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Introduction

The term “el@boration’ has been used in work on Rhetorica Structure Theory
(cf. Mann and Thompson (1987, 1988) and Thompson and Mann 1989), aswell asin
related work by Hobbs (1983, 1990) and Polanyi (1988), to refer to a particular type
of relation that may hold between two or more utterances. In this paper, | discuss a
construction in English which is didinguishable from sentences with null subjects
primarily by a pragmatic condraint limiting its use to Stuaions in which the phrase will
bear an elaborative relation to the previous phrase (cf. Cote 1996).1

[I. TheRdation

An daboration is one of many types of rhetorical relationships that have been
argued to affect discourse structure.  Though there is a clear area of overlap in the
forma definitions of eaboration, there are dso sgnificant differences

Mann and Thompson, in their work on Rhetorica Structure Theory (RST),
define the effect of eaboration as follows 'R [a reader] recognizes the Stuation
presented in S [ a "satdllite’ utterance] as providing additiona detail for N [a “nucleus].
R identifies the dement of the subject matter for which detail is provided.' (Mann and
Thompson 1987:273).

Under their definition, eaboration is a fairly broad relation, subsuming more
specific relations such as set-member, whole-part, process-step, and object-attribute,
which al provide additiond detail about a nucleus Stuation. Mann and Thompson aso
propose that both clause combining and generd text combining may use the same
relations. Example 1 is one ingance of atext that they characterize in thisway.

1 [name], Sweden, will be the dte of the 1969 International Conference on
Computationa Linguistics, September 1-4. It is expected that some 250
linguists will attend from Asa, West Europe, East Europe including Russia, and
the United States.  The conference will be concerned with the application of
mathematica and computer techniques to the study of naturd languages, the
development of computer programs as tools for linguistic research, and the

1] would like to thank members of the audience at the Berkeley Linguistics Society's annual meeting, aswell as
Ellen Prince and the participants in the discourse seminar at the University of Pennsylvania, for helpful comments
onthisresearch. |'d also like to express appreciation to the I nstitute for Research in Cognitive Science for
providing access to the switchboard database.



goplication of linguitics to the development of man-machine communication
gystems. (Mann & Thompson 1987:273)

Hobbs, in his work on coherence and text-building, offers another definition of
elaboration: "A segment of discourse Sl is an daboration of segment SO if the same
proposition if inferred from both SO and S1, and one of the argumentsin P is more fully
gpecified in S1 than in SO." (Hobbs 1983:31)

Polanyi (1988) adopts the same definition for a type of discourse embedding,
and an example from her work is given in 2 bdow.?
2. Johnisagreat cook.

He took dl the home economics courses in High School.

He was a cook in the army.

He took the Cordon Bleu course in France last year.

(Polanyi 1988:609)

Despite differences, each of these theories of eaboration is concerned with a
particular relation and with how it and other relations build discourse or text structure.
They are not concerned with the characteristics of a particular syntactic form. Mann
and Thompson date this explicitly: "The schemas which compose the sructura
hierarchy of a text describe the functions of the parts rather than ther form
characterigtics’ (Mann and Thompson 1987:85) Neverthdess, given that sentence
dructure is one of the tools used to structure discourse, it should not be surprising to
find acongruction in English which indicates this reaion.

In particular, two phrases bound together intersententialy may bear a different
or more explicit relaion than those that are independent but immediately adjacent to
each other. Chafe argues that even after a period intonation a speaker may “tack on'
another intonationa unit which “conveys a piece of supplementary information relevant
to that same sentence.’ (1988:6) He suggests that this structure may be used to note
afterthoughts and whed-spinning.  Examples of each of these are given in 3 and 4

respectively.
3. a. ... itwasquite.. griking when we were .. the year we werein
Japan.
b. ... threeyearsago. (Chafe 1988:6)
4 a ..yesah
b. ... that'sright.
C. ...yeah..that'stheidea (Chafe 1988:7)

2|t should be noted however, that Polanyi re-labelswhat Hobbs calls an elaboration asan "I SA' relation.



Though Chafe is concerned in this work with just spoken language and how
intonationa units convey the flow of idess, it should be noted that there are amilarities
between his examples and the congtruction | describe below.

