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INTERJECTION IMPACT ON DISCOURSE PRAGMATICS
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The article addresses a range of issues centering on interjections pragmatic markers of discourse. The interjection
wow, the object of our investigation, expressing the speaker’s state of mind like ‘being extraordinary, outstanding
successful, excited, pleased, surprised, admired, amazed etc., was registered in COCA, the American corpus in Spoken
English (the total number is 9478 cases). They are still perfunctorily considered among miscellaneous phenomena.
Though used as a part of a sentence interjections are able to change drastically the meaning of the sentence or
discourse they also actualize their ethnic-cultural component. The present research is focused on the interjections
as a means of expressing the mental state of the Speaker/Hearer to the utterance at the present moment of speaking.
Accordingly, the interjection represents the concept of “feeling”. The suggested approach is significant for speech
pragmatics, wherein it is used as a speech act, and a pragmatic component of discourse in the compressed form.
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Muxaiinenxo B. B. Bnnue euzyky na npazmamuxy Ouckypcy. 3mina 0oCiioHuybKux napaouem y Mo803HAGCTE,
SK 1 3MIHG MEMOOUYHUX NAPAdUSM 6 MeMOOON02IT 6UKIAOAHHS MOBU, He BNIUBAE HA CIAMYC BUYKY 8 MOGHIU cucmemi
ma moenenni. Hozo onuc sanuwaemocsa nosepxnesum i mapeinanvuum. Ilpome ueyk 6 cmpykmypi peuenns 30ammuii
NOBHICTIO 3MIHUMU 3HAYEHHS 8CbO20 PEUeHHs, 5K | 6Cb020 OUCKYPCY, KOMU BIH BXCUMULL 5K He3aedicHe peueHHs. Y
cmammi 8UeyK po32na0daemuves AK 3acio nepeoaui CmaHy Mo8ys Ha MOMeHm 2080piHHA. Bionosiono, 6in sucmynae
penpe3eHmanmom KOHYenny «nouymmsy, o Moxce 8NIUBAMU HA NPASMAMUKY OUcKypcy. 3anpononosanuii nioxio
oyorce 8adNCIUGUL OJisi MOBHOL NPAMAMUKU, 0e 8U2YK GUCHYNAE MOGHUM AKMOM, 05l NPAZMAMUYHOL CKAA0080i Ouc-
KYpCY, @ Makoic sk meopii | npakmuku nepexaady, 0e 6iH Modice npeoCmasisamu CmasleHHs MogYs/cyxaia 00 euc-
JIOBTIOBAHO20 8 KOMNPECOBAHOMY BUSTAOL.

Kntouosi cnosa: sucyxu, npazmamuxa, peyenis, OUCKYPC, KOHYEenm, Moselb/cyxay.

Muxaiinenxo B. B. Bnuanue meycoomemus na npazmamuxy ouckypca. Cmena ucciedogamenbCckux napaouem
8 A3BIKO3HAHUU, KAK U CMEHA MeMOOUUeCKUX Napaousm 6 Memooono2uu npenodasaniis A3vIKa, He uaem Ha CImamyc
Mmedcoomemust 6 s3vike u peuu. Eeo oceewyenue ocmaémes nosepxnocmuvim u mapeunanvioim. OoHaxko mexcoomemue
8 CIMPYKIMype NPeoioHceHUs. CHOCOOHO NOTHOCbIO USMEHUNIb 3HAUEHUE 6Ce20 NPEOTONCEHIUS, PABHO KAK U 8Ce20 OUC-
Kypca, Ko2da OHO ynompedneno Kax Hesagucumoe npediodcenue. B cmamve mesxcoomemue paccmampusaemes Kax
cpedcmeo nepedau COCMoAHUA 20680pawe2o Ha Momenm 2o08openus. Coomeemcmeeno, OHO BbICTNYnAen penpesen-
MAnNmMoM KOHYenma «4yeCmeoy u Moxcem 6usAmy Ha NpazmMamuxy ouckypca. Ilpeonazaemuiii nooxo0 ouenb 8axceH
0N peuegoll npazmamuxy, 20e Mexcoomenue gblCHyndaenm pedesbim aKkmom, s npaeMamuieckoll cocmasisuyell
oucKypca, a makoice Ol Meopuu U NPAKMUKYU nepegooa, 20e OHO MOodICem npeocmagisimb OmHouleHue 2080psuye2o/
CYUAIOue20 K BblCKA3bIBAHUIO 8 KOMNPECCUPOBAHHOM BUOe.

Kniouesvie cnosa: mexcoomemue, npacmamuxa, npeodiodxcenue, OUCKYpC, KOHYenm, 2080pAUll/Cayuaiouuil.

