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Abstract

This study aims at examining the links between t#it&n
constructions and prosodic emphasis, and the waytilo
types of operations can be reinforced by gestultesvas
conducted on a corpus of 1h30 of spoken Frenchglving
three pairs of speakers in dialogues. Results shuoat t
although the tendency is for emphatic constructamsa whole
not to be reinforced by gestures, there is stillhigher
proportion of gesture reinforcing with prosodic drapis than
with syntactic thematisation. The paper describasichv
eyebrow and head movements as well as hand gesitees
more liable to accompany the two operations.
Index Terms: Multimodality, thematisation,
emphasis

prosodic

1. Introduction

Thematisation and focalization have been the olggquite a
large body of research, either conjointly or indegently,
although with much variation in the terminology.€eyhshare
the property of highlighting objects of discoursesing
syntactic, prosodic and/or semantic devices. Withemiering
the various pragmatic subtleties of thematisationd a
focalization in their different uses by speakers,stsort
definition is however needed for both terms. Thésasibn is
a syntactic operation of fronting of an argumestt ik derived
from the opposition between a "theme" and a "rheriiée
theme-rheme structure of the sentence was propbsed
Mathesius and his followers in the Prague SchodieyT
defined a theme as given information in the serteas
opposed to the rheme that corresponds to new itafitwm
The given-new distinction has been used since irksvy
Chafe [5] and Halliday [13] among others, and havesk
widely to explain some operations of thematisatiand
distinguish between different types of fronting.hét works
(for instance [2]) based their distinction on thpposition
between a "topic" and a "comment”, the topic béinat one
speaks about" and the comment "what is said abeutiopic".
In this framework, studies define thematisatioraa®rmally
marked realization of the topic in an utterance [Bjch of
these two definitions is useful in the explanatiof the
different types of thematisation operations, yeg kad the
feeling that each one also excluded some of the that we
felt were sharing common characteristics. We thoeeef
propose the following definition for thematisatiomhich
seems to account better for some occurrences waiesan
this paper: we understand thematisation as thénliglgting of
a referent that is (re)activated in discourse by ved its
syntactic extraposition at the front of the masentence, in
topic position". This definition allows for the eEnt to be
coreferentially linked with the subject or objedttbe matrix
sentence, or even to be completely detached froi® th
sentence. However, it excludes adverbials in initissition as
they do not (re)activate a referent but rather roffespatio-
temporal frame to the referent as described in.[T6]e

syntactic operations of thematisation we analyreithis paper
are described in section 2.1. Focalization has different
meanings in the literature depending on the typstudy. [16]
summarizes (p. 99) the three main acceptions oteha as
corresponding to some:

. "cognitive state", i.e. the element in focus is the
most active element in the mental representation of
the speaker,

. "informative state", i.e. the element in focus Isear
the new information in the utterance,

* "prosodic emphasis", i.e. the element that stamds o
prosodically speaking in the utterance.

In this paper, we retained the last definition avilll call
focalization a particular type of prosodic prominemwhich is
fully described in section 2.2.

What is common to the works quoted so far is they are
all interested in the highlighting of some elemientliscourse.
There are however other means of highlighting iteimse
consider speech from a multimodal perspective.ifstance,
[12], [18] and [19] studied the links, both frormetproduction
and perception point of view, between some gestures
(eyebrow raises, hand beats and head nods) andstiacou
prominence. They showed in experimental studies tthese
gestures facilitate the perception of prominence,dtso that,
when produced together with speech, they influeseme
acoustic parameters of speech. According to [1¢athnods
have been shown to be a stronger cue in the pénept
prominence than eyebrows” (p. 303). In a pilot gt{id, we
also showed that some gestures play a role ofori@fent in
spontaneous speech and found a link between gestura
reinforcement and connectors, metaphorics and hdvéto
link could however be established between any dctgre
and gesture reinforcement at the time and this pvabably
due to the small size of the corpus. In this paperdecided to
develop the previous work and to study gesturfaaiament
of thematic and prosodically emphatic utterances ilarger
corpus of spoken French. The idea is to examingéstures
produced together with utterances which are alraadyked
from the syntactic and prosodic point of view amd see
whether there are differences in the gestural oeteiment of
the two types of highlighting, as well as to lodktee possible
links between thematisation and prosodic emphasis.

