitre Adel 3-TVSHOW ATTENTION £ AT WORKER 2 [HISERAIINE
alna yéha tas?it hon? X . . R X X L
here! urges Abbas into asking him for the waterpipe stem with a different word [it is
known that waterpipe stems in Lebanon are also called 'bazz’', which means
'boob' in English] S gets furious at Maitre Adel's request, and says:
A family is watching a news story about a man who killed his wife then 1- ACTIVE
LA111 néallsh byfarma faram .I hope they make_ disappeared. The police were |nt§rrog_at|ng thg wife's family because théy PARTICIPANT 5-CREATING 208 27 | coworkers 1 |FIGURATIVE
mincemeat out of him suspected that they could be holding him captive somewhere. After hearing ATTENTION
. p R X OBSERVATION
this, S, (the mother of the family watching the news) exclaimed:
& 1
iz‘gg;'xf:lf?:eﬂ::: hi:::tgilzuac:dm?):afic:d S hosts a couple of friends at the new house he moved into after his recent 4-REDIRECTING-
LA.112 ~ _ v wedding. While chatting, one of his friends (H) asks him how his new life as a 3-TV SHOW CREATING 40S 40S FRIENDS 2 LITERAL
ndif, mrattab tartib, b- the house all neat and . . .
. . married man is going. S answers: ATTENTION
yexod el-§a?al tidy, amazing
H is going to the fourth floor in an elevator in university when the doors open in 1- ACTIVE R DRECING IACQUAINTAN
LA113 talaf tlas? Going up?' & tfe third floor to show a man waiting. The many(S) hurriedly asks: P PARTICIPANT GRS ELs 24 a CES 1 SRR
& v asks: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
...da?alla w-?alla ?anno ktir e called her and to.ld
- her that he was very sick
marid w-ma rah ya?der
- - and that he would not be
yrah bas Andira ma 3 )
sadda?at. ?altella: able to make it, but Andira Sis telling a group of friends about what happened to him last night at his
"wélaw? mal halla? klant didn’t’ believe him. | told friend's (A)gbirfhclap arty. At some point, H a‘s)lfs why didn’t C (S's Eest friend) 1- ACTIVE CAREDIECE
LA.114 ’ N " her: Come on! | was with . . y party. P ! . v . PARTICIPANT CREATING 33 28 FRIENDS 1 LITERAL
Gando w 3afto’ L go with him. To which he answered that C. was sick yesterday night but that A.
o ~ " him just now and I saw R OBSERVATION ATTENTION
mantéééék ?albo kén, mas A had thought it was an excuse not to go:
him!" He was completely
Gam-bya?dar hatta
M fucked, he could not even
yamse...[pause] hmalt-o
hamlén Cal taxat' walk [pause] I had to
y literally carry him to bed'
We have to work S is directing the rehearsals of a theater play. After finishing one of the first
hayda I-scene baddna [properly] on this scene readings of an important scene, Maria (H), the main actress, asks S (the 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING- TR
LA.115 nastagal-a $agal, ma fine fir:t Ipcan\'/t decide just like director) whether she should move towards the other actor while she says a PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 30S 29 STUDEN'I: 1 LITERAL
?arrar halla? hék, Maria. ! that Maria'J specific sentence. Visibly overwhelmed and tired after a long day of rehearsals, OBSERVATION ATTENTION
! S answers:
- Taxis flowing [down the . . 5-CREATING SINGER-
- [ ' - ?
LA.116 taksiyét b-takroz karaz road] ... Song 'Aranis' by Soapkills 3- SONG ATTENTION 30S ? AUDIENCE 1 |FIGURATIVE
- i . I . i, 5-CREATING SINGER-
LA.117 w-el-banét b-tagnoz ganaz And girls flirting... Song 'Aranis' by Soapkills 3- SONG ATTENTION 30S ? AUDIENCE 1 LITERAL
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ba-tra??as Saylni ra?as, w-
ba-tmalli ba-hayati an-