1. The Construction

In gppropricte contexts, conversationd English permits utterances with
phonologically-null subjects. Naturally-occurring examples of this congtruction are given
in 5-7 below.

5. Okay, wdl, O enjoyedit. (0=1)
6. 0 Have to make sure they don't get out of hand. (0 = you)
7. O Beatsme. (0=it)

Discussions of the nature and function of utterances of this type can be found in
Cote (1996), Thrasher (1974), Napoli (1982), Zwicky and Pullum (1983), and Zwicky
(1987). The exact andysis given for these utterances varies, but they are consstently
described as either being or being derived from syntacticaly complete and independent
sentence.

There is, however, a superficidly smilar congruction which has some unique
properties. Utterances of this type are given, with some context, in examples 8-11.
8. A: And then they changed the game.
B: and they changed it and gave us another game in the middle of
another, you know, one that was going on.

A: Right.
B: 0? Cut us off right there in the last few seconds.
9. A: But they had [laughter] the time of their lives, you know.
B: Oh, yeah [laughter].
A: 0? Had the boat just pulled up right by the tents.
B: Uh-huh.
A: It wasn't bad.
10.  A: Widl, were, werre moving to anew house, and so, well have to
oet started over there --
B: Oh.
A: -- 0? decide what we're going to plant and everything. At theold

house we had alot of roses.
11.  A: Widl, youveredly got a handle on this stuff I've noticed.
B: Not, not,
A: 0? Got the vocabulary down and everything.

Like examples 5-7 above (henceforth referred to as null subject utterances),
these tokens are lacking overt subjects (or subj-aux), but they differ in substantive ways
from the earlier examples and adso form a clear functiond class. A priori, it is neither
certain that these utterances are full sentences nor even clear tha they are Structuraly
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digtinct from the speaker's previous utterance.  In fact, | argue they represent instances
of a different type of condruction and suggest that this condruction has a specific
elaborative function associated with it. | will therefore refer to them from this point on as
elaborations.

The data on null subjects used here was taken from the switchboard corpus, a
text and audio database of 5-10 minute telephone conversations on a variety of
everyday topics.  The congdruction examined in this pagper was firg noticed in this
database and additional examples were then overheard or found in other sources:3

The first immediately noticegble difference between null subject utterances and
utterances like those in 8-11 is that the null subject in null subject utterances need not
refer to the the same entity as the subject of the previous phrase. The highlighted phrase
in examples 8-11 is, in condradt, necessarily the same as the subject of the previous
utterance spoken by the same speaker. In addition, it turns out that there are feature
differences in the referent of the subject of the two types, as shown in figure 1 below.

% 3rd Person Referentid Subjects

NULL SUBJECTS= < 20%
ELABORATIONS = 60%*

% 3rd Person Animate Subjects

NULL SUBJECTS = near 0%
ELABORATIONS = > 75%

[Figure 1]

Elaboraion congructions dso differ from null subject utterances in that they
readily occur in written and even very formd registers. Example 12 is one token which
demongtrates how acceptable and felicitous an eaboration may sound even in a clearly
literary congtruction, and example 13 is dso a written token, taken from a newspaper
aticle.

12. "Because then your hands are clean, so you can wash your face with
them." Thiswas pure mentation, since Claude seldom washed &t al,
was, in fact, ovenly and far beyond such niceties of personal

4The control data (all overt pronominal subjects) had 33% 3rd person referential subjects.



hygiene. (Conroy 1993:10)

13.  [Name] gave his 1951 Heisman Trophy to the Princeton footbal
program, gaveit to hisdmamater rather than have it on diplay &
his home or place of work.

The frequency of the daboration construction and its use in written contexts
make it unlikely that they should be treated as instances of performance error. The fact
that the subjectless phrase in each case congstently occurs bound in a specific,
elaborative relation to the previous phrase is further evidence that these phrases are part
of awell-defined congtruction.

Coordination congructions (or parataxis) may aso appear without an explicit
conjunct joining the two phrases, as shown in 14 below.
14.  Sheleaned forward, kissed him full on the mouth to the cheers of the

crowd, and broke away. (Conroy 1993)

In addition, daboraions seem like implicit coordination in that there are
examples that occur with other types of phrases besides tensed verb phrases. For
instance, examples 15 -18 contain tokens with untensed verb phrases, noun phrases,
and prepogtiond phrases. Example 19 is arguably even an eaborative congtruction
formed of two full sentences.