2. Data

The corpus examined in this study consisted of dewi
recording of spontaneous conversations in Frenchasted
1h30 and involved 3 pairs of speakers. The totalewi
recording lasts 3h and was recorded at Aix en Proevdy R.
Bertrand and B. Priego-Valverde. It was transcribed
orthographically and has been used since in thorraly
funded project OTIM for multimodal treatment. Thetails of
the recording conditions were reported in [4].
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2.1. Thematic structures

The thematic constructions were annotated in AfiMl] on
the transcription of the words only and we listertedthe
sound only in ambiguous cases (concerning mostly
pronominal dislocation described below, that carctnefused
in writing with repetition of the pronoun due tositation). In
order to be clear about what we understand by ttiema
structures, here is a list of the "traditional" mgi®ns taken
into account in this paper, which are also sumredrin [16]:

Left dislocation: detachment of an NP can be madbea
beginning of the utterance. We noted this typeasfstruction
Full NP dislocation(FuLL NP DS when the dislocated element
was a noun possibly followed by a relative clauaad
Pronominal dislocatiorn(PrRoO D9 when the dislocated element
was a pronoun. The detached NP or Pro can be edféorin
the matrix clause or not, we did not make thisinic$ion. One
must note that pronominal dislocation is much nfoequent
in spoken French than it is in spoken English, #mat all
personal pronouns may be detached. This type tdadison
is generally used in its contrastive value in \enttFrench.
[10] made the same observation for English and ebserved
that this type of dislocation is also dependentgenre and
familiarity. Examples from the corpus are:

e FULL NP DS Les anes, @st vraiment insupportable.
(The donkeys, they make a terrible ngise.

¢ PRO DS Et vous, vousétes préts alorsAQd you,
you are ready then?)

We also noted the so-called pseudo-cleft and cleft
constructions, knowing that we included structwkthe type
"It is true that..." in the cleft sentences althoutifrese
structures constitute fossilized phrases.

e pseupcc: Ce qui me génait ouais,c'était ca. Yes,
what | didn't like was thi}.

e CLEFT: C'est un truc qui me dit rien du tout.I{ is
something that | don't feel like doifg.

We noted the presentative construction as wellcllis
always of the type "There was/were X that/who...".

e PRES Y avait ma sceur et des amis quétaient
venus me rejoindreThere were my sister and some
friends who came to visit me.

At last, we noted topicalizations, which are notyve
frequent in spoken French and are almost alwaysdaoted
by a topic marker (likeoncerning, about.)..

e« TOP. Au niveau animaux c'est tout ce qu'ils ont.
(lit. Concerning animals, it is all they have = These
are the only animals they haye.

Table 1. Number of thematic constructions studieith@

corpus.
Syntactic constructions Nb
FULL NP DS 81

PRO DS 116

CLEFT 36

PRES 58
PSEUDGC 9

TOP 14

TOTAL 314

2.2.Prosodic emphasis

Perceived prosodic emphasis was noted on the sonlyd
using Praat [3] and then imported in Anvil. Whatswebted in
Praat was the entire clause that carried the erigplhasl in
Anvil, multilinks were created between the notatiohthe

emphasis and the word that carried it. Prosodichesig is
understood as some unusually strong word onses (thi
unusual since French normally carries primary sti@s the
last syllable of the word and nuclear stress falisthe last
syllable of the intonation group) that may be acpanied by
a step up in pitchFigure 1 below shows an example of two
utterances which are almost identical semantiqaife didn't
speak about it latgr They were produced by the same speaker
and whereas the first utterance shows the unmarkasbdic
contour for this type of statement, with a conttiarise of
the curve on the last syllable of the intonatioouyr, the
second curve shows a strong emphatic stress oni (pag
characterized by a strong initial plosive and @ stp in pitch
that is then forming a plateau up to the end ofutierance.
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Figure 1: FO Praat curves in Hz of the utterancesa s'en
était pas reparlé" and "on en avait pas reparlébguced by
the same speaker.

We did not note normal nuclear stress as emphdtueever,
prosodic emphasis may play different roles in disse and
these were noted as well, based on discourse doittextrue
that the different types of prosodic emphasesweaanalyzed
here may not be distinguished by any prosodic wiffees in
the signal, but since they play different functiamsliscourse,
they may well be accompanied by different typegestures.
We therefore thought it might be relevant to digtiish the
following categories:

Lexical retrieval(LEx R) induces prosodic emphasis when
the right word has been found after some hesitaiiothe part
of the speaker. Sometimes, the question is notwsthrthow
shall | put it?", but rather "what was it | wantadsay?". In
this context, the emphasis type was taglgh retrieval (D
R).