Formulation of the problem. An assumption of
triviality of interjections in the language system remains
as a constant value therefore they are still perfunctorily
considered among miscellaneous phenomena [3, 85-98;
9, 101-118; 8, 101-118]. Though used as a part of a
sentence interjection is able to change drastically the
meaning of the sentence, or used as an autonomous sen-
tence it may reverse pragmatic meaning of its discourse.
Francis P. Dinneen [7, 114-115] specifies the implicit
character if the interjection meaning: “it is not explicitly
defined, but is distinguished from an adverb, with which
the Greeks identified it, by reason of syntactic indepen-
dence it shows and because of its emotive meaning”. An
interjection is a word put into a sentence to show some
sudden feeling or emotion. It does not refer to anything,
but simply expresses the speaker’s emotion or wish, cf.
a full definition of interjection given in Merriam Web-
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ster’s: 1.a: the act of uttering exclamations: ejaculation;
1.b: the act of putting in between: interposition; 2: an
ejaculatory utterance usually lacking grammatical con-
nection: as a: a word or phrase used in exclamation (as
Heavens! Dear me!); b: a cry or inarticulate utterance
(Alas! Ouch! Phooey! Ugh!) expressing an emotion;
3: something that is interjected or that interrupts.

We shall take into account only one type emotive
or expressive interjections for instance, wow, express-
ing positive feelings and emotions in Informal Conver-
sational English. It is a detached part of a sentence, or
standing completely on its own, it is not connected to
the subsequent sentence by anything other than context.
It is followed by an exclamation mark, adding excite-
ment to the utterance. Its frequency of usage is very by
people of different social and age groups and, conse-
quently, this fact may blur its original meaning and turns
it into a marker of the speaker’s state of mind.

According to their derivational pattern, English
interjections are as a rule divided into primary (simple)
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and secondary (derivative). Primary interjections (ah,
hush, oh, ouch, ugh, wow) stem from reflex involuntary
exclamations and sounds that represent the speaker’s
immediate reaction to a certain event. Contrary to reflex
exclamations and sounds that do not belong to the lan-
guage, interjections is linguistic signs, conventional in
a certain language community, intelligible for its mem-
bers, since these signs convey a certain meaning.

Interjections, for instance, duh, oh, oops, ha, yikes,
whoa, geez, yum, 0y, eh, wow, yo, yippee, alas, dear, oh,
huh-huh, phew, indeed, cool, wicked, oops, ouch, gee, oh,
ah, ooh, eh, ugh, aw, yo, wow, brr, sh, and yippee) are a
form, brief, such as one syllable, word, phrase, or even
a short clause used most often as exclamations or parts
of an exclamation [5, 188—189; 13, 115; 15, 232]. Aside
from that, they are usually (but not always) placed at the
beginning of a sentence. The importance of interjections
lies in the fact that they can convey feelings that may
sometimes be neglected in the sentence [13, 115; 5, 188—
189]. The interjection is a part of speech which is more
commonly used in informal language than in formal writ-
ing or speech. Basically, the function of interjections is to
express emotions or sudden bursts of feelings. They can
express a wide variety of emotions such as: excitement,
joy, surprise, or disgust, they can serve as a marker of the
speaker’s ethnic-cultural characteristic or national iden-
tity. Thus, the relevance of our study lies in the foregoing.

Analysis of recent research. An English interjec-
tion is a shortutterance, according to Lars Nordgren
[16, 185], it can be viewed as a sentence to that usu-
ally expresses emotion and is capable of standing alone.
Interjections are generally considered one of the tradi-
tional parts of speech. Felix Ameka stresses that inter-
jections are little words, or “non-words” which syntac-
tically can occur by themselves non-elliptically as one
word utterances, (semantically) refer to mental acts,
expressing the speaker’s mental state, action or atti-
tude to a situation and (pragmatically) encode speaker’s
attitudes and communicative intentions and are con-
text-bound [1, 107]. His main theoretical point of the
research is to demonstrate two things: first, those inter-
jections like other linguistic signs have meanings which
can be rigorously stated. He also focuses on two classes
of interjections: the conative ones which are directed at
an auditor, and the fatic ones which are used in the main-
tenance of social and communicative contact [2, 245—
246], and they can be termed as partner-oriented semi-
otic devices [21, 517-518]. Semantically, interjections
are as a rule divided into two classes: those expressing
emotions (emotional interjections) and those expressing
in—ducement (imperative interjections). The research
proves that the first class is formed by an overwhelming
number of items, whereas the second is less numerous
(come on, here, hey, hush, lo, etc.).

