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1. Main goals and assumptions 
 

- We want to study the interactions between prosodic 

structure and discourse taking as object of study 

three types of different particles that introduce and 

give cohesion to discourse.  

- We assume ToBI for prosodic transcription. Pitch 

accents,  boundary tones and break indices are 

annotated following the ToBI standards developed for 

Catalan and Spanish -although with some 

modifications included in Elordieta (2011) and in 

Cabrera-Abreu et al. (submitted). 
 Sp_ToBI Training Materials. Web page: 

http://prosodia.upf.edu/sp_tobi/ 

 Cat_ToBI Training Materials. Web page: 

http://prosodia.upf.edu/cat_tobi/ 
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2. Particular aims 

(1) To present new empirical data on the 
relationship between prosody and discourse 
organization.  

(2) To compare different initial segments 
according to the different levels of dependency 
that they establish between phrases of a text: 

  a) Discourse markers:  
  Cat.: Amb tot, és a dir, etc. / Sp.: Con 
todo, es decir, etc. 

  b) Embeded connectors:  
  Cat.: que, si, com, etc. / Sp.: que, si, 
como, etc. 

  c) Focus particles:  
  Cat.: També, només / Sp.: También, sólo, 
etc.  



1. Corpus 

- We take a subpart of Glissando, an existing 

corpus of news read by a set of professional 

subjects: 

 http://veus.barcelonamedia.org/glissando  

- We select usual elements comparable across 

Catalan and Spanish (e.g. També-Cat./ también-

Sp.).  

- Two speakers, male and female, per language. 

 (Time: 40 minutes of speech approximately)  

 

http://veus.barcelonamedia.org/glissando
http://veus.barcelonamedia.org/glissando
http://veus.barcelonamedia.org/glissando


2. Analysis  

a) We take into account one aspect of the 

organization of discourse related with syntax, 

semantics and prosody  The notion of dependency: 

 - Syntax-dependency: head vs. phrase. 

 - Semantic-dependency: complete vs. non-

complete meaning. 

 - Prosody-dependency: intonational autonomy 

vs. non-autonomy. 

b) As we said in the introduction, we use ToBI labels. 

The labelling was carried out by one trained 

researcher and it was checked twice.  



3. Setting the limits 

There are previous studies about polifunctional 
elements in conversational speech such as “entonces” 
in Elordieta and Romera (2002) or “bueno” in Martín 
Butragueño (2008). 

- As a pilot study, we restrict variability setting aside 
complex cases but we observe different behaviors 
when there is a change of function, specifically with 
“també / también”.  

- We select the unstressed conjunction “que” because 
news style typically shows overstress in initial words. 
We see differences between this unstressed item and 
the relative pronoun that require more investigation.  



1. Discourse markers:  

 

- Link utterances. (Less dependency)  

- Complete meaning.  

- Relative syntax autonomy in pre-utterance position 
(not heads)  

- Usually parsed into an independent iP. 

 

 ex. D'una banda, les joves universitàries amb un model 
empresarial definit i, d'altra banda, les autònomes que es 
dediquen, fonamentalment, a l'hostaleria o al comerç. (Cat.) / 
Por un lado, las jóvenes universitarias con un modelo 
empresarial definido y, por otro, las autónomas que se dedican, 
fundamentalmente, a la hostelería o el comercio (Sp.). 



2. Simple Embedded Connectors:  

 

- Link clauses. (More dependency) 

- Non-complete meaning. 

- As a head, they need to introduce an embedded 

clause and be connected with it. 

- Subpart of an iP/IP.  

 
 ex. Cárdenas diu que els mantindrà al mateix lloc. (Cat.) / 
Cárdenas dice que los mantendrá en el mismo sitio (Sp.). 



3. Focus particles:  

 
- Usually link an event and some phrase. (Relative 
dependency) 
-Partial meaning: they need to be associated with Focus 
Phrase for its interpretation and they are syntactically 
controversial.  

- They show variability in their prosody depending on 
their function; they are always stressed, but they can be 
either autonomous (IP) or a subpart of an iP/IP.   

 ex. La dansa i el videoart també s'alternen amb la música 
improvisada a aquesta edició del Máxima Arte (Cat.) / La danza y 
el videoarte también se codean con la música improvisada en 
esta edición del Máxima Arte (Sp.).  

 



Research questions:  

(1) Is there a direct mapping between discourse 

organization and phrasing? On the basis of reports in 

literature, we may expect a relation between phrasing and 

discourse because both levels contribute to the comprehension 

of a text (delimitating and also giving cohesion to it).  

(2) Are there clear intonational markers of the 

pragmatic relevance? Focus can be conveyed through 

intonational prominence or through intonational phrasing 

variation (Hirschberg 2000), but there are other mechanisms 

too: word order, particular syntactic constructions, etc. In those 

cases the intonational role is not obvious.  