15.  Thesound itself seemed to wrap him in akind of protective cloak,

to encase himin a bubble of invisible energy. (Conroy 1993)
16.  B: Youknow, | can remember asachild,

A: [Throat_clearing].

B: uh, spending summers a my grandfather's place, and I'd be
running around with nothing but a bathing suit, no shoes, socks,
shirts, or anything.

A: Uh-huh.

B: Uh, | mean, from dawn till dusk.

17. If anyone paused he could see detail -- straps, eyelets, a worn heel, or
cracked leather with the sock showing through -- but it was the
movement that he liked, the passing parade of color and motion.
(Conroy 1993)

18.  B: Uh, yesh, wdl I've got, uh, oh, severa shrubs outside,

A: Uh-huh.



B:

uh, out there, uh, #depending on#

A: #Have you# ever tried any vegetables?

B:

19. A

No, | never have, uh,

It gets alittle dusty there -- Lubbock blows by there about once a
month, if | remember [laughter].

Finaly, like coordinations, one eaboration may be embedded insde of another,
asin example 20.

20. B:

Right, so and we, uh, we try to teach our kids as much aswe can

at home, you know, we have, we try to spend like Monday nights,
we call it family home evening,

Uh-huh.

and, have our kids, uh, you know, have little lessons with them,

and, you know, just see, count, see how things are going in our
family and, you know, teach them about their grandparents or
something like that. Bring out pictures of them so they get to know
them and, we just do all kinds of fun things like that an.

Of course, an eaboration differs from a coordination in that the overt conjuncts
that may occur with a coordination are infdlicitous with an eaboration. In other words,
elaborations ether do not sound right or do not retain the same meaning when, for
instance, and, or, or but is placed in between the two parts or too isinserted at the end.
Note how odd 8 (repesated here as 21) sounds with and placed before the second
component of the eaboration, and how the meaning of 11 (repeated here as 22) is

changed.
21, A
B:

22.

>mrm>

And then they changed the game.

and they changed it and gave us another game in the middle of
another, you know, one that was going on.

Right.

??and Cut us off right there in the last few seconds.

Wel, you've redly got a handle on this stuff I've noticed.

Not, not,

??and Got the vocabulary down and everything.

Example 21 is odd because the insertion of and makes it seem as if B doesn't
know that he has dready told us that the television station stopped showing the game he
wanted to watch right a the end of it. In example 22, A seems to be making a second
observation about B now, rather than clarifying what she meant before. The effect of
the and in these cases is explained by the fact that, unlike coordination, the two parts of
an eaboration overlap in content.



Grimes (1975) describes a number of examples smilar to eaborations as
ingances of hypotaxis of various types. In particular, he gives examples of attributive,
equivalent and “specificaly' hypotaxis, shown here as examples 23, 24, and 25
respectively.

23.  Oh! but hewas atight-fisted hand at the grindstone, Scrooge! -

a squeezing, wrenching, grasping, scraping clutching, covetous old

gnner! Hard and sharp asflint, from which no sted had ever struck

out generous fire; secret, and self-contained, and solitary as an oydter.

24.  We planned to leave on May 1, the day of the spring celebrations.
25. Hewasnot avery ceremonious beau; he never sent her flowers or
whispered slly thingsin her ear...

Elaborations dso bear some smilarity to syntactic amagams as described in
Lakoff (1974) and Lambrecht (1988). One reason not to treat elaborations as the
same phenomenon is that, unlike amagams and like coordination and subordination,
elaborations may be marked by specific lexical discourse cues. Some examplesinclude
you know, like, just, and infact. Further study of elaborations may reved others®

Whether  daborations should be thought of as ingances of
subordinaion/hypotaxis or coordination/parataxis is an open issue and crucidly
dependent on a very clear treatment of the difference between the these two types of
conjoined phrases.® For my purposes here, | will smply say that eaborations consist of
conjoined phrases, and propose the following definition:

Elaborations are conjoined phrases lacking an overt conjunction but having a
covert connective (ELAB) that is congrained (roughly) asfollows.
ELAB conjoins two phrases FO and F1 if the same propostion P is stated
by, entailed by or strongly inferable from both FO and F1, and some aspect
of Pismore detailed, clearer or made more relevant in F1.

