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I. REFORMULATION AS A PHENOMENON


The notion of reformulation in linguistics originated within Text Linguistics, initially in the work of Antos (1982) and Franck (1980), and was further developed and reinterpreted as a discourse relation by subsequent researchers. The first of these are Gülich and Kotschi (1983), working in French, whose work triggered numerous studies on reformulation and the markers that display such an activity. For them, a reformulation is an effective means of permitting speakers to remedy problematic communication. Underlying their work is the hypothesis that there exist different expressions that can be used to signal a paraphrastic relationship between two segments of discourse, and that these relationships play a key role in the organization and structuring of discourse. The closest they come to providing a definition of reformulation is to assert that the discourse process of paraphrastic reformulation (or as they also call it, simply paraphrase) is an intentional activity to establish a more-or less semantic equi​valence between these two discourse segments and to note that a lexical marker is useful as a way of marking a paraphrastic reformulation, but not necessary in all cases. 

A second researcher in this area is Roulet (1987), who distinguishes between paraphrastic reformulation and non-paraphrastic reformulation. For Roulet, a reformulation is a particular type of interactive function, signaled by a sub-group of pragmatic connectors, that he calls re-evaluatives (from the French réévaluatifs). Roulet sees discourse as a form of negotiation, conversations are hierarchically structured, and interventions are oriented to maintain what he terms interactive completeness. Moreover, it is precisely the speaker who has to overcome these communicative problems by achieving interactive completeness by means of different strategies, one of them being non-paraphrastic reformulation. Thus, the speaker will try to achieve interactive completeness by presenting the main intervention as a new formulation, with the consequent change in the utterance perspective of the first discourse segment, being explicitly signaled by the presence of a connector. The notions of change in “utterance perspective” and the necessary presence of a marker to signal such a change helps distinguish non-paraphrastic reformulation from the paraphrastic type, which links two constituents at the same hierarchical level. (Roulet 1987: 115)

A third researcher in the development of reformulation is Rossari (1990, 1994) who, adopting the framework provided by Roulet (1987), offers further criteria to characterize it. According to Rossari, cases of paraphrastic and non-paraphrastic reformulation are distinguishable by means of the specific discourse marker used and its ability to mark a retrogressive interpretation of the first formulation. In her analysis, paraphrastic reformulation is signalled by one set of DMs (for example, in other words) which can indicate a relationship of paraphrase irrespective of the context in which they occur, while non-paraphrastic reformulation, following Roulet (a change in utterance perspective and a retrogressive interpretation of the first segment) is signalled by another set (for example, in brief).

None of these authors was concerned with providing a definition of what a reformulation is beyond the sometime implicit assumption that it is a discourse relationship. Rather, they were more interested in the motivations that trigger reformulations, as well as in delimiting the lexical units that signal a reformulation and their grouping in different classes or sub-classes, thereby indirectly providing the features that define a reformulation within their framework of analysis.


There is a notable lack of research on English dealing with the concept of reformation, Quirk et al. (1985) being the one notable exception. They position their discussion under the rubric non-restrictive apposition, positing as one of these relationships the semantic type equivalence, and within this type, the hyponym reformulation, defined as a paraphrase. They distinguish four types of reformulation (1308ff), as illustrated in (1), but never invoke the notion of paraphrase in their the discussion. (Examples adapted from Quirk et al.)

(1) a) reformulation based on linguistic knowledge



He prevaricated. In other words, he lied.




Sound units of the language, technically phonemes, are usually surrounded by slant lines.


b) reformulation based on factual knowledge



Gordon Sumner – or Sting, as he us usually called – will perform in Boston tonight.




You should have seen a neurologist; that is, not a urologist.


c) more precise formulation



You could cut it with a knife, a blunt knife at that.




We want to visit Congress, more specifically the Senate.


d) revision



Bush is a Republican. That is to say, he is against affirmative action.




The milkman was erotic, or rather, erratic, in his deliveries.




Then you add the peaches – I mean, the apricots.