When some contrast is explicity marked in disceurs
(with phrases likenot... but..)), the emphasis was tagged
Discourse contra{pIs CONT).

When the speaker corrects a word he has uttered or
partially uttered just before, the emphasis wagdddelf-
correction (sc) and when he/she openly contradicts the other
participant, the emphasis was tag@tier contradiction(oc).

All other cases of emphasis were tagdeakcalization
(FoQ).
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Table 2. Number of occurrences in each type ofqatias Hands NB
emphasis. Beat 180
Butterworth 36
Prosodic emphasis Nb Deictic 159
IDR 14 Emblem 174
FOC 271 Iconic 324
DIS CONT 49 Metaphoric 416
LEX R 23
oc 23 3. Results
sc 8
TOTAL 388 3.1. Syntactic vs. prosodic emphasis

Out of the 314 occurrences of thematic syntactic
constructions, only 51 co-occur with prosodic engihand
The coding scheme and the annotations made fourgsst these are distributed evenly among the differemtesy of

2.3.Gestures

have been fully described in [4] and [9]. It istgucomplex as prosodic emphasis so that no particular type ofsquda
it includes quite a precise description of the gest produced emphasis is preferred to accompany the syntactic
by speakers, most of which were not used here saville constructions and vice versa. What should be nigetthat
rather concentrate in this section on the desoriptf the among the 51 co-occurrences of syntactic and piosod
annotations actually used for this particular study emphasis, the prosodic emphasis occurs on an elevhéme
Gestures were annotated using Anvil in a series of rheme of the syntactic construction in 36 cases @mdan
different tracks, three of which were actually @xpionto the element of the theme in only 15 cases. Due to thalls
file that included words, prosodic emphasis andtastic number of occurrences, no statistical treatmeniocbe dong
constructions. The three tracks were: but the syntactic constructions with the highesteetage of
*  Eyebrow movements, which has only two values: prosodic emphasis on the theme arerRes PSEuDGC and
raising andfrowning TOP, as illustrated iTable 4

. Head movements, with the following valudseat
jerk, nod, shake tilt, turn, pointing other. These
values encode what is perceived as gesture, not
change of posture or direction of the head.

Table 4. Percentage of prosodic emphasis occumimghe
theme of the different syntactic constructions.

«  Hand gestures, with values inspired from [14] and Syntactic constructions % of prosodic emphasis on
[15]: beat deictic emblem iconic, metaphoric the theme
butterworth The original annotation also included FULLNP DS 2.46
adaptatorsbut these were not taken into account in PRO DS 2.58
this study. CLEFT 2.77

Gestures were considered as co-occurring with siata PRES 10.34

constructions or prosodic emphasis when they wesdyzed PSEUDGC 11.11
in overlap with either the detached NP in the cade ToP 14.28
thematisations or with the word that bore the famatent in )

the case of prosodic emphasis. This was noteceirtivil file 3.2.Gesture marking

with  multilinks for easier retrieval of the inforiman.
Whenever two gestures co-occurred with syntactic
constructions, both head movements were selectedoas
occurring gestures, and only the hand gesture wkts&e
coincided with the syntactic construction was gdeléc This

Table 5. Number of occurrences and percentage sifige
combinations and gesture types alone in the syistaod the
prosodic contexts

distinction was made because of the fact that vetsereead ClelliEs Syntax| % | Prosody| %
movements are generally quite short, hand gesaresnuch head+eyebrows+hangs 1 0.38 13 3.pS
longer and produced in anticipation of the afféiats shown in head + eyebrows 3 114 13 3-35
[8] and therefore the preparation of the secondugesin a head+hands 3 1.14 25 6.4
sequence of two gestures may be produced in oveitaghe eyebrows+hands 6 2.28 19 4.99
first affiliate. head alone 15 5.70 *53 13.65
) eyebrows alone 18 6.84 19 4.89
Table 3.Number of gestures annotated in the corpus. hands alone 72 2737 114 29.38
TOTAL 118 *256
Eyebrows NB
Raising 495 Syntactic constructions and prosodic emphasis may b
Frowning 83 accompanied with one or more gestures. Before gaiogthe
Head NB detail of which gestures are preferred in both saseis
Beat 309 interesting to have a view of the load of gesture
Jerk 203 accompaniment. As we tested head and eyebrow mateme
Nod 587
Pointing 9
Sh.ake 489 ! No statistical treatment has been done under ¢0rances.
Tilt 259 2 Figures preceded by * are statistically signifigasut only
Turn 309 the grey-highlighted part of the table was testeth whe
Other 265 proportion test. Statistics were run with R (httguiv.r-
project.org/).
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as well as hand gestures, we were interested imvikigoif
gestures would combine or be used alone when acoyimy
syntactic constructions or prosodic empha$able 5above
gives the number of occurrences and the percentagesture
combinations and gesture types alone in the syotaod the
prosodic contexts respectively.

