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NOTES ON THE ROLE OF PROSODY IN
CONVERSATIONAL DISCOURSE: EVIDENCE FROM
ENGLISH AND SERBIAN TALK IN INTERACTION

This paper examines the role of prosody in Serbian and English con-
versational discourse. The underlying assumption is that the investiga-
tion of conversational prosody can yield deeper understanding of both
prosody and conversational structure, but that it demands a different ap-
proach that is not based on sentence-level grammar. The corpus used
consists of three recorded conversations in English and three in Serbian,
transcribed using the conventions of DuBois et al. (1992, 2006). The re-
sults point to several systematic tendencies in the role of prosody in turn
taking, as well as in the realization of interruptions and simultaneous
speech. In this respect, notable similarities between English and Serbian
are found. In a more general sense, it is argued that it has become neces-
sary for speech prosody research to step beyond sentence-level models
and take a more interactionally oriented approach.

Key words: prosody, conversation, turn-taking, talk-in-interaction

1 Introduction

Prosody has long been recognized as playing a central role in the produc-
tion and interpretation of spoken language. Major approaches to proso-
dy, however, have been based on speech read in laboratory settings, pro-
duced in ideal recording conditions, with conclusions and theories es-
tablished on the basis of sentence-level models (e.g Trager 1964, Lehiste
and Ivi¢ 1986, Bolinger 1989, Cruttenden 1997). Only recently, there
has been a growing awareness of the fact that prosodic study derived
from spontaneous speech may provide a deeper understanding of both
conversation structure and prosody (Schegloff 1998:237, Furo 2001:3).
What nevertheless still emerges from the existing literature is the need
for fuller examinations of prosody in the conversational context. Also
there is scarce, if any, litrature on the conversational prosody of Serbian.
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This study represents an initial segment of a wider analysis of con-
versational prosody of English and Serbian, intended to point to some
aspects of interest that have been little studied in the existing literature
on prosody. It touches on some methodological issues, such as determin-
ing appropriate units of analysis, and then moves on to show particular
discursive functions of prosody not captured by word and sentence-level
analyses. The focus is primarily on the interactional function of proso-
dy in managing spontaneous conversation. The principal hypothesis is
that participants actively make use of prosodic information in order to
project, interpret and produce verbal behaviour in spontaneous interac-
tion, drawing on socially acquired rules of conversation. The underlying
assumption is that it has become necessary for prosodic research to step
beyond sentence-level grammar and take a more interaction-oriented
approach.

In this study a communicative approach is adopted and prosody is
viewed in light of discourse organization. Crucially, investigating the
discourse functions of prosody presupposes reliance on stretches of
speech longer than a sentence. For this purpose, a corpus of spontane-
ous conversations in Serbian and American English has been collected.
The corpus is composed of spontaneous conversations recorded by the
participants themselves and transcribed using the transcription conven-
tions of DuBois et al. (1992, 2006). It totals 6 conversations altogether
(3 in Serbian and 3 in English), comprising about 1 hour 16 minutes of
speech and about 4000 intonation units. The obtained discourse-level
material was subjected to acoustic analysis, although impressionistic ob-
servations are also found to be useful. The list of the transcription con-
ventions used is given in the Appendix.

The following are some findings and observations about prosody in
conversational interaction. The intention is to offer a concise account
of the role of prosody in interaction and to point to aspect of interest
for future research. The paper starts with a brief section introducing the
basic concepts and terminology pertaining to conversation analysis and
prosody, and then moves on to methodological issues and a summary of
findings. The focus is on conversational structure and the management
of its sequential order, and it is hypothesized that the investigation of
prosodic form can provide additional insight into the turn-taking mech-
anism and the management of turn-taking violations.
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2 Background
2.1 Conversation

