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SUMMARY IN SPANISH / RESUMEN EN ESPAÑOL 
 

Han sido muchos los países en los que la necesidad de expertos lingüistas 

forenses en juicios ha ido creciendo en los últimos 20 años. Por esa razón se 

han estudiado muchas metodologías relativas a las ciencias forenses y la 

constante evolución de estas permiten que nuevos estudios den paso a 

métodos forenses cada vez más fiables. La primera muestra evidencial que fue 

interpretada en juicio fue el análisis de ADN, lo que llevó a la posible conclusión 

“más allá de cualquier duda razonable”. La aplicación de esta interpretación 

evidencial trajo a su vez la innovación de diversas metodologías, ya que otros 

tipos de análisis no resultan tan evidentes como la mencionada prueba de 

ADN, lo que llevó a diversos lingüistas a trabajar en nuevos métodos donde la 

evidencia lingüística ocupase un lugar dentro del contexto de las pruebas 

judiciales.   

 A raíz de esto se desarrolló el llamado Marco de Ratio de Probabilidad 

(Likelihood-Ratio Framework (LR)), en el que el que como se menciona en 

Queralt (2015),  el uso y razonamiento apropiado de la probabilística puede 

mejorar dramáticamente la eficiencia y calidad del sistema judicial criminal. Por 

tanto, la probabilística y con ello la estadística se llevan a cabo dentro del 

ámbito de la lingüística de la mano de la lingüística forense.  

 La lingüística forense nace por tanto de la necesidad de llevar pruebas 

lingüísticas probables y evidentes al ámbito legal, siendo la evidencia de 

detección plagio, la atribución de autoría y el análisis fonético y fonológico del 

discurso los ámbitos más demandados dentro de esta nueva rama de la 

lingüística aplicada. En el caso de la detección de plagio y la atribución de 

autoría, los análisis se llevan a cabo teniendo en cuenta las elecciones que el 

hablante hace dentro de todas las posibilidades que la lengua le ofrece. El 

conjunto de todas las elecciones que el hablante toma de manera regular y 

constantes dentro de su estilo personal es también conocido como el “estilo 

idiolectal” del autor, término introducido por la profesora Maria Teresa Turell.  

 La metodología a seguir en los casos de detección de plagio y atribución 

de autoría es la comparación de un texto dubitado (cuya autoría está en duda) 

con una serie de textos indubitados (pertenecientes a un autor). Estos textos se 
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comparan teniendo en cuenta las variables lingüísticas morfosintácticas, 

pragmático-discursivas, léxicas y estilísticas que están marcadas en el estudio 

realizado por el Forensiclab (Unitat de Variació Lingüística) en 2013 sobre el 

Índice de Similitud Idiolectal (ISI). En este estudio se comprueban 

empíricamente cuales son las variables a analizar en el caso del español, 

inglés y el catalán. El objetivo de este estudio fue marcar un claro límite en la 

distancia idiolectal de los hablantes, ya que las variables mencionadas en el 

estudio son producidas inconscientemente por cada hablante de manera 

idiosincrática. El estudio y prueba de la existencia del estilo idiolectal dentro de 

cada autor es lo que permite hoy en día presentar evidencia lingüística en el 

ámbito judicial, teniendo siempre en cuenta que el estilo idiolectal de un autor 

nunca será tan certero como el ADN, ya que una persona cambia de manera 

de hablar a lo largo de su vida, por lo que aunque ciertas características se 

mantengan en un hablante, la variación que este pueda presentar a lo largo de 

los años hace que dichos análisis tengan que estar ligados a un porcentaje de 

error.  

 Dejando a un lado el marco teórico de la cuestión, se debe prestar 

especial atención a problemas que van surgiendo a partir de la práctica en este 

joven campo de la lingüística aplicada. En el ámbito de la atribución de autoría, 

que es donde este estudio  se presenta, aparece el problema de la ausencia de 

textos indubitados que permitan la comparación de los textos. Esta ausencia 

puede ser debida a problemas legales, o simplemente a que la persona a 

atribuir la autoría de un texto haya fallecido y no haya legado escrito alguno. En 

estos casos, una opción sería la comparación del texto escrito dubitado con el 

discurso oral que tenga constancia mediante una grabación anterior de dicho 

sujeto. Pero para llevar a cabo este estudio, es necesario estudiar primero 

aquellas variables lingüísticas que permanecerán constantes en ambas 

producciones del discurso (oral y escrito).  

 Este estudio por tanto pretende comparar algunas de las variables 

morfosintácticas y pragmático-discursivas mencionadas en el estudio sobre el 

ISI en los discursos orales y escritos de 16 voluntarios nativos de habla inglesa. 

Esta comparación se lleva a cabo mediante el análisis cualitativo y cuantitativo. 

El análisis cualitativo se realiza mediante una comparación exhaustiva de todos 
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los discursos y reflejando los resultados en tablas, y el análisis cuantitativo en 

cambio se realiza mediante el uso del programa estadístico SPSS y el 

programa Excel. Estos dos tipos de análisis son necesarios y complementarios 

ya que el análisis cualitativo marcará cuales son las variables más relevantes, 

o las que más similitud parecen representar dentro del estilo individual de cada 

hablante y mayor diferencia entre los hablantes. Una vez habiendo visto este 

análisis, el análisis estadístico y la ilustración de los resultados mediante 

gráficos probarán el significado estadístico de dichos resultados para poder 

concluir sobre si esas variables lingüísticas son aplicables al discurso oral y 

escrito o no, y poder responder algunas preguntas que den paso a posibles 

estudios más profundos sobre la constancia de algunas variables en el 

discurso oral y escrito.  
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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation goes into the new field from applied linguistics called forensic 

linguistics, which studies the language as an evidence for criminal cases. There 

are many subfields within forensic linguistics, however, this study belongs to 

authorship attribution analysis, where the authorship of a text is attributed to an 

author through an exhaustive linguistic analysis. Within this field, this study 

analyzes the morphosyntactic and discursive-pragmatic variables that remain 

constant in the intra-variation or personal style of a speaker in the oral and 

written discourse, and at the same time have a high difference rate in the inter-

speaker variation, or from one speaker to another. The theoretical base of this 

study is the term used by professor Maria Teresa Turell called “idiolectal style”. 

This term establishes that the idiosyncratic choices that the speaker makes 

from the language build a style for each speaker that is constant in the intra-

variation of the speaker’s discourse. This study comes as a consequence of the 

problem appeared in authorship attribution analysis, where the absence of 

some known texts impedes the analysis for the attribution of the authorship of 

an uknown text. Thus, through a methodology based on qualitative analysis, 

where the variables are studied exhaustively, and on quantitative analysis, 

where the findings from qualitative analysis are statistically studied, some 

conclusions on the evidence of such variables in both oral and written 

discourses will be drawn. The results of this analysis will lead to further 

implications on deeper analyses where larger amount of data can be used.  

 

KEYWORDS: authorship attribution, idiolectal style, morphosyntantic variables, 

discursive-pragmatic variables, variants, ISI, similarity rate
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1. Introduction 

 

In the last 20 years, there has been a growth of the need of forensic linguistic 

expertise in courts in many different countries. For that reason, new and precise 

methodologies have been developed in order to interpret evidence. The first 

type of evidence being interpreted was the DNA analysis, leading to 

conclusions presented as true “beyond any reasonable doubt” (Queralt, 2015). 

However, many other types of evidence which were not so exact also needed a 

methodology in order to interpret their probability of validity. For this reason, the 

probabilistic method known as Likelihood-Ratio Framework (LR) was 

developed: as the “proper use of probabilistic reasoning has the potential to 

improve dramatically the efficiency and quality of the entire criminal justice 

system” (Fenton and Neil, 2012:2, as explained by Queralt, 2015). 

For the case of forensic linguistics, the most demanded fields were 

evidence for plagiarism, authorship attribution analysis and forensic speech 

comparison. In the case of plagiarism and authorship attribution the main 

features are based on the linguistic choices that the speaker makes, also 

known as ‘idiolectal style’, a term first used by professor Maite Turell.  

Thus, this project studies idiolectal style within the area of forensic 

linguistics, more precisely within authorship attribution. One of the main 

spotlights in authorship attribution and in the whole area of forensic linguistics 

has been the differentiation of a unique language or idiolect, in order to get the 

necessary evidence in court to be presented as true “beyond any reasonable 

doubt”. Such concept of idiolectal style has been presented as the idiosyncratic 

choices of the languages that are based on the preferences that a native 

speaker makes for selecting certain linguistic items rather than others, which 

most of the times are unconsciously produced.  

There have been many studies on idiolectal style. The Forensiclab (Unitat 

de Variació Lingüística) presented an investigation on idiolectometry in order to 

measure the idiolectal style applied to forensic linguistics. In order to do this, 

they proposed an idiolectal similarity rate (ISR), where different variables of a 
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language were studied in order to establish linguistic profiles and authorship 

attributions. The objective was to define boundaries and the idiolectal distance 

between speakers. 

 

1.1. Rationale 

 

As it has been mentioned above, when dealing with forensic cases where the 

authorship of a text needs to be attributed to a speaker, several problems 

appear. One of the main problems is the lack of known texts of an author in 

order to build the idiolectal style of this speaker, so that it can be compared to 

the unknown text. Thus, one possible solution here would be the use of oral 

known proofs for the analysis of the idiolectal style. But for this, it is necessary 

to study the variables that are used similarly in both the oral and written 

discourse of an author, as these two productions lead to very different linguistic 

features. 

After having stated the problem, this study compares the oral and written 

discourse of 16 English native speakers in order to find the variables that 

remain consistent in both discourses. For that, those discourses will be 

compared in an intra-author analysis, and then, all the intra-speaker significant 

occurrences will be compared in a group analysis in order to prove the 

existence of a general pattern of repetition of certain variables.  

The analysis of the study will be based on the idiolectal similarity rate 

(ISR) presented by the Forensiclab, where some of the linguistic variables from 

the written discourse will be applied to the oral productions. After that, the 

parameters from the likelihood-ratio (LR) will be used in the results in order to 

base the findings in the ratio proposed and accepted by the official forensic 

community.  

 

 

 

 



	 3	

1.2. Aims and research questions 

 

This study will first see the main theories involved in forensic linguistics, 

together with some of the gaps that need a deeper study within the field. After 

this, it will contribute to clarify one of the main problems that authorship 

attribution has. This can be described as follows: when a forensic linguist needs 

to analyze the discourse of a person, but the corpus gathered is not enough for 

an analysis leading to a “likely” result within the scale of results mentioned 

before, one possibility would be to gather more data about the speaker’s 

discourse by changing the production of it; in other words, if the data has been 

taken from the written production, to have the chance of getting the oral 

production as well. Nowadays, there are very few studies alleging the reliability 

of the comparison of some specific linguistic features if they have been 

differently produced. This means that as a consequence of the intra-variation 

that each speaker shows in the written and oral production, it has still not been 

possible to carry out a reliable analysis of the two types of productions within 

the same speaker. 

The aim of this study is the comparison between the spoken and written 

discourse of speakers. It will be an intra-speaker analysis, the main focus being 

to discover which are the features that are repeated in both types of discourse. 

If speakers present a continuous repetition of certain features in both 

discourses, it will be possible to claim those features as possible characteristics 

for intra-speaker variation analysis.   

The following are the research questions that will be considered:  

 

o Are some linguistic features from the morphosyntactic, lexical or 

stylistic fields consistent with both written and oral discourse? 

o Are morphosyntactic variables more consistent than discursive-

pragmatic ones, or vice versa? 

o Is it possible to have a basic description of the speakers’ idiolectal 

style with such short pieces of discourse? 
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o Has the fact of living in the Basque Country for more than two 

years brought cross-linguistic evidence in the speech of these 

users which is constant both at an intra-speaker and inter-speaker 

level? 

 

1.3. Organization 

 

The study is structured as follows: first, a theoretical background will make 

reference to the sometimes-unknown area of forensic linguistics, making special 

reference to the beginnings and formalization of this discipline. As there are 

several branches within forensic linguistics, authorship attribution, as one of 

these, will be explained in detail, since this study belongs to such branch of the 

area. This is thus a relatively new discipline; the “scientificness” of this method 

will be explained together with some language variable measurement 

techniques from previous studies. The subjects of this study have one common 

feature: they all live in the Basque Country; thus, the last part of this theoretical 

background will make reference to the cross-linguistic influence among 

speakers getting along with three different languages: English, Spanish and 

Basque.  

Second, the methodology will be reasoned. First of all the data collection 

will be presented, with important features and information about the 16 

volunteers for this study together with detailed explanations about the data 

collecting process. In particular, special attention will be given to the procedure, 

because it consists of two different analysis procedures: on the one hand, the 

qualitative analysis, where all the different pieces of discourse of the speakers 

are analysed in detail in two main parts: the morphosyntactic part and the 

discursive-pragmatic one. On the other hand, the quantitative analysis, where 

the significant data taken from the qualitative analysis is statistically proven in 

order to test the significance of it. For this, SPSS and Excel are the tools used, 

and a brief explanation of SPSS will be given in order to understand the 

different test types that have been used in the quantitative analysis.  
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Third, the results will be presented and discussed in two different sections: 

the quantitative section and the qualitative one. The qualitative results from the 

analysis are explained together with the charts presented in Appendix 1, which 

are divided into the morphosyntactic charts and the discursive-pragmatic ones. 

The discussion will be based on the findings from the charts, with examples that 

make reference to Appendix 1, in order to understand the importance of some 

linguistic variables. However, the quantitative analysis will be divided differently: 

it will be divided according to the program used, instead of to the type of 

analysis (morphosyntactic and discursive-pragmatic). The first part will make 

reference to the statistic findings with the SPSS program, which will be 

presented with statistical significance numbers and graphs. The second part will 

make reference to the graphs presented with Excel, in order to have a more 

visual and illustrative view of the results of the findings.  

Finally, the conclusions will give, on the one hand, the summary of the 

findings, and on the other, the outcomes and implications of the study.  

 

2. Theoretical background 

 

2.1. Forensic Linguistics 

 

The publication of “The Evans Statement; A Case For Forensic Linguistics” 

(Svartvik, 1968) opened the door to a new term covering different fields of 

linguistics which started with just a few articles in unexpected places (Eades, 

1994; Levi 1994 a, b; Shuy, 1993, 1998, 2002b). The growth of this new area, 

called Forensic Linguistics by the author of the book Prof. Jan Svartvik, was 

slow, and at the beginning it was not a methodology or discipline, for every case 

it appeared; it was a need for a creation rather than the application of a method 

of analysis. 

This new discipline started to be applied in cases of relation between the 

language and the law, either as evidence or as a legal discourse, and as 

Svartvik mentioned (1968), it gave the option to linguists of making a 
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contribution that might be directly useful and applicable for the society with the 

use of applied linguistics and the knowledge about how language is used in 

different situations.  

	

“On 30th November 1949, Timothy John Evans entered the Central 

Police Station at Merthyr Tydfil, Wales, and said, “I want to give myself 

up. I have disposed of my wife”. This brief statement was the beginning 

of a series of events that will forever be remembered in criminal history. It 

involved in particular two men, Timothy John Evans and John Reginald 

Halliday Christie, who occupied the same sordid house in London, and 

who were both to be executed for murder. (…) Evans made four 

statements to the police. (…) On 1966, the posthumous free pardon was 

given to Timothy John Evans, hanged 16 years earlier, as it was said that 

“these confessions are demonstrably false” after including a large 

number of features that are not expected in the language of an illiterate, 

as well as remarkable internal differences of style.“ (Svartvik, 1968; 1-20) 

 

 After this, in the last 25 years there has been a rapid growth of this new 

area called forensic linguistics as several countries have called on the expertise 

of linguists. As a consequence, nowadays this new brand of applied linguistics 

has a developed methodology and a growing number of linguists who act as 

expert witnesses in court. Apart from this, there are two important international 

and professional associations supporting these methods: IAFL (International 

Association of Forensic Linguistics) and IAFPA (International Association of 

Forensic Phonetics and Acoustics), and further a journal that was landed in 

1994 and renamed in 2003 as The International Journal of Speech, Language 

and the Law.  

Nowadays this field covers the written language of the law, the spoken 

legal discourse, particularly the language of court proceedings and police 

questionings, and also the social justice issues that emerge from the written 

and spoken language of the law, the provision of linguistic evidence which can 

be divided into evidence on identity/authorship and evidence on 
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communication, the teaching and learning of spoken and written legal language 

and legal translation and interpreting (Gibbons and Turell, 2008:1). 

Thus, Forensic Linguistics has become an established part of the criminal 

justice system in United Kingdom, United States, Germany, Sweden and 

Australia, and it is also emerging in Spain (Olsson and Luchjenbroers, 2014). 

However, as Solan (2009) presented, even if the figure of the forensic 

linguist is little by little becoming an accepted figure of the judicial system, there 

is still an imperfect match which presents a challenge for the expert witness, 

and it is mainly that the lawyer believing the opposing position is obliged to find 

holes in the analysis and methodology of the linguist, and with the proliferation 

of DNA analysis in legal settings and the proof “beyond reasonable doubt” of 

those results, other results derived from analysis that do not show the 

conclusions under such statement tend to present lack of confidence and 

reliability for those courtrooms where the only acceptable results are those 

presented without any doubt.  

In this way, the brutality of the adversarial system including the attacks on 

experts working within these paradigms have obliged the forensic linguists to 

adequate an established scientific foundation for the method in order to avoid 

confirmation bias, that happens when an expert witness focuses on the results 

supporting the information of the position taken, which leads to understating or 

ignoring information that would tend to lead to a contrary position (Solan 2009). 

As nowadays it is both in the American courts and in the British courts where 

the forensic linguists have been more demanded, the focuses of these two 

courts have given a clear objective in the development of new methodologies; 

the American court claims for a valid methodology in any type of analysis, 

whereas the British court claims for experts who can promise they have carried 

out their analysis in a neutral and disinterested manner. That is why these are 

the main parameters for the application of the new methods of analysis that are 

developing in these recent years.  

Fortunately for this linguistic field, in the past years there has been a rapid 

growth of the countries and cases where the expertise of linguists has been 

called upon. Some of the most relevant ones, as Coulthard (2009: 2) mentions, 
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are a case determining if a Greek doctor said “can” or “can’t” (Baldwin and 

French 1990), disputes about the meaning and ownership of individual 

morphemes in a trademark case (Shuy, 2002), the degree of similarity in 

pronunciation and as a consequence the confusability of two trademarks 

(Gibbons, 2003), the “ownership” of particular words and phrases in a 

plagiarism case (Turell, 2004) and accusations of the fabrication of whole texts 

in murder cases (Coulthard, 2002). And it has been through these cases where 

questions such as the measurement of “rarity” of a linguistic element or the 

number of shared ‘hapaxes’, which are the words which only occur once 

(Woolls and Coulthard, 1998), or the reliability of verbal memory (Coulthard and 

Johnson, 2007: 132-35) or the ways of calculating the probability of two 

different authors having produced a set of disputed messages (Grant, 2009) 

have opened the path to new questions that have to be answered and 

discussed linguistically through a reliable and valid methodology.  

Following the Daubert criteria, which allows the use of formal evidence in 

court provided by expert witnesses, the method presented must be scientific, 

and that implies that these four criteria that are the ones evaluating the 

“scientific”-ness of the method are applied:  

 

1. whether the theory … has been tested;  

2. whether it has been subjected to peer review and publication; 

3. the known rate of error; and 

4. whether the theory is generally accepted in the scientific community.  

(509; U.S. at 593 as quoted in Tiersma and Solan 2002:224) 

 

Related to the known rate or error, Coulthard (2009: 6) mentions that in 

those cases where conclusions depend on rarity or frequency of some 

particular linguistic features in the text, it is difficult to establish the likelihood 

ratio or the “known rate of error” for the results. In order to express such 

likelihood ratio in other ways rather than semantically encoded opinion, a 

growing number of experts now use a fixed semantic scale which is attached as 
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an appendix to the report expressing the results in a legally significant 

categories of “on the balance of probabilities” and “beyond reasonable doubt”. 

There are many different scales, but the one normally used in the different 

courts is the one proposed by many members of the International Association of 

Forensic Phonetics:  

 

Most positive 

5 “I personally feel quite satisfied that X is the author” 

4 “It is in my view very likely that X is the author” 

3 “It is in my view likely that X is the author” 

2 “It is in my view fairly likely that X is the author” 

1 “It is in my view rather more likely than not that X is the author” 

0 “It is not possible to express an opinion” 

-1 “It is in my view rather more likely than not that X is not the author” 

-2 “It is in my view fairly likely that X is not the author” 

-3 “It is in my view rather more likely than not that X is not the author” 

-4 “It is in my view likely that X is not the author” 

-5 “It is in my view quite satisfied that X is not the author” 

Most negative 

 

2.1.1. Authorship attribution 

 

Forensic linguists work with the assumption that both oral and written language 

provides information about an individual’s age, gender, occupation, education, 

religion and political background together with clues to the determination of an 

individual social and geographical origin (Turell, 2010). Thus, these linguists 

have used past research studies that have allowed the empirical evaluation of 
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some linguistic aspects and variables that have helped in the task of knowing 

the identity of a disputed authorship. 

Authorship attribution is therefore the task of identifying the authorship of a 

document, as a document can have a single author or multiple authors (Olsson 

and Luchjenbroers, 2014; 4). 

Following the definition that Love (2002) mentioned about different 

authorship levels, it can be seen that there are at least four different types of 

authorship. The first is precursor authorship, the original authorship in which an 

author has been based in order to write the text itself. The second one is the 

executive authorship, which refers to the constructor of the text itself. The third 

one is the declared authorship, where usually the declared author has not been 

the original producer of the text, and finally the revision authorship, which refers 

to the editing and correcting task. This last authorship implies several 

interferences on the executive author’s discourse due to the changes that 

editing causes. More than one author can carry out these functions, so it is in 

this context where authorship attribution must use different tools within the field 

of forensic linguistics in order to verify the percentage of probability that a text 

has of having being written by a specific author.  

In order to verify the authorship attribution of a text to a certain author, first 

of all, the style of such author must be defined. The linguistic characteristics of 

the subject would be those related first to his language and his sociolinguistic 

situation, such as geographical context, education level and so on. Within those 

features there are some options that the language itself gives to those speakers 

belonging to the same sociolinguistic group of speakers, but each speaker, due 

to his personal context and experiences, will choose to use one option rather 

than the others. In other words, the system that is used by a large amount of 

people is used in a distinctive way by a specific speaker (Turell, 2004). This 

distinctive way of using language is referred to as the “idiolectal style” (Turell, 

2004) within the field of forensic linguistics, and it is here where the 

morphosyntactic, discursive, pragmatic and stylistic aspects of a person are 

reflected showing a distinctive print in each text.  
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2.1.2. Idiolect and uniqueness; idiolectal style  

 

It has been mentioned before that courts tend to ask for evidence within the 

statement of “beyond any reasonable doubt”, as it can be the cases of DNA or 

fingerprints. However, in order to get the “linguistic fingerprint” of a speaker, it 

must be necessary to have access and to analyze all the data produced by the 

speaker since he started speaking or writing, which would be impossible. That 

is the main cause of not having the option of getting a proof in Forensic 

Linguistics giving the necessary support to present evidence as true “beyond 

any reasonable doubt”. 

After having seen the metaphor of linguistic fingerprint and the misleading 

ideas that are carried with it, one of the ideas that has been on the spotlight 

within Forensic Linguistics is the concept of a uniqueness of an individual’s 

language or idiolect, which has been the focus of many studies such as Biber 

(1988,1995), Chaski (2001, 2005), Coulthard (1992, 1993, 1994a, 1994b, 1995, 

1997,2004), Grant and Baker (2001), Grant and Nini (2013), Stubbs (1996), and 

Turell (2004, 2007, 2010).  

As Grant and Nini mention (2013), the theoretical position that has been 

the starting point in order to develop different methods of authorship attribution 

analysis is that every native speaker has their individual production of the 

language, which is based on some idiosyncratic choices of the language that 

are based on preferences for selecting certain items rather than others. The 

uniqueness of the speaker is also explained by Sinclair (1991) who remarks 

that there are two main principles on the creation of utterances; on the one 

hand, there are the language options that are taken word by word from all the 

possibilities that the language itself offers and, on the other hand, there are also 

some individual collocations and colligations that the speaker uses frequently 

linked together. Thus, the longer a sequence is, the fewer options there are for 

more than one author to having coincidentally created the same chunks by 

chance (Coulthard, 2004). 

Grant and Nini (2008) stated that there are two main methodologies and 

ways of seeing the speaker language uniqueness: the stylistic method and the 
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cognitive one. The forensic linguists claiming that stylistic methodology is 

important explain that a theory of idiolect is important, but not necessary, as the 

choice that the individual makes at the moment of speaking will vary depending 

on the behavior, which is also variable. Thus, following this method, an analysis 

of an individual is based on the “style markers” that are taken and used from the 

repertoire that each speaker has, and those choices will be the ones marking 

and defining the background and the lead of identification of an author. 