A proportion test revealed that there is higherpprtion of
total gesture marking with prosodic emphasis thaith w
syntactic constructions (Prop.Test: X-squared F2,7df = 1,
p-value = 1.39e-07) and that is probably due toféwe that
there is a higher proportion of head movementseatban for
syntactic constructions (Prop.Test: X-squared % 9df = 1,
p-value = 0.001). There was no significant diffeernn the
proportion of eyebrow movements or hand gestureseal
between both contexts.

3.3. Eyebrow movements

Table 6andTable 7show the number of eyebrow movements
that accompany prosodic emphasis and syntactidreations
(which are not themselves linked to emphasis). griogortion
test shows that there are slightly more eyebrowamants in
the case of prosodic emphasis than in that of sginta
constructions (Prop.Test: X-squared = 3.70, df p-talue =
0.05). We thought that this might be due to a higiteportion
of eyebrow movements in the case of prosodic featiin
(with 39 occurrences out of the 65 total numbeuj,the test is
not significant. The proportional distribution afovns and
raises co-occurring with prosodic emphasis and agyiat
constructions is of the same order as there isigwifisant
difference between the two contexts in this respect

Table 6. Number of eyebrow movements accompanyatg ea
type of prosodic emphasis.

Table 8. Number of head movements accompanyingtgaeh
of prosodic emphasis.

Prosody beats | nods | shakes| other | total
IDR 0 0 0 2 2
DIS CONT 3 4 2 3 12
sC 1 0 1 0 2
FOC 24 10 20 15 69
LEX R 2 0 4 1 7
oc 1 1 2 3 7
TOTAL *31 15 *29 24 *99

The test first revealed that the proportion of ltotead
movements that accompany prosodic emphasis is hitgha
the one for syntactic constructions (Prop.Test:g¥ased =
29.34, df = 1, p-value = 6.05e-08). Among the head
movements produced with prosodic emphasis, theaédigher
proportion of beats (Prop.Test: X-squared = 28d34; 1, p-
value = 7.45e-08) and of shakes (Prop.Test: X-sqlar5.26,

df = 1, p-value = 0.02), than in the rest of thepcs.
However, the proportion of head nods is not sigaiftly
different from the rest of the corpus.

We tested the hypothesis that head movements rbight
more frequent witlbis con androc, but none of the two types
of prosodic emphasis revealed significant propogiof head
movements, which means that once again, head maoigeme
are distributed evenly among the different typegafsodic
emphasis.

3.5.Hand gestures

Once again, only the most productive categoriesdatailed
in Table 9andTable 10below for co-occurring hand gestures.

Table 9. Number of hand gestures accompanying ggehof
prosodic emphasis.

Prosody frowning | raising total
IDR 0 2 2
FOC 8 31 39

DIS CONT 1 7 8

LEXR 2 3 5
oc 3 5 8
scC 1 2 3

TOTAL 15 50 *65

Table 7. Number of eyebrow movements accompanyatg ea
type of syntactic construction.

Syntax frowning | raising total
PSEUDGC 0 0 0
FULL NP DS 1 2 3

PRES 0 3 3
PRO DS 4 11 15
CLEFT 1 4 5

TOP 1 2 3
TOTAL 7 22 29

Prosody DIS FOC other | total
CONT
beats 3 *26 6 *35
deictic 4 17 1 22
emblems 3 25 3 31
iconics 0 25 3 *28
metaphorics 11 37 10| 58
total 22 132 20 *174

Table 10. Number of hand gestures accompanying gaeh
of syntactic construction.