However mundane or unsensational it may appear, conversation is a
fundamental activity in social life. As such, it has nowadays been firmly
established as a linguistic and social activity worthy of study in its own
right, rather than the erratic reflection of linguistic competence, as it
used to be viewed in the earlier structuralist tradition (TenHave 2007:3).
In the past two or three decades, the management of everyday talk has
been receiving growing attention in areas as diverse as linguistics, psy-
chology, sociology, anthropology, gender studies and socially oriented
discourse analysis. Early studies on the topic were mainly prescriptive
in focus, and only since the 1960s the investigation of how people actu-
ally speak, rather than how they should speak, has earned a legitimate
place in linguistic scholarship (TenHave 2007:11). The analytic frame-
work that allowed for this shift of emphasis is conversation analysis (or
CA) developed by Harvey Sacks and Emanuel Schegloft (1973, 1974).

Conversation analysis is primarily concerned with the sequential
order of conversation, or the ways participants take turns at talking in
orderly and systematic ways (Schegloff 2000:1). A key question in this
respect is how it is possible for interactants to so easily synchronize this
turn-taking with so little gap or overlap (Wennerstrom 2001:168). Sacks,
Schlegloff and Jefferson (1974:701) showed that orderly turn-taking
is feasable because participants mostly take turns at what they termed
transition-relevance places (TRPs), or places at which legitimate transi-
tion between speakers is in some way signalled as possible. Sacks et al.
(1974:704) further propose a simple set of turn-taking rules:

1. If a speaker has selected a particular next speaker, then that speak-
er should take a turn at that place.

2. If no such selection has been made, any next speaker may select
himself/herself as the next speaker.

3. If no next speaker has been selected, then the current speaker
may, but need not, continue talking.

These rules are tacitly understood by the participants, forming a part
of their linguistic and interactional competence, although they need not
be recognized overtly. This is what makes it possible for interactants to
manage and negotiate their participation in conversation (Hutchby and
Wooffitt 2008:41).

One more concept needs to be introduced at this point. It has been
termed projectability and involves the possibility for participants to
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project, at the course of what is being said, the type of unit in question
and its possible completion point. This projection is based on a whole
set of inferential signals, that may be syntactic or pragmatic, but also
prosodic in nature. Signalled in these ways, projectability allows partici-
pants to identify the first possible completion point of a unit, which be-
comes the initial TRP, where speaker changes can occur (Furo 2001:35).
It is thus crucial in accomplishing orderly interactional sequences with
little gaps and overlaps.

2.2 Prosody

Prosody is generally defined as the suprasegmental aspects of speech
that comprise phonetic features such as pitch, loudness, length and qual-
ity (Banno 1999:9, Cruttenden 1997:2). These features are associated with
intonation, exhibited in gradient contasts resulting from pitch move-
ments and pitch accents within an utterance (Banno 1999:10). Although
the terms prosody and intonation are sometimes used unterchangeably,
prosody is usually thought of as including some phenomena which are
not encompassed by intonation, such as pauses, silences and voice qual-
ity.

In the English tradition, there is a large body of work dealing with
speech prosody. Kenneth Pike was among the first American structural-
ists to systematically analyze prosodic factors in English. He used the
term intonation contours for abstracted sentence melodies (Pike 1945,
reproduced in Bolinger 1969:53). Pike’s system was later adopted by
Trager and Smith (1951) and Trager (1964), whose primary contribu-
tion was a more thorough examination of the role of stress and of pitches
occurring at pause points. Within the British tradition, one of the most
significant contributores was David Crystal with his Prosodic systems
and intonation in English (1969). He analyzed the tone unit as the pri-
mary functional unit to which linguistic meanings are attached. In more
interaction oriented research, an influential model of prosody is that of
Halliday (1967a, 1967b), founder of systemic-functional linguistics, who
developed a functional description of English intonation. Halliday was
also one of the first researchers to analyze natural conversation, a sample
of which he included at the end of his book Intonation and Grammar in
British English (1967a). More recent studies on British and American
English include Selkirk (1995) Brazil (1997), Cruttenden (1997), Wen-
nerstom (2001).