Interestingly, they distinguish between reformulation based upon linguistic knowledge, as in (1a), and factual knowledge, as in (1b). The latter examples in (1c-d) don’t seem to be paraphrase, in the usual sense of the word, and they are certainly not examples of “equivalence.” Moreover, they leave out of their reformulation group, but include under appositives, the following categories to which they give the indicated labels.
(2) a) appellation




The Chief Executive, namely Roderick Blunt, has been sent to prison for embezzlement.


b) identification




We – in other words Dal and I – are leaving tonight for Phoenix.


c) designation [converse of (a) and (b)]




Blunt – that is to say the CEO – was convicted of perjury.


d) summary
The sun didn’t shine, the temperature was below freezing, and a slight drizzle was falling all afternoon. The day was, in a word, crummy.

All these, in our opinion, fall under our broad notion of reformulation. 

In addition, in the section on Adverbials, they write of conjuncts, for example,

(3)
a) summative conjuncts

He lost his watch, his car broke down, and he got a letter of complaint from a customer. All in all, he had a bad day.


b) appositive conjuncts
She has some assistance – for instance, a secretary.


c) reformulatory conjuncts 




He invited several friends, or better, several people that he thought were friends.

In sum, Quirk et al. mention most of the types of reformulation which we discuss below, but do so in a scattered and unsystematic way. We will attempt to bring together their examples as well as others under the single label, reformulation. 
Schiffrin (1987), writing about discourse markers (DMs), included a discussion of I mean, a marker of reformulation, but did not deal with it in those terms. However she did write that I mean “marks a speaker’s upcoming modification of the meaning of his/her own prior talk...[and] includes both expansions of ideas and explanations of intention.” (296). Later, she writes about I mean as a way of self repair.

It was in del Saz (2003) that a conceptual definition of the notion of reformulation was first provided: a reformulation occurs when what is said, meant, or implied by discourse segment, S1, is reinterpreted by the speaker in the following segment, S2, with the specific type of reformulation signaled by a marker of reformulation.
 We assume here that a reformulation can range from a paraphrase of a constituent, as in (4a), to a recasting of the intended meaning by the speaker, as in (4b), to the revision of an implication of the prior message, as in (4c), to a correction, as in (4d), or to a request for information, as in (4e).

(4)
a) My best friend, that is, John, is coming over tonight.


b) My boss just called in sick. In other words, his golf game is running late.


c) Jones brought alcohol to the party. Worse still, he gave some to several high school kids.


d) A: I like that version, Jean.



  B: It’s Joan


    A: That is to say, I like that version, Joan.


e) A: Susan is very sick. B: Are you saying that Susan is going to miss the party.


If we think of Reformulation as a repair, in the sense of Sachs, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974), it may be either self-initiated repair, as in (4a-d), or other-initiated repair, as in (4e). The motivation is the same as the one pointed out by earlier researchers: it is the speaker’s attempt to clarify a previous part of the discourse that was considered problematic, and thereby effect better communication.
 

This paper is divided into four parts. First, we present our analysis of the types of reformulation: what sort of reinterpretation can occur; for example, giving a fuller explanation, identifying an object in more familiar terms, making a relatively vague characterization more precise, and so forth. Second, we discuss the scope of reformulation: what aspect of the prior discourse segment is being reformulated. It may range, for example, from a single term in the prior sentence, the proposition of the prior sentence, the message of the prior sentence, an entailment of the prior message, to an implication of the prior message. Third, we examine the markers of reformulation which signal an upcoming reformulation; for example, that is, in other words, more accurately, better still, and to summarize. And finally, we consider how these markers occur in discourse marker sequences.

II. Types of Reformulation in English

Our starting point is the work of del Saz (2003), who was mainly concerned with providing a unitary definition of the notion of reformulation which would be broad enough to contemplate the inclusion of a range of lexical units whose main function would be that of reformulating in English. She identifies the following types and sub-types of reformulation in English,

(5)
a)
Explanation


Clarification



Identification  


Illustration  


b)
Rectification:


Neutral Rectification




Rectification and Fine-tuning




Rectification and Improvement


c)
Conclusion 


d)
Summary 

but only analyzed the types of explanation and rectification in depth, which comprise some, but not all, of the markers dealt with in this article. 


Like del Saz, but unlike most other researchers, we reject the distinction between paraphrastic and non-paraphrastic. We find that at least for English what should count as a paraphrastic reformulation (all the rest presumably being non-paraphrastic reformulation) is a distinction difficult to maintain. For example, it is unclear which of the following examples are truly paraphrastic.