She makes my eyes dance,
she fills everything that is

- - missing in my life, and . i . e 5-CREATING 5 SINGER-
LA.118 na?s, ba-tsir tahkl bat then she talks about the Song s« p2é by Nader Al-Atat https://youtu.be/yfd4abVbTTQ?t=57 3- SONG ATTENTION 30S ? AUDIENCE 1 [FIGURATIVE
ta?as, w-ka?anno Say?an 5 .
weather, as if nothing
lam yakun X
happened
taybin ho-I-laftét! bya?rso These pickles are First scene of Lebanese movie 'Mahbas' (u>xs) 5-CREATING CLIENT-
LA.119 : ) delicious! S hy! N : 3-FILM A 508 508 ) 2 LITERAL
?aras! min Samelon? elclous? 50 crunchy https://youtu.be/EAwkxKgVGO0?t=16 ATTENTION WORKER
Who made them?
H1is having lunch with H2 and S at a popular restaurant/cafe in Beirut. A girl
" _ Yes, yes. It's crazy [pause] approaches the table to say hi to H1 and after a few words, she leaves. Once she 1- ACTIVE
h, eh, Geal " _ . o X 5-CREATING
LA.120 € :/a"r:?nsarlf':ml:'a[s‘;ar;]se} Her face looks like a does, H1 says: hayde talmizte be-I-jém¢Sa. ktir Sattira, w ?ana ble?ia super helwe PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 34 29 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
) [perfect] painting' kamen... la? ('This is one of my students in uni. She is very smart, and | also find OBSERVATION
her to be super beautiful, don't you think?'). To this, H1 answers:
Tell him that once he S is hosting his son's friends at his country house in the North of Lebanon, quite
?ultlo ?anno lamma yasal arrives to the village's far from Beirut. One of the friends is talking on the phone to more friends who 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING-
LA.121 Gala séhat ad-dayfa ma square, he shouldn't go are on their way, in order to indicate them how to get to the house. When the PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 60S 27 | FATHER-SON 1 LITERAL
yatla€ tlas, yanzal nzdl up, but rather, go down father (S) understands what the conversation is about, S says to his son and his OBSERVATION ATTENTION
instead' friend:
N P had a pretty bad fall while climbing. A couple of hours after the incident, the 1- ACTIVE
LA.122 Iay:’\eazazzgax:szda Lool;;ltl E;Si:es;:yecrl?s to whole group of friends is having lunch in a restaurant, when S (one member of PARTICIPANT SAEI:'RI'EQ:II:IIZ?\I 34 29 FRIENDS 1 |FIGURATIVE
o i the group) tells H (another member of the group): OBSERVATION
It's so nice! There is no
30 helo! ma fi hadan! 1- ACTIVE
hi25 | plhe s Gt | TSR | G ottt i sty b orth of s | e | 2ED0ECTNG s 0 | s ¢ |rounanve
bykiin malbad labad ¥ packe : Pty : OBSERVATION
rafters’
Lo habio..hayde | e e | e e bcaue e s toos, 20 ah atrs saking sbour i possity of | ATVE | v
LA.124 | btanlabas labss, mag anno - You) - aress ‘ a ° " Ing anc P ¥ or PARTICIPANT 27 29 COUPLE 1 LITERAL
M them [the way they are], making it tighter at the tailor, while she tightens it with his hands to see how it ATTENTION
btansadd o g OBSERVATION
you don’t tighten them would look. Here, S says:
ba-3al ad-dib fam- In Jal Ed-dib it's raining. In
batsatte, ba-l-asrafiyye Ashrafiyyeh it's raining.
Gam-batsatte w-fanna ba- And in Dbayyeh, where we A radio presenter is starting her morning show talking about the rainy weather 3-REDIRECTING 5 | PRESENTER-
LA.125 dbayye fam-batna??at are, there is [only] a that spreads all over Lebanon: 3-RADIO SHOW ATTENTION =S ) AUDIENCE 2 Ut
tan?it [laughs] venez chez drizzle, so everyone is
nous, y-allah! welcome here! Come!'
e e et | A |
LA.126 | kdiiiiiir w-sarle kal-an-nhar per ; s " PARTICIPANT 34 27 [ROOMMATES 1 |FIGURATIVE
running around the whole because she is not home and she wont be able to go back home to pick up the ATTENTION
Gam-barkod rakad . X OBSERVATION
day' kneepad, given her busy day:
cceechl £ lakén? ol- Of course! MaSmal In Souk El-Tayyeb (a food street market in Beirut) , two friends (one of them
ma¢mil .kallo zabclle w [Lebanese sweet] has a lot vegan [H]) are asking one of the vendors (S) about the exact ingredients of a 1- ACTIVE 5.CREATING YEEIER
LA.127 samne [pause] baddo yfitt of butter and fat [pause] It Lebanese sweet called mafmal. When the vendor goes through the list of PARTICIPANT ATTENTION 50S 29 CLIEN'I: 1 LITERAL
P Y should literally crumble [in ingredients, H stops her at 'butter' (since she does not want to eat animal fat) OBSERVATION