However, the main problem of this method is the difficulty to make an objective 

definition and grounding of the choices that a specific speaker makes, as the 

“style markers” cannot be defined in advance of approaching a text. So the 

impossibility of defining markers a priori makes the path from observation of the 

text to conclusion, which can be subjective because an author can have 

different choices and uses depending on different factors such as the type of 

discourse that is required for a specific situation.  

On the other hand, cognitive methodology claims that it is fundamental to 

work with the idea of an “idiolect”, and what makes an individual unique is the 

structure of the cognition, which is reflected on the structures. Those structures 

are the ones called syntactic patterns, which are the hints that these forensic 

linguists such as Chaski (2001) mention to be the structures that perform better 

each speaker’s individuality in language. Nonetheless, this cognitive method 

does not state the difference in syntactic behavior of an individual, thus, there is 

no justification for the use of structures that each speaker has.  

Thus, the cognitive approach finds out cognitive and psychological 

explanation for language production, but this method does not seem interested 

in individual variation or intra-variation of the speaker. The stylistic method in 

turn explains the variation among individuals or the inter-variation, but it does 

not seem interested in explaining the cognitive reason of it. Taking both positive 

and lacking points of these two methodologies, Grant (2009) proposes the idea 

of a theory of idiolect as a personalization of the language system associated 

with each speaker according to the different linguistic stimuli, which is created 

by complementing the cognitive features together with the stylistic ones arising 

from the sociolinguistic history of the speaker. The important fact here is that as 

Grant remarks, a theory about idiolect is not only to notice consistent and 
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distinctive features in the language of an individual, but also to provide 

explanations for these.   

So as these linguists show, there is a huge need to distinguish between 

linguistic and collective level of linguistic analysis, and this idea, within the 

concept of idiolect, has been of great importance through modern linguistic 

history, but nowadays it still seems very difficult to define. The possibility that 

Turell (2004) presents for this concept is based on the idea claiming that: 

 

 “dialects are abstractions from a number of idiolects, and 

languages are abstractions of a number of dialects. In this 

context, it could be argued that it is impossible to determine 

whether a given feature observed in a recording or a written text 

is idiolectal, dialectal, sociolectal, genderlectal, constrained by 

age factors, etc. (…) We know that speakers/writers are 

speakers of their own speech community and so their idiolect 

includes parameters that identify them by their group, but also 

they make choices which are specific to their most spontaneous 

variety, even if it has been proven (…) that in Labov’s terms 

(1972) a speaker is vulnerable to change in the individual and 

thus, it results unstable”. 

 

It has been known and established by many linguists that in order to know 

all the possible linguistic realizations of an author it must be necessary to have 

access to all the production that he has produced during his whole life, which is 

absolutely impossible, Turell proposes the concept of “idiolecal style” which has 

to do primarily not with what system of language or dialect an individual has, but 

more precisely with how a system is used and shared by lots of people and 

distinctively by a particular individual. The speaker’s production appears to be 

unique, and for that, she bases such statement on Halliday’s proposal of 

“options” and “selections” that a speaker can make from the linguistic system 

(Turell, 2010). This idea is constructed on the basis of Crystal’s (1997) 

statement that everyone has to some extent a personal dialect so it is possible 
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to talk about a limited system found in a personal speaker (Turell, 2010). Thus, 

taking this into account, Turell mentioned the exact definition for idiolectal style, 

which is “the set of options that writers take from the linguistic repertoire 

available to them as user of a specific language” (Nolan 1994, McMenamin 

2001, Coulthard and Johnson 2007, Turell 2010). However, it is important to 

note here that the word “style” in this concept refers to the style in terms of 

geography and social stratification variables instead of the concept of style in its 

stylistic sense.  

Within the idiolectal style we have two complementary concepts that will 

define the specific and unique features of each author, and these two concepts 

are the ones of markedness and prominence. The idea of markedness has 

been analyzed through different linguistic perspectives, but within the field of 

forensic linguistics it has been Jackobson’s definition (1956) the one that has 

shaped the speaker’s style. The marked form of the discourse of a person 

entails some additional and specific information of the speaker that the non-

marked form does not, in other words, this concept refers to something that is 

not common in the subject’s discourse. Thus, markedness is an idiolectal 

feature as it is an unexpected change that can be made due to the exposure to 

different languages. An example here would be the use of a lexical item in a 

position that would be different following the speaker’s structure. For example, if 

a speaker has the tendency to use the adverb “really” before adjectives, (e.g. 

“the meeting was really boring”, “the room was really crowded”, “the facilities 

they offered were really great”) but in one case, the speaker uses “certainly” 

(e.g. “the staff was certainly helpful”). Such unique use of the adverb “certainly” 

before an adjective in that speech would be then a marked form, as it is highly 

unexpected in the speaker’s discourse. 

On the other hand, prominence refers to the idea that Butler (1998) and 

Abecassis (2002) claimed as an approach to both discourse analysis and 

corpus linguistics. This idea of prominence is built in base of all the linguistic 

units that are statistically emphasize within a corpus. Those are a group of 

characteristics that, together, are more frequent in one speaker compared to 

others, thus, by contrary to markedness, prominence is built through the 

constant and frequent use of some specific features.  
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The different approaches and techniques used in the last few years for 

forensic text comparison seem to have influenced the view of ‘idiolectal style’, 

like techniques relying on analysis such as ‘“core lexical elements, hapax 

legomena, hapax dislegomena, lexical density and lexical richness” (Turell 

2010: 218). Those techniques are, used together with corpus linguistics to 

establish the rate of frequency of the words and the variables that are found in a 

speaker production.  

As Turell collected in her article of 2010, there are several forensic 

authorship studies (Spassova and Turell 2007, Grant 2007, Spassova and 

Grant 2008, Spassova 2009) and also non-forensic ones (Love 2002, Feiguina 

and Hirts 2007) that take the existence of the concept of “idiolectal style” as a 

valid premise for the analysis of authorship attribution. Those studies have 

shown that the idiolectal style of an individual does not seem to vary much in 

genre, and neither very much in time (Cicres 2007, Spassova and Turell 2007, 

Spassova 2009).  

 

2.1.3. “Scientificness” of the method 

 

It is important to analyze the roots of this method, where two approaches began 

to be in contradiction with each other, even if as it can be seen in this section, 

finally they complemented each other. The main problem for some important 

linguists such as Nini and Grant arises when the two different approaches of the 

state of the art of authorship attribution are taken individually and in opposition. 

These two approaches are on the one hand the cognitive methodology and on 

the other one the stylistic one (Nini and Grant, 2008).  

These two forensic linguists, Grant and Nini, have proposed the use of a 

new approach in order to fill the gaps that these two methods have. They stated 

that the problem of the stylistic method is the lack of objectiveness of results, 

which in turn, the cognitive method has. On the contrary, they also claimed that 

the problem that cognitive method presents is the lack of explanation about the 

speaker choices, which consecutively, the stylistic method provides. Thus, the 

combination and complementation these two approaches can explain the 



	 16	

understanding of the uniqueness of the speaker in a more precise, objective 

and scientific way. A step forward proposed by Nini and Grant (2008) is the use 

of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) proposed by Halliday (1961) in order to 

develop a method that leads to a linguistic theory that is justified by a theory of 

idiolect, which could explain and specify the cognitive and sociolinguistic 

variation of the speakers but in an objective way, which means that the method 

can be applied for every single case.  

According to Nini and Grant (2008), SFL presupposes three different sorts 

of variations that seem inherent in language: ‘registerial variation’, ‘codal 

variation’ and ‘dialectal variation’. ‘Registerial variation’ is the variation that 

depends on the context and that speaker will perform depending on the options 

that the system of the language provides as the variables for such context. 

‘Codal variation’ refers to the style that people adopt in a certain context in 

order to respond to it in relation with what they have learned for the context 

itself in some previous situations, and ‘dialectal variation’ is the realization of 

one specific semantic variation that the speaker does depending on some 

different options.  

For example, in the Derek Bentley case (Coulthard and Johnson, 2007) 

after some torture hours from the police, the defendant produced some 

utterances where the narration of the events had the formula [I then] rather than 

the common [then I] formula that lay people use. After a linguistic analysis, it 

was proved that he was literally producing a speech that had been dictated from 

one of the policeman, as the formula [I then] is commonly used by police 

officers and rarely used by lay people. Thus, in this context of a narration of 

events, the ‘registerial variation’ that was context dependent was the past 

tense, as it is common in these types of discourse production to focus on past 

actions. The ‘codal variation’ was the use of “I” before “then”, as lay people use 

to focus on the order of events rather than on the person involved, which is 

different from the police officers’ choice. Finally, the dialectal variation was the 

choice of the form [burned] or [burnt] for the registerial realization of the past 

tense.  

Once the method is achieved, as the one proposed by Nini and Chaski 

(2009), McMenamin (2009) mentions that there are some linguistic limitations 
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that have been long studied in authorship attribution research which are 

explained in four observations, the ones linguists must take into account when 

using a specific methodology for authorship attribution analysis. The first 

observation is the selection of variables which are not arbitrary and subjective, 

and the criteria for selection of these variables is outlined by Labov (2008: 3) 

which are the following: first, to notice the variation or the alternative ways of 

saying the same thing; then, defining the largest environment in which the 

variation occurs with a report of occurrences of a variant and exclusions; finally, 

defining the constraints of such variable in the context of the author 

(McMenamin 2009: 18).  

The second observation is the use of statistical analysis in order to identify 

the markers that are more reliable and valid. The third observation refers to the 

difference between class vs. individual features, in order to know if a variation 

belongs to a whole class or to an individual. For this, a corpus-based analysis is 

needed in order to compare the frequencies of occurrences of such variables in 

comparison to the population. This third observation is based on Labov’s 

(1966b) idea, which claims the following: “the central finding of sociolinguistics 

is that the community is the stable and systematic unit, and that the behavior of 

individuals cannot be interpreted without prior knowledge of the community 

pattern”.  

The fourth observation, and the one which will have more importance in 

this research, claims that some variables cannot be analyzed in the same way 

in an oral or written speech, as the level of conscious intervention in the written 

discourse is much higher than in the oral one.  

Thus, it can be claimed that the methods used by forensic linguists in the 

analysis of authorship attribution and the rest of fields within forensic linguistics 

are able to overcome all the limitations mentioned above, and in that way, to get 

the needed “scientific-ness” and showing evidence in court.  

 

2.2. Idiolectometry and idiolectal similarity rate (ISR) 
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After having seen Labov’s idea of the selection of the variables, the next step is 

to see and understand the reason for analyzing the linguistic variables and 

features that are presented in the analysis. The variables that are analyzed in 

this study are based on the study about Idiolectometry and Idiolectal Similarity 

Rate (ISR) published by Dr. M. Teresa Turell and the Forensiclab (2007-2015), 

in which the different variables of three different languages (English, Spanish 

and Catalan) are studied with forensic aims, in order to establish linguistic 

profiles and the authorship attribution of different written texts. 

Idiolectometry is referred to as the study of the idiolectal style, but with 

the objective of finding and defining boundaries between speakers, and not only 

between different idiolects, so that both the linguistic difference and the 

idiolectal distance of each individual are measured. In this way, this science 

gives the opportunity to measure the Idiolectal Similarity Rate (ISR), a numeric 

measure comparing different linguistic pieces and estimating the linguistic 

difference between them (Turell, 2007). The practical use of this numeric 

measure is the possibility of considering two linguistic pieces (spoken or written) 

having been produced by the same author.  

The appearance of the ISR is due to a problem-based study, which means 

that it has been carried out as a consequence of a problem which nowadays 

exists: the need of identifying speakers and attributing the authorship of certain 

texts with forensic purposes (Turell, 2007). However, it cannot be forgotten that 

the conclusions of these studies should be highly moderated in order to avoid 

false identifications. ‘Moderated’ means that the analysis must reflect the 

reasonable doubt of the findings, because as it has been mentioned, language 

is not DNA, it is in constant change and such change will always lead to a 

reasonable doubt.  

The variables that have been studied for the ISR are mainly phonological; 

however, there are also many morphosyntactic and pragmatic-discursive ones 

which are described and applied to this study. The first step that the Forensiclab 

presents in this study is the explanation of the different realizations of a variable 

through some graphs, and the reason for using more than one variable or 

linguistic feature together with its different variations. As an example, I present 

here a graph for a phonetic variable, the variable of the F0, which is the 
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standard pitch of a speaker’s voice. In this first graphs the “ideal” variation of a 

single variable in three different speakers is represented: 

 

 

Graph 1: Ideal variation of a single variable in three different speakers. From Rose (2002) / ForensicLab (2007) 

 

Graph 1 shows the different values of the average pitch of a speaker voice, 

which could vary from 95 to 125 Hz; however, this is not what reality shows. In 

Graph 2 we have a “realistic” representation of the variation of a single variable:  

 

Graph 2: Ideal variation of two variables in three different speakers. From Rose (2002) / ForensicLab (2007) 

 

Graph 2 shows that the variation of a single variable cannot be 

represented in just one dimension; as the information is overlapped so it is 

impossible to achieve any specific conclusion for authorship attribution. This 
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means that new dimensions must be introduced in the studies of speaker 

identification, in order to get “delimited spaces” (Turell, 2007; 11). Thus, in the 

next figure we can see the different variations of two different variables for three 

speakers:  

 

 

Grap 3: Ideal variation of different variables in three different speakers. From Rose (2002) / ForensicLab (2007) 

 

And in the next one, three dimensions (three variables) are represented 

with the different values for each speaker:  

 

 

Graph 4: Ideal variation of a single variable in three different speakers. From Rose (2002) / ForensicLab (2007) 
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In this graph the combination of the variations of three variables from three 

different speakers can be seen. In this way, the group of variations (represented 

as geometric pieces) will construct the “idiolectal style” of a speaker.  

Nevertheless, three dimensions are not enough concerning the reliable 

conclusions about the authorship of a recording or text. It is essential to add 

more variables so that the discrimination of the speakers is almost total; that is 

why the ForensicLab proposed the list of variables that are explained in the 

method section in order to produce a reliable analysis.  

 

2.3. Cross-linguistic influence in discourse 

 

The cross-linguistic influence in discourses for forensic purposes has had an 

important weight within the study of plagiarism in translation, more than in 

authorship analysis itself. As the forensic linguist Sousa Silva mentions (Sousa 

Silva; 2013), “it is language which speaks, not the author” (Barthes, 1997: 143); 

thus, it will be the language of the author the one that reveals the degree of 

cross-linguistic influence that the speaker has. In the case of this study, this 

influence can be lexical, by the use of certain words that have to do either with 

Spanish or Basque, morphosyntactic such as the word order, or discursive, 

through the use of certain discursive features. 

The way of looking at cross-linguistic influence on those speakers’ 

discourse is through detection, that is, through qualitative analysis. There are 

some ways of looking at it through computational linguistics with programs that 

have been specifically designed for this purpose, such as Turnitin or 

SafeAssign, which, even if they are designed for plagiarism detection, give a 

very specific intrinsic analysis of each author’s discourse which could be useful 

for cross-linguistic influence as well. However, those would be useful for 

massive productions of discourse (Sousa Silva 2013; 47), and in this case, the 

pieces of discourse that will be analyzed are too short to use computational 

programs.  
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As the individual uniqueness of the language changes over time, in order 

to study the influence that Spanish and Basque can have on the speakers that 

have taken part in the study, and the “fingerprint” that the cross-linguistic 

influence can lead to, it is important to have a brief look at the theory of cross-

linguistic influence based on second language acquisition (SLA) and third 

language acquisition (TLA) within the field of psycholinguistics.  

It is true that TLA is still a newborn branch of this science, but it comprises 

some theories that can be useful for this study as well. As some experts such 

as Cenoz, Hufeisen & Clyne (1997) or Kellerman (1983) mentioned, the 

conditions in which cross-linguistic influence takes place are highly determined 

by some conditions such as the source language of the elements that are 

transferred. As Kellerman claimed, speakers tend to borrow more terms from 

the language that is typologically closer to the target language, or in other 

words, from the language that is perceived as typologically closer, as it has 

been confirmed in several studies (Bild & Swain, 1989; Möhle, 1989; Singleton, 

1987).  

Apart from the typology of the source language, there are some other 

factors that affect the presence of the cross-linguistic influence, as it is the case 

of contextual factors. It has been proved that the level of formality of the context 

affects the number of terms transferred (Grosjean, 1998). Another factor that 

can potentially affect this effect is age, as in the case of young learners; age is 

usually associated with cognitive and metalinguistic development. That is, the 

reason for claiming that older children have been reported to advance quicker in 

the first stages of the SLA, is because they have a more accurate perception of 

the linguistic distance when transferring a term from one language to the other 

(Cenoz, 2000).  

A third factor mentioned by Cenoz and Hammarberg (2001) is ‘recency’, 

the idea hypothesizing that “learners are more likely to borrow from a language 

they actively use than from other languages they may know but do not use” 

(Cenoz and Hammarberg 2001; 10).  
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And finally, another very important factor is the level of proficiency that the 

speaker has in the language, as the competence that the speaker has will lead 

to a higher awareness of the linguistic distance.  

As Cenoz (2001) proved, the different structures of Basque as compared 

to Spanish and English explain the limited transfer of function words, a point to 

take into account in this study.  

Thus, all these factors will be taken as possible theories for the cross-

language influences in the speakers’ discourses and the theories explaining the 

hypothesis of such features in the idiolectal style of a person. 

 

3. Methodology 
 

 
3.1. Data collection 

 
The distinctive features between spoken and written discourse have always 

been an object of study in linguistics. There are several features that are 

established as different in both types of discourse, as the use of connectors, the 

speed of production of the discourse and the use of synonyms or lexical variety, 

among many other characteristics.  

The type of discourse that has been chosen for this study is narrative, as 

this genre refers to the ability of a person for constructing and relating a story 

(Whyte, 1981) where different events are narrated in an organized way together 

with the description or presentation of some characters and a specific focus 

about the facts. 

Following the idea presented by Culler (1975) and Chatman (1978), the 

narrative is composed of two different parts: on the one hand, the story itself 

and on the other one, the discourse. The discourse is the expression or 

presentation that the author makes about the story, and it shows some 

repeated features both in the spoken and in the written discourse, whereas the 

story can present several variables of exclusion of some elements or different 

focuses within the style of each speaker. Thus, narration gives the option of 
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looking into the discursive style of the author when narrating and bringing 

together some facts, whereas it also gives important information about the way 

of focusing the story that each author shows.  

Once the type of discourse was established, the choice of the speakers, 

all of them volunteers, was made following these criteria, making them 

maximally homogeneous for it: 

 

1) The volunteers should be from an English-speaking country. 

2) They should have similar level of studies. 

3) They should have similar types of jobs (related to language: English 

teachers and translators). 

4) Their awareness of being tape-recorded should be similar; none of 

them was used to being tape-recorded.  

5) The type of speech should be similar in all cases, that is: naturally 

produced, answering to the same questions and being the first time for 

these volunteers that they saw the two pictures.  

6) They should live in the Basque Country in order to check the influence 

on language of living in a place where two very different languages 

have the official status.  

 

Following these criteria in order to have the maximally homogeneous 

group of people, 16 speakers have taken part in this study. The number could 

have been higher, but we can consider it to be appropriate following the study 

carried out by the Forensiclab, where several forensic theories are shown which 

use between 13 and 20 speakers of each language and characteristics. 

Therefore, the final amount of speakers for this study has filled the parameters 

in the study undertaken by the Forensiclab.  

 The age of these volunteers is wide, as the youngest volunteer is 22 

years old and the oldest is 68. This can lead to different variants and styles 
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affected by age; however, as the study is an intra-speaker one, the similarity 

rate will be based on the individual variables of each speaker. 

The number of years living in the Basque Country is wide as well, as in the 

case of one of the volunteers it is the second year living in the country, whereas 

another volunteer has spent more than 40 years living in the place.  

The Basque level is very homogeneous in this group of volunteers, as the 

youngest ones, having spent less time in the country, are the ones making a 

higher effort in understanding and using the basic structures of the Basque 

language for daily life. On the contrary, the volunteers having spent more time 

in the country are the ones showing less interest in learning Basque. As a 

consequence, no matter how many years these volunteers have spent in the 

Basque Country that their Basque level is limited to the daily expressions. 

However, there is one exception, and it is the case of Speaker 16. Even if she 

has lived in England for her whole life and this is her second year in the Basque 

Country, her father is Basque, and she always speaks Basque to him. Thus, 

this speaker has an almost native level of Basque.  

Thus, taking into account criterion number 5, the data has been gathered 

following a specific method. There were two different satirical pictures 

presented to the subjects with a huge social meaning and which can be 

interpreted in many different ways. Given these, the three questions that 

speakers must answer were the following:  

 

a) “Could you describe the picture in detail for a person who is not able to 

see it?” 

 b) “What is the interpretation that you make of this picture?” 

 c) “Imagine that this is the first picture of a comic strip; how would you 

imagine the second panel of the strip?” 

 

 For the first picture, they were asked to answer orally while they were 

recorded. They only had one chance of speaking in order to make the speech 

as natural as possible. Then, for the second picture, they were asked to type 
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the answer within 10 minutes; in this way, all the speakers produced their 

speech within the same amount of time and considering that this was the first 

time they saw those two pictures. The length of the texts was very different for 

each speaker; the shortest one consists of 64 words (for Speaker 12), whereas 

the longest has got 287 words (for Speaker 4). Some of the speakers spend a 

lot of time thinking about the answer or do not know what else to write, so in 

those cases the length is relatively short. However, in the case of many others it 

was necessary to stop them, so the length is much higher. The length of the 

different types of discourse will be an important variable in the analysis, as 

there seems to be a consistency in the two types.  

 
3.2. Procedure 

 

3.2.1. Procedure for the qualitative analysis 

 

The qualitative analysis has been executed through an exhaustive comparative 

analysis in which some parameters have been analyzed and reflected in 

comparative charts for each spoken and written discourse. This type of analysis 

is also needed apart from the quantitative one, as the results from the 

quantitative analysis cannot be properly interpreted without the context and 

explanation that the qualitative analysis provides. 

The variables have been established by the ForensicLab, which did a 

study based on Rose’s (2002) and Nolan’s (1983) studies on the theory of 

measuring a linguistic feature as significant for a study or not. According to 

these two theories, such variables are valid as they obey the following 

characteristics presented by Nolan (1983:11): 

• To present a high inter-speaker variability and low intra-speaker 

variability. 

• To be resilient to imitation attempts.  

• To have a high frequency in the samples of the analysis. 
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• To be strong in the transmission, so others cannot alter it. This 

means that the variable needs to be strong enough not to be 

altered with the influence of external factors such as context, mood, 

and so on.  

• To be relatively easy to extract and analyze. 

But we also need to follow the condition added by Rose (2001:52): 

• Each parameter must be independent from others. 

Thus, following those statements these are the variables that are 

considered in this study: 

a) Morphosyntactic features: For this analysis variables 1 to 6 are the ones 

based on the study by the ForensicLab which establishes the variables 

that must be analyzed in English in order to carry out any type of linguistic 

authorship-attribution analysis. And variables 7, 8 and 9 are also studied 

but following Nolan’s and Rose’s theories on the validity of variables. 

These three variables present a high inter-speaker variability and low 

intra-speaker variability. They are also difficult to imitation attempts as 

several studies show that speakers perform these variables 

unconsciously, and they have a relatively high frequency in the discourse. 

These variables have also been easy to extract and analyze, and of 

course, the parameters they present are independent from the others. 

These three variables have been chosen according to the theory of 

subjectivity and unconscious mechanisms presented by Traugott (2003), 

as these linguistic features which are performed by the users who use the 

language in an unconscious way are mechanisms of recruiting meanings 

in order to express beliefs, attitudes, etc. (Traugott 2003: 134). 

1. The use of the personal pronouns I/we/you in order to show 

subjectivity in the discourse.  

2. The amount of sentences and the tenses that are used through the 

discourse; here the whole amount of sentences is shown, and then 

the variation of each variable is represented by fractions. 
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3. The amount of subordinated relative pronouns, types, and amount of 

droppings.  

4. The position of thematic adjuncts, which can be canonical (in the 

middle or end of the sentence) or preposing (at the beginning of the 

sentence. 

5. Negative proposing, which can also be canonical or preposing. 

6. The amount of pronoun/full subject droppings in coordinated 

sentences with and, but, and or.  

7. Modal verbs, the amount of times each modal appears.  

8. Amount of explanatory sentences in anaphoric position in the 

discourse in order to clarify something previously mentioned.  