(6)
a) My best friend, namely John, is coming over tonight.


b) The most affective – that is effective – way to do this is by starting over there.


c) The smallest one-celled animal – in other words the amoeba – doesn’t have exiting sex.


d) The porch, more precisely the veranda, is wet with paint.

Because we were unable to successfully determine whether these as well as many other examples were paraphrastic or non-paraphrastic, and more importantly, because this distinction does not do any theoretical or descriptive work (many of the markers of reformulation cut across this distinction) we have abandoned it as being of no use in the analysis of reformulation.

We have analyzed reformulation in English (and hopefully this will extend to other languages) into four main types: expansion; compression; modification; and reassessmentm, and a number of subtypes. 

For the first main type, expansion, the reformulation provides a fuller, usually more detailed of what was said or meant by the speaker of the source segment, or an alternative version of it. The reformulation may be an elaboration, as in (7). Note that (7c) shows that the source segment need not be immediately prior.

(7)
a) We have AC in the U.S. That is, we have alternating current. I don’t mean air condi-


tioning.

b) Wash the car. In other words, spray soapy water all over it, then rinse it off, then dry it 


thoroughly with a Turkish towel.

c) A: What’s going on? B: Huh? A: I mean, what the hell do you think you’re doing with that ladder and can of red paint?

The elaboration may be a clarification of what was said, as in (7a), or what was meant, as in (7b-c). Or, the expansion may be to provide a definition of a term or concept, as in (8),

(8) a) We saw an amoeba –that is, a single-celled animal—in the microscope.

b) The doctor said she was suffering from honeymoon cystitis. That is to say, urethral symptoms related to sexual intercourse.

or it may be to provide an identification of a term or concept, as in (9).

(9)
a) My best friend, namely  Sam, is coming tonight.


b) Dan, known as the black porcupine, is really a very nice guy.

Finally, the expansion may take the form of an illustration of a term or concept, as in (10).

(10)
a) There are three ways to spill ink. One way, for example, is to spill it deliberately.

b) There are three ways to spill ink. In other words/That is to say/I mean, you can do it deliberately, intentionally, and on purpose.



c) I can think of several reasons to go. For instance, Mary Lou will be there.


In contrast, the type of reformulation we call compression is the opposite of expansion. The type takes a relatively lengthy account and converts it into a short expression, as in (11).

(11) 
a) Harry wandered through the streets, turning this way and that, often going down a street


he had been on no more than 10 minutes before. Simply stated, he was lost.

b) I should think very carefully whether I want to work for them or not, whether I am willing to travel for 2 hours to reach the office and whether the money is worth the effort and time invested. In summary, I should take into account the cons and reach a decision soon. 



c) John has a job which requires him to work long hours, pay him poorly, and forces him to 


wear a mask. To put it simply, his job is terrible.

d) It rained, there were ants, and the tent blew over. Technically, there really wasn’t a picnic at all.


The third main type of reformulation is that of modification, where what was said or meant by the speaker is either narrowing down or correcting. This occurs when the characterization of a term or action is made to conform more closely to the speaker’s understanding of the facts or even correct them. Usually the notion of a continuum is relevant and narrowing occurs primarily with quantitative properties, although (12b) violates this generalization.

(12)
a) The porch was 40 feet long. More precisely, it was 39.5 feet long.

b) We want to visit Congress when we’re in DC. Actually, we want to see the Sen​​ate in session.



c) He cut off her hair. Or rather/That is to say, most of her hair, just leaving a little fringe 



around the top.



d) I like her. Or rather/On second thought, I would say I hate her, really.



e) I’m worried about my kidney. Or rather/On second thought/I mean my kidneys.



f) Mary – or rather Jennifer – will be leading class tomorrow.



g) That mistake won’t affect the overall plan. I mean, effect the overall plan.

This type of reformulation deals only with a single concept or action. Interestingly, we have been able to find no examples which broaden the scope of the previous proposition, such as in (13).

(13) a) The box weighed 42.5 pounds. *Less precisely, it weighed 43 pounds.

b) We want to see the Senate in action. *More broadly, we want to see both Houses of Congress in action.