Anna Wierzbicka [23, 290] defining the concept of
‘interjection’ points out that interjection is a language
unit: (1) it can be used as on its own, (2) it expresses a
specifiable meaning, (3) it does not include other signs
(with a specifiable meaning), (4) it is not homophonous
with another lexical item that would be perceived as
semantically related to it, and (5) it refers to the speak-
er’s current mental state or mental act (for example, I
feel..., I want..., [ think..., I know...).
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The presentation of the main research material. In
spite of the interjections marginal place many linguists
have given them, owing to their phonological, morpho-
logical and syntactic anomalies over the history of lin-
guistics interjections have been accompanied by much
speculation and polemics about their semantic content.
Most scholars have regarded them as elements without
a semantic content and given several reasons to prove
this. In pragmatics, the relevance theoretic analysis of
interjections proposed by Tim Wharton [19] has adhered
and supported their non-conceptual description and,
therefore, reinterpreted their semantics in procedural
terms. According to those authors, interjections would
be incomplete or defective speech acts that only show
the speaker’s illocutionary force toward an implicit con-
tent that must be recovered through inference. Hermann
Gelhaus [10, 369] admits that interjections are denied a
lexical meaning and a grammatical status [7, 17]. The
emotionality of interjections is however not a reliable
criterion to distinguish them from segmentation or hes-
itation markers; not all interjections have an emotional
component but can refer to other cognitive states as well
[20; 14]. Ulrice Strange also describes interjections as
means of expressing emotions [18, 25-31].

Other investigators, on the contrary, have defended
that interjections must have some conceptual content
[20; 21; 22; 4, 241-241]. With their proposals P. David
Wilkins [22] and Anna Wierzbicka [23; 24] clearly posi-
tioned themselves in opposition to those authors who
claimed that interjections are not speech acts because
they lack an illocutionary dictum and cannot be reported
by verbs of saying [1; 2; 4, 85-98.]. But those like gee,
wow, oops, or ha are of what Erving Goffman calls
“response cries” [11, 99] are exclamatory interjections
which are not full-fledged words”.

It has already been mentioned that interjections dif-
fer from other parts of speech in that they express nom-
ination in a peculiar way. This property plays a crucial
part to differentiate between interjections and their hom-
onyms and between interjections and emotive lexical
words, for example, the adjectives super, gorgeous, awe-
some, uttered with a certain intonation, though express-
ing the speaker’s attitude to some event, still may not be
qualified as interjections, since they express a qualita-
tive evaluation of some phenomena and, conse-quently,
have a definite logical lexical meaning. Ulrice Strange
groups interjections into primary and secondary, expres-
sive, conative, phatic, expletive and onomatopoeia [20,
8-9, 14-16].

Eventually the end-goal of the present paper is to
reveal the correlation of primary interjection impact
upon the sentence and discourse pragmatics. We believe
that as discourse markers they can correlate with their
discourse on the pragmatic level. The fact is that a tra-
ditional thesis that interjections occur in isolation as
exclamation, or are loosely added on to a sentence, can
be correct only on the grammatical level.

All languages have some special words (interjec-
tions) which are used to express “cognitively-based
feelings”, i.e., feelings linked with specific words, such
as gee, wow, or yuk in English [16, 89] “Every interjec-
tion has a core meaning — expressive meaning” which,
in my belief, can be actualized in a corresponding con-
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text only ,“if the speaker had not experienced the event
that preceded the utterance s/he would not have uttered
in the first place” [4, 185]. The shared meaning of all
such words can be represented as follows: “I feel some-
thing now” or “Because I think something now” [23,
291]. They can function, Neal R. Norrick says, as prag-
matic markers which prototypically occur in turn-initial
position; they differ in this way from characteristically
utterance-internal modal particles in those languages
like German and Dutch [17, 160].

The interjection wow, the object of our investiga-
tion, expressing the speaker’s state of mind like ‘being
extraordinary, outstanding successful, excited, pleased,
surprised, admired, amazed, etc. was registered in
COCA, the American corpus in Spoken English (the
total number is 9478 cases). And they may occur:

(1) In the initial position of the sentence:

1.1. Wow, this is different, this is exciting, this is fun,
then.

1.2. Wow, you know, they dont yeah, and that was
our war.

1.3. Wow, this place really looks like Nam.

Interjections may stand alone as complete turns, but
when interjections introduce an utterance, they often
function as parallel pragmatic markers of affect in Fra-
ser’s term (1996).