9. The amount of times the adverb just is used. 

 

b) Discursive-pragmatic features: For the discursive-pragmatic analysis, the 

variables that have been chosen are, on the one hand, the ones presented 

by the ForensicLab in the study previously mentioned, which are variables 

1 to 7, and 8 to 11 are the variables taken from the analysis of Catalan 

and Spanish language presented in such a study, as they have appeared 

through the discourse several times. 

1. Discourse and hesitation markers: Blackwell (1995) noted that “it has 

often been argued that the words which bear the least lexical 

information are those least subject to conscious control by the 

speaker. If this is the case, then (…) discourse markers may be of 

more diagnostic value to forensic linguists than ‘content’ words (…)” 

(mentioned in Kredens 2002). 

2. Opinion markers divided in two different values: the modesty markers 

and the others.  

3. The question/topic repetition in the answers. 

4. The intensification of the items through intensifiers, adverbs and 

adjectives.  



	 29	

5. The repetition of the keywords; basing it on the word-frequency 

counts given in Burrows (1989), Johnson (1994), Muller (1976), and 

Rayson et al. (1997). 

6. Ordinative use in order to introduce ideas. 

7. Hapax Legomena: the once-occurring words (occurring 1 to 5 times 

per 1 million) provide information relating to the “sophistication” of 

each speaker (Kredens, 2002), which was also demonstrated by 

Coulthard (1994).  

8. Comparative structures, the different comparative mechanisms in 

order to compare ideas.  

9. Division of the discourse. As the speakers where asked to answer 

three questions, in some cases the discourses have been created 

through the division of the three questions, whereas in other cases, 

the division has nothing to do with the three questions. 

10. Use of kind of/sort of, as these are two variations that are 

unconsciously replaced or used.  

11.  Amount of adjectives in the discourse, as some speakers tend to 

focus on adjectives in their answers whereas others tend to avoid 

them.   

The comparison has not been made as a group analysis of all the oral 

texts (OT) in comparison with the written texts (WT); instead, each author has 

been individually analyzed in order to get general conclusions about the 

repetition of features and consistency of the idiolectal style of each speaker’s 

discourse in both oral and written cases. 

 

3.2.2. Procedure for the quantitative analysis 

 

As the qualitative analysis has limited value in the legal context (Coulthard 

1997), the quantitative analysis has been also developed for such features that 
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have been significant in the qualitative study. In this way, such significance has 

been statistically proven in different steps:  

a) Analysis of the variables with the Excel program. The pieces of 

information of the different variables that have been found are 

explained in charts and graphs integrated in the analysis.  

b) Statistic analysis with the statistic program SPSS: once the results of 

the qualitative analysis have been gathered, all the samples of the 

most significant variables have been extracted in order to make some 

descriptive graphs of each author through the version 23 for Windows 

of SPSS program.  

The .05 level of statistical significance, which is used in linguistic 

research (Butler 1985, Coleman and Lewandowska-Tomaszcyk 1990, 

Hatch and Farhady 1982) will be used; thus, the values that are 

smaller than .05 will be taken as statistically significant. 

In order to study that, the types of analysis that have been performed 

with the SPSS are the following: 

- T-test student of independent variables: this analysis explains 

whether the difference of occurrences in two groups of variables 

occurred because of random chance or if there is a significant relation 

between those occurrences.   

- Graphs of independent variables: there are some variables that 

cannot be analyzed through the t-test for independent variables, as the 

number of occurrences is very low and those are not sufficient for a 

statistical analysis. In those cases, the graphs of the tendency of 

occurrence in each variable show in a clear way the idiolectal variation 

of each author.  

c) Reading and interpretation of the statistical results: through this 

reading and the illustrative help of the graphs and the charts, it will be 

possible to reach some empirical conclusions for the research question 

shown in section 1 of the study. Following Robertson and Vignaus 

(1995:219), “evidence has a value only in context” (Kredens, 2002). 
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These evidential results will be examined within the rest of the 

discourse, rather than in isolation.  

 

4. Results and discussion 

 

Before starting with the results and discussion of the analysis, it is necessary to 

mention that the most reasonable division for this would have been on the one 

hand the results and discussion for the morphosyntactic analysis, and on the 

other hand the results and discussion for the discursive-pragmatic one. This 

division should have been the more logical one taking into account the 

differentiation of these variables in the research questions.  

 However, when carrying out the quantitative analysis, the SPSS program 

showed all the variables together in the same chart, without considering if those 

belong to the morphosyntactic or discursive-pragmatic level. That is the reason 

for having this analysis divided in two main sections: results and discussion for 

the qualitative analysis and then the results and discussion for the quantitative 

one, being the morphosyntactic and the discursive-pragmatic levels two 

subsections within them.  

 Then, in the conclusions, the division of the two linguistic levels is done 

again so the answers for the research questions show the division that is 

previously done in section 1.  

 

4.1. Results and discussion for the qualitative analysis 

 

The qualitative analysis has been carried out in two different parts, the first one 

is related to the morphosyntactic level of both oral and written discourse, 

whereas the second one relates to the pragmatic and discursive one. Such 

inquiry is shown in two charts for each speaker where both types of speeches 

are compared, to the morphosyntactic level on the first chart and to the 

discursive and pragmatic one in the second chart.  
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In the first column the variable is presented, and in the next two the 

variations of such variable in the written and in the spoken discourse, 

respectively. The number that appears next to each variation is the number of 

times this item appears through the discourse, and the fractions refer to the 

number of times each variation appears out of the whole amount of times that 

the variable appears.  

 

 

 

4.1.1. Results and discussion for the morphosyntactic analysis 

	

In the case of the use of the personal pronouns I, We, You there is no clear 

intra-variation pattern among the speakers. The three variations I, We, You 

never appear together in the written discourse, and on the oral discourse the 

use of You is much more prominent than on the written one, which can be a 

consequence of the oral mechanisms. Thus, following Nolan’s and Rose’s 

theories, it seems that in this case the use of those personal pronouns could not 

be representative, at least in these cases, for the measurement of the idiolectal 

variation rate. 

The variable of the use of tenses1, however, is more significant, as the 

questions were established in order to give the answers using the present and 

the future or hypothetical would thus the variation of each variable in each 

speaker is significant. There are four speakers out of sixteen who are 

inconsistent in the use of the hypothetical would for the third question, Speaker 

4, 5, 9 and 11. That is, they use would in the written discourse but they tend to 

use the present or the past tense in the oral one, or the other way around, for 

answering the same questions. However, there is an interest consistency in one 

speaker, Speaker 10, who tends to switch the tenses from the present to the 

would-could tense in both spoken and written discourse, as shown in Table 10 

																																																								
1	English grammar accepts only present and past as tenses, however, due to procedure reasons and in order to make 
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from the Appendix 1. This speaker starts the sentences with the present tense 

but then he switches to the would-could tense, as it can be seen in this 

sentence from the written discourse: “On the top of the cross I can see a statue 

of a tyranic leader or a communist leader (…) because at background I could 

see the red flags “ and in this one from the oral one: “Because on the right hand 

side corner I could see a date and a signature of the author, of this photograph, 

so now I am convinced this is a painting“.  

The subordinate relative pronouns seem to have an important consistency 

among speakers. However, the use of relative pronouns is different: some 

speakers use different ones with a low frequency (Speaker 16: she uses 5 

relative pronouns but once, twice or four times in the spoken discourse) and 

other speakers use the same ones but with a higher frequency (Speaker 1: she 

uses the pronouns that 6 times and what 8 times in the oral discourse). Thus, it 

will be the quantitative analysis that measures the significance of this variable, 

as the graphs show the dimensions of frequency and rate of each pronoun 

within each speaker.  

The variants of the position of the thematic adjunct and negative preposing 

also seem to have an important significance between speakers, as the general 

tendency is to repeat the same positions through the discourse, having a clear 

tendency to use the canonical position more frequently, as in “a disabled sign 

pointing at the TV” (Speaker 5) or “there’s a sign right in front of it” (Speaker 9), 

rather than the preposing position “On the top of the cross I can see” (Speaker 

10) or “next to one of the overweight people there’s a sign” (Speaker 13). 

However, most of the speakers having a tendency for the preposing position, 

even if it is not as frequent as the canonical position, seem to be consistent and 

use them in both discourses (Speaker 1: 6 times canonical position and 2 times 

preposing in the written one, and 8 times canonical position and 5 times in the 

proposing one in the case of the oral discourse. Speaker 5: 5 times canonical 

position of the theme adjunct and 1 preposing position in the written text, and 2 

canonical positions and 2 preposing ones in the oral one). However, this is 

another point that will be much easier to see in the quantitative analysis, as 

there are many examples and high frequencies to be described qualitatively.  



	 34	

The pronoun or full subject dropping in coordinated (with and, but, or) 

sentences is one of the most inconsistent ones through the intra-speaker 

variation, as there does not seem to be any clear pattern or significant tendency 

across the discourses. Both variants are found through the speakers discourse, 

as “the crowd splitting into groups and pulling” (Speaker 13), or “it could be the 

USSR or Korea” (Speaker 11) for the case of dropping the subject, or the case 

of “there are different chapters, and there’s a person, and the person” (Speaker 

9) and “the television is a flatscreen and the television has not” (Speaker 8) for 

the non-dropping of the subject. The SPSS shows a clearer idea about this 

variable as the statistics show the relevance of this use in a much more clear 

formula.  

The variation of the use of the modal verbs is similar to the relative 

pronouns variable. This will be much more significant through the SPSS 

program, as the different dimensions of use and frequency of all those will show 

a clear parameter for each speaker. There are some speakers using different 

modal verbs with a relatively low frequency, whereas some others use one or 

two but with a higher frequency. The case of many different modals with low 

frequency can be seen in Speaker 7, as he uses 11 modal verbs in the oral 

discourse (can, could, should, might, may and would) but the frequency goes 

from 1 to 4. On the contrary, there is the example of Speaker 6, who uses 14 

modal verbs (that, who and which) but with a frequency of 6 or 8 times each 

(except which, that appears just once). 

By contrast, the explanatory sentences are easier to study in the 

qualitative analysis as those are seen in context. What can be deduced from 

the analysis is that there does not seem to be a clear pattern of intra-speaker 

variation, as most of them tend to use one or two in the written and oral 

discourse (Speaker 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 15), then and some few speakers 

use the explanatory sentences just in the spoken one (Speaker 1, 2, 6, 13, 14 

and 16) and there is only one speaker using this variable in the written one 

(Speaker 12). But the study of this variable would be more precise by using a 

larger amount of data for each speaker, where more explanatory sentences 

could be found.  
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The adverb just is one of the syntactic items whose use appears to be 

more unconscious. That is why the use of this syntactic item is quite significant 

for this study, as especially in the oral discourse, this adverb will come up 

without the speaker being aware of it. However, the amount of speakers using 

this feature is so low that it will be difficult to reach objective conclusions about 

it, as there is only one speaker using just in both oral and written discourse, 

who is Speaker 14 (“just as the reality” for the written case, “I just find, I just can 

see, just saying, just don’t bother, they just don’t mind” in the oral case). And 

then, Speakers 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 12 use this syntactic item in the oral 

discourse, but the frequency is very low, just once occurrence in most of the 

times. For that reason, the SPSS program will show a more specific graph for 

the significance of this. 

As a conclusion of the morphosyntactic analysis, it can be said that the 

most significant or relevant variables that can be applied to both types of 

discourse are the use of the tenses, the subordinated relative pronoun, the 

position of the thematic adjunct and the use of modal verbs. The reason for 

being relevant is mainly the occurrences of such variables in both discourses, 

because as it can be seen in the cases of just and explanatory sentences, a 

larger corpus would give interesting and significant conclusions as well.  

 

4.1.2. Results and discussion for the discursive-pragmatic analysis 

 

For the discursive markers we need to study more than one dimension, and that 

is why the quantitative analysis will show a more detailed comparison of the 

discursive markers, as the tendency to use composed or simple discursive 

markers seems to be highly related to the intra-speaker variation. As an 

example of the different tendencies, there is Speaker 1, who uses 3 times 

composed and simple discursive markers in the written discourse whereas 5 

composed and 13 simple markers in the oral speech. On the contrary, there is 

Speaker 2, who uses just one composed discursive marker “either…or” and two 

simple markers “so, or” in the written discourse, but then she uses 10 simple 

markers in the oral speech “maybe, so (x2), just, because, then, whereas (x2), 



	 36	

again, still). Thus, with such a big difference among speakers, it is necessary to 

put the results into statistic data through the programs SPSS and Excel, in 

order to give reliable conclusions about it. 

There are two different types of opinion markers in this analysis, the ones 

about modesty, on the one hand (e.g. I suppose, to me, I can suppose), and the 

rest of markers (e.g. probably, obviously, maybe), on the other one. There 

seems to be a tendency to use the same kind of markers in the discourse; 

however, the tendency is much higher in the spoken one than in the written 

one. For that reason, it will be interesting to present a graph with all the opinion 

markers showing subjectivity in order to reach an overall conclusion about the 

subjectivity grade that each speaker’s discourse has. 

The repetition of the question as an answer (e.g. Q: What can you see in 

this picture? A: Well… what I can see in this picture is…) is a variable that is 

also unconscious in the case of the spoken discourse, and which is used in 

order to have some time to think about the answer. And as can be seen here, 

the speakers who use this strategy tend to make use of it in both discourses; for 

this reason, it will be presented in a simplified graph with the statistical value on 

it. 

The variations of the intensification variable (e.g. very big, pretty colorful) 

represent different dimensions as well, as there are many different ways of 

expressing intensification within the discourse; thus, whereas the qualitative 

analysis lead us to a better understanding of the context where intensification 

happens, the dimensional analysis that is formed after looking into the 

quantitative data, will give a better and clearer explanation of the whole 

variables dimension for each speaker created by those individual results. 

By contrast, the repetition of key words is better seen in this analysis 

rather than in the quantitative one, as this analysis gives us the option of 

analyzing those variations taking into account the type of word that is repeated 

and the highest frequency of repetition that each speaker shows. The analysis 

indicates that there is a clear tendency to use a similar amount of repetitions of 

the key words in both discourses, where the minimum and high frequency are 

more or less repeated in both of them. Thus, with this analysis we see that this 
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could be a potential variable for the comparison of these two discourses and the 

idiolectal similarity rate. 

Even if the variable of ordinative use (e.g. First, second) is mentioned as 

one of the most potential ones for this analysis in the list of variables from the 

Forensiclab, in this case it has not been very significant as only two speakers 

(Speaker 5 and Speaker 6) use the ordinative for organizing the discourse, but 

in both cases, it is an independent ordinative use which appeared only once 

and was not directly connected to the discourse itself. 

Taking into account that the variable of the “once-occurring words”, or 

“hapax legomena” of each speaker, refers to those words that should not be 

commonly used, it can be said that it is not very frequent. There is only one 

speaker, Speaker 16, being consistent in both discourses (written discourse, 

futile; oral discourse, subjunct), which could be relevant, but wider corpora of 

each speaker would be needed for reliable conclusions. 

The significance of the frequency of comparatives and the structure they 

show is difficult to identify in this type of analysis, as there is no clear pattern for 

that. The results of this variable are similar to the discourse markers’ results. 

The difference among speakers is so wide that it is difficult to reach objective 

conclusions in the qualitative analysis. Most of times the occurrence of this 

variable in the written discourse is zero, as in the case of Speakers 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 

10 and 13. Thus, the structures gathered in this analysis are will be better 

expressed in the graphs from SPSS in order get a number of significance based 

on the 0.5 significance measure.  

The division of the discourses, even if it was not in the list of English 

variables presented by the Forensiclab, has turned to be a significant feature in 

this analysis. The reason for this is that in most of the cases where one of the 

questions is not answered, the same thing happens in the other discourse from 

the same speaker. However, the real significance value is based on the statistic 

result. 

For the use of the two values kind of/sort of, it has been shown that there 

is no specific concordance between the uses of those. It is true that in most of 

the cases only one of those values is used, however, the pattern is not followed 
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in the other type of discourse. Thus, this variable will not be significant for the 

measurement of the rate. 

Finally, for the amount of adjectives, a different analysis will be presented 

with the SPSS program. The number of occurrences is not the same for one 

speaker having a discourse formed by 100 tokens or for another one having a 

discourse of 200 ones. For that reason, the most objective way will be the 

estimation of the percentage of adjectives taking into account the length of their 

discourse.  

As a conclusion of the discursive-pragmatic qualitative analysis, it can be 

said that the variables being more significant are the discursive and opinion 

markers and the amount of adjectives used in the discourse. It is said that these 

variables are significant since the data they show represent important 

information for the analysis of the speakers’ individual variation (intra-speaker) 

but at the same time, important differences among the speakers’ variation 

(inter-speaker). Some other variables such as question-topic repetition, 

comparative structures and intensification give important results. However, the 

context or the occurrences are not enough for a deeper analysis.  

 

4.2. Results and discussion for the quantitative analysis 

 

The quantitative analysis has been carried out according to the results found in 

the qualitative study. The statistical program SPSS has shown difficulties for 

some of the variables, so in some cases the Excel program has been used in 

order to give easier and more simplified graphs. The analysis with Excel has 

been carried out after having seen that the analysis in SPSS was erroneous 

due to the high constancy of the variables appearing in the qualitative analysis. 

The reason for this is that if a variable shows a high constancy in its variants, 

the SPSS program is not able to make any quantitative difference between 

those numbers. 

In other words, the constancy of the number of occurrences in such a 

short amount of discourse leaded to erroneous graphs and T-TEST, as the 

amount of data that is needed must be larger. That is why only some of the 
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variables are analyzed with SPSS: a t-test has been used for the case of 

relative pronouns and position of the theme adjunct in the case of the 

morphosyntactic analysis, and for the type of discursive markers in the case of 

the pragmatic-discursive analysis. Also, a graph with the curve has been shown 

for the variable of modal verbs.  

In the case of the variables regarding: the use of the different tenses, the 

position of the theme adjunct (again), the negative preposing and the 

pronoun/subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or), Excel is used in order to 

illustrate the quantitative analysis with some clear graphs.  

 

 

A) SPSS analysis 

 

- T-TEST STUDENT 

 

 Type of discursive 

markers 

Use of relative 

pronouns 

Position of theme 

adjunct 

Speaker 1 0,574	

 

0,391	

 

0,549	

 

Speaker 2 0,064	

 

0,205	

 

1	

 

Speaker 3 0,09	

 

0,033	

 

0,054	

 

Speaker 4 0,747	

 

0,071	

 

0,098	

 

Speaker 5 0,662	

 

error	

 

0,312	

 

Speaker 6 0,407	

 

0,169	

 

1	

 

Speaker 7 error	

 

0,487	

 

0,215	
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Speaker 8 error	

 

0,054	

 

0,541	

 

Speaker 9 0,774	

 

0,792	

 

0,646	

 

Speaker 10 0,527	

 

0,44	

 

0,63	

 

Speaker 11 error	

 

error	

 

error	

 

Speaker 12 error	

 

0,735	

 

error	

 

Speaker 13 0,193	

 

0,649	

 

0,326	

 

Speaker 14 0,633	

 

error	

 

error	

 

Speaker 15 0,854	

 

0,194	

 

0,288	

 

Speaker 16 dependent	(same)	

 

0,643	

 

dependent	(same)	

 

Table 1: Statistical analysis of the significant difference of the variables 

The variables of the type of discursive markers, the use of relative 

pronouns and the position of the theme adjunct are the ones showing the 

necessary data in order to carry out the T-test student test; however, we can 

see that in some cases the analysis leads to an error. These errors can be seen 

as a consequence of the lack of such variable in one of the two types of 

discourse (oral or written) or because the amount of occurrences is too low for 

the analysis.  

The results highlighted in yellow are the ones showing a number lower 

than 0.05, meaning that the significance is relevant. In other words, such 

number indicates a high probability for that feature for having being produced 

by the same speaker in the oral and written discourse. Except for the use of 

relative pronouns of Speaker 3, the rest of the results is higher than 0.05, which 

means that the significance is not relevant. In other words, the difference is too 

high in order to affirm that both discourses belong to the same speaker, except 
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Speaker 3, who apart from the relative pronouns, also has a 0.054 in the case 

of the position of the thematic adjunct.  

One of the main reasons for this can be the fact that the discourses where 

quite short, as the number of occurrences were in some of the times very low. A 

normalization test has been carried out with such variables before doing the t-

test, which is a test proving that the variables and the number of occurrences 

are valid. Thus, even if the SPSS shows that those variables are valid for this 

analysis, in the interpretation of these results we can deduce that this analysis 

will be different with a much wider corpus from each speaker.  

- LINEAR GRAPHS 

 

Linear graphs are used for the modal verbs, as some of the speakers have 

not used them in their discourse. Thus, even if it has not been possible to 

analyze them in a t-test, the graphs clearly show the tendency of each of them. 

It has been possible to illustrate the variants of modal verbs in those graphs 

because the variables are analyzed independently, so each variable for each 

discourse has got an independent graph. Then, the different graphs are 

compared between them.  

Some of the graphs are presented in this section with the purpose of 

illustrating the findings and results of the analysis, and for a detailed 

interpretation of such graph. The rest of the graphs are given in Appendix 2. 

Some of the speakers have not used modal verbs, as is the case of 

Speaker 3, 9 and 12 in their written discourse. Thus, it has not been possible to 

apply the analysis in these cases. However, the tendency of the rest of the 

speakers can be studied here. 

The general tendency is that the speakers using modal verbs in their 

discourse with a relatively high tendency tend to repeat such tendency in both 

discourses, whereas the speakers using them in a lower frequency tend to do 

this in both discourses as well.  

In the case of Speaker 2, 4, 5, 11, 14, 15 and 16 there is a similar 

tendency of occurrences in their discourses, whereas the rest presents a 
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different pattern in oral and written discourse. These graphs show how the 

tendency in these speakers is similar in terms of number of occurrences. 

However, it is important to mention that in order to interpret those graphs 

properly it is necessary to know the encoding of modals. The numbers on the 

left (vertical ones) refer to the number of occurrences (frequency) of each modal 

verb, whereas the numbers at the bottom (horizontal ones) refer to different 

modal verbs: 

 

1- Can 

2- Could 

3- May 

4- Might 

5- Would 

6- Will 

7- Must 

8- Have to 

 

This first graph illustrates how Speaker 1 has used the modal verbs in the 

two types of discourse; Graph 5 refers to the written discourse whereas Graph 6 

shows the use of modals in the oral discourse: 
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Graph	5:	Speaker	1:	use	of	modal	verbs	in	written	discourse	

 

The dropping line refers to the highest frequency and to the lowest, thus, it 

can be seen that the highest frequency is twice for the modal can (modal 

number 1). Then, the modal would (modal number 5) appears just once, and 

the total number of occurrences is reflected in the top right of the graph, where 

the letter N appears, referring to the number of occurrences.  

On the other hand, the oral discourse shows a higher tendency, as here 9 

modal verbs are repeated three times each: can, could and would, with a 

frequency of 3 times each.  
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Graph	6:	Speaker	1:	use	of	modal	verbs	in	oral	discourse	

 

So in this analysis of the use of modal verbs in the discourse of Speaker 1, 

it can be seen that she is not very consistent in the use of these, even if the 

frequency is never higher than three.  

Nevertheless, in the case of those speakers showing a similar tendency, 

as in the case of Speaker 15, the graphs are the following: 
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Graph	7:	Speaker	15:	use	of	modal	verbs	in	written	discourse	

	

Speaker 15 has used 8 modal verbs in both types of discourse; however, 

the SPSS has isolated 3 cases in both. It can be seen that in this case the 

modals would, will and must appear in a frequency from 2 to 3. 
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Graph	8:	Speaker	15:	use	of	modal	verbs	in	oral	discourse	

	

In Speaker 15’s graph referring to the modal verbs used in the oral 

discourse, it can be seen that even if the repetition or frequency is lower, the 

amount of modals used is wider. Thus, it can be said that this speaker uses the 

same amount of modals, even if the occurrence and the type are different. 

The rest of the graphs are shown in Appendix 2, but it is important to 

understand that for those speakers having no occurrences or very few of them, 

the graphs are shown empty, as it was not possible to carry out the analysis in 

those productions.  

 

B) EXCEL ANALYSIS 

 

Excel has been used for the graphs of those variables that were difficult to 

analyze with SPSS but in which the qualitative analysis turned out to be 

relevant enough. This is the case of the use of the tenses in the discourses, the 

position of the theme adjunct, the negative preposing and pronoun/full subject 

dropping in coordinated (and, but, or). 

The position of the theme adjunct has been also analyzed with SPSS, 

and the results present a significance higher than 0.05. However, even if the 

significance number means that it is not clear that those productions belong to 

the same speaker, the qualitative analysis shows that there is an intra-speaker 

tendency that is relevant for this study. Thus, this variable is analyzed with 

Excel and the results are illustrated in some graphs. Some important cases are 

presented here, whereas the rest of the graphs are reflected in Appendix 2.  