Finally, the fourth type of reformulation in English is reassessment. Unlike the first three, this is a reformulation of an implication intended by the speaker of the prior segment, which describes a good or bad scenario. For example, in (14a) there is the implication from the first segment, that bringing alcohol to the party was bad whereas in (14b), the implication of that coming at noon would be fine. The reformulation provides a re-characterization of S1 which conveys the speaker’s view to be even worse or better, as the case may be.
(14)
a) He brought alcohol to the party. Still worse, he gave it to minors.


b) Come at noon. Better still, come at 1 right after the lunch break.


In summary, we suggest that there are four types of reformulation in English: expansion, which provides more information, compression, which summarizes a series of items encapsulated in a single expression, modification, which changes the value of a prior segment to conform more with what the speaker understands to be the facts or with his/her own perception of the situation, and reassessment, which revises the speaker’s opinion of an implication conveyed by a prior segment. 

III. THE Scope of reformulation in english

Turning now to the scope of reformulation, we examine what aspects of a prior segment can be reformulated. One of the few researchers to write on this aspect of reformulation, Blakemore (2002) writes that “reformulations are one example of the way that utterances may be relevant as representation of an utterance which they resemble.” (180) She continues that where one utterance is used to represent another, the resemblance may be found in its phonological, lexical, syntactic or logical properties, and in some cases, where the resemblance involves the sharing of logical and contextual implication, the utterance can be said to be relevant as an interpretation of a propositional form or thought (180-1). Fetzer (2003) also makes this point.

We find that there are indeed a number of aspects of a discourse segment that may be reformulated as Blakemore suggests. It is obvious from the preceding discussion that a prior concept is eligible for reformulation, as in (15).

(15)
a) Gordon Sumner, known as Sting, will not perform at the Fleet Center tonight.



b) I want a bicycle. In other words, a two-wheeled not a three-wheeled toy.



c) She’s a spinster. That is, she is very old and unmarried.

In addition not only can the propositional content of the segment be reformulated, as in (16),

(16)
a) The young, upper class woman completely won over the young, impressionable lad from the country. In other words, he would do anything she asked without questioning.


 b) He was sick, tired, wet, and dirty. In a word, a mess.

but also the entire message may also be reformulation, as in (17).

(17)
a) Take a load off your feet. In other words, sit down.



b) Where is John? I mean, how are we supposed to go home without a ride?


What is not so obvious is that there are other aspects of a prior segment that are eligible. An entailment of a prior segment may be reformulated, turning it from an implied proposition to an explicit one, as in (18).

(18)
a) She killed John. What I mean is, he is dead.



b) Some of the boys left. In other words, not all of them left.

A presupposition of a segment may also be reformulated in the same way, rendering an implicit proposition explicit.
(19)
a) The King of France is dead. In other words, there was a King of France



b) John has stopped beating he wife. That is to say, he had been beating her.

Similarly, a felicity condition on the illocutionary act conveyed by the prior segment can be reformulated, as in (20).

(20)
a) Felicity Condition of a request: Speaker wants the Hearer to perform the Action.





John, bring me the book, please. In other words, I really need that book.


b) Felicity Condition of an apology: Speaker is sincerely sorry for the Action.





I apologize. I mean, I’m really sorry for doing that.

Here, also, a condition implicit to the non-defective performances of the act is brought to the level of explicitness.


Finally, in discussing reassessment reformulation, we noted that an implication of the speaker is reformulated, as in (14), repeated here.

(14)
a) He brought alcohol to the party. Still worse, he gave it to minors.


b) Come at noon. Better still, come at 1 right after the lunch break.

However, reassessment isn’t the only case where the reformulation is of an implication, as the examples in (21) illustrate.

(21)
a) We don’t think you are funny. In other words, be quiet.


b) John has been away every weekend. I mean, he must have a girl friend out of town.


To summarize, every reformulation type (i.e. elaboration, compression, modification, and reassessment) can include a term or concept within its scope. However, only the sub-type of reformulation we have labelled explanation (and to a very limited extent, reassessment) can include other aspects of a prior segment within its scope: a proposition, message, entailment, presupposition, felicity condition, and implication.

IV. English Reformulation Markers

Again, research in the analysis of English markers of reformulation is scant. Fraser (1999, 2003) treats them as a sub-class of a main classes Discourse Markers (DMs), elaboration markers, and we follow his analysis, labelling them reformulation discourse markers, RDMs. 


