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The paper deals with response particles in Lithuanian conversation.
The results of the analysis provide evidence that sequential environments response
particles are used in turn out to be central. Thus, the distinctive usages and
functions of the particles are investigated in the following sequences: questions-
answers, assertions-reactions and directives-reactions. The paper considers
similarities and contrasts among the Lithuanian affirmative as well as negative
particles. The results of the analysis show that the particles mainly appear in
positive responses, thus the inventory of the affirmative particles is much more
abundant than that of negative particles. The primary functions of the particles
encompass responding to a previous turn: they occur as positive or negative
answers to polar (ves-no) questions, as responses to assertions or directives, and as
so-called feedback (or back-channel) elements. Affirmative particles firstly operate
as confirmation and agreement markers, while negative particles, on their turn,
primarily operate as disagreement markers, though at times they have also
a capacity of functioning as agreement devices. Sequential contexts appear to have
an impact on the emergence of discursive (resp. interactional) meanings of response
particles that have not been discussed in Lithuanian grammars.

Key words: response particles, affirmative and negative particles, question-
answer sequences, Lithuanian conversation, turn design.

1. Introduction
Cross-linguistically, the semantic class of particles have been studied from different
perspectives: their multifunctionality, position in a sentence and discourse,
correlation with the information structure and the so called peripheries of a sentence
(resp. utterance) (Konig 1991; Fischer 2000; Aijmer 2002; Aijmer & Simon-
Vandenbergen 2003; Konig & Siemund 2007; Haselow 2012; Grosz 2016; Bayer
& Struckmeier 2017 among others). By emphasizing the relationship between
particles and discourse structure, numerous studies have provided typological
accounts of response (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015; Holmberg 2016; Sorjonen 2001;
Wiltschko 2017), interrogative (Siemund 2001; Metslang et al. 2011), emotive
(Xiang 2011) and other classes of particles.

Over the past few years, response particles (RPs) have been discussed within
interactional studies (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015; Holmberg 2016; Sorjonen 2001;
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Wiltschko 2017; Heritage, Sorjonen, eds. 2018 among others). Various umbrella
terms are used to name the particles under consideration: ‘listener responses’
(Orestrom 1983), ‘discourse markers’ (e. g., oh in Schiffrin 1987), ‘linguistic
feedback’ (Allwood et al. 1992), ‘backchannels’ (Angles et al. 2000), ‘response
particles’ (Sorjonen 2001) and others. More specifically, RPs have been the subject
of investigations on turn-initial particles that are initially positioned in a turn at talk.
All turn-initial particles are produced in reaction to prior turns and project upcoming
responses (Heritage, 2018, p. 182). While most turn-initial particles have both
backward and forward orientations, one of them are more forward looking (for
example, English well), while others — more backward looking (for example,
English oh) (Heritage, Sorjonen, 2018, p. 13). Different RPs may share contexts of
use, however, «[r]esponse particles that share sequential environments can in a very
refined way differ from each other, not only in terms of the stance to what should
follow, but also how they treat their prior talk, when looking backward. Here, the
epistemic and affective construction of the prior talk turns out to be central»
(Sorjonen, 2001, p. 31).

In Lithuanian, the inventory of particles is heterogeneous both in their
semantic and structural respect (LG II 1971, p. 543-576; Ambrazas, ed., 2006,
p. 432-437). The existing descriptions focus more on individual particles (Petit
2010; Sawicki 2012; Soliené 2015, 2020; Jasionyté-Mikucioniené¢ 2019, 2021;
Panov 2019; Ruskan 2019), while a more systematic account of different semantic
classes of particles based on synchronic as well as diachronic data is still lacking. As
a consequence, Lithuanian response particles have received little attention by
linguists. The origin and meanings in Old Lithuanian have been sketched in
Lithuanian etymological dictionaries (Fraenkel 1962, 1965; Smoczynski 2007), also
in Ambrazas (2006), Nau & Ostrowski (2010). From a synchronic perspective, RPs
were analyzed in descriptive Lithuanian grammars (LG II 1971; Ambrazas, ed.
1997, 2006). Thus, the paper aims at exploring functional distribution of the RPs in
Present-day Lithuanian, their role in discourse structure and its impact on functions
of RPs. Special attention is paid to the relation of the particle to the preceding (as
well as to the upcoming) turn and its design. Besides, the paper considers
similarities and contrasts among the Lithuanian affirmative as well as negative
particles.