There are some cases, as those of Speaker 2, 3, 6, 8, 10, 13, 14 and 16, 

who show a similar tendency in both types of discourse, even if the number of 

occurrences is only one (which is the reason for the error on the analysis of 

these cases with SPSS). In the case of Speaker 9, there is a very different 

tendency in the written and oral discourse, as can be seen in the following 

graph: 
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Graph	9:	Speaker	9:	use	of	tenses	

 

As the graph explains, the blue column represents the written discourse 

whereas the red one represents the oral one. In this case, even if the future and 

would tenses appeared only once (would tense is reflected as the Hypothetical 

one in the graphs) in the oral discourse, they were not used in the written one.  

On the other hand, we have the case of Speaker 10, whose repetition of 

the past tense has made his discourse highly similar, as was mentioned in the 

qualitative analysis section.  

 

 

Graph	10:	Speaker	10:	use	of	tenses	

The rest of the graphs are shown in Appendix 2, in order to have a clearer 

view of all the results.  
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In the case of the position of the theme adjunct, there seems to be a 

tendency as well in both productions. Most of the speakers repeat the tendency 

in both speeches, either by positioning such adjunct at the beginning 

(preposing) or at the middle and end of the sentences (canonical). That is the 

case of Speaker 2, 6, 7, 10, 12, 14 and 16. In graph 11 we can see the case of 

Speaker 10, who is the only one showing a higher tendency to prepose the 

theme adjunct rather than using it in the canonical position, in other words, in 

the middle or the end of the sentence.  

 

 

Graph	11:	Speaker	10:	position	of	the	theme	adjunct	

	

Graph 11 shows that even if the number of occurrences is not the same, 

this tendency is highly relevant. We say that this tendency is relevant because if 

we take into account that the rest of speakers show a similarity in the canonical 

position of the thematic adjunct, (as it is the case of Speaker 6 in Graph 12), 

this tendency could lead to a deeper study on the discourse of this speaker. In 

that way, it would be possible to study whether the speakers having a tendency 

to prepose the theme adjuncts repeat the same variant either when speaking or 

writing. That conclusion would explain if the variable of the position of the 

thematic adjunct is intra-speaker dependent, or typologically dependent, which 

means that it is a variable that would change depending on the production of 

the discourse. 
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Graph	12:	Speaker	6:	position	of	the	theme	adjunct	

 

The rest of the graphs for the rest of the speakers appears in the Appendix 

2, where we can appreciate the general tendency with respect to this feature.  

The next variable, subject dropping, is more complicated to analyze than 

the position of the theme adjunct. The number of speakers repeating the same 

pattern is not so high as in the variable of the theme adjunct. In this case, there 

are some speakers repeating a similar pattern, like for example, having a higher 

number of occurrences for dropping the subject in both discourses. That is the 

case for Speaker 3, 4, 5 and 16. Graph 13 represents the use of subject 

dropping in Speaker 4: 
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Graph	13:	Speaker	4:	subject	dropping	

 

Even if the number of occurrences in the non-dropping is very low, the 

tendency for dropping the pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, 

but, or) is shown to be higher than the non-dropping. However, the tendency of 

maintaining a similar number of occurrences of subject dropping and non-

dropping in both discourses seems higher than the variant mentioned before. 

This is the case of Speaker 2, Speaker 10, Speaker 12, Speaker 13 and 

Speaker 15, as can be seen in Graph 14 related to Speaker 10: 

 

  

Graph	14:	Speaker	10:	subject	dropping	

 

Nonetheless, before establishing any conclusion, it is important to remark 

that the occurrence of the subject-dropping variable in both types of discourse 

is not very significant, as it only occurs once. Thus, having a higher number of 

occurrences will lead us to more objective conclusions. The important idea that 

this graph illustrates is that there is a similar tendency for dropping and non-

dropping in the two types of discourse for most of the speakers. 

Finally, for the variable of negative preposing, the number of occurrences 

has not been the one expected. Even if in the qualitative study the analysis 

shows a clue for a similarity, in the quantitative analysis the results are not 

significant. The reason for this is that there are plenty of speakers who do not 
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have any occurrence cases in their discourses; thus, doing the analysis of the 

few speakers having this variant of occurrence in the variable of negative 

preposing would not be significant at all. Only Speaker 4, Speaker 5, Speaker 

6, Speaker 13 and Speaker 14 have an occurrence of this variable in the written 

discourse, so it can be said that it is a typical variable from the oral discourse. 

There is only one speaker, Speaker 16, showing a preposing variant of this 

variable in the written discourse. In conclusion, it has been shown that the 

variable of negative preposing is not a significant variable, as the number of 

occurrences in the written discourse is very low.  

The last variable to be analyzed in this section is the one of the length of 

the discourse. This has not been previously mentioned in detail, only in the 

charts from the qualitative analysis section. However, it is important to have a 

look at the following chart for the study of similarities between them.  

The amount of time they had in order to write the answers was a 

maximum of 10 minutes, and as all the subjects were familiarized with 

technologies, all of them were able to type the questions without problems. The 

average of a normal typer is about 40 words per minute; thus, the average of 

words for 10 minutes is about 400 words. Of course, this cannot be exactly 

measured in that way as speakers did not have previous time for thinking about 

the possible answers, and they were really trying to do a good piece of writing, 

which takes more time than a natural one. So the way of measuring the 

tendency of the length has been the following: 

Considering the amount of words in each type of discourse, the mean has 

been calculated. Then, the distance number from the mean is written in the 

chart, so what is shown is the difference with the mean instead of the number of 

words. Some of the numbers have a plus sign (+) before them; that refers to the 

extra words regarding the mean of all the speakers. On the other hand, other 

numbers have a minus sign (-) before; that refers to the number of words below 

the mean. Thus, if Speaker 3 shows -21 words in the written text, means that 

the number of words for her discourse was 139. On the contrary, it can be seen 

that the number of words in the oral one is +110, which means that her oral 

discourse has got 408 words. In this case, this speaker has not been consistent 

on the average of words per discourse.  
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 Written average: 160 words Oral average: 298 words 

Speaker 1 +10 words +65 words 

Speaker 2 -40 words -29 words 

Speaker 3 -21 words +110 words 

Speaker 4 +127 words +193 words 

Speaker 5 -5 words -62 words 

Speaker 6 +94 words +65 words 

Speaker 7 -21 words +49 words 

Speaker 8 +1 word +93 words 

Speaker 9 +18 words +229 words 

Speaker 10 -40 words -44 words 

Speaker 11 -96 words -204 words 

Speaker 12 -94 words -158 words 

Speaker 13 +30 words -50 words 

Speaker 14 -78 words -120 words 

Speaker 15 +55 words -129 words 

Speaker 16 +67 words +1 word 

Table	2:	Mean	of	words	per	discourse	

 

The chart shows that half of the speakers repeat the same pattern, either if 

they have produced a shorter or a longer discourse compared to the mean. 

These speakers showing similar pattern have the number of words highlighted 

in yellow in order to illustrate better the amount of speakers following the 

tendency of using the same, either more or less words than the mean, in both 

types of discourse. Thus, this variable can also be considered important for the 

attribution of those discourses to each speaker.  

As a conclusion of the quantitative analysis, the most relevant variables or 

the ones showing a clearer similarity in the intra-speaker variation, but a 
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difference in the inter-speaker variation, have been the ones of position of the 

theme adjunct, use of tenses, use of modal verbs and length of the discourse. 

 

5. Conclusions 

 

5.1. Summary of findings 

 

The present study has aimed at providing an account of variables that can be 

studied either in the written or in the oral discourse, in order to analyze them in 

those studies where it is not possible to have access to some written texts of 

the author who is being analyzed, so the only way of carrying out an analysis is 

using texts from the oral production. The two different analyses have shown 

similar findings: on the one hand, the qualitative analysis has shown that the 

variables being more consistent in the intra-speaker variation are the use of the 

subordinated relative pronouns, the position of the thematic adjunct and the use 

of modal verbs. On the other hand, the quantitative analysis has shown that 

apart from those, the length of the discourse presents a high significance level 

in the intra-speaker variation. Most of the variables belong to the 

morphosyntactic level, which means that this level is more significant or more 

consistent than the discursive-pragmatic one. 

 In general, the position of the theme adjunct has been the most relevant 

variable, as the consistency of it has been present in almost all speakers’ intra-

variation. This shows that the tendency of positioning theme adjuncts is a 

variable that is unconsciously produced in the oral and written production, which 

proves the existence of a morphosyntactic style in the idiolect of each speaker. 

 The use of subordinated relative pronouns is also a significant variable, 

as the consistency among speakers has shown an important significance. 

However, the type of use that speakers make of those pronouns seems to be 

more related to the type of discourse (written or oral), as the frequency rises in 

the oral discourse. However, the speakers having a tendency to avoid these 

pronouns repeat such tendency in both productions, which suggests the idea of 



	 54	

a consistency in the intra-speaker variation, even if this is influenced by the 

typology of the discourse. 

 The use of modal verbs is similar to the variable of the relative pronouns. 

The consistency is high enough to see a tendency in the intra-speaker variation; 

however, the variable seems to be highly influenced by the production of the 

discourse. This can lead to some misconceptions on the use of modal verbs in 

the idiolectal style of the speaker; nevertheless, after having studied all the 

cases, it can be concluded that it is a significant variable.  

 Apart from the previous variables, the length of the texts has been one of 

the simplest and most significant variables to analyze in the study. The 

tendency is the same for most of the speakers; the ones producing a short 

discourse tend to repeat this tendency in both productions, and the other way 

around. Thus, this is also a variable that will be considered here as one of the 

mains ones for the creation of the dimensions of the idiolectal style. 

 Even if the most important or relevant variables are the ones mentioned, 

there are some others that have shown relevance for the style of the speaker. 

However, the small number of occurrences in the data has been a handicap for 

the deeper analysis of them. That is the case of the explanatory sentences, the 

“hapax legomena”, the amount of adjectives and the intensification.  

 The case of explanatory sentences has not been very regular among 

speakers, as some of them have used one or two sentences in both discourses. 

However, the standing out of one of the speakers has shown that there could 

be more powerful findings with a larger amount of data. 

 For the “hapax legomena”, the amount of adjectives and the 

intensification, wider data would be necessary in order to study these variables 

with a computational program such as Antconc or Wordsmith. The number of 

occurrences is relatively high in many cases, which could lead to a very precise 

analysis on the collocations of the intensification items. But in this case, as the 

number of occurrences was not higher than three times, the fact of getting 

objective conclusions from those studies would not follow the likelihood-ratio 

presented in section 1. 
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 The rest of the variables, more specifically the discourse-pragmatic ones, 

have not announced a regular pattern of use in the intra-speaker analysis. One 

possible reason for this is that such variables are dependent on the type of 

discourse that the speaker is producing, as the oral one is natural whereas the 

written is not. For that reason, the pragmatic and discursive items will be 

different in order to adjust the discourse to the needs presented by the situation. 

 After having seen the summary of the findings, the research questions 

must be answered independently. In order to remember the questions 

presented in section 1, these are repeated in this section for a simpler view of 

them.  

 The first question -- “are some linguistic features from the 

morphosyntactic, lexical or stylistic fields consistent with both written and oral 

discourse?” -- can be affirmed as the summary of the findings shows that the 

use of the subordinated relative pronouns, the position of the thematic adjunct, 

the use of modal verbs and the length of the discourse are consistent in both 

types of discourse. 

The second question -- “are morphosyntactic variables more consistent 

than discursive-pragmatic ones, or vice versa?” -- has a clear answer as well. 

The summary has shown that as discursive and pragmatic variables are context 

dependent, the morphological and syntactic variables remain much more similar 

in the speakers’ individual style or the intra-speaker variation. 

The third question -- “is it possible to have a basic description of the 

speakers’ idiolectal style with such short pieces of discourse?”-- shows a 

handicap for these types of studies where short pieces of discourse from 

different speakers are taken in order to imitate the real forensic problems. 

However, as language changes and the variants of the variables are not always 

the same, and we talk about percentages showing a relevant significance level 

instead of truths “beyond any reasonable doubt”, this question must be 

answered by saying that for a deeper study a larger amount of data must be 

needed. Still, it can be affirmed that some variables belonging to the idiolectal 

style can be easily studied in such short pieces of discourse, as the ones 

mentioned in the previous answer.  
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Finally, for the fourth question -- “has the fact of living in the Basque 

Country for more than two years brought cross-linguistic evidence in the speech 

of these users which is constant both at an intra-speaker and inter-speaker 

level?” -- no constant cross-linguistic evidence has been found in the 

morphosyntactic and discursive level. However, it is important to mention that 

when carrying out the oral interviews, some changes in some words were highly 

noticeable in the phonetics of those speakers, specially in the case of the ones 

living in the Basque Country for so many years. Thus, this question would be 

very interesting for a phonetics study of their discourse. 

 

5.2. Outcomes and implications 

 

The results derived from this study may offer an interesting outcome for 

those students wanting to develop further analyses on the idiolectal style and 

the intra-speaker variation in the area of authorship attribution. The results may 

also be useful for proving that in those studies where two differently produced 

texts have to be compared, the morphosyntactic variables must require a 

deeper analysis than the discursive-pragmatic variables, as the consistency 

level of the former will bring a higher similarity rate within the idiolectal style of 

an author than the latter.  

Of course, the results and findings of this study need to be considered 

within the “reasonable doubt”, as language is not DNA, and it changes as the 

speaker changes as well. Thus, it is important to remark that the idiolectal style 

of a speaker will not be consistent through time, and that many factors may 

influence its evolution and change.  

As for further implications of the study, it would be very interesting to carry 

out a similar study but focusing on few speakers but with a large amount of 

data, both oral and written. The study could focus on the syntactic and 

morphological patterns that speakers follow, and by having a higher amount of 

occurrences, SPSS program could be a perfect tool for the significant analysis 

and the presentation of the likelihood-ratio of such evidence.  



	 57	

Another important implication, as it has been mentioned in section 5.1, 

would be the study of the phonetics of those speakers in comparison to other 

speakers from the same accent and in comparison also to Basque speakers in 

order to study the influence of Basque in such phonemes like [s], [z] and the 

thrilled r sound [ɹ]. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

Appendix 1 
 

Qualitative charts 
 
a) Morphosyntactic variables 

	
Morphosyntactic Variables 01	Written	(170	words)	

Variations	
01	Spoken	(363	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 3 (I suppose, it remains me to 
me) 

- I: 4 ( I think, I could maybe, I 
suppose, I can say) 
- You: 4 (to pass your time, you 
can, to you if you don’t follow) 
- We: 1 (we don’t know) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 8/9 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 1/9 
 
1st question: 6 present  
2nd question: 2 present  
3rd question: 1 hypothetical 

- Present tense: 7/10 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: 2/10 
- Hypothetical: 1/10 
 
1st question: 2 present  
2nd question: 5 present / 1 
hypothetical 
3rd question:  2 future 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 7 
- That: 3 
- When: 1 
- Which: 2 
- Who: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 17 
- That: 6 
- What: 8 
- Which: 2 
- Whose: 1 
Omissions: 1 (there are three 
men, [which are] overweight) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 6 (4 leaders that 
have ruled a certain country in 
the past, The people in the crowd 
are holding onto ropes that are 
attached to, they are pulling him 
down to the ground by the 
citizents in Iraq, mechanical gear 
that is turning, to be replaced by 
another which can be equally as, 
the leader who is falling down 
under the ground) 
- Preposing: 2 (In the picture 
there is a crowd of people, in the 
foreground there is a cross-like 
structure)) 

- Canonical: 8 (a stack of seven 
books, a disabilities sign of an 
arrow that is pointing to a 
television screen, interested in 
bright shining things like 
watching television, there are 
three people in front of the TV, 
stack of books which is probably 
what, you can pretty see the text 
on the … at the top, I could 
maybe use this in the class, 
three people that are staring at 
the screen) 
- Preposing: 5  (in front of the TV 
there are three men, what I think 
it means is, what it represents is 
that, well, not easy but 
completely things that don’t 
require any skill, On the screen 
there isn’t any specific image)  

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 4 (On the screen 
there isn’t any specific image, the 
books aren’t particularly colorful, 
what could happen to you if you 
don’t follow the path, but we 
don’t know what is he studying 
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- Preposing: 1 (not easy but 
completely things that) 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 1 (by the citizens in 
Iraq and then destroyed) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (to one of the 
leaders and they are) 

- Dropping: 6 (not easy but 
completely, time or learning or 
spending, of a blob of green or 
yellow, either be death or fatter,	
don’t know what is he studying or 
what his aims are, are three 
men, overweighed, standing and 
staring at the screen 
- Non-dropping: 2 (people use 
their time or what they do, books 
green or yellow and the books 
aren’t) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 3 
- Can: 2 
- Would: 1 

Total: 9 
- Can: 3 
- Could: 3 
- Will: 3 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅ Total: 3 (there is a stuck of seven 
books, a very big pile stack of 
books, / there are three men, 
overweight, /the books aren’t 
particularly colorful, just normal 
books…) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅  Total: 2 (just kind of a blob, just 
normal books) 

Table 1: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 1 
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 02	Written	(110	words)	

Variations	
02	Spoken	(269	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 3 (I see, I imagine, I think) - I: 12 (I see, I think (x3), I don’t 
know (x4), would I use, I mean, I 
can’t, for me) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 5/6 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 1/6 
 
1st question: 3 present  
2nd question:  2 present  
3rd question: 1 hypothetical 

- Present tense: 11/12 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical:  1/12 
 
1st question:  4 present  
2nd question: 1 present  
3rd question: 6 present / 1 hypot. 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 2 
- That: 2 
Omissions: 1 (the direction of the 
way [which] it is turning) 

Total: 8 
- That: 3 
- Which: 2 
- Who: 3 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 2 (a cross with four 
statues pointing in the direction 
of, a firey red sky that looks 
polluted) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 8 (a picture of an 
enormous book which looks like 
a, an old man climbing up the 
pages which look like, there’s a 
disable sign, road sign, younger 
people who look overweighed, at 
a television, a big flat screen, 
older man is still using 
information from books, is there 
a disables sign telling somebody 
to move on, going up a longer 
path to get information) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 3 (just fixed at the 
screen not moving, I mean I can’t 
decide if it’s old, I just don’t know 
why,  
- Preposing: 1 (I don’t personally 
think) 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping - Dropping: 1 (It looks like the - Dropping: 1 (odd men, just fixed 
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in coordinated (and, but, or) wheel or cross) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

at the screen not moving and 
have the information) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (they are just 
in front of the big screen and 
they got) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 1 
- Would: 1 

Total: 3 
- Can: 1 
- Could: 1 
- Would: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅ - After the verb: 4 (move on (x2), 
climb up (x2) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ 
 

Total: 3 (are just in front of, just 
fixed, I just don’t know) 

Table 2: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 2 
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 03	Written	(139)	

Variations	
03	Spoken	(408	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: ∅ - I: 4 ( I can see, I would say, I 
can’t really identify it, let me use 
my imagination) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 8/8 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
1st qu1estion:  6 present  
2nd question: 2 present  
3rd question: ∅ 

- Present tense: 19/19 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
 
1st question: 2 present  
2nd question: 9 present  
3rd question: 8 present  

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 5 
- That: 3 
- What: 1 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: 1 (wat appears to be 
the focal point, namely statues of 
the leaders) 

Total: 19 
- That: 4 
- What: 3 
- When: 1  
- Which: 2 
- Who: 9 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 5 (an unusual scene 
in that it is surr1eal, with a 
reddish foreground, a group of 
people with banners, the cross is 
made of four pedestal son which 
the statues stand and appears 
to, the statues disappear into the 
ground) 
- Preposing: 2 (In the foreground 
to the right of picture, Linked to 
the statue above ground from the 
demonstratiors are) 

- Canonical: 12 (a pile of books 
stacked one on top of the other, 
are people who are very small, 
the books as if they were a 
pyramid, looking at a TV screen, 
a large TV screen, an interesting 
sign post with a picture of a 
wheelchair, are three men who 
are watching the television, the 
other person who is climbing up 
the books, is he climbing a stack 
of books… to the top, the books 
are opened at the middle, record 
it for a television show for people 
who can, there’s another stack of 
books which has a ramp, lots of 
programs on television) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing - Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 2 (I can’t really 
identify it, people learn things so 
people don’t probably have to 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 6  (that it is surreal 
and is obviously, that looks harsh 
and derelict, the statues stand 
and appears to,	dictators fall and 
rise, in spite of protests and 
repeated calls, The sky is red 
and suggests war) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 3 (there are more 
people who are interested in 
watching action and fewer 
reading books, they prefer to 
stay indoors and spend, he’s 
going to go to the top and read, 
hey go and find it) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 
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8. Modal verbs Total: ∅ 
 

Total: 5 
- Can: 3 
- Would: 1 
- Have to: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 1 (namely statues of 
leaders (because of the pose) 
each on the end of a cross) 
 
 

Total: 2 (I’m not sure what he’s 
carrying, I can’t really identify it, 
(…) , there are three men who 
are watching the television, in 
fact there are all men, (…)) 
 
 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ ∅ 
   

Table 3: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 3 
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 04	Written	(287	words)	

Variations	
04	Spoken	(491	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 1 (I think) 
- We: 16 (we like, we have, we 
continue, we see, we still fall, we 
all truly, we fail, we need, we 
mature, we as, we all, we should, 
we are, we so desire, we give, 
we need) 

- I: 10 (I see (x2), I guess, I 
would say, I think (x4), I cannot 
remember, if I have to continue) 
- We: 3 (we have, we would, we 
see) 
- You: 35 (you know (x11), you 
have (x5), you really need, you 
got, you don’t (x3), you go, you 
can, you never (x3), you prepare, 
you confront, you probably feel, 
you make, you wanna (x3), you 
will probably see) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 12/14 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: 2/14  
- Hypothetical:  ∅ 
 
2nd question: 12 present / 2 
future 
 

- Present tense: 8/10 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: 1/10 
- Hypothetical: 1/10 
 
1st question:  2 present  
2nd question: 6 present / 1 
hypothetical 
3rd question:  1 future 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 15 
- That: 7 
- What: 1 
- Where: 1 
- When: 3 
- Who: 3 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 23 
- That: 10 
- What: 8 
- When: 1  
- Which: 2  
- Who: 2 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 8 (the same mistake 
over and over again, that change 
we all truly desire, question the 
whole system to begin with, we 
really need one person in power 
to tell us how to, our resources 
are being taken from us in the 
name of money and power, 
power we so desire is already in 
our hand, that it will be used with 
responsibility by them, take it in 
our own hand as citizens of this 
planet) 
- Preposing: 3 (Behind one 
dictator or extreamist there is 
always, sooner or later and 
another one comes along, 
Suddenly we see the need to 
change) 

- Canonical: 9 (so what do I see 
in this picture, one is doing 
around a difficult task which is 
illustrated by, the three other 
people who are slightly 
overweight, or something like 
that behind this picture, I would 
say it attacks someway, some 
people may consider no worth 
doing that, there is no words to 
really explain that, you prepare 
for challenges in life, there in the 
end) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: 1 (AS soon as we 
give that power to someone else 

- Canonical: 12 (some people 
may consider no worth doing 
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there is no guarantee) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

that, there is no feeling, there is 
no words to really explain, I 
cannot remember who said it, the 
difference here is that it’s not 
soften, and you never see, you 
never work, you never prepare, it 
really doesn’t matter, you don’t 
seek information, you don’t seek 
knowledge, you don’t persuade 
it, that it really isn’t) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 9 (this picture is 
depicting the true and recurring 
cycle, man kind go through 
power and politics, people are 
confronted with great distress 
and conflict, is a need for change 
and to bring down, the name of 
money and power, Behind one 
dictator or extremist, pervious 
dictators or tyrant, is a need for 
change and to bring down those 
in power or even demand 
change, power given to one or a 
small few) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (we all truly 
desire and yet we fail) 

- Dropping: 8 (you really need a 
lot of effort and knowledge and 
culture and general studies, you 
can argue and say, to tackle 
whatever barriers and tasks, 
putting into work and effort 
learning and being exposed, 
there is some kind of 
philosophical moral story or 
something like, you really need a 
lot of effort and knowledge and 
culture and general studies or 
being educated, you got from 
media or television, programmes 
or the news) 
- Non-dropping: 4 (you prepare 
for things, and you prepare for 
challenges, we have the three 
other people who are slightly 
overweight, or we would say) 
 

8. Modal verbs Total: 2 
- Must: 1 
- Should: 1 

Total: 5 
- Can: 3 
- May: 1  
- Have to: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅  ∅ 
10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ Total: 1 (just looking at it) 

Table 4: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 4 
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 05	Written	(155	words)	

Variations	
05	Spoken	(236	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 1 (I could) 
- We: 1 (here we have) 

- I: 8 (I don’t know (x4), I said, I 
can, I think, I can’t help you) 
- You: 1 (I can’t help you) 
- We: 4 (we have x4) 
 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 3/7 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 4/7 
 
1st question:  3 present 
2nd question: 1 hypot. 
3rd question: 2 hypot. 