Research done on the speech prosody of Serbian has yielded com-
parably less result, mostly focusing on the problem of word accents (e.g.
Fekete 2000, Petrovi¢ 1996). One influential publication in this area is
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that by Lehiste and Ivi¢ (1986). The book addresses the gap that the au-
thors identify in research on Serbo-Croatian prosody. The authors are
primarily interested in accentual patterns in final and nonfinal sentences
and clauses. While the analysis offers much novel data on Serbian pros-
ody, it is nevertheless somewhat limited in scope and the material used
(272 sentences produced by two participants). Also, the study does not
address the topic of discourse prosody and is only based on sentence-
level material. The questions of Serbian interactional prosody thus re-
main underresearched to date.

Altogether, the vast majority of research on prosody and intonation
has so far dealt mainly with (usually read) speech collected in experi-
mental laboratory setting, using sentence-level data for analysis. Con-
sidering the nature of naturally-occurring talk in interaction, which
normally involves incomplete sentences, repetitions, hesitations and
false starts, it seems appropriate to assume that conversational prosody
cannot be adequately and fully described on the basis of sentence-level
models. A discourse-level approach is thus crucial in accounting for the
interactional meaning of particular prosodic events in real-time conver-
sation. The goal of this study is to address this gap and point to some
possible avenues for further explorations.

3 Going beyond sentence-level prosody

The examination of the collected material confirms the hypothesis
that discourse-level speech exibits some difference in prosody and that
its investigation calls for including a wider spectrum of prosodic charac-
teristics and a somewhat different approach from sentence-level inquiry.
The following is an attempt to briefly cover these aspects and point to
some possible avenues for further explorations.

3.1 Different units of analysis

Whatever its theoretical background or language of interest, every
study of prosody must involve well-defined units of analysis. However,
identifying units appropriate for a discourse-level examination poses
some methodological challenges and has yielded some disagreement
among sholars.

Looking at any transcript of conversational interaction, it becomes
evident that conversational speech is not segmented into regular syntac-
tic units such as full sentences or clauses. It typically involves frequent
repetions, false starts, repair, self-repair, interruptions, collaborative
constructions etc. Altough they represent relevant categories for spoken
discourse, syntactic units are thus evidently inappropriate as units of
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analysis. What is required as a basis of interaction-oriented examination
of prosody is a cognitively and interactionally defined unit that speakers
use to articulate turns at talk in interaction.

An increasingly influential attempt to formulate and define units of
spoken discourse is that of Wallace Chafe (1994, 1998), based on cog-
nitive constraints, information flow and the referential aspects of dis-
course. Chafe introduces intonation units (1Us) as basic units of talk that
are functionally relevant. The intonation unit is defined as “a sequence
of words combined under a single, coherent intonational contour” that
“plays an important functional role in the production and comprehen-
sion of language” (Chafe 1994:62). Chafe shows that intonation units of-
ten correspond to syntactic units, as approximately 60% of intonation
units in English are shown to consist of a single clause (Chafe 1994:78).
However, this leaves 40% of cases where IUs do not entail such syntactic
correlations, but are composed of close fragments, single words, noun
phrases, prepositional phrases etc. While Chafe’s account is mainly based
on cognitive constraints, such as the one-new-idea-per-unit constraint
(Chafe 1994:99), intonation units may also be viewed as interactional
units. As Kérkkdinen (2003:29) points out, IUs are sensitive not only to
cognitive, but also to interactional constraints that emerge in the course
of talk, and as such are especially appropriate for analyzing any aspect of
conversational discourse.

Having this in mind, the present paper draws on the notion of in-
tonation units as proposed by Chafe, while also viewing them as inter-
actional units. When the examination of prosody is concerned, these
are seen as the only appropriate units of analysis, as the observations
on interactional prosody and its role-in turn-taking, such as the ones
presented below, would be virtually impossible if merely relying on sen-
tence and clause units.