3.4.Head movements

Syntax PRO FULL | PRES [ other | total
DS NP DS
beats 1 1 0 1 3
deictic 5 1 1 2 9
emblems 0 4 1 2 7
iconics 2 9 5 2 18
metaphorics 13 11 13 8| *45
total 21 27 20 14 82

Table 8below gives the number of head movements (of which Exactly like with eyebrow and head movements, théstical

only the most frequent types — beats, nods andeshatre
detailed here) that accompany prosodic emphasigilDare
not given for the head movements that accomparnyiethstic
constructions as there were only 22 head movenieratt for
the 263 syntactic construction not linked to em)asvenly
distributed among the different head movementssynéactic
construction types, and yielding few occurrenceheime.

test showed that the total proportion of hand gestproduced
together with prosodic emphasis is higher thanptfogortion
of hand gestures produced with syntactic consouosti
(Prop.Test: X-squared = 12.33, df = 1, p-value 6004). As
far as gesture type is concerned, the proportionaotl beats
is higher with prosodic emphasis than in the réshe corpus
(Prop.Test: X-squared = 3.74, df = 1, p-value 5pand this
is mainly due to the fact that the proportion ofatsein
contexts of focalisation is also much higher tharhie rest of
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the corpus (Prop.Test: X-squared = 89.83, df =-talpe =
2.2e-16), although we cannot say that the totapqmtion of

hand gestures in this particular type of prosodipleasis is
higher than in other emphasis types. The testralggaled that
the proportion of iconics is lower in contexts afogodic
emphasis than in the rest of the corpus (Prop.TEst:
squared = 6.90, df = 1, p-value = 0.008). The pripo of all

other gesture types that accompany prosodic enphas not
significantly different from their proportion in ¢hrest of the
corpus.

As far as syntactic constructions are concernesl,otfly
significant result is that the proportion of metapbs is
higher than in the rest of the corpus (Prop.TessgMared =
15.86, df = 1, p-value = 6.81e-05). However, thégniicant
increase of the number of metaphorics is evenljridiged
among the different types of syntactic construdi@o that
none of them in particular can be linked to theease.

4. Discussion

The results in the previous section show that gaktu
reinforcing is higher in the case of prosodic enghshan in
syntactic constructions of thematisation and thimainly due
to the fact that prosodic emphasis is reinforcedablyigher

proportion of head movements only than syntactic

constructions. We have seen about gesture maratgwo or
three gestures may combine to reinforce emphasisthier
speech modalities (verbal modality for syntactiaostouctions
and vocal modality for prosodic emphasis), but tbeal
number of combined gestural reinforcing (13 fortaynand
70 occurrences for prosody) is much lower than tiiel
number of reinforcing made by a single gesture (105
syntax and 186 occurrences for prosody). This mehat
speakers generally do not prefer to express enphaseveral
modalities at the same time, but use emphatic does
complementary distribution. This is what was alsand in
[1]. This explains as well why syntactic reinforginis
accompanied by prosodic emphasis in only 51 ocnoe®
among which the theme of the construction is hgitikd both
by a syntactic and a prosodic device in only 15uo@mnces.

Whenever there is gestural reinforcing, resultsiskioat
eyebrow and head movements, as well as hand gesiuee
produced in greater proportion to reinforce prosasiphasis
than syntactic constructions, which means thatasyitt and
prosodic highlighting do not play the same rolediscourse,
since they are not reinforced by gestures in theesaay.

When considering gestures separately, results shatv
eyebrow raises, although in greater proportion witbsodic
emphasis than with syntactic constructions, arepmotiuced
in greater proportion in the case of prosodic emshtnan in
the rest of the corpus. Results also showed thangntioe
different types of prosodic emphasis, eyebrow maisis
distributed evenly. This doesn’'t mean however #habrow
raising is not linked with emphasis in any way, kather that
it may be a strong enough marker of emphasis taseel on
its own instead of being used in combination wittheo
markers of emphasis.

As far as head movements are concerned, the rehais
that whereas head beats and shakes occur in gpeapartion
with prosodic emphasis than in the rest of the asrphis is

not the case of head nods. The absence of statistic

significance for head nods can be explained inwags: first,
it means that the proportion of head nods is nghdui in
contexts of prosodic emphasis than in the reshefdorpus.
That is probably due to the polysemy of the geswhnech is

participant who is not presently holding the speech (head
shakes used as backchannels are much less fregaantods
when the topic of conversation is not controvejsiaécond, it
is quite relevant that the proportion of head nedsntexts of
prosodic emphasis is not lower than the proportibnods in

the rest of the corpus considering the high frequesf nods

used as backchannels. It is quite certain thataidhnods were
examined only when the participant is holding theexh turn
(therefore excluding backchannels), then they wau@bably

show a stronger link with prosodic emphasis.