- Present tense: 9/9 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
 
1st question: 4 present  
2nd question: 4 present  
3rd question: 1 present 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

∅	 Total: 7 
- That: 5 
- What: 1 
- Who: 1 
Omissions: 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 5 (could be fields 
with a large group of people, a 
reddish tone to indicating 
uprising, and this is manipulated 
by the masses, to trends or 
changes in social ideals, I could 

- Canonical: 2 (a disabled sign 
pointing at the TV, the man that 
seems to be walking up the 
book) 
- Preposing:2  (First of all we 
have climbing pile of books, and 
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see in the next picture a flat 
plain) 
- Preposing: 1 (Here we have in 
the picture an horizon)  

to the right … side of the corner 
of the books we have) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: 1 (this time no red 
sky or dictator) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 5 (and it seems no 
real, I don’t know if, I don’t know, 
I don’t know, honestly, I can’t 
help you) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 7 (The picture seems 
very convoluted and could give 
way, I could see in the next 
picture a flat plain with a large 
group of people but this time no 
red sky but easier and refresher 
tones, to indicating uprising, 
change, apprehension or 
revolution, being some kind of 
leader or dictator, referring to 
trends or changes, some kind of 
political rupture or cleansing, this 
time no red sky or dictator) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (the machine 
being some kind of leader or 
dictator like Stalin or Hitler and 
this is manipulated by) 

- Dropping: 4 (we have a sing for 
disables, and an arrow and three 
people, he’s walking up the stairs 
for understanding or getting 
knowledge, he’s looking for high 
understanding or knowledge, 
people who is physically disabled 
or disabled minds) 
- Non-dropping: 2 (three people 
watching what looks like a TV 
screen and they’re waiting for, It 
seems it’s the afternoon and it 
seems no real) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 4 
- Could: 4 
 
 

Total: 3 
- Can: 2 
- Should: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 3 ((…), some kind of 
plough, (…),(…)having a political 
message(…),(…)but easier a 
refresher tones(…)) 

Total: 2 ((…)I don’t 
know(…),(…)honestly(…)) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ ∅ 
Table 5: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 5 

	
Morphosyntactic Variables 06	Written	(254)	

Variations	
06	Spoken	(363	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -We: 2 (we continue to repeat, 
we never learn) 

- I: 2 (I imagine, I wouldn’t be 
surprised if…) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 14/16 
- Past tense: 0/16 
- Future tense:  0/16 
- Hypothetical: 2/16 
 
1st question:  7 present / 0 hypot. 
2nd question: 6 present / 0 hypot. 
3rd question: 1 present / 2 hypot. 

- Present tense: 10/12 
- Past tense: 0/12 
- Future tense: 0/12 
- Hypothetical: 2/10 
 
1st question:  7 present / 0 hypot. 
2nd question: 3 present / 0 hypot. 
3rd question: 0 present / 2 hypot. 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 8 
- That: 5/8 
- What: 2/8 
- Where: ∅ 
- When: 1/8 
- Which: ∅ 
- Who: ∅ 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 14 
- That: 8/14 
- What: ∅ 
- Where: ∅ 
- When: ∅ 
- Which: 1/ 14 
- Who: 5/14 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 12 (protester or 
supporters with banners, and 
observing a change of power, 
one statue of a former leader, 
and simultaneously raising 
another, four statues of four 
different leaders, one arm raised 
in front of their chest, of a Wheel 

- Canonical: 12 (picture of a very 
large book that appears to be 
staircase, climbing the stairs to 
reach the top of the book, There 
is a handicap sign at the base of 
the book on the bottom right 
corner with an arrow pointing to 
the right, standing in front of this 
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that is rising from mud, all rise 
from the mud, from the dirty 
politics associated with rising to 
power, We continue to repeat our 
mistakes of the past, the leader 
that is currently rising to make 
way for the next, what has 
already passed will pass again 
and again and again) 
- Preposing: 1 (most likely be the 
same) 

television looking at it, there’s 
quite a bit of shadow around the 
whole picture, colors that are 
involved are orange and green 
for the shadow of the book, 
person climbing the book 
towards knowledge, are in a way 
handicapped in a sense of 
knowledge, knowledge that only 
absorb it in a passive way, 
appears to be using a cane to 
support him, the man who’s 
climbing the stairs towards 
knowledge towards his own 
active persuade, I maybe 
imagine him at the top of the 
book with his arms raise in 
triumph) 
- Preposing: 1 (To the right there 
is a) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: 2 (We never learn, 
Everything and nothing changes) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 5 (The image of the 
television is not very clear, make 
no effort to learn, they’re not 
putting the effort, as it is no 
longer necessary, I wouldn’t be 
surprised if) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 4 (protester or 
supporters with banners flying 
participating in and observing a 
change, They are pulling down 
one statue of a former leader and 
simultaneously raising, This 
picture contains a group of 
public, a crowd, maybe protester 
or supporters of a hail or salute, 
the same background of 
supporters or protesters) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 2 (their minds have 
grown lazy and fat, to the point of 
needing chairs or even 
wheelchairs) 
- Non-dropping: 2 ([they] are in a 
way handicapped in a sense of 
knowledge and they’re not 
putting, the man who’s climbing 
the stairs appears to be using a 
cane to support him and he’s 
making the effort and therefore 
he’s going to) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 6 
- Must: 2/6 
- Could: 1/6 
- Would: 2/6 
- May: 1/6 

Total:2  
- Would: 2/2 
 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅ -Total: 3 (overweight, possibly 
obese, / only absorbed in a 
passive way, as depicted in the 
picture) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ - Total: 1 (fat just like their body 
is) 

Table 6: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 6 
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 07	Written	(136)	

Variations	
07	Spoken	(347	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 2 (I think, I can see) - I: 7 (I can see, I think, I would 
continue) 
- You: 4 (makes your mind 
obese, perhaps you won’t be 
obese) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 3/7 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense:  3/7 
- Hypothetical: 1/7 
 
1st question:  2 present  
2nd question: 1 present / 2 future 

- Present tense: 3/4 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: 1/4 
 
1st question:  2 present  
2nd question: 1 present  
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3rd question: 2 hypothetical 3rd question:  1 hypothetical 
3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 6 
- That: 5/6 
- Who: 1/6 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 9 
- That: 6/9 
- What: 3/9 
Omissions: 3 ([where] he has still 
some pages to go, [who’s] no 
climbing, [who’s] standing 
around) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 6 (i can see Lenin 
on  afour sided cross-wheel, his 
body is submerged in earth and 
theb other half is visible above 
the earth, the people will be 
happpy if they use his methods 
for land reform,	the ideal 
agrarian society in short, the 
people would be happy still, 
waving their flags 
until finally the land is bountiful 
with crops. 
) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 6 (what I can see on 
the picture, it is one book with 
sort of different chapters, one 
guy in a black suit, it could work 
on a couple of levels, acquire 
knowledge through books, 
amounts of books, with him in 
front of the tv) 
- Preposing: 2 (that is slowly 
climbing, if you use books and 
literature, perhaps you won’t be 
obese) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 6 (the message is 
not very clear, three overweight 
people, not climbing, because 
the message is not clear, you 
won’t be obese, and it doesn’t 
look like, but I don’t know 
because) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 1 (who are waving 
flags and banners) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 6 (it there is a disable 
sign and are three,	there is a 
large screen tv, kind of plasma or 
something, and just is a, you use 
books and literature, these 
people trying to climb the book, 
and see the, it is like an ancient 
pyramid or something huge, 
other people acquire knowledge 
or enjoy themselves) 
- Non-dropping: 3 (one book with 
sort of different chapters, and it is 
massive, there’s one guy in a 
black suit that is slowly climbing 
the gigantic book and he’s going 
to, that dress in black and it 
doesn’t look) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 3 
- Can: 1/3 
- Would: 2/3 
 

Total: 11 
- Can: 2/11 
- Could: 2/11 
- Should: 1/11 
- Might: 1/11 
- May: 1/11 
- Would:4/11 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 2 (so that half of the body 
(…) through the earth, that Lenin 
is “cultivating” the land) 

Total: 3 (or it looks like, so this 
makes your mind obese, to see 
what happens) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ Total: 1 (and just it’s a bunch of) 
Table 7: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 7 

	
Morphosyntactic Variables 08	Written	(161)	

Variations	
08	Spoken	(391	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 1 (as I have said) 
- my: 1 (for my point of view) 

- I: 5 (I don’t know, I persuade, I 
think, I gather, I cannot continue) 
- my: 1 (in my opinion) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 5/6 - Present tense: 5/8 
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- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 1/6 
 
1st question:  3 present. 
2nd question: 2 present / 1 hypot. 
3rd question: ∅ 

- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: 3/5 
 
1st question:  3 present / 
2nd question: 2 present / 3 hypot. 
3rd question:  ∅ 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 5 
- That: 2 
- What: 2 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 17 
- That: 13 
- What: 4 
Omissions: 2 (of that maybe 
could be they’re overweight, that 
could symbolize the person on 
the left) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 6 (a tone of different 
shades of black, dark browns 
and reds, propaganda posters of 
communist countries, nazi ar 
facist salute which seems to be 
directed at, what seems to be, an 
army in the distance on the far 
left of the picture, one person 
which inturn leads to, that this 
would liberate them from this) 
- Preposing: ∅ 
 

- Canonical: 13 (there is different 
shades of orange for the tone, 
sparse kind of feel to it, there are 
a lot of shadows to the right side 
of the text, it’s steps leading to 
the top of it, the person is at the 
very bottom, it has reached the 
first level, which there are seven 
levels, three people, quite 
demotivated people, they appear 
to be looking at the television, 
the bottom right of the shape that 
I’ve described as the pyramid, 
there’s a shadow caused by the 
pyramid, they’re overweight 
people or unlimited by their body, 
some form of disability so that 
they cannot climb this, these 
people are in some way 
hypnotized, would symbolize an 
area for people that have a 
problem) 
- Preposing: 1 (to the right of the 
photo there’s a disabled sign) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 4 (the television has 
not discernable shapes, they 
cannot climb this, I cannot 
continue, I don’t know if that) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 4 (different shades of 
black, dark browns and reds, 
symbolise the oppressive and 
violent, one person which inturn 
leads to death and oppression, 
gives the impression of death or 
dread)  
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 3 (there is different 
shades of orange for the tone 
and gives, they are large and 
seem, they’re overweight people 
or unlimited by, these people are 
in some way hypnotized or 
trapped by) 
- Non-dropping: 4 (There’s shade 
of a man climbing (…) and the 
person, the television is a 
flatscreen and the television has 
not, three people, quite 
demotivated people, but maybe 
they are very small, the three 
people , well, I don’t know if that 
was the intention of the artist but 
they are, they are very small or 
they are) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 1 
- Could: 1 (this could symbolize)  
 

Total: 10 
- Can: 3 
- Could: 3 
- May(be): 4 

9. Explanatory sentences  Total: 1 (as I have said) Total: 2 (that I have described 
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as, quite demotivated people) 
10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅  - Total: 1 (it’s just a tone of) 

 
Table 8: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 8 

	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 09	Written	(178	words)	

Variations	
09	Spoken	(526	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 1 (I suppose) - I: 5 (I suppose, I don’t see, I 
guess, I don’t know) 
- We: 2 (we have, that we make) 
- You: 4 (you can see, you just 
want, you just can, you became) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 14/14 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅   
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
 
1st question: 11 present  
2nd question:  4 present  
3rd question:   ∅ 

- Present tense: 13/15 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: 1/15 
- Hypothetical: 1/15 
 
1st question: 8 present  
2nd question: 5 present  
3rd question: 1 future / 1 hypot. 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 7 
- That: 5 
- Where: 1 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 25 
- That: 14 
- What: 6 
- Which: 3 
- Who: 3 
Omissions: 2 (there are two 
columns, [which] separate the 
foreground/ this sculpture, 
[which] is at the same time…) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 5 (the sky is a bright 
red with white translucent clouds 
which break at the horizon, an 
army with raised red flags, the 
windmill is in movement because 
there are lines drawn to depict 
movement, the army has four 
ropes tied around the statue on 
the left hand side, a political 
statement on the ruling or the 
government) 
- Preposing: 2 (In the 
background the sky is a bright 
red, In the foreground there are 
four statues) 

- Canonical: 11 (It is a picture 
and the foreground, there is a 
writing on it, there are different 
levels which could be described 
as steps, there’s a sign right in 
front of it, handicap sign which is 
a symbol of stick persons, to be 
on a wheelchair, with an arrow 
pointing one direction, there are 
three people standing in front of 
it, the color on the bottom of it is, 
the colors have changed from 
the dark background going to the 
foreground from a deeper, you 
just can be absorbed into 
watching what is on the screen, 
and the challenges that we have 
in life)  
- Preposing: 7 (then coming 
closer to the foreground, that’s 
more in the middle, there is a 
turn of brown, in a lower, right 
hand corner, is a handicap sign, 
next to that there is a huge, a 
large rectangular flatscreen or tv, 
behind that there’s a shadow, is 
at the same time having an 
upper movement) 
 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅  

- Canonical: 7 (there’s no 
distinguished form, they can not 
go backwards, I don’t know what 
that is, a blind person wouldn’t 
make, I don’t see they have, and 
they won’t go, the books can’t go 



	 72	

any higher) 
- Preposing: 1 (not exactly obese 
but) 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 1 (picture is a 
political statement on the ruling 
or the government)  
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 5 (It is a picture and 
the foreground, there is a writing 
on it, and looks like, all wearing t-
shirts and shorts, what is on the 
screen are different shapes and 
again different colors, who are 
not exactly obese but are 
overweight, it structure could be 
an actual book or the shape of a 
giant book or a sculpture) 
 
- Non dropping: 8 (there are 
different chapters, and there’s a 
person, and the person (…)as 
steps and the person, there is a 
huge, a large rectangular 
flatscreen or tv, and there are, 
there’s no distinguished form and 
behind that there’s a shadow, 
you just can be absorbed into 
watching what is on the screen 
and you became kind, that we 
have in life and the choices that 
we make, the third maybe female 
but they are pretty 
undistinguishable, they have any 
physical incapability, but they’re 
just there, Is this people disable 
or the people standing on the 
screen) 

8. Modal verbs ∅ 
 

Total: 7 
- Can: 5 (what can be, but you 
can see, just can be…) 
- Could: 2 (could be (x2)) 
 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 1 (the horizon, where the 
sky meets the earth, and the 
earth) 

Total: 8 (there is reddish, let’s 
say brownish, tone… there is a 
turn of brown, maybe red, a blind 
person… in a lower, right hand 
corner, …) 

10. Use of the adverb “just”  ∅ Total: 4 (you just want to be kind, 
you just can be absorbed, are 
just frozen there, they’re just 
there) 
 

Table 9: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 9 
	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 10	Written	(120	words)	

Variations	
10	Spoken	(246	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 6 (I can see (x2), I think (x2), I 
could see, I am very convinced) 

- I: 13 (I think, I can see (x6), I 
am convinced, I suppose (x2) , I 
don’t really know, I cannot make 
out, I can also see) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 5/8 
- Past tense: Two sentences 
start with the present tense but 
they have a switch to the past 
tense 
- Future tense:  ∅ 
- Hypothetical: 1/8 
 
1st and 2nd question:  5 present / 

- Present tense: 3/5 
- Past tense:  Two sentences 
start with the present tense but 
they have a switch to the past 
tense 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: 1/5 
 
1st and 2nd question:  5 present / 
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2 present with past switch/ 1 
hypothetical 
3rd question: ∅ 

2 present with past switch/ 1 
hypothetical 
3rd question: ∅ 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 3 
- That: 2 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 2 
- What: 1 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 1 (a communist 
leader that had fallen) 
- Preposing: 4 (in this photograph 
I can see  leaning cross sign, On 
the top of the cross I can see, at 
background I could see, At the 
end of each of the cross there 
are shadows) 

- Canonical: 3 (a painting by a 
famous artist, this could be a 
manuscript, written about a 
century ago,  
- Preposing: 6 (on the right hand 
side corner I can see a date, In 
the painting, or in the picture, I 
can see a pile of books, And also 
in the photograph I can see a 
sign, and next to the book, I can 
see a tv) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 2 (I cannot make 
out, I don’t really know,  
- Preposing: 1 (so nothing else I 
can see) 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 1 (the following 
picture as very similar to this 
one, red and filled with blood and 
bodies) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

-Dropping: ∅ 
- Non-dropping: 1 (three fat and 
definitely unfit people) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 4 
- Can: 2 
- Could: 2 

Total: 15 
- Can: 8 
- Could: 7 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 1 (because at the 
background I could see…) 

Total: 5 (, of this photograph, or 
in the picture, it could be, an 
invalid sign, a television) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅  ∅ 
 

Table 10: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 10 
	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 11	Written	(64	words)	

Variations	
11	Spoken	(94	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 1 (I imagine) - I: 2 (I see, I think) 
2. Tenses - Present tense: 4/5 

- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 1/5 
 
1st and 2nd questions:  4 present 
and 1 hypothetical  
3rd question: 1 present  

- Present tense: 3/3 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
 
1st and 2nd questions:  2 present  
3rd question: 1 present  

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: ∅ 
Omissions: 1 (the blood of the 
people [which] it’s used) 

Total: 2 
- What: 1 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: 1 (unfit people [who] 
are watching television) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: ∅ 
- Preposing: 1 (Always based on) 

- Canonical: 2c(opened books 
pile one on the top of the other, 
man has arrived to the top) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing 
 

∅ 
 

∅ 
 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 3 (the 
unsustainability  of communism, 
dictatorship and tyranic leaders, 
it could be the USSR or Korea) 
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 1 (I can see a date 
and a signature) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (television (…) 
big explanation for blind or the 
invalid and its giving instructions) 
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8. Modal verbs Total: 1 
- Could: 1 

Total: 1 
- Would: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 1 (the picture is very red, 
rather like blood.) 
 

Total: 1 (which is green) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅  ∅ 
Table 11: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 11 

	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 12	Written	(62	words)	

Variations	
12	Spoken	(140	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You ∅ - I: 4 (I would say, so I think, I 
don’t know, I think) 
- You: 1 (you don’t have to climb 
up) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 5/6 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 1/6 
 
1st and 2nd questions:  5 present  
3rd question: 1 hypothetical 

- Present tense: 5/7 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: 1/7 
- Hypothetical: 1/7 
 
1st and 2ndquestions:  5 present  
3rd question:  1 hypothetical / 1 
future 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: ∅ 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 3 
- That: 2 
- Where: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 5 (This is a political 
picture in red, rise of different 
dictatorships through time, it´s 
always the same, the masses 
also changing, The next picture 
the banners on the background 
would be in the forefront) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 3 (books piles one 
on the top of the other, three fat 
people looking at the TV screen 
probably with the information, 
they put a TV set to apiece them) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing 
 

∅ - Canonical: 2 (I don’t know, Oh 
you don’t have to climb up) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 1 (representing the 
fall and the rise)  
- Non-dropping: ∅ 

- Dropping: 1 (it represents a 
whole bunch of dictionaries or 
books piles) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (they will all 
become couch potatoes, and 
that’s their handicap)  

8. Modal verbs ∅ Total: 5 
- Can: 1 
- Would: 2 
- Will: 1  
- Have to: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 1 (representing the fall and 
rise of different dictatorships 
through time. So it’s always the 
same. Supporting it…) 

∅ 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ Total: 1 (it’s just how difficult) 
Table 12: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 12 

	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 13	Written	(190	words)	

Variations	
13	Spoken	(248	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: ∅ 
- we: 1 (we can see) 

- I: 8 ( I think, I suppose (x2), I 
would say ,I had to continue, I 
don’t know (x2), I can see) 
- we: 3 ( we can see (x3)) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 5/7 - Present tense: 2/4 
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- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 2/7 
 
1st question:   4 present  
2nd question:  1 present  
3rd question:  2 hypot. 

- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: 2/4 
 
1st question:  2 present  
2nd question: 1 hypot. 
3rd question:  1 hypot. 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 8 
- That: 3 
- Which: 3 
- Who: 2 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 13 
- That: 4 
- What: 4 
- Where: 2 
- Which: 2 
- Who: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 7 (a group of people 
who are holding banners or 
placards or something similar, 
ropes which are attached to a 
statue, revolving cross which is 
partially buried under the 
horizon, at the same time 
bringing another one forward 
from under the horizon, this 
process will only continue over 
and over again, the whole 
revolving cross up from the 
ground, pulling different parts of 
the cross in different directions) 
- Preposing: 2(In the picture we 
can see an horizon, On the 
horizon towards the left) 

- Canonical: 4 (what we can see 
here in this picture at the bottom 
right, that would represent 
personal struggle to educate 
themselves, whereas the people 
on the right are standing up, 
perhaps are sitting down or 
perhaps in a coffin or in 
wheelchairs) 
- Preposing: 2 (next to one of the 
overweight people there’s a sign, 
And further, at the left of these 
people we can see what seems 
to be) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: 1 (the image is not 
that clear) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 2 (I don’t know, I 
don’t know) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 3 (the crowd splitting 
into groups and pulling, The 
crowd appear to be pulling the 
statue down but at the same time 
bringing, people who are holding 
banners or placards or 
something similar) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (pull them 
down and replace them) 

- Dropping: 3 (to keep fit and 
active, the person who’s climbing 
the stairs should reach the top 
and should reach, the people on 
the right are standing up 
watching television perhaps are 
sitting down or perhaps in a 
coffin or in wheelchair 
- Non-dropping: 2  (what seems 
to be a very-very big book and 
there’s a man climbing, all of 
them seem to be or they look 
overweight) 

8 Modal verbs Total: 2 
- Can: 1 
- Would: 1 

Total:12 
- Can: 3 
- Could: 3 
- May: 1 
- Would: 2 
- Should: 2 
- Have to: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅ Total: 2 ((…) ,all of them seem to 
be or they look overweight, (…), 
(…) , a disability sigh, overweigh, 
(…) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ ∅ 
 

Table 13: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 13 
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 14	Written	(82	words)	

Variations	
14	Spoken	(178	words)	
	Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 1 (I can see) - I: 10 (I just find, I think, I just 
can see, I imagine, I really see, I 
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see, I see, I can see, I think, I 
see) 
- You: 5 (you know, you need, 
you really want, you got, you 
know) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 4/4 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
 
1st question:   ∅ 
2nd question:  4 present  
3rd question:   ∅ 

- Present tense: 6/6 
- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅ 
- Hypothetical: ∅ 
 
1st question:  2 present  
2nd question:  2 present  
3rd question: 2 present  

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: ∅ 
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 9 
- What: 5 
- When: 3 
- Which: 1 
Omissions: 1 (just saying [that] 
they don’t) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 2 (needs having this 
symbol of power in their lives, 
The leader seems to be in dirt 
and constanty coming back to 
the public life) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 4 (you need a bit of 
effort in life, to get to the top of 
what you really want, ones who 
want to progress in life through 
books, I see in the next picture, 
life needs effort everyday) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: 2 (part of this 
society doesn’t give up, part of 
part of this society doesn’t give 
up) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 5 (… that’s what I 
really see, no? to do a bit of an 
effort no? they don’t have a very 
good future, people who just 
don’t bother, they just don’t mind 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 2 (this society 
doesn’t give up and needs, The 
leader seems to be in dirt and 
constantly coming back) 
- Non-dropping: 2 (I can see a 
society trying to lift their leader 
and that keeps letting them 
down, I can see a society trying 
to lift their leader and that keeps 
letting them down but a part of 
this society doesn’t give up) 

- Dropping: 1 (the ones who want 
to progress in life through books 
obviously or studying) 
- Non-dropping: 4 (I just can see 
fat people watching the television 
and I imagine, the ones who 
want to progress in life through 
books obviously or studying and 
another people who, I think life 
needs effort everyday and that’s 
what I see, to get a better level or 
to do a bit of an effort) 
 

8. Modal verbs Total: 1 
- Can: 1 

Total: 2 
- Can: 2 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅ Total: 2 (…), which I think it 
needs a bit of effort, you know, 
(…), (…) , to get to the top, (…) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” Total: 1 (just as the reality) Total: 5 (I just find, I just can see, 
just saying, just don’t bother, 
they just don’t mind) 

Table 14: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 14 
	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 15	Written	(215	words)	

Variations	
15	Spoken	(169	words)	
Variations	

1. We/I/You -I: 2 (I would imagine, my 
interpretation) 

- I: 8 (I look to the top, I realize, I 
guess (x2), I continue, I will 
continue, my interpretation, that’s 
my guess) 
- you: 6 (you have, (x4), you 
know (x2)) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 5/6 - Present tense: 6/8 
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- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: ∅  
- Hypothetical: 1/6 
 
1st question:  3 present  
2nd question:  2 present  
3rd question:  1 hypothetical 

- Past tense: ∅ 
- Future tense: 1/8 
- Hypothetical: 1/8 
 
1st question:  3 present  
2nd question: 3 present  
3rd question:  1 future/ 1 
hypothetical 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 8 
- That: 7 
- What: 1 
- Where: 
- Which:  
- Who:  
Omissions: ∅ 

Total: 20 
- That: 12 
- What: 5 
- Who: 1 
- Which: 1 
- When: 1 
Omissions: ∅ 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 9 (and it is outside, 
that is being taken down with 
cords by the large group of 
people in the background, which 
look like they are quite a distance 
off, it has four different status of 
the same figure on the four 
different ends of the cross, is 
struggle of the people for 
freedom, that people will always 
want to pull down, only to be 
overthrown again by the people, 
the new oppressive regime 
beginning to take power again, 
the next oppressive regime 
begins to lay the groundwork for 
the next coup) 
- Preposing: 1 (as many times it 
comes up) 

- Canonical: 7 (they look like 
they’re in the desert for some 
sort or some non descript 
situation, there’s some sort of 
pyramid looking thing off to the 
left side, the three people on the 
right side, you’ve one person off 
to the left side, you have I guess 
a sign in front of the book, a 
person in a wheelchair, saying 
the people on the right side that 
are watching) 
- Preposing: 3 (at the bottom of 
the picture you have, again, 
looks as the pages of a book, 
only under kind of put off to the 
side) 

5. Negative preposing 
 

∅ - Canonical: 5 (some non 
descript situation, then you have 
the non-handicapped person, 
that are non handicapped, they 
didn’t do rather than why they 
didn’t do it) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7. Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 1 (Also though that 
this is a continuous cycle of 
oppression and revolution)  
- Non-dropping: 1 (The 
background is red, kind of a 
blood red color, and it is outside) 

- Dropping: 2 (showing what 
these people on TV were 
watching, and maybe watching, 
they handed a life of watching 
themselves on TV but obviously 
would be) 
- Non-dropping: 1 (there’s some 
sort of pyramid looking thing off 
to the left side but when I look to 
the top I realize) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 5 
- Will: 3  
- Would: 2 
 

Total: 5 
- Can: 1 
- Would: 2 
- Will: 1  
- Have to: 1 

9. Explanatory sentences Total: 2 (…or reminiscent of one 
of those… , …which look like 
they are quite a distance off…) 

Total: 3 (…, that again… , … a 
gigantic book…, … love story or 
something to that effect…) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ ∅ 
Table 15: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 15 

	
	
Morphosyntactic Variables 16	Written	(227words)	

Variations	
16	Spoken	(294	words)	
Variations	
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1. We/I/You -I: 4/4 (I can see, I would, I think 
x2) 

- I: 4/4 (I can see, I assume, I 
feel, I think) 

2. Tenses - Present tense: 9/16  
- Past tense: 0/13 
- Future tense:  0/16 
- Hypothetical: 7/16 
 
1st question:  5 present / 1 hypot. 
2nd question: 1 present /4 hypot. 
3rd question:  0 present / 2 hypot. 