3.2 Prosody in the managament of turn-taking

The notion of projectability - an interlocutor’s ability to anticipate
when a turn is likely to end - was examined in both the English and
the Serbian conversations, with a focus on prosodic features. The pat-
terns that have emerged hold for both languages, with minor differences
in frequency. Several prosodic cues are shown to have a crucial role in
talk-in-interaction, allowing the participants to interpret meaning and
to predict what is to follow.

The analysis has thus shown that speakers choose to take the floor
not only on the basis of syntactic completion, but that they also project
turn-completion onto particular prosodic signals. Such signals are per-
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ceived by listeners slightly in advance of the end of a turn and they en-
able participants to anticipate turn-completion before it actually occurs.
In the analyzed material, several instrumentally identifiable prosodic
cues that are perceptually effective as markers of TRPs have been identi-
fied.

The most common of such cues in both English and Serbian are
pauses, which tend to occur at ends of turns, thus marking potential loci
of turn-completion at which the next speakers can take over the floor.
The following example from Serbian offers an illustration :

(1)

1 DINA; On je meni reko

2 Ja sam se prebacio na ovaj novi program
3 Jer mi je neko reko da je laksi

4 (1.1)

5 MAJDA; Njemu nijedan nece biti la:k

6 .

7 DINA; A kako da ostaje ovde?

8 .

9 MAJDA; Ne znam ja sad dal on ostaje

10 .

11 DINA; Pareko mije

12 Upi[sao se]

13 MAJDA; [A pa dobro] ja reko ti mene pitas
14

15 DINA; ﬁpisao se

The analysis shows that pauses function as significant cues in turn-
taking. Although they are by no means fixed signals, it appears that par-
ticipants often associate pauses with turn-completion, which prompts
them to take the floor. Long pauses are almost uniformly followed by
turn shifts in both languages. This confirms the existing findings of
pauses as good predictors of turn completion (e.g. Wennerstrom and
Siegel 2001:11).

The second prosodic property shown to be transition-relevant is the
so-called final lengthening (Klatt 1975:129-140), or the lengthening of
syllables at the ends of intonation units. This prosodic property is shown
to play a role in the local interactional management of conversation, al-

1 The transcription of pauses here follows the system of DuBois et al. (2006:1): short
pauses are indicated with two dots, longer pauses (of approximately three tenths
of a second up to one second in length) are transcribed with three dots, while long
pauses (of more then one second) have the measured length of the pause given in
parenthesis.
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lowing participants to predict turn finality and act with little gap or si-
lence. Lengthening is not only found on words bearing focus, but is just
as common on non-focal lexemes. Also, the data from both languages
show that final lengthening is found most frequently on the final syllable
in the IU, but the effect is also found to spread on the preceding sylla-
ble. This calls for including both final and next-to-final syllables when
identifying final lengthening. The following example illustrates the final
lengtehning phenomenon (lenghtening is marked with : in line with
DuBois et al. 2006:1):

(2)

1  SANDRA; well

2 it’s your very first .. like official ima:ge
3 STEVE; yeah yeah it's my first-

4 SANDRA,; like if this -

5 STEVE; and this little initial thi:ng

6 there’s plenty more I can do:

Sandra’s turn in line 2 contains lenghtening on the very final un-
stressed syllable in the IU (image). The example shows what this means
in discourse: Steve takes the lengthening to indicate turn-completion
and takes over immediately, without any pauses. But Sandra’s interrup-
tion that promptly follows in line 4 indicates that she may not have been
done with her turn, which leads to a series of interruptions where turns
are being negotiated.

The corpus shows that turn-finality is also characterized by a drop
in pitch. In both langauges, there is a marked tendency for pitch levels
to diminish not only at the ends of intonations units, but at the ends of
turns as a whole. This downward pitch movement, typically occurring at
the final word or syllable in the IU, can be taken as an indicator of turn
completion, where the floor can legitimately be shifted from one speaker
to another. This is thus another prosodic property that appears to play a
notable role in the speakers’ mutual management of interaction. In the
following example, the average pitch level for the segment is 262 Hz; in
Dinass last intonation unit in line 4, the average pitch is similarly 244 Hz,
starting at 270 Hz (Ja) and ending in a notable drop at 208 Hz (smrzla),
leading Majda to take over the turn immediately.