Only del Saz Rubio has considered English markers of reformation in any detail and then, she only considered part of our inventory. In her analysis she treated reformulators as a sub-class within the Elaborative group (cf. Fraser 1999) and grouped them into four main classes according to the type of reformulation effected. Then she analysed two groups in detail, the Explanation and Rectification groups, and offered a detailed account of the functions that these markers displayed individually, alongside their syntactic and distributional properties. Finally, she arranged the taxonomy of markers of Explanation and Rectification into a hierarchy of hypernyms, hyponyms, synonyms and exclusive uses so as to account for their patterning with markers from the same and/or different classes.


The details of the classes of RDMs reported here is an extension of the work by del Saz (2003). We have grouped the RDMs into classes based on their meaning. In a few cases, a particular RDM may acceptably signal a type of reformulation with one wording while being unacceptable with another. Moreover, there will be differences within the classes both in the subtypes of reformulation they signal and there are certainly going to variations across people, registers, dialect, and the like. In short, we are unable to be very precise at this time.

Before discussing our analysis, a few preliminary comments are in order. First, in contrast to most DMs, RDMs typically cannot be deleted, especially those which have been traditionally believed to signal a “non-paraphrastic” reformulation, such as those under the Condensation, Modification and Reassessment group. The omission of the marker in these cases would render the sequence incomprehensible for the reader. Even omission of those under the Explanation group, where cases of semantic equivalence between the S1 and S2 are most common, are not clear.


In addition, some but not all (e.g. viz., namely, to wit) of the RDMs can be used literally and, as such, affect the meaning of the segment of which they are a part. The examples in (22) illustrate this.

(22)
a) When you say something in other words, you clarify what you mean.



b) I mean for John to go home before dark.



c) You should put the material for him in summary fashion.



d) To simplify that diagram required a considerable amount of work.

We are not dealing with expressions when used in this way. Third, there is no restriction on the syntactic form of either S1 or S2, and the only restrictions on the RDMs is that namely, viz., more X, or rather, better/worse still, and to summarize cannot occur in medial or final position. Furthermore, with a few exceptions (videlicet), a RDM can occur in both written and spoken discourse. However, there is a marked difference in the frequency of some of the RDMs in spoken as opposed to written, and vice versa; for example, to recap occurs more frequently in spoken discourse; to wit in written discourse.
 

We turn now to the actual classes of RDMs. The markers in (23) are the most general, covering most of reformulation types.

(23) that is (that is to say, what I’m saying is, I’m just saying, are you (seriously) saying, 
what you in fact will be saying is,    )

For purpose of exposition, for each of the subclasses, we list the paradigm marker first in bold type, for example, that is, and then list within parenthesis all those which function essentially like the first marker, for example, (that is to say, what I’m saying,…). 


These markers signal that what follows is a re-interpretation of some aspect of the prior discourse segment. But, as the examples in (24) show, the reinterpretation can take many forms, including both reformulation of what was meant as well as what was said.

(24)
a) We have AC, that is, alternating current, in the U.S. (elaboration)

b) Where is an amoeba? What I’m saying is where is a single celled animal? (definition)
c) There are three ways to spill ink.  That is, you can do it deliberately, intentionally, and on purpose. (illustration)


d) John, that is I’m saying my best friend, is coming over. (identification)
e) Harry wandered through the streets, turning this way and that, often going down a street  he had been on no more that 10 minutes before. That is, he was lost. (compression)
f) He cut off her hair. That is, he cut off most of her hair and just left a fringe around the edges. (narrowing)


g) You should have seen a neurologist; that is, not a urologist. (correcting)

The only case of reformulation not covered by that is is reassessment 


Similar to this group are the RDMs shown in (25),

(25) I mean (I mean/meant to say; by that I mean, what I mean/meant is, what I mean by that is, you mean, you mean to say, what you mean is, does that mean, if I understood you correctly,  ) 

which have about the same coverage. Like those RDMs in (23), those in (25) signal that the segment following is a reinterpretation of some aspect of the prior segment, with the sense “I mean to convey that,…”

(26)
a) We have AC, I mean, alternating current, in the U.S. (elaboration)

b) Where is an amoeba? I mean, where is the single celled animal? (definition)
c) There are three ways to spill ink. I mean, you can do it deliberately, intentionally, and on purpose. (illustration)


d) John, I mean my best friend, is coming over. (identification)
e) Harry wandered through the streets, turning this way and that, often going down a street  he had been on no more that 10 minutes before. I mean, he was lost. (compression)
f) He cut off her hair. I mean, he cut off most of her hair and just left a fringe around the edges. (narrowing)


g) You should have seen a neurologist; I mean, not a urologist. (correcting)