2. Response particles in grammars and dictionaries
The particles under consideration are used as responses in conversation: they
function as answers to polar questions and as reactions to affirmations or other
clause (resp. speech act) types, cf.:

(1) Ar ateisi rytoj? ‘Will you come tomorrow?’

a. Taip, ateisiu. ‘Yes, I will.’

b. Ne, neateisiu. ‘No, I will not.’
An answer to the question provided above, Ar ateisi rytoj? ‘Will you come
tomorrow?’, is either the affirmative particle faip ‘yes’, or the negative particle ne
‘no’. Both polar particles (taip and ne) belong to the core set of Lithuanian response
particles. However, one can witness a distribution of particles depending on the
variety of the language: in standard Lithuanian, the only affirmative particle in use is
taip ‘yes’ (Ambrazas, ed., 1997, p. 398). In colloquial Lithuanian, particles faigi
‘yes’, jo, aha ‘yeah’, mhm ‘hmm’ can also be used instead. The negative particle ne
‘no’ is used in all (standard and non-standard) language varieties.
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Table 1. The inventory of Lithuanian response particles
LITHUANIAN RESPONSE PARTICLES (RPs)
TAIP, JO, AHA, MHM, NU NE
Affirmative (yes-type) particles Negative (no-type) particles

In Lithuanian grammars, affirmative as well as negative particles are
perceived as distinct semantic-functional types (Ambrazas ed., 1997, p.397).
Affirmative particles are characterised as modal words that express the speaker’s
attitude to the content of the utterance (ibid.). The prototypical affirmative particle
taip ‘yes’ is often used alone as an affirmative reply to a (polar) question:

(2) — Ar vaziuosi namo? — Taip.

'"Will you go home? - Yes.'

This particle is also used when confirming negation (a), in echo questions to express
speaker’s surprise (b), as an emphatic marker (c) and with adverbs (d), cf.:

(a) — Juk jiis ten nebuvote?

— Taip, nebuvau.

‘But you weren't there, were you? - No, I wasn't (lit. Yes, I wasn't.)’

(b) — Ar Zinai, kad jis grizo?

— Taip? Nezinojau.

‘Do you know he is back? - Really? No, I didn't.”

(¢) Cia taip grazu.

‘It is so nice here.’

(d) taip graziai

‘so nicely’

(Examples from Ambrazas, ed., 1997, p. 399)

In Standard Lithuanian, four negative particles are in use: the principal
particles ne ‘no, not’ and nebe ‘not (any more / longer)’, and also né and nei ‘not
(a)’, ‘not even’ (Ambrazas, ed., 1997, p. 399). The particle ne can be used singly in
response to a general question. In a reply to a negative question, this particle
expresses confirmation and in a reply to a positive question, it expresses negation;
cf. respectively (3) and (4):

(3) — Nematei jo? — Ne.  ‘You didn't see him? - No.’

(4) — Ar grisi siandien ? — Ne.  “Will you return today? - No.’

(Ambrazas, ed., 1997, p. 399)

The particle nebe differs from ne in that it is used to negate continuation of an
action or state that has gone on for some time; cf. (5a) and (5b):

(5a) Mano siunus ne toks greitas.

‘My son is not so fast.’

(5b) Mano siinus (jau) nebe toks greitas.

‘My son is not so fast any longer.’

It should be mentioned that the particles ne and nebe also double as negative
prefixes:

(6) Jis buvo negeras.

'He was not good.'

(7) Jis neberaso.

'He does not write anymore.'

In spelling, those prefixes adjoin verbs, adjectives etc., in accordance with
Lithuanian orthography. When a Lithuanian question contains a negated form of a
verb, for example:

(8) Juk jiis ten nebuvote?

“You weren't there, were you?’
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One can reply to this question by saying: Ne, buvau lit. ‘No, (but) I was’,
which denies the implied negative presupposition and affirms the opposite. Also, the
response Taip, nebuvau (‘No, I wasn’t’) is possible which affirms the negative
presupposition.

Another negative particle né denotes emphatic negation (a sentence usually
contains another negative marker), cf. (9a) and (9b):

(9a) 45 jo nepastebéjau.

‘I didn't notice him’

(9b) 45 jo né nepastebéjau.