(3)

1 DINA; Onisu hteli ceo dan da bleje u Belegisu
2 Posto je kao trijes stepeni danju

3 A vidim §to ima trijes stepeni

4 Ja. sam se smrzla

270Hz 262Hz 266Hz  208Hz
5 MAJDA; U ponedeljak ¢e biti jedanes
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Similarly, turn-final segments in both English and Serbian com-
monly involve a drop in loudness. Again, this prosodic change can be
taken as a salient marker of potential transition-relevance places. The
material indicates that decreased amplitude, i.e. loudness, is commonly
associated with the giving away of a turn in conversation in both Eng-
lash and Serbian. The example below illustrates the turn-final decrease
in intensity (marked as P><P in the transcription), where Anne’s turn
starts at 74 db, progresses at an average of 70 db, and ends in 54 db.

(4)
1 ANNE; That’s funny cause I'm just talking about the food

But mm yeah it was nice
And I P>went there for lunch today<P

MEGAN; Very cool
So were you nervous your first day?

NN U W

3.3 Prosody and the violations of turn-taking rules
3.3.1 Interruptions

Interruptions represent a significant and much studied aspect of
language in interaction (e.g. Zimmerman & West 1975, Schegloff 2002,
Kohonen 2004, Coates 2004, Tannen 2005). The examination of the ma-
terial collected confirms the hypothesis that interruptions may be more
tully understood if observing their prosodic form.

In the present analysis, the examination of interruption in the pro-
sodic structure of English and Serbian discourse has revealed patterns of
occurence that exhibit notable regularities. The analysis shows that in-
terruptions occur as products of partcipants’ orientation to the conver-
sational set of rules and that they are motivated jointly by emotional and
turn-competitive needs. Altogether, 46 instances of interruption were
identified in the English material and 65 in Serbian, and their phonetic
properties were analyzed acoustically for both languages.

On a most general level, the phonetic realization of interruptions is
shown to involve high amplitude and elevated pitch. In both English and
Serbian conversations, the onset of an interruptive utterance is typically
followed by a notable rise in pitch level and/or loudness, which may be
seen as a way of compensating for the intrusion and maintaining the
fundamental orientation to the basic rule-set. In the following example,
Majda interrupts in line 3 at a pitch level of 401 Hz and loudness at 69

a(aLoeH

0¢¢-S0C+ 0l0C »

2131



Bogetic¢ K.

1214

dB, which is significantly higher than the pitch and loudness of Dina’s
preceding interrupted utterance in line 2):

(5)
1 DINA; Iondasukao rekli

2 Bas ¢e to da bude sve stravaa- 283 Hz 58 dB
3  MAJDA; I svi nose neko 401 Hz 69dB
4 neka:

5

nacionalna obelezja

However, the exact pitch levels are found to vary according to the
emotional and cognitive urgency of an interruption. Most generally
speaking, greater urgency involves higher pitch and loudness. It thus
appears crucial to distinguish between functions and types of interrup-
tions, such as those that are directly turn-competitive and those that are
purely supportive or cooperative.

3.3.2 Overlap

Looking at the prosodic form of utterances can also be revealing
when investigating the ways people manage and resolve overlapping
segments in conversation. The instance of both parties starting to speak
at the same time and continuing in overlap for several syllables or words
is common in both language materials, though it appears somewhat
more frequent in Serbian. Similarly as in the case of interruptions, such
overlapping sequences are found to be typically characterized by a rise
in pitch level, and even more prominently, loudness. These prosodic fea-
tures function as resources that may be drawn on in competing for the
turn at the moment of overlap. The following is an example of such com-
petition:

(6)

1 BRIAN; Especially when you're

2 you know

3 (1.5)

4 watching @twilights

5 ee@

6 .