fatt !

your mouth]!

and asks her: zebde? ('butter?'). To this, S replies:
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30 baddak talSabi(h) la-I-

Do you think you can play

mudir [pause] ma huwwe with the manager? He is His sharin‘g with S.his. frustration because hg ask.ed for a. raise_z at hi? work and 2- PASSIVE 4-REDIRECTING-
LA.128 1l byalSab bal-masari the one who plays with they led him on thinking that he would get it, while making him wait and then PARTICIPANT CREATING 38 32 FRIENDS 1 1 [FIGURATIVE
i threatening him to deny it to him. S, as a conclusive remark, says: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
laSab money!
i o ot | Ok Workngarnrcan | S S Ssea L S  drane oy et W | pcnve | asscovenne
LA.129 fina n3zarrab-a? [pause] we just try it? [pause] contin'ue stops and says: la, la, mas zabta ('No, no, this is not,working') to which PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 31 34 FRIENDS 2 2 LITERAL
tazrib! please? ! T " e OBSERVATION ATTENTION
S replies:
We do have Turkish
Ganna tarke bas man al- [coffee] but the one from H1 and H2 are having a coffee in a café in downtown Beirut. H1 asks the waitre 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING-
LA.130 makana ma mnéh [pause] the machine is not good, and owne of the café (S), whom H1 knows well, if he has Turkish coffee, to PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 60S 27 W%T:EE'\TT 1 1 LITERAL
mnaglilak yéha gale so | will boil it for you which S replies: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
[instead]'
S and H2 are coming back to the seminar room in the Arabic department at a
late hour when they bump into two other students (H1 and H3), who were
studying somewhere else in the department. The door of the seminar room
Iah, sakkarto? [not giving Why? Did you close the nzttsm]agt'::\w;c‘:ﬁ :r:ir:etmheg:/:t:'tdhzr'tﬁz ngzoe":tﬂgrj ;to ;’:bsaa::ﬂ:i ‘:': | 1- ACTIVE 2-RECOVERING-
LA.131 time to answer] ma nahna door? [...] but we left it . . . PARTICIPANT REDIRECTING 23 29 | COWORKERS 1 1 LITERAL
gala?na(h) galo? half-closed! they wer.e the only t_wo students in the seminar room. Howeve.r, I-_Il and H3 did OBSERVATION ATTENTION
not realize the seminar room was busy and closed the door thinking that they
were the last two students in the department. As soon as H1 sees S and H2 in
the corridor he says: ya sabaya nahna rayhin, Sandkon maftéh? ('Girls, we are
leaving. Do you need the keys'?) to which, alarmed, S answers:
_ " . These [teeth] are not
hol mas ?anno ceramique de of ceramic... vou can
w-hayda... fik tékol yalli made o Y A dentist (S) is checking with her patient (H) how is he feeling after implanting 2-RECOVERING-
LA.132 baddak yéh Salayon, eat whatever you want him two molars. H seems pretty satisfied, but S, still, to disipate any kind of 3-TV SHOW REDIRECTING 405 408 eIl 1 1 LITERAL
le?anno hal snén with them because they doubt tells him:  https://youtu.be/zFYHYcy76a07t=1035 ATTENTION PATIENT
tabiSiyyin zaraSton zaraS! are na_tural teeth that|
implanted!
_ - Sand H are catching up while having coffee. When H mentions to S that she 1- ACTIVE
LA.133 viiih! haydék an-nhar. The other day she Ml got | ¢ o ommate [M] a bit quiet and serious with her lately, § interrupts H to PARTICIPANT SEIZINE 35 29 FRIENDS @ oY) LITERAL
tsamsamat tsamsom... in a really foul mood... say: OBSERVATION ATTENTION
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APPENDIX III: ACCEPTABILITY TEST