‘1 didn't even notice him’

(Ambrazas, ed., 1997, p. 399)

However, it contradicts grammar for the particle né to be in a standalone
position in a sentence, since it should attach the negative form of the verb.

Lithuanian dictionaries provide insights into the use of the particles. The very
first usage of the particle faip ‘yes’ mentioned by the Dictionary of Lithuanian
Language is as an affirmative answer to yes-no questions and a means to express
confirmation. It is a Lithuanian word which is etymologically associated with the
demonstrative pronoun tai ‘that’ (Fraenkel, 1965, p. 1051). As indicated in the
dictionary, the particle jo ‘yeah’, by contrast, is a loan word from German. Its
meanings are described as equivalent to the German particle ja ‘yes’, and the
dictionary gives an earliest example from written Lithuanian in 1857. However, the
ultimate Germanic source of the Lithuanian jo ‘yeah’ as well as the date of its origin
are difficult to establish due to the lack of research on this issue'. Examples with the
particle aha come from spoken speech as well. It was also attested for the first time
in 19" century. The particle mhm is absent in Lithuanian dictionaries. The particle
nu is characterized as an emphatic particle and as being capable of conveying
positive responses to questions or assertions. Examples that illustrate the usage of
the particle date from the beginning of the 20th century. The negative particle ne
‘no’ is characterised in Lithuanian dictionaries as the one that ascribes to the word it
goes with the meaning of negation. The very first examples of this particle come
from Old Lithuanian writings (1 6-17" c.).

3. Data and methods
The study is mainly based on speech data. For the synchronic analysis, the data was
obtained from The Corpus of Spoken Lithuanian’, namely, its sub-corpus of
spontaneous private communication which is about 121,788 words. The sub-corpus
of spontaneous private communication includes informal talks with friends, relatives
and family members.

In spoken Lithuanian, the inventory of response particles is more abundant
than in written Lithuanian. Table 2 below gives the overall distribution of the
particles in spontaneous private speech. As can be seen, the particles nu ‘well” and
ne’ ‘no’ clearly outrank other response particles (there are 1398 occurrences of nu

' T am grateful to the reviewers for bringing this to my attention.

% The Corpus of Spoken Lithuanian is a morphologically annotated corpus collected at Vytautas
Magnus University (sakytinistekstynas.vdu.lt). The creation of the corpus was supported by the
Lithuanian State Science and Studies Foundation (2006-2008), the Research Council of Lithuania
under The National Lithuanian studies development programme for 2009-2015 (LIT-9-11) and the
State Lithuanian Studies and Dissemination Programme for 2016-2024 (LIP-085/2016).
The corpus consists of more than 320,000 words.

3 Note that the negative response particle exists in two forms in spoken Lithuanian: ne and nea
(with a glottal stop). However, this distinction is not reflected in the analysed data.
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and 1266 occurrences of ne). The high number of instances of nu ‘well” and ne ‘no’
is related to the fact that the particles enter a wider range of sequential environments
than other RPs: both particles are found not only in responsive, but also in non-
responsive contexts, they are multifunctional and often appear in sequences with
other particles. It should be mentioned that the particle taip ‘yes’ functions not only
as a particle, but also as an adverb (see examples (c)-(d) on Page 3). The cases
where faip functions as an adverb fall outside the focus of the present study. What is
more, the affirmative particle jo ‘yeah’ is characteristic for spontaneous speech, and
it overtakes the particle zaip ‘yes’ in the data (712 and 425 occurrences
respectively).

Table 2. Overall raw frequencies of the particles in the corpus

Spontaneous
private speech (121,788)
Raw frequency

TAIP ‘yes’ 425
JO ‘yeah’ 712
AHA ‘yeah’ 211
MHM ‘mhm’ 414
NU ‘well® 1398
NE ‘no’ 1266

Since raw frequencies of response particles under study varies, for the present
study 100 samples of each particle were selected (600 examples in total).

Also, the Database of Old LT Writings was used to sketch the functional
profile of RPs in the earliest stage of Lithuanian, i. e., in the 16th century. The
electronic texts and concordances of The Postilla by Jonas Bretkiinas (1591) and
The Postilla Catholica by Mikalojus Dauksa (DP, 1599) were consulted.