Somewhat less general are the RDMs in (27),

(27) in other words (or in other words, to put it in other words, better known as, let me put it this way, said another way,  )
which signal that a reformulation, specifically a restatement, of what was said or meant is to follow. The types with which these RDMs may occur form a subset of the that is group. For example, (24a) and (24f-g) do not permit in other words, since what follows is not a restatement but rather a clarification or correction of what was said. 

Nor may these RDMs occur with either of the modification subclasses, narrowing or correcting, since what follows in the second segment is not a restatement but a different statement. Those that do occur are illustrated in (28).

(28)
a) My husband is home. In other words, the king has arrived. 


b) Where is an amoeba? Let me put it another way, where is a single celled animal? 

c) John, better known as my best friend, is coming over.

d) Harry wandered through the streets, turning this way and that, often going down a street  he had been on no more that 10 minutes before. In other words, he was lost. 
e) It rained, there were ants, and the tent blew over. Said another way, the entire picnic was a disaster.


There is an interesting property of some members of these first and third classes of RDMs containing that is and in other words, namely, that at least some of them also function as Implicative Discourse Markers, that is, markers which signal a causal relationship between S1 and S2, which include so, thus, therefore, as a result, etc. For example, in (29a),

(29)
a) The baby is teething. In other words/that is/so/as a result/thus, we aren’t going to get much sleep tonite.

b) The baby is teething. In other words/that is/*so/*as a result/*thus, the new teeth are pushing upward through the gums.

the DM in other words is functioning as an IDM and signals that the state of the world represented by the second segment is a consequence of the state of the world represented by the first; simply stated, S1 is the cause of S2. In (27b), however, the RDM in other words signals that a reformulation follows, in this case the scope is the term teething. Most members of this class have a dual function although better known as does not. 


The other classes of RDMs essentially occur with one type of reformulation. Those in (30) and (31)

(30) namely (to wit, notably, specifically,   ) 
(31) for example (for instance, such as,…) 

cover identification and illustration, respectively, as shown in (32) and (33).

(32) a) My best friend, namely Sam, is coming over tonight



b) She identified the two people in the car, to wit, John and Susan.

(33) a) There are three ways to spill ink. One way, for example is to spill it deliberately.



b) I can think of several reason to go. For instance, Mary Lou will be there.

The members of these two classes may not occur in the same environment. Namely occurs when the entire set of concepts preceding it is to be made explicit, whereas for example occurs when one concept is selected from at least two possibilities.


Those in (34),

(34) in summary (summarizing, to summarize, to sum up, in conclusion, to concluded, simply stated, in a word, in recapitulation, in simpler terms, all in all, technically, in technical terms,…)

occur with the compression type of reformulation, which signals that two (usually three) or more aspects of a topic may be incorporated under a single notion or term. 


Those RDMs in (35),

(35) more precisely (more accurately, more specifically technically, more exactly, to be more precise,…) 

occur solely with the sub-type of modification, narrowing, as shown in (36). 

(36) The porch was 40 feet long – more precisely – 39.5 feet.

while those in (37), reflect a sub-type we are calling correcting, as illustrated in (38)/

(37) or rather (actually, on second thought,…)

(38) He cut off her hair. Or rather, he cut off most of her hair and just left a fringe around the edges.

Finally, those in (39)

(39) better (better still ((or) (even) better still/yet, (even) worse still/yet

are limited to the assessment type of reformulation. The table below reflects this distribution.

Reformulation Sub-Type vs. RDM Classes

	Reformulation (Sub)Type
	Markers of Reformulation

	Expansion
	

	
Elaboration/Definition
	that is to say/I mean/in other words/

	
Illustration
	that is to say/in other words, for example

	
Identification
	that is to say/I mean/ in other words/namely

	Compression
	that is to say/in other words/I mean/in summary

	Modification
	

	
Narrowing
	that is to say, I mean, more precisely

	
Correcting
	that is to say, I mean, or rather

	Reassessment
	better still



The distribution of RDMs with various scopes of reformulation is shown in the table below.