1. Discourse markers (Cat. Amb tot, és a dir… / Sp. 
Con todo, es decir…) 

- 30 out of 32 are parsed into an independent IP, but there is 
not a general value for the boundary tone.  
 21/32: Non-final boundaries    vs.  11/32: L%      “i d’altra 
banda” 

- Gender/style coincidence 

 - Female / radio:   6 H% coincidence 

        “amb tot”  -               “de tota manera” 

 - Male / advertisement:  2 L% coincidence 
        “és a dir” 

-There are clear individual tendencies probably related with 
speech style or gender too:  

 Sp_m09a: 6/8 marked with L%  - Ca_m05a: 3/8 marked 
with L% 

 Sp_f11r: 5/8 marked with H%   - Ca_f01r: 5/8 marked with 
H% 



- Sp vs. Ca: If we have the same parsing of iP/IP in the 

examples, we can observe  

contrasts between languages (     “d’una banda”): 



2. Embedded connectors (Cat que / Sp que): 
- Mostly “que” is an unstressed and initial item (42/44). We 

have some exceptions due to an unexpected parsing, due to 

speech rate or to a pitch reset :  

 -      “Aeroméxico diu que...”/“diu, en declaracions a 

la ser, que no...” 

- Boundary tones: It has not been found systematicity, 

both due to alternate phrasings or to speakers’ habits. 

Only a single case shows coincidence between three 

speakers, possibly owing to the final context (L%):  

 -       “Cárdenas diu que els mantindrá al mateix 

lloc”) 

- Related to gender/styles, some coincidence arises, but 

nonsignificantly (2/44): 

 -       “ha assegurat que la constructora”) 



- Sp vs. Ca contrasts (3/44): 

 



3. Focal operators (Cat també / Sp. también): 

- There is almost a total coincidence (10/12) regarding the 

pitch accent of “també / también”, which is L+H*. Only 

one speaker realises L+>H* in two cases due to its pre-

nuclear position: 

 - (      “también se codean con...”) 

- The data also confirms that the focal operator usually is 

parsed into a bigger iP/IP. However, if the speaker 

reinterprets this focal operator as discourse marker, it can 

parse its own iP: 

 - (      “també, el dilluns, es reuneixen a kenia...”) 

- We have not find individual, gender/style or language 

differences. In fact, when the iP/IP parsing coincide, we 

observe a clear tendency to H% (8/12).  

 



- iP coincidence: 



We think that this preliminary comparison supports 

our hypothesis about the variability in prosody 

based on the notion of dependency.  

(1) There is a relation between phrasing and 

discourse organization: 

Discourse markers are parsed independently due 

to its autonomy but are highly dependent. Focal 

operators are usually parsed together with their 

related phrase although they can form its own IP.  

(2) Although the focus structure in these cases is 

primarily a syntactic and semantic operation, 

empirical evidence confirms that intonation helps 

in disambiguating potential associations. 

 



Discourse markers: We don’t expect L% due to the 
introductory function of these elements but its autonomy, 
complete meaning and parenthetical character seem do it 
possible. We don’t affirm that, in those cases, L% point out 
finality, it is more near to !H% than to L%.  

 We need more investigation to know which other factors 
are responsible to convey the non-finality meaning (i.e. 
duration, tonal high, pauses, etc.).  

 

Conjunction: Although we expect more prominence (or 
overstress), this is not the case. However, throughout the 
labelling process, we found other cases of “que” with 
prominence: the relative pronoun. It has more complex 
functions and this could be the reason that allows more 
prominence (Hirschberg 2000).  

 Further research is needed in order to examine the 
differences between these two items.  



Focal operators: they are associated with a rising pitch 

accent, which is a good tonal correlate of its focal function. 

If those elements must to be linked with focal information 

(Focus Phrase that shows nuclear stress – NSR Cinque 

1993, Reinhart 1997, Zubizarreta 1998, among others) 

and the own focal marker is prominent, it is reasonable to 

assume that intonation acts a cue to inform the existence 

of links between these two parts, especially if the 

segments are not contiguous  En Joan també juga al 

futbol els dilluns. 

 

 we need more research on the difference between this 

operators when are in a distant position or contiguous.  



 We need study deeply each of the initial 

segments presented.  

 In many cases, the selection of parsing and 

intonational cues is a question of likelihood.  

 Nevertheless, tendencies related with the notion 

of dependency have been shown (- 

dependency = + prosodic autonomy). 

 It is intended to examine new data on the 

dialogue subcorpus of the Glissando corpus in 

order to examine if these tendencies differ. 
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Moltes gràcies! 

Thank you very 

much!  

¡Muchas gracias! 