When analysing the particles in the Lithuanian language, the principles of
conversation analysis (CA) were applied. The focus of CA was on turns and
sequences, the mechanisms through which conversers take turns and on
understanding of how dialogue turns form larger sequences. As a consequence, the
Lithuanian RPs are studied in interaction: the functions of the particles under
investigation are based on the structure of the conversation in which they are used,
the previous segment of the discourse. Thus, the Lithuanian response particles are
investigated with respect to their place in turns and sequences as well as with a
relationship to the prior and the following remark.

Note that the distinction among the categories of discourse particles,
discourse markers, pragmatic particles and modal particles cross-linguistically as
well as language-particularly is not clear and well established (cf. Panov 2023).
However, response particles used in discourse and fulfilling discourse functions are
labelled as discourse particles in the present study. The Lithuanian response particles
functioning as discourse particles occur in language-specific constructions.

4. Response particles in Old Lithuanian writings
While trying to sketch the usage of RPs in the earliest texts of Lithuanian, one must
note that in Old Lithuanian, only the items taip ‘yes’, ne ‘no’ and nu ‘well’ are
attested: the particles jo ‘yeah’, aha and mhm are absent. This may be due to the
nature of the earliest Lithuanian texts: these are written texts and do not reflect
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actual speech of the period. In the analysed Old Lithuanian texts, the particle taip
‘yes’ prototypically functions as an adverb (9-11) or a conjunction (12):

(10) Bet Bitiis wienu 3od3iu / kaip perkiiny fudauzo Iénas s. kad teip bito / O
Diewas buwo tafsai 5odis. (DP 44,24)

‘But John shatters these like a thunderbolt with a single word whenever they
speak like that; and God was that word.’

(11) Del to tu weifdi fwairai / iog afch teip geras efmi? (BP 1230,17)

‘That's why you're staring so hard that I'm se good?’

(12) Man macszis ira diita teip danguie kaip ffemeie. (BP 110,20)

‘Power is given to me both in heaven and on earth’
Example (11) illustrates an emphatic context, where faip accompanies the adjective
geras “good” and functions as an emphasizer. In (12), the particle faip forms a
correlative conjunction taip... kaip... ‘as... as’. As indicated in examples above, taip
‘yes’ in most cases takes medial position: there are no cases where the particle
appears in initial position in responses to a previous discourse (resp. text segments).
The particle ne ‘no’, by contrast, is already used as a particle. It is found in
responsive contexts, €. g.:

(13) Er effi Prarakas? Atfake anas / Ne. (BP 139,5)

‘Are you a prophet? - No, - he replied.’
Here, the particle ne ‘no’ stands as a negative reply to a polar question. Besides, in
BP and DP, ne functions as a part of correlative conjunctions netiktai..., net ir...,
netiktai..., bet ir... (‘not only..., but also...”) that are used to connect and emphasize
two constituents at the same position, cf.:

(14) Tad prafiko wifsa minia / bitédama. Ne tq / bet imk’ tq / o itdifk’
mumus Barabéf5iy. (DP 168a(168),15-16)

‘Then the whole crowd shouted and spoke: ‘Not this one, but take that one
and release Barabbas to us.’

(15) [1]r tafjai ira numaldimu mufu grieku / o netiktai mufu / net ir wifjo
Swieto. (BP 11 102,10)

‘He is expiation for our sins, and not only for our sins but for those of the
whole world.’

Turning to the particle nu ‘well’, in Old Lithuanian writings, the particle is
employed as a temporal adverb and carries a meaning of ‘now’, cf.:

(16) Kq afs darau /tu ny nesindi: bet potam 3inéfsi. (DP 136,4)

‘What I do, you don't know now, but you will know later.’
In (16), the meaning of time is reinforced by another lexical marker conveying time,
i. e. by the adverb potam “later”. The marker under study is also characteristic for
other languages: Slavic (no, nu), German (na, nu, nun, nuna, nd), even for aerially
distant Semitic languages (Sawicki, 2012, p. 163; Auer, Maschler 2016). Thus, the
spread of na/nu markers exhibits an areal tendency. There is evidence of universal
developmental paths of the markers under consideration: in previous stages of
different languages, na/nu served as a deictic adverb of time and eventually evolved
into a discourse particle (see Auer, Maschler, 2016). Due to the lack of research on
the Lithuanian data, it is hard to say whether the origin of the Lithuanian particle nu
‘well” can be explained through its relation to the adverbs nu and ninai ‘now/today’.