V. The Connection

How does this eaboration congruction relate to the eaboration relations
discussed before? Clearly, not dl units of text or discourse that may be sad to be
related to each other in exactly the way described in the definition of ELAB above are
represented (grammaticaly) as a sngle complex construction. Equally clearly, less than
the full range of relations defined as eaborations even appear to be acceptable
environments for elaboration constructions.

51'm calling these discourse cues rather than conjuncts because at |east some of these same cues may occur along
with an overt conjunct in a coordination.
6See Matthiessen and Thompson (1988) for one discussion of the distinction as applied to full clauses.



There are a least three factors which, together, may effect the limited use of
elaboration congructions. Firdt, the “same subject’ requirement prevents sentences that
may otherwise meet the congraints for an eaboration congruction from combining in
thisway. This rules out a number of cases immediately. Second, the existence of a
marked form highly associated with a particular function does not mean that a
speaker/writer is required to use this form in al environments where its use is fdicitous.
As with other marked congtructions, such as topicaization, it-cleft, etc..., eaboration is
rarely the only gppropriate form available. Findly, it is possble for the congraints on
the use of a particular form to be at least partidly distinct from its function. In other
words, the eaboration construction may do more than indicate that the two phrases are
bound in a particular type of daboration reation; it may have attentiond, attitudina or
other effects on the discourse aswell.

The observation that the elaoration congtruction is only available as on option
under a subset of the eaboration reations discussed in the literature aso raises some
interesting points. It turns out that the elaboration congtruction discussed here s, in fact,
very closely related to the eaboration relaion defined by Hobbs and adopted by
Polanyi. Indeed, in Hobbs (1990) there is even an example of an daboration
condruction used to illudrate the eaboration relation. This token, taken from
Chomsky's "Reflections on Language, is provided in example 26 below.

26. | would like now to consider the so-called “innateness hypothesis, to identify
some elementsin it that are or should be controversial, and to sketch some
of the problems that arise as we try to resolve the controversy. (Hobbs
1990:83)

Though Hobbs does not address the use of the marked congtruction as an
indicator of the daboration reation, it is clear that the reaion he has in mind is
somewhat more specific than the one discussed by Mann and Thompson and is closely
associsted with the eaboration congtruction.  The apparent parale between my
definition of ELAB and his definition of the eaboration reaion is therefore not
unintentiond.

The one noticeable difference between Hobbs discussion of the elaboration
relation and my own discussion of the condraints on the eaboration congruction is that
he includes repetitions as well. Though it is possble that there is a functiona overlap
between the two, | am not yet ready to collgpse them. | did find some repetitions in the
switchboard corpus which involved an gpparently subjectless sentence identica in other
ways to the previous utterance, but it is not clear that they occurred in the same
contexts.” In addition, there are production issues that can be involved in the use of
repetition in speech.  Nonethdess, it may be that at least some instances of phrase

"For instance, the original utterance and the repeated phrase were not always uttered by the same speaker. (See
Walker (1993) for one good discussion of the functions of repetition.)



repetitions should be treated as eaboration constructions and, it is quite likely that the
two relations may be collgpsed for Hobbs' purposes.

Findly, though Mann and Thompson's definition of elaboration clearly dlows for
a broader range of contexts than those which alow the eaboration congruction, the
definition is not necessarily too broad in an absolute sense. The leve of detail specified
by the éaboration condruction is not necessarily the minimdly sufficient one for
dructuring text a any level. On the hand, the fact that the eaboration congtruction is
congrained to a particular subset is strong evidence that this subset is the rlevant one,
at least at some level of discourse/text representation.

More generdly, the existence of the eaboration congtruction may be taken as
new evidence that rhetorical notions such as daboration, like information status and
other pragmatic data, can be reevant to the structuring of sentences and discoursein the
English language. A worthwhile subject for future sudy would be to see to what extent
congructions of this type are found in other languages.

V. Summary

| have argued that eaborations involving subjectless clauses are a didtinct
phenomenon from null subjects utterances in conversational English. Thisis an andyss
of a syntactic form but it is dso crucidly related to the notion of eaboration as a
relation.
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