- Present tense: 13/16 
- Past tense: 0/16 
- Future tense: 0/16 
- Hypothetical: 3/16 
 
1st question: 6 present / 0 hypot. 
2nd question: 4 present / 0 hypot. 
3rd question: 3 present / 3 hypot. 

3. Subordinate RP and their 
dropping 

Total: 3 
- That: 1/3 
- What: 0/3 
- Where: 0/3 
- Which: 1/3 
- Who: 1/3 
Omissions: 1 (and think they are 
achieving) 

Total: 10 
- That: 4/10 
- What: 2/10 
- Where: 2/10 
- Which: 1/10 
- Who: 1/10 
Omissions: 1 (characters (…) 
and are perceived as) 

4. Position of thematic adjunct - Canonical: 6 (I can see a statue 
in the picture, pulling on five 
ropes to pull down one of the 
statues to get another one 
upright, men who are pointing 
forward, The colours in the 
picture are, they are only 
changing the face of said 
system, they would be standing 
around looking a bit confused) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

- Canonical: 7 (I can see a book 
in the picture, there’s four people 
on the book, he’s climbing the 
book as if there were stairs, 
that’s next to the book, there’s no 
emotion on the character’s faces, 
his work life is a lot harder to 
achieve because he’s going up 
the stairs, the man in the suit 
could arrive at the top) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

5. Negative preposing 
 

- Canonical: 1 (people wouldn’t 
be holding flags) 
- Preposing: 1 (Not a real change 
though)  

- Canonical: 7 (and there’re not 
very, there’s no emotion, the 
colors are not too bright, they 
perhaps cannot do what, they 
don’t really have to, they haven’t 
sort of, haven’t done anything) 
- Preposing: ∅ 

7.  Pronoun/full subject dropping 
in coordinated (and, but, or) 

- Dropping: 5 (The group of 
people are holding flags and 
seem to be, give me a sense of 
anger and danger, Society pull 
down or overthrow one system 
and think, a sense of 
disappointment and defeat, 
Society pull down or overthrow) 
- Non-dropping: 2 (The statue 
resembles a cross and there is, 
Society pull down or overthrow 
one system and think they are 
achieving change but in reality 
they are only)  

- Dropping: 6 (other characters 
which are sort of overweight and 
perceived, people should be 
waiting or should walk towards, 
someone who works in an office 
or has a job, to achieve what 
they want in life or in their career, 
they haven’t sort of advanced or 
haven’t done anything, man in 
the suit could arrive at the top or 
still claiming) 
- Non-dropping: 4 (that’s next to 
the book, and there’s, the colours 
are quite mild tones, brownish, 
and there’re not very, , 
everything is made easier for 
them and they don’t really have 
to, I feel like his path or his work 
life) 

8. Modal verbs Total: 9 
- Can: 1/9 
- Could: 2/9 
- Would: 5/9 
- Might: 1/9 

Total: 7 
- Can: 2/7 
- Could: 2/7 
- Should: 2/7 
- Have to: 1/7 

9. Explanatory sentences ∅ -1 (I can see a book in the 
picture, it’s a big book) 

10. Use of the adverb “just” ∅ ∅ 
Table 16: Analysis of morphosyntactic variables Speaker 16 

	
b) Pragmatic-discursive analysis	
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Pragmatic-discursive variables  01 Written (170 words) 

Variations 
01 Spoken (363 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 6 
- Composed:3 (in the picture, in 
the foreground, and then 
- Simple: 3 (while, also, only) 
 

Total: 17 
- Composed: 5 (in the image, at 
the bottom, and in front of, 
instead of, and well eventually) 
- Simple: 13 (nowadays, like, so 
there, obviously, probably, but, 
just (x2), about (x2), either… or, 
well) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 3 
- Modesty markers: 
I: (I suppose, to me, it remains 
me) 
You: 
We: 
 
- Other: ∅ 
 
 

Total: 10 
- Modesty markers: 
 I: 4 (I think, I could maybe, I 
suppose, I can say) 
You: 4 (to pass your time, you 
can pretty see, to you if you don’t 
follow) 
We: 1 (we don’t know) 
 
- Other: (maybe, probably, it’s 
obviously, will probably, will 
either be…or…) 
 
 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ Total: 1 (what I think it means is 
that.well…, ) 

4. Intensification Total: 2 
- intensifier + comparative: 1 
(equally as bad or worse)  
- Adverbs: 1 (currently above)  
 

Total: 6 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 (very 
big 
- adverb: 3 (completely don’t 
require, pretty (x2)) 
- adjective: 1 (brownish) 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 
(particularly colorful) 

5. Repetition of key words - Picture: 2 
- Crowd: 2 
- People: 2 
- Cross: 2  
- Ground: 7 
- Leader: 5 

- Image: 2 
- People: 5 
- Screen: 7 
- TV: 3 
- Time: 6 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures Total: 1 

- Comparative structures: 1 (as 
bad or worse than) 

Total: 5 
- Comparative structures:  (more 
interested … instead of... , 
harder to, fatter than, rather than) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes Yes 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Kind of: 2 (kind of a blob, kind 

of a representation) 
 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 4 
- Explanatory: 1 (unidentifiable) 
- Limiting: 3 (mechanical, cross-
like, bad or worse) 

Total: 11 
- Explanatory: 4 (a very big pile, 
overweighed, normal, brownish) 
- Limiting: 7 (disability, bright 
shining, harder, colorful, green or 
yellow, further, fatter) 

Table 17: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 1 
	
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  02 Written (110 words) 

Variations 
02 Spoken (269 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 3 Total: 10 
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- Composed: (either… or) 
- Simple: (so, or) 

- Composed: ∅ 
- Simple: (maybe, so (x2), just, 
because, then, whereas (x2), 
again, still) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 4 (I see, look like, I imagine 
that, I think) 
 
- Others: 3 (It looks like (x3)) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 13 (I see, people who look, I 
think (x2), I don’t know (x4), I 
would use, Personally it 
depends, I don’t personally think, 
I mean, I can’t decide,  
- Others: 3 (looks like (x2), 
maybe) 

3. Question/topic repetition Total: 1 (I think the picture would 
show) 

Total: 1 (What do I think it is 
about… ) 

4. Intensification ∅ Total: 9 
- adjective: 4 (enormous, big (x3) 
- comparative adverb: 1 (quicker) 
- comparative adjective: 4  
(quicker, bigger (x2), thinner)  

5. Repetition of key words - People: 4 
- Statue: 5 
- City: 4 

-People: 4 
- Man/men: 6 
- Knowledge: 4 
- Information: 7 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures ∅ Total: 8 

- Comparative sentences: 3 (they 
got all the information available 
to them and the older man is…, 
the thinner man is going to (…) 
whereas the old men…, have 
information rapidly whereas the 
other man…) 
- Comparative adjectives: 6 
(younger, quicker, bigger (x2), 
thinner, longer) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes Yes 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ ∅ 
11. Amount of adjectives Total: 3 

- Explanatory: 3 (red, polluted, 
muddy wet) 
- Limiting: ∅ 

Total: 19 
- Explanatory: (enormous, big 
(x2), big flat, overweight, old) 
- Limiting: (disable (x3), road, 
younger, quicker, older, bigger 
(x2), old-styled, thinner, longer, 
rapidly) 

Table 18: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 2 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  03 Written (139 words) 

Variations 
03 Spoken (408 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 4  
- Composed: 4 (in the 
foreground, in fact, so that, linked 
to) 
 
- Simple: ∅ 
 

Total: 11 
- Composed: 3 (first of all, 
another interesting thing is that, 
but if) 
- Simple: 8( wel10l, now, 
whereas, maybe (x3), perhaps 
(x2)) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 3 
- Modesty: 
∅ 
- Other: (obviously, what appears 
to be (x2)) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
 I: 4 ( I can see, I would say, I 
can’t really identify it, let me use 
my imagination) 
- Other: 8 (maybe, another 
interesting thing is that, maybe 
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(x2), perhaps (x2), now, 
probably) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ 
 

Total: 2 (What does this mean? 
How does this continue, if it’s a 
comic strip?) 

4. Intensification Total: 3 
- Adverb + adjective: 1 
(predomin2antly red) 
- Adjective: 2 (reddish, 
significant) 
 

Total: 5 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 (very 
small) 
- adjective: 1 (interesting) 
- adverb:  3 (really, simply, only) 

5. Repetition of key words - Ground: 2 
- Foreground: 2 
- Statue: 4 
- Red: 3 
 

- People: 9 
- Book: 13 
- Climb: 4 
- TV screen: 4 
- Watch: 7 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena Total: 2 (harsh and derelict) ∅ 
8. Comparative structures ∅ Total: 4 (the books as if they 

were a pyramid, there are more 
people who (…) and fewer 
reading books, whereas the 
person climbs, (…) easier) 

9. Division of the discourse No Yes 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ ∅ 
11. Amount of adjectives Total: 8 

- explanatory: ∅ 
- limiting: 8 (unusual, surreal, 
significant, red, reddish, harsh, 
derelict, red) 

Total: 10 
- explanatory: 4 (stacked, small, 
large, interesting) 
- limiting: 6 (overweight, 
disabled, slim, opened, disabled, 
easier) 

Table 19: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 3 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  04 Written (287) 

Variations 
04 Spoken (481 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 8 
- Composed: ∅ 
- Simple: 8 (behind, always, but, 
when, suddenly, still, already, 
somehow) 
 

Total: 14  
- Composed: 3 (and then (x2), 
except to) 
- Simple: 11  (or, so (x4), 
someway, but (x2), actually (x2), 
also) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 1 (I think) 
 
We: 16 (we like, we have, we 
continue, we see, we still fall, we 
all truly, we fail, we need, we 
mature, we as, we all, we should, 
we are, we so desire, we give, 
we need) 
 
- Others: 2 (mankind must learn 
that, there is guarantee that) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 10 (I see (x2), I guess, I would 
say, I think (x4), I cannot 
remember, if I have to continue) 
 
We: 3 (we have, we would, we 
see) 
 
You: 35 (you know (x11), you 
have (x5), you really need, you 
got, you don’t (x3), you go, you 
can, you never (x3), you prepare, 
you confront, you probably feel, 
you make, you wanna (x3), you 
will probably see) 
 
- Others: 4 (maybe, probably 
(x3)) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ Total: 3 (Ok, so what do I see in 
this picture, So I think that would 
probably be what this picture is 
representing, If I have to 
continue it) 
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4. Intensification Total: 6 
- Repetition: 1 (over and over 
again) 
- Adverb: (whole, really (x2), 
enough, so) 

Total: 19 
- Adverb: 13 (really (x5), a lot of, 
all (x3) never (x3), whatever, so) 
- Adverb + adjective: 3 (only one, 
slightly overweight, highly 
overweight) 
- Intensifier + adjective 2 (very 
difficult, very lucky) 
- Comparative adverb: 1 (better)  
 

5. Repetition of key words - Power: 7 
- Change: 4 
- Need: 6 
 

- People: 4 
- Picture: 3 
- Television: 3 
- Know: 13 
- Thing: 7 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena Total: 1 (earthling) Total: 1 (“telly”) 
8. Comparative structures ∅ ∅ 
9. Division of the discourse Just the 2nd question has been 

answered 
yes 

10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ Kind of: 1 
11. Amount of adjectives Total: 7 

- Limiting: 4 (previous, same, 
absolute, true) 
- Explanatory: 3 (great, truly, 
small) 

Total: 12 
- Limiting: 8 (difficult, dumb, 
disabled, general, easy, simple, 
real, philosophical moral) 
- Explanatory: 4 (large, slightly, 
highly, long) 

Table 20: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 4 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  05 Written (155 words) 

Variations 
05 Spoken (236 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 3 
- Composed: 1 (in the next 
picture) 
- Simple: 2 (but (x2)) 
 

Total: 8 
- Composed: 4 (first of all, to the 
right, and that’s, to continue with) 
- Simple: 4 (well, but, as, while) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
-I: 1 (I could) 
- We: 1 (here we have) 
 
- Others: 6 (could be (x4), it 
seems (x2)) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
- I: 8 (I don’t know (x4), I said, I 
can, I think, I can’t help you) 
- You: 1 (I can’t help you) 
- We: 4 (we have x4) 
 
- Others: 1 (it seems) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ 
 

Total: 2 (the sense of the 
comic… to continue with the 
cartoon I don’t know) 

4. Intensification Total: 3 
- Adverb: 2 (a large (x2)) 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 
(reddish) 
 

Total: 3 
- adverb: 1 (high) 
- comparative adverb: 2 (easier 
(x2) 
 

5. Repetition of key words - People: 3 
- Picture: 4 
- Political: 2 
- Dictator: 2 
- Sky: 2 

- People: 3 
- Walk: 6 
- Stairs: 2 
- Knowledge: 2 
- TV: 5 
- Disabled: 4 

6. Ordinative use ∅ Total: 1 (first of all) 
7. Hapax legomena Total: 1 

- Convoluted 
∅ 

8. Comparative structures Total: 3 
- Comparative sentences: 1 
(individual ideas rather than 
being succumbed to the orders) 

Total:  
- Comparative sentences: 1 
(easier to watch the TV than 
reading) 
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- Comparative adverbs: 2 (easier 
and refresher tones) 
 

- Comparative adverbs: 2 
(easier, easier to understand) 

9. Division of the discourse No No 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” - Kind of: 3 (kind of plough, kind 

of leader, kind of political) 
∅ 
 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 7 
- Limiting: 4 (social, convoluted, 
political, refreshed) 
- Explanatory: 3 (large, flat, 
reddish) 

Total: 2 
- Limiting: 2 (easier, disabled) 
- Explanatory: ∅ 
 

Table 21: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 5 
	
	
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  06 Written (254 words) 

Variations 
06 Spoken (263 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 4 
- Compound: 2 (the point is, the 
next) 
- Simple: 2 (Therefore, as) 

Total: 5 
- Compound: 4 (to the right, and 
so, then although, as for) 
- Simple: 1 (therefore) 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
We: 2 (we continue to repeat, we 
never learn) 
- Other: ∅ 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 2 (I imagine, I wouldn’t be 
surprised if…) 
- Other: ∅ 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ Total: 1 (As for the next comic 
strip) 

4. Intensification Total: 1 
- Repetition: 1 (again and again 
and again) 
- Adverb: 2 (most likely, really) 
 

Total:  
- intensifier + adjective: 2 (rather 
overweight, in a way 
handicapped) 
- intensifier + adverb: 1 (quite a 
bit of) 
- adverb: 2 (really, simply) 
- comparative adverb: 
- intensifier + comparative:  

5. Repetition of key words - statue: 3 
- leader: 5 
- supporters: 2 
- wheel: 3 
 

- book: 6 
- television: 5 
- stairs: 3 
- knowledge: 4 

6. Ordinative use ∅ Total: 1 (for the first question) 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures Total: 1 

- in meaning: 1 (the dirty politics 
associated with rising to power) 

Total: 1 
- by the use of “like”: 1 (their 
brains have grown lazy just as 
their body does) 
 

9. Division of the discourse Yes No 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ 

 
∅ 
 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 11 
- Limiting: 6 (former, same, 
fascist, ominous, impending, red) 
- Explanatory: 5 (different, raised, 
constant, interesting, dirty) 

Total: 10 
- Limiting: 4 (handicap, 
handicapped, lazy and fat) 
- Explanatory: 6 (large, large flat, 
not clear, rather overweight, 
obese, long) 

Table 22: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 6 
	
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  07 Written (136 words) 

Variations 
07 Spoken (347 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total:1 (so) Total: 8 (still, next to, whereas, 
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perhaps, although, because, 
maybe) 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I think: 1 (I think this looks like) 
- Others: ∅ 
 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 4 (I think it could work, I think 
the message, I think this is, I 
don’t know) 
- Others: 1 (perhaps) 

3. Question/topic repetition Total: 3 (description, 
interpretation, sequel) 

Total: 3 (so that’s my description, 
yeah? Next is my interpretation 
yeah?, So I would continue it by 
kind of) 

4. Intensification ∅ 
 

Total: 7 
- adjective: 5 (gigantic (x2), 
massive, huge, large 
- adverb: 2 (amounts of, pretty) 

5. Repetition of key words - people: 3 (the people will be 
happy, the people will be happy 
still) 
- land: 4 (Lenin is cultivating the 
land, land reform) 

- book: 9 ( it is one book, gigantic 
book, climbing the gigantic book) 
-people: 5 (some people, the 
other people, people enjoy 
themselves) 
- TV: 6 (on their leisure time 
watching TV, with him in front of 
the TV) 
- climb: 5 (that is slowly climbing 
the gigantic book, not climbing) 

6. Ordinative use ∅  ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures Total: 2 

- by the use of “like”: 1 (I think 
this looks like communist 
propaganda) 
- by the use of ideas: 1 (the sky 
is blood red) 
 

Total: 4 
- by the use of “like”: 2 (it looks 
like a gigantic book, is like an 
ancient pyramid) 
- by the use of sentences: 1 (and 
some people (…) and the other 
people…) 
- by the use of “rather than”: 1 
(the book would get some color 
rather than) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes Yes 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Kind of: 2 (kind of plasma, I 

would continue it by kind of) 
- Sort of: 2 (sort of different 
chapters, I would try to sort of) 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 9  
- Limiting: 3 (Four-sided, 
communist, agrarian) 
- Explanatory: 6 (blood red, red, 
happy (x2), green, bountiful) 

Total: 16 
- Limiting: 8 (disable, unhealthy, 
obese (x3), graft (x2), black and 
white) 
- Explanatory: 8 (gigantic, 
massive, ancient, huge, black, 
overweight, abstract) 

Table 23: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 7 
	
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  08 Written (161 words) 

Variations 
08 Spoken (391 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: ∅ 
  

Total: 4 (but, at the background, 
because, as well) 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 2 (as I have said, for my point 
of view) 
- Others: 3 (what seems to be 
(x3)) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 6 (I don’t know, I persuade, I 
think, I gather, I cannot continue, 
in my opinion) 
- Others: 2 (what seems to be 
(x2)) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ ∅ 
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4. Intensification ∅ Total: 7 
- intensifier + adjective: very (x5) 
(very dark tone, very sparse, 
very bottom, very small, very 
long), quite (x1) (quite 
demotivated) 
- intensifier+ noun: 1 (a lot of 
shadows) 

5. Repetition of key words - Cross: 2 
- *Religeon: 2  

- People: 7 
- Television: 5 
- Pyramid: 4 
- Climb: 4 
- Overweight: 3 
- Shades: 3 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures ∅ ∅ 
9. Division of the discourse No, and no answer for the 3rd 

question 
No, and no answer for the 3rd 
question 

10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Kind of: 3 (kind of a feel, kind of 
a green cloud, kind of a dune) 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 10 (black, dark brown, red, 
communist (x2), *facist, political, 
*religious, oppressive, violent) 
 

Total: 16 (very dark, very sparse, 
sparse, disabled (x2), 
demotivated, very small, very 
long, discernable, green, 
overweight (x3), dissimilar, 
unlimited, large) 

Table 24: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 8 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  09 Written (178 words) 

Variations 
09 Spoken (526 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 6  
- Compound: 2 (in the 
foreground, at the same time) 
- Simple: 4 (because, while, the 
next, also) 
 

Total: 15 
- Compound: 4 (to the 
foreground, at the same time, 
from…to, behind that) 
- Simple: 11 (perhaps, maybe 
(x3), just (x3), because, but, 
somehow, eventually)  

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
1 (I suppose) 
 
- Others: 2 (it seems (x2)) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 5 (I suppose, I don’t see, I 
guess, I don’t know) 
We: 2 (we have, that we make) 
You: 4 (you can see, you just 
want, you just can, you became) 
 
- Others:  11(maybe (x3), it could 
be (x2), it can be, it looks like, it 
seems like (x4) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ Total: 1 (how is the coming going 
to end?) 