RDMs vs. Scope of Reformulation

	RDMs
	Term
	Prop
	Msg
	Entail
	Presup
	Implic
	Felic

	that is to say
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK

	in other words
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK

	I mean
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK
	OK

	for example
	OK
	
	
	
	
	
	

	namely
	OK
	
	
	
	
	
	

	in summary
	OK
	
	
	
	
	
	

	more precisely
	OK
	
	OK
	
	
	
	

	or rather
	OK
	
	
	
	
	
	

	better still
	OK
	OK
	OK
	
	
	OK
	


V. Sequencing of Reformulation markers in English


In the first part of this section we will focus with sequences of two RDMs signalling reformulation. There were very few instances of these in the corpora we examined: the British National Corpus and the University of Michigan corpus. However, it should be kept in mind that people vary greatly on what is acceptable or unacceptable, the context of the interchange and/or the intonation often determining the judgement. In some cases, there were no instances in the corpora (e.g., I mean to say for example), yet we were confident that the sequence was acceptable. In other cases, where we were confident that a sequence was unacceptable we found one or two cases. In general, we assessed these cases as aberrant. These facts are summarized in the following table.

Sequences of RDMs

	Reformulation DM
	that is
	I mean
	for example
	more precisely

	that is to say
	
	OK
	OK
	

	in other words
	OK
	OK
	
	

	I mean
	
	
	OK
	OK

	Namely
	
	
	
	

	for example
	
	
	
	

	in summary
	
	
	
	

	more precisely
	
	
	
	

	or rather
	
	
	
	OK

	better still
	
	
	
	



Considering the more general types of RDMs – that is, in other words, I mean – and their combination with each other, we find that that is and in other words can be the first element in the sequence, and are sometimes followed by I mean.

(40)
a) John is a fine man. That is, what I mean to say, is that John has integrity and class.

b) The King of France is dead. In other words, (what) I mean (by that), there was a King of France.

However, I mean is not possible in the sequence-initial position. It seems as if the speaker first signals a reformulation with that is or in other words and then, perhaps incidentally, reinforces the intention to reformulate with I mean (to say).


Looking at these three markers when they occur with other RDMs, we found no instances where that is or in other words combined with any of the Condensation RDMs (in summary, to sum up, in a word), the Correction RDMs (more correctly, to be more specific, or rather) or the Reassessment RDMs (or better still). 

We did find instances of I mean (to say)/What I mean(to say) occurring with cases of Narrowing RDMs (more precisely)  and for example, as in,

(41)
a)We wanted to visit Boston this year. I mean, more specifically, the Haymarket area.

b) There are three good reason not to go there. I mean, for example, the fact that it is very marshy should be sufficient.

A final sequence of RDMs involves or rather followed by one of the narrowing RDMs, as in,

(42)
a) He cut off her hair. Or rather, to be more accurate, most of her hair, at least in the front.



b) The porch measured 40 feet in length. Or rather, more precisely, 39.5 feet.


Now we turn to but, and, or, so, the primary DMs of the three major types, contrastive, elaboration, and implicative, and their occurrence in sequence with RDMs. In the chart below, we have placed representative RDMs and indicated whether or not they co-occur with and, but, or so. It is relevant to note that the representative RDM is not always the member of the class which occurs in sequence, as we shall see.

Sequences of but, and, so with RDMs
	and
	but
	so
	Reformulation DM

	OK
	OK
	OK
	that is

	
	
	OK
	In other words

	OK
	OK
	OK
	I mean 

	
	
	
	namely/for example

	
	
	OK
	To summarize 

	
	OK
	
	more precisely

	
	*
	
	or rather

	OK
	OK
	
	better still 


The DM and  typically signals that the second discourse segment, S2, is conveying a message on the same topic as S1 (or some aspect derived from S1), and that it is on the same conceptual level as S1, that is, it is not a modifier of S1 or subordinate to S1. Insofar as the meaning of the RDM conforms with this syntactically, the and can be the first element of the sequence but only if the RDM contains an anaphoric term. Thus, we find,

(43)
a) I want a bicycle. And what I’m saying by this is that I want a vehicle with two not three


wheels.



b) The stock is currently up-tight, and what I mean (by that) is that the stock is only occa-​


sionally for sale.