7 Oh man that movie was [S:o stu]pi:d 310Hz 56 dB

8 MARIA; [It was really] ba:d 366 Hz 71 dB
Further, a similar tendency as with interruptions is noted in the case
of overlaps: overlaps that are directly competitive for the floor gener-
ally involve higher pitch and greater loudness than those that are simply
cooperative, such as back-channels (mhm, yeah, right) and brief expres-
sions of agreement and support (I know what you mean). There appears
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to exist, however, some difference in the prosodic change between Eng-
lish and Serbian, the Serbian overlap instances showing somewhat less
rise in pitch and loudness than the English ones. It is beyond the scope
of this paper to discuss interruptions and overlap in more detail, but it
would be interesting to examine the variations in prosody depending on
the discourse functions and types of these elements, which may poten-
tially yield valuable insights into some cross-linguistic differences in the
management of such seemingly disruptive segments.

4 Discussion

The findings confirm the hypothesis of prosody as actively employed
in the projection and production of verbal behaviour. Prosody is shown
to be a significant resource for interpreting meaning in discourse and
situating one’s own participation in it. This is in line with Schegloft’s
(1998:237) view of prosody as one of the sets of linguistic resources by
which participants interactively produce conversation. Its interactional
role is thus distinct from that of sentence-prosody, contibuting to a wid-
er spectrum of turn-taking actions.

The analysis of prosodic properties of turns and intonation units
has yielded some insights into the local organization and management
of conversational structure. Namely, speakers choose to take the floor
not only on the basis of syntactic completion, but they also project
turn-completion onto particular prosodic cues, such as pauses, syllable
lengthening or drop in pitch or loudness. These cues can be perceived by
listeners slightly in advance of a turns’s end, enabling them to anticipate
turn-completion before it actually occurs. The analysis points to some
notable patterns of occurrence in this respect, with the majority of turn-
transitions marked by at least one of the four described prosodic cues.
This is not to say that such prosodic signals can function entirely on
their own, or that there is a one-to-one correspondence between a spe-
cific signal and an interactional function. They are essentially the result
of complex negotiating of the ongoing discourse organization, working
together with non-verbal cues, syntax, pragmatic and cognitive factors
to produce clear signals of conversational intentions. Moreover, as spo-
ken discourse involves a number of synactically possible completion
points, prosody can be relied on to project TRPs out of all the syntacti-
cally complete utterances.

Apart from these more or less smooth transitions, instances of inter-
ruption and overlap have been identified and analyzed separately. What
emerges from the analysis is that such elements are typically marked
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prosodically, involving a rise in pitch or loudness. One implication of
this finding is that interruptions and overlap do not merely represent
random violations of the turn-taking rules, but are fundamentally relat-
ed to the basic rule-set. If these rules are to be broken, this has to marked
and compensated in some way, and one way of compensating for in-
trusion is precisely through prosody. The fact that the prosodic form
of interruptions and overlap appears to vary depending on the level of
intrusion (i.e. whether the disruption is turn-competitive or purely co-
operative) further confirms the view of prosody as reflecting orientation
to the basic turn-taking rules. All this gives importance to Drummond’s
(1989:150-166) emphasis on distinguishing between disruption and fa-
cilitation, as the analysis shows that even when a speaker is interrupted
formally, i.e. caused to stop speaking or abandon the turn, this is often
motivated by the need to offer support to current talk. By looking at the
prosodic properties of different interruption and overlap types, their in-
teractional implications may be understood more fully.

All these findings point to the roles of prosody as a set of interac-
tional resources for speakers and hearers distinct from the functions of
sentence-level prosody. This is seen as giving support to Emanuel Sche-
gloft’s (1998:236) claim that the notion of conversational prosody must
be viewed in contrast to the prosody of invented sentences, experimen-
tally read sentences or elicited utterances, as the study of conversational
prosody involves the study of the ways interaction figures in the produc-
tion and understanding of talk.