4. Intensification Total: ∅ 
 

Total: 12 
- intensifier + adjective: 5 
(reddish (x2), turn of brown, 
pretty undistinguishable, 
completely different) 
- adverb: 4 (huge, large, not 
exactly, giant)  
- comparative adverb: 2 (darker, 
lighter) 
- intensifier + comparative: 1 
(warmer brown) 

5. Repetition of key words - Statue: 4 
- Picture: 2 
- Sky: 2 
- Earth: 2 

- Picture: 2 
- Person: 7 
- Book: 5 
- Chapter: 3 
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- Government: 2 - Screen: 6 
6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures ∅ 

 
Total:  
- adverbs: 3 (darker, lighter, 
warmer brown) 
- sentences: 1 (the colors have 
changed from… to a more… ) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes 
Lack of 3rd answer 

yes 

10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Kind of: 3 (kind of stuck, kind of 
mentally or physically, kind of 
dark) 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 8 
- Limiting: 4 (political, equal, 
inevitable, endless) 
- Explanatory: 4 (rectangular, 
clear, bright red, red) 

Total: 31 
- Limiting: 15 (blind, handicap, 
obese, overweight, stuck, 
trapped, mentally and physically 
handicapped, disable, stuck (x2), 
black all in dark, different) 
- Explanatory: 16 (reddish (x2), 
brown (x2), rusty, brown-red, 
warmer brown, different, huge, 
rectangular, deeper, darker, 
brighter, giant, flattened) 

Table 25: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 9 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  10 Written (120 words) 

Variations 
10 Spoken (246 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 4 
- Compound: 2 (on the top, at the 
end) 
- Simple: 2 (well, because) 
 

Total: 7  
- Compound: 2 (in the painting, 
and also) 
- Simple: 5 (well, because, so, 
perhaps, so) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 6 (I can see (x2), I think (x2), I 
could see, I am very convinced) 
 
- Others: 1 (it could have been) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 13 (I think, I can see (x6), I am 
convinced, I suppose (x2) , I 
don’t really know, I cannot make 
out, I can also see) 
 
- Others: 5 (perhaps, it could be 
(x3), it could represent) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ ∅ 
4. Intensification Total: 1 

- Adjective: 1 (brilliant work) 
 

Total: 1  
- intensifier + adjective: 1 (very 
interesting) 

5. Repetition of key words - Cross: 4 
- Photograph: 2 
- Leader: 3 
- Communist: 3 

- Photograph: 4 
- Painting: 3 
- Sign: 3 
- Invalid: 4 
- Book: 7 
- Television: 4 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures ∅ Total: 1 (looks like stairs) 
9. Division of the discourse No answer for the 3rd question No answer for the 3rd question 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Kind of: 2 (kind of difficulty, kind 

of concienciation) 
 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 6 
- Explanatory: 1 (brilliant work) 
- Limiting:5 (tyranic, communist, 
red, failed (x2) 

Total: 6 
- Explanatory: 2 (very interesting, 
famous) 
- Limiting: 4 (right, invalid, traffic, 
overweight) 
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Table 26: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 10 
	
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  11 Written (64 words) 

Variations 
11 Spoken (94 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers ∅ 
 

∅ 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 1 (I imagine) 
- Others: 1 (it could be) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 2 (I see, I think) 
- Others: ∅ 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ 
 

Total: 1 (And what do I think the 
next picture would be) 

4. Intensification Total: 3 
- Intensifier + adjective: 3 (very 
red, very apocalyptic, very 
similar)  
 

Total: 2 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 (the 
only thin) 
- adverb + adjective: 1 (definitely 
unfit)  

5. Repetition of key words - Picture: 2 
- Red: 2 
- Blood: 2 

- Picture: 2 
- Television: 4 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures Total: 3 

- Comparative structures: 3 
(rather like blood, like a wheel, 
the following picture as very 
similar to this one) 

∅ 

9. Division of the discourse 1st and 2nd answers are together 1st and 2nd answers are together 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Sort of: 1 (colors are sort of 

orange tones) 
 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 4 
- Explanatory: 3 (very red, very 
apocalyptic, red and filled) 
- Limiting: 1: very similar 

Total: 5 
- Explanatory: 1 (colored) 
- Limiting: 4 (opened, handicap, 
orange tones, green) 

Table 27: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 11 
	
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  12 Written (62 words) 

Variations 
12 Spoken (140 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 3  
- Compound: 2 (the next picture, 
and so on) 
- Simple: 1 (so)  

Total: 2 
- Compound: 1 (to begin with) 
- Simple: 1 (so) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
∅ 
- Others: 1 (it would be) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 4 (I would say, so I think, I 
don’t know, I think) 
You: 1 (you don’t have to climb 
up) 
 
- Others: 2 (that seems, they will 
all become) 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ Total: 1 (I think the next picture 
would be) 

4. Intensification Total: 1 
- adjective: 1 (small rising) 
 

Total: 5 
- Adjective: 1 (brownish) 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 (how 
difficult) 
- intensifier + adverb: 1 (very 
few) 
- adverb: 1 (whole bunch) 
- intensifier + comparative: 1 
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(more fit) 
5. Repetition of key words - Picture: 2  

- Banners: 2 
 

- People: 3 
- Picture: 2 
- Handicap: 3 
- TV: 4 
- Couch: 3 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ Total: 1 (apiece) 
8. Comparative structures Total: 1 

- Sentence: 1 (two shades: dark 
and light) 

Total: 1 
- comparative adverb: 1 (more fit) 

9. Division of the discourse 1st and 2nd answers together 1st and 2nd answers together 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ ∅ 

 
11. Amount of adjectives Total: 2 

- Explanatory: 1 (different) 
- Limiting: 1 (political) 

Total: 3 
- Explanatory: 1 (brownish) 
- Limiting: 2 (more fit, 
handicapped) 

Table 28: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 12 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  13 Written (190 words) 

Variations 
13 Spoken (248 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 4 
- Compound: 3 (but at the same 
time, only to then, would then) 
- Simple: 1 (perhaps) 
  

Total: 9 
- Compound: 3 (and further, at 
the last part, at least) 
- Simple: 6 (next to, perhaps 
(x3), whereas (x2)) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
we: 1 (we can see) 
 
- Others: 3 (it’s hard to tell, seem 
to be, appear to be) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 8 ( I think, I suppose (x2), I 
would say ,I had to continue, I 
don’t know (x2), I can see) 
we: 3 ( we can see (x3)) 
- Others: 9 (looks like (x2), seem 
to be (x3), perhaps (x3), it could 
mean) 

3. Question/topic repetition Total: 2 (I’d say the picture 
represents, if there was an image 
to follow up this image…) 

Total: 3 (Ok so what we can see 
here in this picture, for me 
perhaps it could mean, if I had to 
continue the picture sequence) 

4. Intensification Total: 1 
- Adverb: 1 (partially) 
 

Total: 2 
- intensifier + adjective: 1 (a very-
very big book) 
- adjective: 1 (a big television) 

5. Repetition of key words - picture: 2 
- horizon: 4 
- people: 2 
- image: 3 
- crowd: 4 
- cross: 3 
- statue: 2 
- leader: 2 

- picture: 2 
- people: 4 
- television: 5 
- screen: 2 
- overweight: 3 
- disability: 2 
- sign: 2 
- book: 3 
- climb: 3 
 

6. Ordinative use ∅ 
 

∅ 
 

7. Hapax legomena Total: 1 (placards) ∅  
8. Comparative structures ∅ 

 
Total: 2 
- Comparative sentences: 2 (it 
leads to disability whereas the 
picture.. , the person who is 
climbing (…) whereas  the 
people on the right) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes Yes 
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10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ - Sort of: 1 ( to a sort of revolving 
cross) 
 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 5 
- explanatory: 1 (red skyline) 
- limiting:, 4 (revolving cross (x2), 
different parts, different 
directions) 

Total:2 
- explanatory: 2 (big television, 
big book) 
- limiting: 1 (personal struggle) 

Table 29: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 13 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  14 Written (82 words) 

Variations 
14 Spoken (178 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 2 
- Compound: 1 (just as the) 
- Simple: 1 (but) 
 

Total: 4 
- Compound: 3 (on the other 
side, that’s why, the ones… and 
the other…) 
- Simple: 1 (well) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 1 (I can see) 
 
- Others: 1 (seems to be) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 10 (I just find, I think, I just can 
see, I imagine, I really see, I see, 
I see, I can see, I think, I see) 
 
You: 5 (you know, you need, you 
really want, you got, you know) 
 
- Others: ∅ 

3. Question/topic repetition ∅ Total: 2 (that’s what I really see, 
no? What do I see in the next 
picture, well, probably I see) 

4. Intensification Total: 2 
- Adverb: 1 (doesn’t quite need) 
- Adjective: 1 (powerful symbol) 
 

Total: 8 
- adjective: 2 (gigantic book, little 
guys) 
- adverb: 7 (a bit of effort (x2), 
really want, very good future 
really, I really se , to say really I 
can) 
  

5. Repetition of key words - society: 3 
- need: 3 
- symbol: 2 
- public: 2 
 

- need: 3 
- book: 3 
- people: 3 
- life: 3 
- effort: 3 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena ∅ ∅ 
8. Comparative structures Total: 1 

- Comparative sentences: 1 (a 
society (…) and the other part of 
the society) 
 

Total: 3 
- Comparative sentences: 2 (I 
see a guy (…) and on the other 
side I see (…), there’s two types 
of people, the ones that (…) and 
the other people who…) 
- Comparative adverb: 1 (to get a 
better level) 

9. Division of the discourse No No 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” ∅ ∅ 
11. Amount of adjectives Total: 2 

- explanatory: ∅ 
- limiting: 2 (powerful symbol, 
public politician) 

Total: 3 
- explanatory: ∅ 
- limiting: 3 (gigantic book, fat 
people, little guys) 

Table 30: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 14 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  15 Written (215 words) 

Variations 
15 Spoken (169 words)ç 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 10 Total: 11 
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- Compound: 5 (at the 
background, also though, but 
another, that as, only to) 
- Simple: 5 (or, but, again, or, 
while) 
 

- Compound: 6 (at the bottom of 
the picture, some sort of, the 
ground that, left side, that again, 
rather than) 
- Simple: 5 (but, so, then, or, so) 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
-Modesty: 
I: 2 (I would imagine, my 
interpretation) 
 
- Others: 4 (maybe, which looks 
like, kind of, it doesn’t matter) 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 8 (I look to the top, I realize, I 
guess (x2), I continue, I will 
continue, my interpretation, that’s 
my guess) 
 
you: 6 (you have, (x4), you know 
(x2)) 
 
- Others: 6 (they look like, there’s 
some sort of, it looks like, 
obviously, maybe (x2)) 

3. Question/topic repetition Total: 2 (my interpretation is, if 
this were a comic strip) 

Total: 2 (so, my interpretation 
well, and if this was a comic 
strip) 

4. Intensification Total: 3 
- Adverb: 3 (quite, always, only) 

∅ 

5. Repetition of key words - Statue: 4 
- People: 6 
- Figure: 3 
- Oppression/oppressive: 4 
- Regime: 3 

- People: 7 
- Television: 2 
- Screen: 3 
- Book: 5 
- Pages: 3 
- Person: 4 
- Handicapped: 4 
- Climbing: 4 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena Total: 1 (cord) ∅ 
8. Comparative structures Total: 1  

- Comparative sentence: 1 (that 
as many times, it comes up…) 
 

Total: 2 
- Comparative sentences: 2 (this 
pyramid looking think, more kind 
of (…) rather than (…)) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes Yes 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” - Kind of: 2  

 
- Kind of: 6 
- Sort of: 1 

11. Amount of adjectives - Explanatory: 4 (blood red, 
strange, different, continuous) 
- Limiting: 8 (red, the large, the 
next, the new, the newfound, the 
next oppressive, the next) 

- Explanatory: 1 (a gigantic) 
- Limiting: 8 (non descript, dark 
brown, orange, a gigantic, 
handicap, non-handicapped, 
typical, non-handicapped) 

Table 31: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 15 
	
Pragmatic-discursive variables  16 Written (227words) 

Variations 
16 Spoken (294 words) 
Variations 

1. Discursive markers Total: 4 
- Compound: ∅ 
- Simple: 4 (whereas, though, but 
(x2)) 
 

Total: 9 
- Compound: ∅ 
- Simple:  9 (whereas (x3), 
perhaps (x5), because) 
 

2. Opinion markers Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 4 (I can see, I would, I think x2) 
 
- Others: ∅ 

Total: 
- Modesty: 
I: 4 (I can see, I assume, I feel, I 
think) 
 
- Others: ∅ 

3. Question/topic repetition Total: 3 (I can see a statue in the 
picture that, I would interpret this 
picture as, If this were a comic) 

Total: 3 (Ok so I can see a book 
in the picture, My interpretation 
of this picture is, And if this were 
a comic) 
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4. Intensification ∅ Total: 5 
- intensifier + adjective: 2 (very 
big, too bright) 
- adjective: 2 (quite mild tones, 
big TV) 
- comparative adverb: 1 (easier 
life) 
- intensifier + comparative: 1 (a 
lot harder) 

5. Repetition of key words statue: 6 
people: 4 
change: 5 

book: 5 
people: 4 
TV: 4 
Sign: 1 

6. Ordinative use ∅ ∅ 
7. Hapax legomena Total: 1 (futile) Total: 1 (subjunct) 
8. Comparative structures Total: 1 

- by using whereas: 1 (two of 
them are underground 
whereas..) 
 

Total: 5 
- by using whereas: 2 (he’s 
moved on, whereas the others) 
- comparatives: 2 (a lot harder, is 
made easier than) 
- others: 1 (he’s climbing the 
book as if…) 

9. Division of the discourse Yes Yes 
10. Use of “kind of/sort of” Total: 1 

- kind of: 1 (seem to be 
organized in a kind of 
demonstration) 

Total: 5 
- sort of: 5 (the next sort of 
picture, they haven’t sort of 
advanced) 

11. Amount of adjectives Total: 8 
- Limiting: 6 (organized, political, 
futile, same, upright, confused) 
- Explanatory: 2 (red and brown, 
real) 

Total: 13 
- Limiting: 9 (disabled (x3), 
subjunct, harder, overweight, 
easier (x2), different) 
- Explanatory: 4 (big, fat, mild 
tone, brownish) 
 

Table 32: Analysis of pragmatic-discursive variables Speaker 16 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Appendix 2 
  
 Quantitative analysis 
 
Speaker 1 

a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 

 
Graph 1: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 1 
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Graph 2: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 1 
 

 
b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 3: Use of tenses Speaker 1 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 4: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 1 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 5: negative preposing Speaker 1 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 6: Subject dropping Speaker 1 

 

 

Speaker 2 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 
Graph 7: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 2 
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Graph 8: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 2 

 
b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 9: Use tenses Speaker 2 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 10: Position of the theme adjunct Speaker 2 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 11: Negative preposing Speaker 2 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 12: Subject dropping Speaker 2 

 

Speaker 3 

a) SPSS analysis 
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• Use of modals 

 
Graph 13: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 3 

 
WRITTEN NOT POSSIBLE  
 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 14: Use of tenses Speaker 3 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 15: Position of the theme adjunct Speaker 3 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 16: negative preposing Speaker 3 

 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 17: subject dropping Speaker 3 

 

Speaker 4 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 
Graph 18: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 4 
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Graph 19: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 4 

 
 

 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 20: Use of tenses Speaker 4 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 21: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 4 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 22: negative preposing Speaker 4 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 23: subject dropping Speaker 4 
 

 

Speaker 5 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 
Graph 24: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 5 

 

 

 
Graph 25: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 5 
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b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 26: Use of tenses Speaker 5 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 27: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 5 

 

• Negative preposing 
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Graph 28: negative preposing Speaker 5 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 29: subject dropping Speaker 5 

 

Speaker 6 
a) SPSS analysis 

 

• Use of modals 
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Graph 30: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 6 

 
 

 
Graph 31: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 6 

 
 

 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 
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Graph 32: Use of tenses Speaker 6 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 33: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 6 

 

 

• Negative preposing 
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Graph 34: negative preposing Speaker 6 

 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 

 
Graph 35: subject dropping Speaker 6 

 

 

Speaker 7 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 
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Graph 36: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 7 

 
 

 

 
Graph 37: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 7 

 
 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 
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Graph 38: Use of tenses Speaker 7 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 39: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 7 

 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 40: negative preposing Speaker 7 
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• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 41: subject dropping Speaker 7 

 

 

Speaker 8 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 
Graph 42: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 8 
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Graph 43: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 8 
 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 44: Use of tenses Speaker 8 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 45: position of theme adjunct Speaker 8 

 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 46: negative preposing Speaker 8 

 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 47: subject dropping Speaker 8 
 

Speaker 9 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 
Graph 48: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 9 

 
 

 

 
Graph 49: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 9 
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b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 50: Use of tenses Speaker 9 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 

 
Graph 51: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 9 

 

• Negative preposing 
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Graph 52: negative preposing Speaker 9 

 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 53: subject dropping Speaker 9 

 

 

Speaker 10 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 
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Graph 54: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 10 

 
 

 

 
Graph 55: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 10 

 
 

 
 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 
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Graph 56: Use of tenses Speaker 10 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 56: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 10 

 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 57: negative preposing Speaker 10 

 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 58: subject dropping Speaker 10 

 

 

Speaker 11 
a) SPSS analysis 

 
• Use of modals 

 
Graph 59: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 11 
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Graph 60: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 11 

 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 61: Use of tenses Speaker 11 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 62: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 11 

 

• Negative preposing 

zero 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 

 
Graph 63: subject dropping Speaker 11 

 

 

Speaker 12 
a) SPSS analysis 

 

• Use of modals 
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Graph 64: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 12 

 
 

 
Graph 65: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 12 

 
 

 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 
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Graph 66: Use of tenses Speaker 12 

 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 67: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 12 

 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 68: negative preposing Speaker 12 
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• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 69: subject dropping Speaker 12 

 

 

Speaker 13 
a) SPSS analysis 

 

• Use of modals 

 
Graph 70: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 13 
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Graph 71: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 13 

 
 

 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 72: Use of tenses Speaker 13 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 73: position of the thematic adjunct Speaker 13 

 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 74: negative preposing Speaker 13 

 
• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 75: subject dropping Speaker 13 

 

Speaker 14 
a) SPSS analysis 
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• Use of modals 

 
Graph 76: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 14 

 
 

 
Graph 77: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 14 

 

 
b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 
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Graph 78: Use of tenses Speaker 14 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 79: position of the adjunct Speaker 14 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 80: negative preposing Speaker 14 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 81: subject dropping Speaker 14 

 

Speaker 15 
a) SPSS analysis 

• Use of modals 

 

 
Graph 82: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 15 
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Graph 83: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 15 

 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 

 
Graph 84: Use of tenses Speaker 15 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 
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Graph 85: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 15 
 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 86: negative preposing Speaker 15 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 

 
Graph 87: subject dropping Speaker 15 

 

Speaker 16 
a) SPSS analysis 

 

• Use of modals 
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Graph 88: Use of modal verbs written discourse Speaker 16 

 
 

 

 
 

Graph 89: Use of modal verbs oral discourse Speaker 16 
 

b) Excel analysis 

• Use of tenses 
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Graph 90: Use of tenses Speaker 16 

 

• Position of the theme adjunct 

 
Graph 91: position of the theme adjunct Speaker 16 

 

• Negative preposing 

 
Graph 92: negative preposing Speaker 16 

 

• Pronoun/full subject dropping in coordinated (and, but, or) 
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Graph 93: subject dropping Speaker 16 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
Speaker 1 

WRITTEN 

 
In the picture there is a crowd of people in the background carrying unidentifiable flags. In the foreground 
there is a cross-like structure which has 4 leaders that have ruled a certain country in the past. Two of 
them are currently above the ground and the other two are underground. The people in the crowd are 
holding onto ropes that are attached to one of the leaders and they are pulling him down to the ground 
while the leader behind him is rising to the top. It reminds me of when Saddam Hussain’s statue was 
pulled to the ground by the citizens in Iraq and then destroyed. The cross also seems like a mechanical 
gear that is turning. To me the image represents how the political wheel turns. A leader falls only to be 
replaced by another which can be equally as bad or worse than the one from before. If there were a 
second picture, I suppose it would show the leader who is falling down under the ground. 
 
 
ORAL 
 
OK, so… in the image, there is a stack of seven books, a very big pile stack of books, and at the bottom 
of the stack there is a sign for … a disabilities sign of an arrow, that is pointing to a television screen, 
next to the stack of books. And in front of the TV there are three men, overweighed, standing and staring 
at the screen, and… OK, what I think it means is that.well… what it represents is that society nowadays is 
more… people are more interested in bright shining things like watching television instead of making the 
most of their time or learning or spending their time on educating themselves, and OK….so there is one 
guy going up the stack of books and there are three people in front of the TV, which could represent 
maybe  the characteristics of how people use their time or what they do to entertain themselves . It’s 
obviously harder to go up the stack of books which is probably what lot of people resorts rather doing 
well, not easy but completely things that don’t require any skill to pass your time. On the screen there 
isn’t any specific image is just kind of a blob of green or yellow and the books aren’t particularly 
colorful, just normal books, brownish, dark color and you can pretty see the text on the … at the top.  I 
could maybe use this in the class to demonstrate something to the students about how to use their time, 
about how to make the most of their time, and I suppose the three people that are staring at the screen are 
kind of a representation of what could happen to you if you don’t follow the path of the man going up on 
the stack of books.  
The guy who is going up the stack of books will probably be further up and men in front of the TV will 
either be death or fatter than they are now. And well eventually will get to the top but we don’t know 
what is he studying or what his aims are. Well, that’s pretty much what I can say.  

 

SPEAKER 2 

WRITTEN 

I see a cross with four statues pointing in the direction of the way it is turning. The statue at the top is 
pointing to either  a demonstration of people ora n industrial city with banners.  There is a firey red sky 
that looks polluted. 
 
It looks like the wheel or cross is ploughing the muddy wet land and the people or city with the banners is 
firing at the statue pointing at them/it.  The statues look like politicians so I imagine that the people of the 
city are against them destroying the land. 
 
I think the picture would show the people or city advancing, getting closer to the statues. 
 
Oral: 
 
OK, I see a picture of an enormous book which looks like a type of pyramid, and there is an old man  
climbing up the pages, which look like big steps, and then there’s a disable sign, road sign, telling people 
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to go right, and then there are some younger people who look overweighed, looking at a television, a big 
flat screen, and I think this could be a… what do I think it is about…maybe…. The people who watch 
television they have quicker knowledge, so is the reason why they are bigger, because they are not 
moving, they are just in front of the big screen and they got all the information available to them and the 
older man is still using information from books, then, is getting his knowledge from an old-styled 
information and the next image (I don’t know) then… would I use this in a classroom? Personally it 
depends who is for, but, no. I don’t personally think it’s clear what it’s about. Knowledge or…  I don’t 
know. I don’t know why is there a disables sign telling somebody to move on. So, wherever the source of 
information is, what is coming next…  
I mean I can’t decide if it’s old, for me the thinner man is going up a longer path to get information 
whereas the bigger men or the odd men, just fixed at the screen not moving and have the information 
rapidly available to them, whereas the other man is going to look for knowledge or information. Again, I 
just don’t know why the disabled sign is telling people to move on.   
 

 

SPEAKER 3 

WRITTEN 

This picture shows an unusual scene in that it is surreal and is obviously conveying a significant message.  
The color is predominantly red with a reddish foreground that looks harsh and derelict.  There is a group 
of people with banners and this represents a demonstration.  In the foreground to the right of picture is 
what appears to be the focal point, namely statues of leaders (because of the pose) each on the end of a 
cross.  In fact the cross is made of four pedestal son which the statues stand and appears to turn, so that 
the statues disappear into the ground then resurface.  Linked to the statue above ground from the 
demonstratiors are ropes   Do dictators fall and rise in spite of protests and repeated calls for democracy.  
The sky is red and suggests war, conflicto and bloodshed. 
 
ORAL: 
 
OK, first of all, I can see a pile of books stacked one on top of the other, they are all open, then there are 
people who are very small, one person is climbing up the books as if they were a pyramid. There are three 
other people next to the stack of books looking at a TV screen, a large TV screen, and there is an 
interesting sign post with a picture of a wheelchair so for disabled people with an arrow pointing to the 
right of the books. What does this mean? Well, I would say there are more people who are interested on 
the TV screen and there is only one person who is making his way up the books maybe this means that 
there are more people who are interested in watching  action and fewer reading books. Now, the person 
who’s climbing up the books is carrying something but I’m not sure what he’s carrying, I can’t really 
identify it. Another interesting thing is that there are three men who are watching the television, in fact 
there are all men. The three men who are watching the television are very overweight. Is this significant? 
Does this mean that they prefer to stay indoors and spend most of the time watching television? Whereas 
the other person who is climbing up the books why is he slim, why is he wearing a suit? Yeah, that’s 
interesting. How does this continue, if it’s a comic strip? Maybe… let me use my imagination, it’s 
difficult! Why is he climbing a stack of books… to the top? And maybe the books are opened at the 
middle? What is he going to do when he’s up the book? Maybe he’s going to go to the top and read the 
story so that he can perhaps record it for a television show for people who can continue to watch 
interesting films or documentaries on the screen. Now, the significance of the wheelchair for disabled 
people perhaps there’s another stack of books which has a ramp but if they go past the TV screen it’s 
possible they go and find it easier to simply sitting the wheelchair and watching programs on television. 
The person in the wheelchair probably can watch television to study and there are lots of programs on 
television which help people learn things so people don’t probably have to get trough the stack of books 
to get an education.  

 

SPEAKER 4 

WRITTEN 

Well, this picture is depicting the true and recurring cycle of how man kind go throigh power and politics. 
Behind one dictator or extreamist there is always one worst. We like to think that we have manged to 
topple pervious dictaros or tyrrant but sooner or later and another one comes along. This is how we 
continue to make the same mistake over and over again.  
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When people are confornted with great destress and conflict, there is a need for change and to bring down 
those in power or even demand change. Suddenly we see the need to change for the future but somehow 
along the line , we still fall for the guise of an individual who preaches that he or she will be that person 
who will make that change we all truly desire and yet we fail. I think we need to start to question the 
whole system to begin with. Do we really need one person in power to tell us how to run our lives. Aren’t 
we mature enough as to live without absolute power given to one or a small few? The question here when 
will we as earthling of the plant realize that our resources are being taken from us in the name of money 
and power. When what we all really need a true awakening as to where we should place “power”. 
Mankind must learn that, the power we so desire is already in our hand and we are responsible for it. AS 
soon as we give that power to someone else there is no gaurentee that it will be used with responsibility 
by them. We need to take it in our own hand as citizens of this planet.  
 