Similarly, assessment markers (better still, even worse, etc.) also enjoy the possibility of an and before them, as shown in (44)

(44)
a) John brought alcohol to the party. And even worse/worse still, he gave it to kids.

b) We got the kids scholarships to camp in the summer. And even better/better still, we arranged to transportation to and from the camp.

but the “paraphrastic” RDMs (e.g., that is, I mean, in other words, more precisely) do not permit a sequence-initial and. 


The DM but signals a contrast between S2 and the prior S1 or some aspect of it, again with the condition that the message of S2 is on the same topic and level as the contrasted aspect of S1. We find the examples in (43) and (44), above, are acceptable with but, but there is, in addition, another possible sequence, shown in (45).

(45) a) A: The porch is 40 feet long. B: But more precisely, it’s only 39.5 feet.

b) We wanted to visit Congress. But more specifically, we wanted to visit the Senate in session.

since the narrowing markers are in contrast to the initial S1 segment.


Finally, the DM so signals that the state or action represented by S2 follows from or is caused by some aspect of the preceding segment S1. For example,

(46) a) The water wouldn’t boil. So, we couldn’t have any tea.



b) John is hungry. So got get him something to eat.

Interestingly, there is another sense of so which is not causal but conclusionary. This is illustrated in (47).

(47)
a) The school library has many new books and several new computers. We have the finest of staff. And we recently obtained the Jackson art collection for our gallery. So we would like to hear from you and have you visit us.

b) A: Peter hasn’t called to inform us about his whereabouts. B: So, in other words, we can start the meeting if we want.

It is not surprising, then, that in summary, in conclusion, or a similar compression RDM can occur in a sequence with so, for example, in the preceding example. What is surprising is the fact that the sequences of so what I’m saying (by that), so in other words, and so what I mean (to say/by that) can also occur, as shown in (48).

(48)
e) Harry wandered through the streets, turning this way and that, often going down a street  he had been on no more that 10 minutes before. So what I saying is that he was lost.

f) It rained, there were ants, and the tent blew over. So, in other words, the entire picnic was a disaster.

where so signals a conclusion, and the RDM signals that what follows is a reinterpretation of the foregoing.

VI conclusion


In the foregoing we have examined the concept of reformulation, a taxonomy of reformulation types in English, those aspects of the discourse segment which may be the focus of the formulation, and the entire set of discourse markers of reformulation, their meaning and distribution. Finally we looked briefly at the sequences of RDMs with other DMs. In doing so, we have attempted to provide a unified account of the notion of reformulation in English, an uncharted territory to date.
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� We will not dwell on Spanish researchers on the notion Reformulation and Reformulators since they work within the French framework.


� Blakemore (1996) examines four discourse markers (in other words, that is, that is to say, and in short), identifying them as a sub-type of apposition markers which she labels reformulation markers. However she is concerned with convincing the reader that these expressions are not DMs and provides few details. In addition, Cuenca (2002), mentions that paraphrastic reformulation takes other values such as specification, explanation, summary, denomination, and even non-paraphrastic meanings such as implication, conclusion and contrast (1073) but, like Blakemore, she does not go into detail. 


� In terms of Fraser (1999; 2003) reformulation markers are a sub-class of the class of Elaboration Markers.


� Sometimes it may be done for other reasons, e.g. humor or sarcasm, as in “My husband has arrived. In other words, the king is in his castle.”


� This type of reformulation should not be confused with a Class of DMs with the same name.


� Blakemore (1996) examines in other words, that is, that is to say, and in short, maintaining that when they function as markers of reformulation, they maintain their ordinary meaning. Except perhaps for the last, in short, it is obvious that their meaning is not compositional but idiomatic and, thus, they qualify on her terms for discourse markers which have only procedural meaning. (cf. Fraser 2001; 2004 we do not include your reference of 2004, or is it 2003?).


� We reject Cuenca (2002) distinction between simple & complex RDMs as being not useful for our work.


� Some readers may find other collocation acceptable. This is to be expected.


� We are omitting discussion of the primary Temporality DM, then, since it doesn’t occur in sequence with any of the RDMs. In addition, we have excluded the DM, or, since the form occurs with many of the RDMs and it, also, does not occur with the RDMs. I don´t understand this very well, the last part “and it, also, does not….”