(2) In the medial position especially after the verb
of utterance:

2.1. It wasn t the kind of appointment you look at and
say “Wow?”, they 've put somebody in there.

(3) In the final position:

3.1. You finally say to yourself, "Wow”. You know,
it’s, you know, you've worked 21 years.

The interjection in the medial position is used in the
reported speech or the speaker’s monologue.

(4)As an autonomous sentence:

4.1. Wow! That's unreal!

4.2. Wow. That’s so cute.

4.3. Wow. Oh, my goodness.

4.4. Wow. That can't be good.

The interjection as an autonomous sentence requires
the following exclamatory sentences. Therefore, the
there is a correlation of both sentences in discourse.

Tim Wharton considers that an interjection is capable
of constituting an utterance by itself in a unique, non-el-
liptical manner [22, 73]. M. Joseph Cuenca adopts a
prototype approach to categories, in which interjections
are considered a context-sensitive peripheral class of
the category “sentence” [6, 29—44] that typically encode
pragmatic meanings [1, 101-118].

In illustrations 1-4 there is an injection expressing
wonder, amazement, or great pleasure.

(5) A constituent of the phrase with another inter-
jection:

5.1. Oh wow. I think that was a wise move. Yeah at
this point I think

5.2. Oh, wow. Do you want to see your mom doing
that?

5.3. Oh, wow! Thank you.

In illustration 5 both interjections strengthen each
other: Oh “realization” + wow “being impressed/aston-
ishe”. And the following sentence supports communica-
tion.

30

The exact feeling is not described directly but can
be gleaned from the content of the thought on which
the feeling is based. Interjections expressing the speak-
er’s mental state or mental act can be classified on the
basis of the exact nature of that state or act: emotive (I
feel something); volitive (I want something) or informa-
tional equivalent (I want you to do this...); cognitive (I
know something or I think something) or (I now know
this... ). A common property for expressive interjections
is that they relate to the expression of emotion and cog-
nition [18, 171, 185].

The primary function of interjections is understood
as the expression of their core semantics in a specified
context [18, 188]. Neal R. Norrick stresses that inter-
jections are generally expressions of affect showing lit-
tle or no association with specific pragmatic functions
[17, 166]. Then due to their core semantics we can refer
them to the concept representing means, though Cruz
admits that for many authors it is clear that interjections
do not encode concepts as nouns, verbs or adjectives do.
Interjections can and do refer to something related to the
speaker or to the external world, but their referential pro-
cess is not the same as that of lexical items belonging to
the grammatical categories mentioned, for the referent
of interjections is difficult to pin down” [4, 243]. Never-
theless in the process of investigating interjections like
yuk, eh, oh, wow. or ouch he comes to the conclusion
that: “yet, on many occasions those interjections seem
to behave in a way that very much resembles symbols,
this would suggest that such interjections could encode
some sort of concept, even if vague or general, which
hearers would have to subsequently determine through
inference” [4, 246].

The class of interjections demonstrates the open-
ended nature which can be proved by numerous ‘sec-
ondary’ interjections. Interjections are grouped by Neal
R. Norrick with exclamatives as items which signal
both surprise and either positive or negative affect: thus,
interjections may signal either undifferentiated surprise,
as in boy, wow, ooh, or surprise along with frustration,
as in god, hell, man, or surprise along with pleasure, as
in yippee and hurrah [15, 165].

Some writers use the term “discourse marker” to
cover roughly this same set of items, but according to
Deborah Schiffrin, discourse markers constitute only
a proper sub-class of pragmatic markers, namely those
which signal the relation of the basic move to the fore-
going turn [10, 101-118]. She defines discourse mark-
ers: “sequentially dependent elements which bracket
units of talk” [19, 31].

We must say that interjections have not any functions
of discourse markers or discourse particles; because
they express their core semantics in a specified context
conveying the speaker’s feeling [12, 78—122]. They pos-
itively or negatively express the speaker’s attitude to the
hearer and the utterance which cause the changes in the
semantics and structure of the subsequent sentence or
discourse. But mainly the pragmatics of interjections
closely correlates with pragmatics of discourse.

Conclusions and prospects for further research.
We hope to have shown that interjections are semanti-
cally tractable and that they constitute a nexus for a host
of important and complex issues concerning emotional
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expression. A comprehensive treatment of interjections  cept. It will overhaul the theory of interjection, its status

will require serious and sustained multidisciplinary col-  in language system and discourse structure.

laboration. Interjections display a range of functions Although English interjections may seem trivial,

beyond simply registering affect. the reality is that this part of speech is very important
Of course, there must be an extensive investigation  because it can sometimes be difficult to express emo-

to empirically prove that interjections encode some con-  tions in oral and written forms.
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