 
Oral: 
 
Ok, so what do I see in this picture, I see three individuals here out of which only one is doing around a 
difficult task, which is illustrated by climbing a large book. And then we have the three other people who 
are slightly overweight, or we would say highly overweight, staring at you know, the dumb box, the 
television flatscreen, and also, you know, you have a disabled sign pointing to the “teli”, and you know 
they are just looking at it. So I guess there is some kind of philosophical moral story or something like 
that behind this picture, I would say it attacks someway, you really need a lot of effort and knowledge and 
culture and general studies or being educated and then you have the brainwash thing that you got from 
media or television, programmes or the news it really doesn’t matter, you don’t seek information, you 
don’t seek knowledge, you don’t persuade it, you go for the easy socket you know, except to what it is 
presented to you. So I think that would probably be what this picture is representing, that thing.  
And I think you have a look, you can argue and say this person is climbing all this difficult task, he’s 
trying to achieve something very difficult to do and you never see the end of it and some people may 
consider no worth doing that. But I think once he gets to the peek, the sense of achievement one receives, 
one gets, there is no feeling, there is no words to really explain that. And there is also you know, like very 
simple things like people always say you know, you’re very lucky, you never work, you never prepare, 
it’s all luck, there is all this, quote, I cannot remember who said it, but luck is actually preparation 
meeting opportunity, so once you prepare for things, and you prepare for challenges in life or when you 
confront with it you   probably feel better you know, you have that confidence to challenge, to tackle 
whatever barriers and tasks that you have . So I think it really depends, shortcut way or actually putting 
into work and effort learning and being exposed to the real world. Maybe you know, what we see on the 
television is being depicted as reality that it really isn’t, and what is pictured in books can also be said the 
same ,you know, but the difference here is that it’s not soften to your brain no, you make that decision on 
what you wanna read or what you wanna learn or what direction you wanna go.  
If I have to continue it will probably be a long slang you will probably see him up there in the end, on the 
top, you know, resting, and you know, having this reward and enjoying himself and is like a “I’m so 
lucky” that’s the typical thing that people would probably say.  

 

SPEAKER 5 

WRITTEN 

Here we have in the picture an horizon, could be fields with a large group of people managing the ropes 
to a type of machine, some kind of plough. The plough seems to be moving the earth. The sky has a 
reddish tone to indicating uprising, change, apprehension or revolution. 
This picture could be interpreted, having a political message, the parts of the machine being some kind of 
leader or dictator like Stalin or Hitler and this is manipulated by the masses, referring to trends or changes 
in social ideals.  
The picture seems very convoluted and could give way to some kind of political rupture or cleansing. I 
could see in the next picture a flat plain with a large group of people but this time no red sky or dictator. 
But easier and refresher tones. And the people following their own individual ideals rather than being 
succumbed to the orders of an individual leader.  
 
 
ORAL: 
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First of all we have climbing pile of books, a man dressed in black, walking up the books, well it seems 
he’s walking up some stairs. I don’t know if he’s walking up the stairs for understanding or getting 
knowledge but … and to the right … side of the corner of the books we have a sing for disables, and an 
arrow and three people watching what looks like a TV screen. And they’re waiting for information to 
come out of the screen instead of walking up the books. It seems it’s the afternoon, the colours, and it 
seems no real. The sense of the comic, I don’t know, as I said the man seems to be walking up the books, 
maybe he’s looking for high understanding or knowledge, and we have three people looking at a TV and 
then we’ve the disabled, and it should be interpreted as easier, as easier to watch the TV than reading… 
and that’s the only interpretation that I can make at the moment. That there’s a disabled sign pointing at 
the TV, and… the man that seems to be walking up the book is reaching each step while people watching 
the TV… I don’t know if it refers to people who is physically disabled or disabled minds. I think it’s for 
the minds. To continue with the cartoon I don’t know, honestly, I can’t help you on that.  

 

SPEAKER 6 

WRITTEN 

This picture contains a group of public, a crowd, maybe protester or supporters, with banners flying, 
participating in and observing a change of power. They are pulling down one statue of a former leader 
and simultaneously raising another. The point is that the there are four statues of four different leaders, 
making the same gesture, with one arm raised in front of their chest, of a hail or salute. It is a fascist 
gesture. These four statues comprise four opposite spokes of a Wheel that is rising from mud. As one is 
pulled down, the next takes its place, a constant rotation of leaders.  THe feeling of the photo is ominous, 
of impending doom. 
 
2 
Everything and nothing changes. An interesting note is that the Wheel and therefore, the leaders, all rise 
from the mud, from the dirty politics associated with rising to power. When one is done, another rises to 
the occasion but, really, what if anything, has changed? There may be principles in wanting to take office, 
but to get there, everyone must travel through the muck of getting there.  We continue to repeat our 
mistakes of the past. We never learn. 
 
3 
The next comic strip would most likely be the same background of supporters or protesters pulling down 
the leader that is currently rising to make way for the next. The background would still be red, an 
ominous sign for the future, saying that what has already passed will pass again and again and again. The 
Wheel must keep turning. 
 
ORAL: 
 
So I can start…. OK…  so for the first question … this is a picture of a very large book that appears to be 
staircase and there is a single man climbing the stairs to reach the top of the book. There is a handicap 
sign at the base of the book on the bottom right corner with an arrow pointing to the right. To the right 
there is a large flat screen television. The image of the television is not very clear, and there are three 
people standing in front of this television looking at it. There are all rather overweight, possibly obese, 
and so there’s quite a bit of shadow around the whole picture and the colors that are involved are orange 
and green for the shadow of the book but the long person climbing the book towards knowledge I 
imagine which is staring my interpretation of the picture is that those who make no effort to learn other 
than watching the television are in a way handicapped in a sense of knowledge and they’re not putting the 
effort that is required to really obtain knowledge that only absorb it in a passive way, and therefore their 
minds have grown lazy and fat just like their body is, then although the man who’s climbing the stairs 
appears to be using a cane to support him and he’s making the effort and therefore he’s going to get more 
out of whatever it is that he learns than those who’re simply absorbing. That’s my general interpretation. 
As for the next comic strip, I wouldn’t be surprised if those in front of the television multiplied in number 
as well as in their level of obesity and maybe to the point of needing chairs or even wheelchairs, as 
depicted in the picture, and at the man who’s climbing the stairs towards knowledge towards his own 
active persuade would maybe by the time that he reaches the top being enough physical shape that he 
could leave the cane and I maybe imagine him at the top of the book with his arms raise in triumph and 
the cane set aside as it is no longer necessary.  
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SPEAKER 7 

WRITTEN 

description, i can see Lenin on  afour sided cross-wheel ploughing through the earth, so that half of his 
body is submerged in earth and theb other half is visible above the earth. the sky is blood red and he is 
being pulled by a rope by a mob of people who are waving flags and banners. 
interpretation: i think this looks like communist propaganda, that the red sky is communism, that Lenin is 
´cultivating ´the land. and that the people will be happpy if they use his methods for land reform. 
it will engender the ideal agrarian society in short. 
sequel: might be that the next picture would show the land truning Green ..and showing signs of growth, 
and the people would be happy still, waving their flags 
until finally the land is bountiful with crops. 
 
 
Oral: 
 
Shall I start then? So what I can see on the picture is a gigantic book, or it looks like… yes, I think it is 
one book with sort of different chapters, and it is massive, it is like an ancient pyramid or something 
huge, there’s one guy in a black suit that is slowly climbing the gigantic book and he’s going to reach the 
top of the first chapter, he has still some pages to go. Next to it there is a disable sign and are three 
overweight people, not climbing, standing around looking at a tv screen and so… yeah… there is a large 
screen tv, kind of plasma or something, and just is a bunch of green and abstract shapes on the tv screen, 
so that’s my description, yeah? 
Next is my interpretation yeah? My interpretation of this is … I think it could work on a couple of levels, 
it could possibly… acquire knowledge, and that some people acquire knowledge through books, amounts 
of books, the other people acquire knowledge or enjoy themselves  on their leisure time watching tv, and I 
think the message of this is that basically you should watch tv makes you unhealthy, and these guys are 
all over obese, so this makes your mind obese, whereas if you use books and literature, perhaps you won’t 
be obese, although the man climbing the book looks pretty graft and that dress in black and it doesn’t 
look like enjoying himself … so the message is not very clear. That would be my interpretation.  
So I would continue it by kind of … maybe I would try to sort of… see these people trying to climb the 
book, and see the graft man on the black suit see what happens with him in front of the tv, to see what 
happens, maybe that people may lose some weight, maybe the graft man climbing the book would get 
some color rather than being black and white, but I don’t know because the message is not clear and there 
can be some ambiguity there.  

 

SPEAKER 8 

WRITTEN 

The photo shows a tone of different shades of black, dark browns and reds the is a x symbol with is what 
seems to be a communist figurehead reminicient of the propaganda posters of communist countries. 
There is a very sparce almost post apocolyptic feel to the picture as i have said the use of color gives the 
impression of death or dread in some form. The “leaders that are perche don the four corners of the cross 
have their hands raised in a roman/nazi ar facist salute which seems to be directed at, what seems to be, 
an army in the distance on the far left of the picture. 
This, for my point of view obviously has political and religeous undertones. 
The use of the cross could symbolise the oppressive and violent nature of religeon. 
People are constrained by faith in one person which inturn leads to death and oppression despite innitially 
feeling that this would liberate them from this. 
  
 
Oral: 
 
The photo and the tone of the photo is very dark tone, there is different shades of orange for the tone and 
gives a very sparse, sparse kind of feel to it, there are a lot of shadows to the right side of the text. There’s 
shade of a man climbing and, it appears the man is climbing what seems to be the form of a pyramid 
shape, it’s steps leading to the top of it, and the person is at the very bottom, it has reached the first level, 
which there are seven levels and then the top seems to be a kind of a dune, to the right of the photo there’s 
a disabled sign, the disabled sign points to three people, quite demotivated people, but maybe they are 
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very small or they are … the pyramid shade Object is very long and they appear to be looking at the 
television, the television is a flatscreen and the television has not discernable shapes, it’s just a tone of 
kind of Green clouds  or storm of green, they are looking to the bottom right of the shape that I’ve 
described as the pyramid and at the background there’s a shadow caused by the pyramid, that can 
symbolize that they are going into the darkness or something, I persuade, in my opinion, the three people , 
well, I don’t know if that was the intention of the artist but they are overweight and there are dissimilar 
aspects, they are large and seem overweight as well, and my interpretation of that maybe could be they’re 
overweight people or unlimited by their body, to what they can do, all these people have a problem, it is 
some form of disability so that they cannot climb this. That could also symbolize, the person on the left 
could symbolize the struggle as well that maybe they suffer because the person is obviously climbing 
every step , I think that maybe what the artist was interpreting was, or the interpretation that I gather from 
this is that these people are in some way hypnotized or trapped by the television, and obviously the sign 
pointing into , for me would symbolize an area for people that have a problem or the fact that television in 
some way constrain them into what they are experiencing. I cannot continue.  

 

SPEAKER 9 

WRITTEN 

The  picture is rectangular. It is separated into three clear planes. 
The sky, the horizon, where the sky meets the earth, and the earth. In the background the sky is a bright 
red with white translucent clouds which break at the horizon. There is an army with raised red flags. 
In the foreground there are four statues that top a windmill. It is drawn in such a way that two of the 
statues appear to be underground. 
It seems that the windmill is in movement because there are lines drawn to depict movement . Also, the 
army has four ropes tied around the statue on the left hand side. They are pulling the statue down. At the 
same time they are pulling the next statue up. 
 
I suppose the picture is a political statement on the ruling or the government. It seems to be saying that all 
forms of governments are equal, that the fall is inevitable and while one is pulling pulled down another, 
the next statue , is being pulled up. It is an endless cycle. 
 
 
Oral: 
  
It is a picture and the foreground, there are two columns, separate the foreground, there is reddish, lets say 
brown tone, and the ? is separated by let’s  say are the clouds, the reddish brown rusty background and 
then coming closer to the foreground, that’s more in the middle, there is a turn of brown, maybe red, a 
blind person wouldn’t make a distinction of what that… a warmer brown perhaps. There is a giant book , 
it structure could be an actual book or the shape of a giant book or a sculpture there is a writing on it, and 
looks like there are different chapters, and there’s a person, there are different levels which could be 
described as steps and the person is climbing up what can be the different chapters, he’s only finishing the 
first group of pages maybe it’s a first chapter, there’s a sign right in front of it, in a lower, right hand 
corner, is a handicap sign which is a symbol of stick persons, to be on a wheelchair, with an arrow 
pointing one direction, next to that there is a huge, a large rectangular flatscreen or tv, and there are three 
people standing in front of it, who are… not exactly obese but are overweight and well the firsts seem to 
be male, the third maybe female but they are pretty undistinguishable, all wearing t-shirts and shorts of 
various colors, and the color on the bottom of it is … the colors have changed from the dark background 
going to the foreground from a deeper, darker, setting to a lighter setting, and the screen, what is on the 
screen are different shapes and again different colors, but you can see… there’s no distinguished form 
and behind that there’s a shadow caused by the giant book and the flattened screen.  
I suppose that what this picture is trying to say is that if you just want to be kind of stuck and trapped in 
one way you just can be absorbed into watching what is on the screen and you became kind of mentally 
of physically handicapped they are just frozen there, and the person who’s lonely because he seems to be 
slowly going up this statue this sculpture, is at the same time having an upper movement, I guess that’s 
the commentary on life and the challenges that we have in life and the choices that we make. Is this 
people disable or the people standing on the screen, are standing, I don’t see they have any physical 
incapability, but they’re just there and the one direction sign seems to be that they are stuck and they 
won’t go, it seems they are stuck and they can not go backwards and the books can’t go any higher, 
there’s interesting that the person that is climbing is all in black, kind of dark, I don’t know what that is. 
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How is the coming going to end? I suppose that the person climbing the stairs would eventually get there 
and he would have a completely different perspective and somehow would try and help the people who 
are unable to move.       

 

SPEAKER 10 

WRITTEN 

Well, in this photograph I can see  leaning cross sign. On the top of the cross I can see a statue of a 
tyranic leader or a communist leader that had fallen. It could have been taken from somewhere in Russia 
because at background I could see the red flags which reprents the old USSR.. I think this photograph is 
symbol of failed regime. 
 
At the end of each of the cross there are shadows of the statue. I think the cross is made of cast iorn. I am 
very convinced that this was the taking down of a past failed communist regime. 
 
A brilliant work of art as a remembrance of the unsustainability  of communism, dictatorship and tyranic 
leaders. 
 
 
Oral: 
Well, this is a very interesting photograph, I think it could be taken in a museum or it could be a drawing, 
a painting by a famous artist. Because on the right hand side corner I could see a date and a signature of 
the author, of this photograph, so now I am convinced this is a painting. In the painting, or in the picture, 
I can see a pile of books or a book, it could be, I suppose this could be a manuscript, written about a 
century ago. And also in the photograph I can see a sign, an invalid sign, a traffic sign, of an arrow 
pointing to the right, and next to the book, I can see a tv, a television, I don’t really know what the 
television is doing there, I cannot make out why the photograph is next to the book. And I can also see 
three gentlemen all overweight, I suppose these guys are watching something on the television, it could 
be a television on the museum, perhaps a big explanation for blind or the invalid and its giving 
instructions, and also on the right of the book which looks like stairs, the book looks like stairs I can see a 
man climbing up the books, this could be a kind of difficulty for the invalid, so it could represent a kind 
of concienciation about the invalid so nothing else I can see in this photograph at the moment.  
 

 

SPEAKER 11 

WRITTEN 

The picture is very red, rather like blood. It is very apocaliptic. The overthrow of any dictator is always 
followed by another one…like a wheel.It could be the USSR or Korea. Always based on the blood of the 
people it´s used to get to the top.  
I imagine the following picture as very similar to this one, red and filled with blood and bodies. 
 
 
Oral: 
 
Ok, I see a colored picture, a whole lot of opened books pile one on the top of the other looking as stairs 
and there is a handicap sign pointing towards the television with three fat and definitely unfit people 
watching the television. And the only thin person is the one climbing the stairs, and the colors are sort of 
orange tones except the television which is green. And what do I think the next picture would be… the 
man has arrived to the top and the other three are still watching the television.  

 

SPEAKER 12 

WRITTEN 

This is a political picture in red. Two shades: dark and light. Representing the fall and rise of different 
dictatorships through time. So it´s always the same. Supporting it all are the people, the masses also 
changing. The next picture the banners on the background would be in the Forefront and other banners , 
small rising in the horizon. And so on…. 
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This is a picture… it’s about Ok I would say very few colors, to begin with, like brownish, it represents a 
whole bunch of dictionaries or books piles one on the top of the other and then there is the handicap sign 
and three fat people looking at the TV screen probably with the information. There is one person that 
seems more fit to climb up to the top to acquire the information. So I think it’s just how difficult it is for 
handicap people to get to where other people can go, I don’t know, and they put a TV set to apiece them. 
Oh you don’t have to climb up here’s a TV set, get a couch. I think the next picture would be the TV with 
couches, they will all become couch potatoes, and that’s their handicap.  

 

SPEAKER 13 

WRITTEN 

In the picture we can see an horizon with a red skyline.  On the horizon towards the left there seems to be 
a group of people who are holding banners or placards or something similar, it´s hard to tell as the image 
is not that clear.  The people in the crowd seem to be holding ropes which are attached to a statue, which 
in turn is attached to a sort of revolving cross which is partially buried under the horizon.  The crowd 
appear to be pulling the statue down but at the same time bringing another one forward from under the 
horizon. 
 
I´d say that the picture represents the general public´s innate ability to build up héroes and leaders only to 
then pull them down and replace them with another leader and this process will only continue over and 
over again. 
 
If there was an image to follow up this image, i´d say that perhaps the crowd pull the whole revolving 
cross up from the ground, in turn breaking it.  This would then lead to the crowd splitting into groups and 
pulling different parts of the cross in different directions.  
 
Oral: 
 
Ok so what we can see here in this picture at the bottom right we can see a big television, looks like a flat 
screen television and there seems to be three people looking at the screen and three of them, all of them 
seem to be or they look overweight, next to one of the overweight people there’s a sign, a disability sign, 
pointing to the television. And further, at the left of these people we can see what seems to be a very-very 
big book and there’s a man climbing it, which looks like steps and the pages of the book are steps and 
what does it mean? For me I think perhaps it could mean that’s becoming overweight and watching 
television leads to disability whereas the picture of the man climbing which are the pages of the book that 
would represent personal struggle to educate themselves in a sense, and I suppose in a sense as well to 
keep fit and active, and the last part I would say that if I had to continue the picture sequence, I suppose 
really that the person who’s climbing the stairs should reach the top and should reach in some way the 
situation, may have improved, whereas the people on the right are standing up watching television 
perhaps are sitting down or perhaps in a coffin or in wheelchairs or I don’t know, sitting down at least and 
yeah, I don’t know what else I can see really.   

 

SPEAKER 14 

WRITTEN 

I can see a society trying to lift their leader and that keeps letting them down  but a part of this society 
doesn’t give up and needs having this symbol of power in their lives.  Another part of the society doesn’t 
quite need this powerful symbol as they feel that being together is all they need.   The leader seems to be 
in dirt and constanty coming back to the public life.  Just as the reality of a day to day public politician.   
 
 
ORAL: 
 
Well I just find a person who’s walking up this gigantic book, which I think it needs a bit of effort, you 
know, you need a bit of effort in life, to get to the top, to get to the top of what you really want. And on 
the other side I just can see fat people watching the television and I imagine that’s why you got the 
disabled sign there  just saying they don’t have a very good future really… that’s what I really see, no? 
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that there’s two types of people, the ones who want to progress in life through books obviously or 
studying and another people who just don’t bother they just don’t mind getting fat watching television. 
What do I see in the next picture, well, probably I see… what is a bit sad to say really I can see these little 
guys walking up those books you know to get a better level or to do a bit of an effort no? I think life 
needs effort everyday and that’s what I see  

 

SPEAKER 15 

WRITTEN 

The background is red, kind of a blood red color, and it is outside.  There is a statue of maybe Stalin, or 
reminiscent of one of those Stalin statues, that is being taken down with cords by the large group of 
people in the background, which look like they are quite a distance off.  The statue is kind of a strange 
statue, looking like it has four different status of the same figure on the four different ends of the cross 
like structure that is is mounted on. 
 
<my interpretation is struggle of the people for freedom, and that is doesn´t matter what figure is being 
taken down, or how many times it is erected, but that people will always want to pull down figures that 
represent their shackles.  Also though that this is a continuous cycle of oppression and revolution, that as 
many times it comes up the people will revolt, but another regime of oppression will take power only to 
be overthrown again by the people. 
 
If this were a comic strip, I would imagine the next image would be of the new oppressive regime 
beginning to take power again, or the people beginning to live their newfound freedom while the next 
oppressive regime begins to lay the groundwork for the next coup.  
 
 
ORAL: 
 
So well, at the bottom of the picture you have three people looking at the television screen, they look like 
they’re in the desert for some sort or some non descript situation and then there’s some sort of pyramid 
looking thing off to the left side but when I look to the top I realize there is like the pages of a gigantic 
book. And it’s kind of dark brown, the ground that the three people on the right side are standing on is 
orange, and you’ve one person off to the left side climbing this pyramid looking thing, that again, looks 
as the pages of a book, a gigantic book. Then you have I guess a sign in front of the book, that’s the 
handicap sign of a person in a wheelchair and an arrow facing like saying the people on the right side that 
are watching the television screen, you know, have to be on that side.  
So, my interpretation well, it looks like they’re trying to say the people who are handicapped or kind to 
get a large life on TV, only under kind of put off to the side you know, then you have the non-
handicapped person that is climbing pages on the book so this kind of ?? on. Life story or something to 
that effect. Or that he’s climbing the typical story of the life that other people life that are non 
handicapped, that’s my guess.  
And if it was a comic strip, how would I continue? Well I guess that what maybe I will continue with 
showing what these people on TV were watching, and maybe watching the person climbing the stairs can 
like what he’s … kind of what life he’s living, and so they get to watch him particularly or other people 
on the screen or kind of they handed a life of watching themselves on TV but obviously would be more 
kind of what they didn’t do rather than why they didn’t do it.  

 

SPEAKER 16 

WRITTEN 

I can see a statue in the picture that has four parts to it. Two of them are underground whereas the other 
two are above ground. The statue resembles a cross and there is a group of people pulling on five ropes to 
pull down one of the statues to get another one upright.  
The group of people are holding flags and seem to be organized in a kind of demonstration. The statues 
seem to represent leaders or men who are pointing forward, they could be political leaders. 
The colours in the picture are reds and browns, which give me a sense of anger and danger. 
 
I would interpret this picture as a representation of change. Not a real change though, more like an 
illusion of change. The group of people might represent society and the statue the government. Society 
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pull down or overthrow one system and think they are achieving change but in reality they are only 
changing the face of said system. It could represent a futile attempt to change society. 
 
 
If this were a comic, I think the next picture would be of the same statue with the next figure upright but 
the group of people wouldn’t be holding flags, they would be standing around looking a bit confused. The 
colours I think would be blues to represent a sense of disappointment and defeat.  
 
 
ORAL: 
 
Ok so I can see a book in the picture, it’s a very big book, there’s four people on the book, one of them is 
wearing a suit and it’s like a ??, he’s climbing the book as if there were stairs, there’re other three people 
quite fat, they’re watching a big TV, that’s next to the book, and there’s a disabled sign indicating that the 
disabled people should be waiting or should walk towards the TV, and the colours are quite mild tones, 
brownish, and there’re not very … it’s a very sort of subjunt picture, there’s no emotion on the character’s 
faces, the colors are not too bright so they are not elicit, sort of meaning strong emotions. That’s it.  
My interpretation of this picture is… I assume the man on the suit is someone who works in an office or 
has a job, and I feel like his path or his work life is a lot harder to achieve because he’s going up the 
stairs, to get towards where he’s going, whereas this other characters which are sort of overweight and 
perceived as disabled in the sense that they perhaps cannot do what the man in the suit can. Have an 
easier life, everything is made easier for them and they don’t really have to make an effort to achieve 
what they want in life or in their career.  
And if this were a comic, I think the next sort of picture could be perhaps the result of where these 
different characters arrived, perhaps the man in the suit could arrive at the top or still claiming whereas 
perhaps…so he’s moved on, whereas the people watching TV perhaps still watching the TV, they haven’t 
sort of advanced or haven’t done anything.  
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Appendix 4 

 

- Writing picture 

 
- Speaking picture 
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