5 Conclusion

The investigation of prosody in English and Serbian talk-in-interac-
tion has confirmed the underlying assumption in this paper, the view of
conversational prosody as distinct in use and function from sentence-
level prosody and worthy of analysis in its own right. Prosody is shown
to play a role in the management of turn-taking in conversation, allow-
ing participants to interpret what has been said, to predict what is to
follow, or to signal and compensate for rule-violations, such as inter-
ruptions and overlap. However, these are just preliminary findings and
though they indicate some avenues for further explorations, more work
with larger corpora is needed. What is nevertheless apparent from the
present analysis is that in order to fully understand the prosodic char-
acteristics of conversational discourse, it is necessary to explore a wide
range of properties such as pauses, silences, pitch, loudness and tempo
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and investigate their interactional function using discourse-level mate-
rial. The application of such findings is undoubtedly extensive, ranging
from second and foreign language teaching to the design of intelligent
dialogue-systems software.

Altogether, the results presented here lend support to the view that
prosodic analyses of spontaneous speech can provide deeper insights
into both prosody and conversational organization. Prosody is shown
as playing a notable role in the management and organization of conver-
sation, as a resource for signaling the various speakers’ needs and mo-
tivations. All this confirms the idea that valuable new insights may be
obtained in prosodic research that steps beyond sentence-level grammar

and takes a more interaction-oriented approach.

APPENDIX

Transcription conventions

STEVE; speaker attribution
short pause (untimed)
longer pause (untimed)
(1.2) long pause (timed)
: prosodic lengthening
[] overlap first pair
[2] overlap second pair
- truncated/cut-off word
(H) inhale
(Hx) exhale
@ laugh
@youre @  laughing word
kidding
(COUGH)  vocalism
(TSK) click
<VOX> voice of another
B## unintelligible (one symbol per syllable)
#word uncertain transcription
((COMMENT)) analyst comment
~Pete pseudograph
<L2 L2> code switching
>> speeding up
<< slowing down
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<P P> quiet voice
> unit of interest
JIuteparypa
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Kcenmnja Borernh

HAIIOMEHE O Y/IO3U ITPO3OIUJE Y INNCKYPCY
KOHBEP3AIINJE: HAJTA3SU 13 TOBOPA Y UHTEPAKIIU]U
HA EHITTECKOM U CPIICKOM JE3UKY

Pesnme

Y oBoM pajly pasmarpaHa je ynora Iposofuje y AMCKYpCy KOHBep3aluje y CPIICKOM 1
eHr7eckoM jesuky. OCHOBHA NIPETIOCTaBKa je Ja MCIMTHMBAImbe KOHBEP3aljcKe IIpO3ojumje
MOXe JIOIIPUHeT! JyO/beM pasyMeBamy U IIPO3OJMje M KOHBeP3alMjcKe CTPYKTYpe, aau fia
OHO 3aXTeBa M OMTHO APYrauujy IPUCTYII O JOCALAIIMBUX IIPUCTYIIA, KOjI YITaBHOM OCTajy
y OKBHUpMMa HMBOA pedennte. KopuurheHnn kopiyc cacToju ce off IO TpU CHUM/beHe KOHBEP-
3alje Ha CPICKOM U €HITIECKOM jesMKy, TPaHCKpubOoBaHe Ha OCHOBY KoHBeHIuja [lyboa u
capagnuka (DuBois et al. 1992, 2006). ITpo3oauja je oBfe TIOCMaTpaHa KpO3 KOMYHUKAaTHBHU,
MHTePaKLUMjCKU MPUCTYI, y CBETy OpraHu3alyje AUCKypca. TOM Horneny, npumehene cy
OpojHe noxynapHocTy u3Mely cprickor u eHr/ieckor jesuka. ¥ mmpeM cMUCTY, 0BO yiyhyje Ha
noTpely Jia UCIMTHBAA IIPO30JHMje ToBOpa 13aly BaH OKBMpPA YMCTO pPeYEHNYHMX MOJieNa U
YCBOje Bullle MHTePAKLMjCKI OPUjeHTUCAH IIPUCTYII.

IIpuxsaheno 3a witiamity jyna 2010.