The results for hand gestures show that the prigpodf
beats is higher in the presence of prosodic emgltaan in
the rest of the corpus, which is in agreement \ji#] who
states (p. 41) that “a beat may highlight words seho
occurrence is relevant for a larger narrative psedowhich is
also in agreement with the aim of prosodic focélsaand
this explains why beats are more frequently founth wthis
type of prosodic emphasis. We also found that Torre
found in a lower proportion with prosodic emphatian in
the rest of the corpus. Iconics are described By (1. 39) as
gestures which “present images of concrete entied/or
actions”. Since prosodic emphasis (and especiadiglfsation)
is very frequently applied to degree adverbs, it niat
surprising that iconics do not co-occur with prdsod
emphasis. We expected iconics to rather co-occuh wi
syntactic constructions which aim at highlighting item of
discourse (mostly NPs). However, we noticed thabragnthe
18 iconics that reinforce syntactic constructiofsgo-occur
with animate agents or patients (when the gestotieipates
the predicate in the main clause, therefore co+oitau with
the dislocated element), whereas 13 co-occur wigimimate
agents or patients, with which they are in a refatf lexical
affiliation. Since a large number of the NPs highted by the
syntactic constructions are either proper noungronouns, it
is therefore not surprising that we didn't find agher
proportion of iconics with syntactic constructicttigan in the
rest of the corpus. Instead, the proportion of piebaics is
higher. This is quite consistent with the role loé tsyntactic
constructions: these constructions are mostly uged
(re)introduce some item in the discourse of theakee and
metaphorics precisely demarcate the different units
discourse organization. What syntactic thematisatioes in
discourse is probably not so much linked with seiman
presentation than with grammatical organisation.

5. Conclusion and further developments

This paper has shown the interaction between thossible
ways of highlighting elements of discourse: this te done
syntactically with the use of thematic constructicguch as
dislocation, topicalisation, (pseudo-)cleft and smmtative
constructions in the verbal modality. It can also dchieved
with prosodic emphasis in the vocal modality andctge
reinforcing in the visual modality. We have showatton the
whole, the three types of highlighting are completagy and
are very rarely used in conjunction. When they dhen
speakers mark a strong preference for the doubt&imgaof
prosodic emphasis and gesture reinforcement, wherea
syntactic highlighting is generally not associatedh any
other type of marking apart from metaphoric hanstges. A
bit disappointing was the fact that the differeategories in
the prosodic emphasis and syntactic constructioae wot
distinguished thanks to the proportion of accompany
gestures when they had some. This may be due tadhéhat
the subdivision into categories reduces the numbégr

used both as a means of reinforcing speech and as a occurrences per category and many of them couléven be
backchannel, i.e. minimal responses made by the co- tested statistically. It is then an encouragemerihd¢rease the
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amount of corpus treated, in the hope that a greateber of
occurrences would enable us to find patterns whiehcould
not possibly find in this study.

Interestingly, the study has drawn up a wells afstions,
that could be answered in further research. Faame, as we
were annotating, we noticed that the speaker’s gamed to
be oriented towards the co-participant while he praglucing
prosodic emphasis. We didn’t have the time to cheéu&
systematically, but it would be interesting to knovere of
gaze direction during the production of syntacticpoosodic
emphasis. It would also be quite interesting touimeqinto
some features of the hand gestures that reinfbeayntactic
and prosodic emphasis: are the gestures producéld wi
particular amplitude, velocity or hand shape fatamce? The
current corpus allows this type of analysis, buteomagain,
more data may be needed in syntax and prosody rfgr a
pattern to emerge. Also to be enquired into isfétoe that for
instance, pronominal dislocation (of the type, I..) — being
extremely frequent in spoken French — does not esipé the
dislocated item to the same degree as other typsgntactic
thematisations. We also noticed that for pronominal
dislocation to acquire a real discourse contrateven spoken
French, it had to be accompanied with prosodic ersighon
the dislocated pronoun, which it does sometimegh Wiore
occurrences, it would be possible to better undedsthe role
of these syntactic constructions in the spokendagg, which
is necessarily different from what we find in weitt French.
And indeed, few studies have been conducted onespok
French in this respect: [17] presented an anabystbematic
constructions in spoken dialogues, from a pragmégievpoint
in a qualitative study, but to our knowledge, noksstudy has
been carried out in a multimodal perspective onkspo
French. Yet, the most important question to ourseigeto
study the functioning and weight of reinforcing wess which
are not linked in any way to another emphatic aoiesion.
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