Participant’s information

(*) not mandatory

Name or pseudonym:

(only if the participant allowed us previously
to register and use his/her name)

Age:
Sex:
Occupation:

Place of origin:

Place(s) of residence:
Religious group:

What would be the best way to reach
you (if needed)?(*)
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1. The following are several excerpts of dialogues in Lebanese. Focusing on the expression highlighted in the texts, choose the statement that you identify

the most with (only one). If you choose 2 or 3, please also answer briefly to the questions associated. Remember that there are not correct answers. If you

have doubts, let your intuition guide you!

Dialogue 1

| could say this. It sounds perfectly normal.

e Ya3Tik el 3afiye

| personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.

o Allah ya3fike (only if you chose 2)

e Bt3aref wen fi shi saidaliye 2aribe Why do you think you would not say it?
hon?

o Eh.Tla3e Tlou3 shi 200 meter w What would you say instead?
ba3d tene mafra2 3al yamin A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
betIeZiya (only if you chose 3)

In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say
it?

| do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

Dialogue 2

[while having a phone conversation] | could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.

| personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.
(only if you chose 2)

o Hi! Leh sakkaret? Fi shi? Why do you think you would not say it?
e La2 abadan. Sorry bas eja el estez w
edtarret edhar men el 2ouda. What would you say instead?
Sha7atoune sha7at A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
) (only if you chose 3)
In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say it?

I do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

281



Dialogue 3
[after spending a day at the sea] | could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.
o Yalla, dobbo ghradkon, ma fina | personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.
gle%akhar. Ba3d shwey betballesh el (?,Ch’y'f yeu Chosj 2 ) Jou ik Jou would - ay "
aj2a.

e Bsharafik, fina nshekk shakke sari3a
w mnerja3 menfell?

What would you say instead?

A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.

(only if you chose 3)
In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say

it?

| do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

Dialogue 4

| could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.
| personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.

o Shouya 3amme? Weynak? Lesh (only if you chose 2) .
t2akharet hal2add? Why do you think you would not say it?

e Uf! Shou badde bkhabbrak... Ana w What would you say instead?
. . A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
jeye 3a tari2 sheftellak shawfe... (only if you chose 3)

In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say it?

I do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

Dialogue 5

| could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.

. . | personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.
? ?
o Kifa Mariam? Ba3da za3lene- (only if you chose 2)

e Ma ma32oul. 7ake w ma 3amte7ke, Why do you think you would not say it?
akel w ma 3amtekol. Ana w emma
mesh 3arfin shou baddna n3amel.

What would you say instead?

A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
(only if you chose 3)

In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say it?
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| do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

Dialogue 6
| could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.

. | personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.
o Elyom w3it es-sobo7, rakadet P (only i¥you chose 2) Y Y Y Y

rakedte el 3adiye, w ana w Why do you think you would not say it?
3amberkod Ita2et be rfi2te ba2a
re7na akhadna 2ahwe.

What would you say instead?
A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
(only if you chose 3)

In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say it?
| do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

Dialogue 7

| could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.

e Khallast walla ba3d? | personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.
(only if you chose 2)
- Ba3d Why do you think you would not say it?

e Yalla, 7sob 7seb sari3 w tla3 la 3ande

What would you say instead?
A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
(only if you chose 3)

In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say it?
| do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.

Dialogue 8

| could perfectly say this. It sounds perfectly normal.

. 5 | personally wouldn’t say this, but any other Lebanese could say it and | would definitely understand.
e Kifa Monar (only if you chose 2)

e Mniha! Shefta mbere7 bel ghalat, Why do you think you would not say it?
ne7na w nezlin nezletna.

What would you say instead?
A Lebanese would not say this, but another Arabic speaker might.
(only if you chose 3)

In your opinion, which group of Arabic speakers would say it?
| do not think that any Arabic native speaker would say this.
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2.

Paraphrase the highlighted part of the sentences that you will find below without modifying its semantic connotations. By paraphrasing, we mean to

express the same idea with another wording or structure in Lebanese trying to preserve the meaning of the original sentence as much as you can.
Sometimes the context will be provided between brackets 1 will context for the sentence. Do not paraphrase that part, it's only there for you to get the
whole idea and understand better the meaning of the sentence. Keep in mind that there is no right or wrong answer. Just be natural and feel free to write

down whatever your instinct tells you.

Example: Paraphrasis:

"Ana 7emle ktir" / "Ana 7emle ktir ghrad" / "Ana 7emle w m7ammle’.

"(Khede el wraz, allah ykhallike). Ana zemle 7amel

7ases shi be dahre kameshne kamesh
(Akid abel ma ballesh ektob) badde enfod hal paper nafed

Bahdalta bahdale... nassayta isma!

2addamta te2dim he2il, wallah

Akel w akalna, ra2s w ra2asna...ma fi shi ma 3amelneh!

Tala3et siyyara be wejje faj2a! Ya 3amme, zamatet zamta...
Kil wa7ad hon baddo ye7sob 7seb kil khotwe
Shou sarlik? Leh khabbaste hat-takhbis?

Samia el yom tal3a tala3eta. (Jewbet 3a kil el as2ile bes saf)

El yom ma darabet darbe
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3. Read carefully the following sentences and then rank from 1 to 3 the sentences on the right depending on your preference of use (1 being the sentence

you would most probably use).

3azzaboune ed-dene be Beirut. 1. ta3zib 2. 3azeb 3. (other)
w ente leh msattle ha(l) 1. tastil 2. satlane 3. (other)
?
Ibne mjarrasne bel madrase... 1. tojris 2. jorsa 3. (other)
Ba3den emme lattashit ahamma bel | 1. taltish 2. latshe 3. (other)
3alam
Ya allah! Badde kassrik 1. teksir 2. kaser 3. (other)
Fine etlob mennak ? 1. talab sghir 2. talabiye sghire 3. (other)
Akalna ... ma ma32oul! 1. akel 2. akle 3. (other)

4. Read carefully the different pairs of sentences below. Do you find any difference between them? If so, how are they diffevent?

1a. Ra7 yshatto 3aleyk el projects shete
1b. Ra7 yshatto 3aleyk el projects tashteye

2a. El masheykha byederso el quran dirase
2b. El mashaykha byederso el quran dares

3a. Shou ennik 2awiyye! Btel2ation [el sha3rat] tal2it!
3b. Shou ennik 2awiyye! Btlel2ation [el sha3rat] la2et!

4a. Lek! Ha-s-siyyara 3amtebrom barem.
4b. Lek! Ha-s-siyyara 3amtebrom barme.
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