Typically, nu ‘well’ is found in medial position though at times it may be
used clause-initially as well, cf.:

(17) Pirmo pamok(lo fchos Schwentes / ape Dangaus flengima Pono Kriftaus
/ Nu klaufikit teipaieg ir antro pamokflo. (BP 11 117,9)

‘The first sermon of this feast about the ascension of Christ. Now listen to the
second sermon as well.’
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The particle nu in the initial position can no longer be associated with the
deictic meaning of time, but with the text-deictic meaning: the author indicates that
it is at this place in the text one has to listen to the second sermon. In other words, in
such cases nu refers to a specific place in a text. As noted by Lenker (2010, p. 61),
the adverbial nu ‘now’ in Old English used to be associated not only with real time,
but also with text creation time, and, as a consequence, tended to be used with verbs
referring to the following text. In this respect, the Lithuanian adverb nu can also be
interpreted as a metalinguistic device indicating text producing time and projecting
the text that follows (resp. discourse).

5. Response particles in Present-day Lithuanian: affirmative type
To begin with, the functions of the particles under study will be shown to be closely
related to the grammatical construction of their prior talk. The data show that RPs
appear in question-answer, also assertion-reaction and directive-reaction sequences.
The diagram below indicates that the particles (affirmative as well as negative) most
frequently follow assertions and questions.

100
80

60
40 I I
S | | |

Particle Particle JO Particle Particle Particle NE
TAIP AHA MHM

o O

B Questions ™ Assertions Directives

Thus, primary functions of the particles encompass responding to previous
turns. When the yes-type particles (i. e. taip, jo, aha, mhm) are in postposition to
questions, they serve as affirmative answers to yes-no questions, cf. (18):

(18)

Draugai kalbasi: ‘Friends are talking:

*4: +< Kq baigei? *A: What studies did you finish?

*B: Baigiau filologijq, dabar *B: I graduated from philology,
kalbotyrq stud@nz [:studijuoju] +/. now | am studying linguistics.

*4: +< Filologija yra su *A: Is phylology about
kalbom(is)? languages?

*B: Taip. *B: Yes.’

In such conversational environments, the yes-type particles function as confirmation
devices: by using a certain response particle, the speaker acknowledges that a
proposition of a previous utterance is true. Moreover, there are contexts where the
affirmative particles are used in index epistemic stance, namely, the particles
respond to a previous turn that implies co-participant’s uncertainty with respect to
what Speaker B has said or to the existence of some state of affairs. As confirmation
devices, the affirmative particles typically stand alone in an utterance and seal the
whole sequence initiated by a yes-no question.
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The Lithuanian affirmative particles are used not only to answer polar
questions, but also to confirm any fact or thought; thus, they can also stand as

agreement markers, cf. (19-20):

19)

Draugés kalbasi kavinéje:

*A: Zinai, slenkantis grafikas,
blemba@k, iseis Sventém(s), dirbsi.

*B.: Nu taip, ¢ia jau minusas
toks, nieko nepakeisi.

(20)

Namuose kalbasi mama su
dukra:

*A.: Kam, neapsimoka, jeigu
skrydis, nu kad ten jau nuo pusés
keturiy jau jleidzia j tq laukimo sale.

*B: Ai.

*A: Nu, tai nieko neapsimoka
daryt(i) jau.

*B. Jo, ten paskiau nenuvaziuosi,

‘Friends talking in a cafe:

*A: You know, rotating
schedule, if there are holidays, you will
have to work.

*B: Well, yes, that's the
drawback, you won't change anything.’

‘Mother and daughter talking
at home:

*A: Why, not worth it if the
flight; well, they let you into that
waiting room from half past three.

*B: Ah.

*A: Well, it's not worth doing
anything already.

*B: Yeah, you won't go there

gali nespét(i). then, you might not make it.”
Sequences with response particles as agreement markers are initiated by assertions.
By indicating agreement, the Lithuanian yes-type particles confirm a previous
statement and admit it as being true. The speakers share the access to what is being
talked about: in (18), Speaker B agrees with the fact that a rotating schedule is a
drawback, and, in (19), Speaker B agrees with the statement that “it's not worth
doing anything already”. In such cases, the affirmative particles respond to the prior
“affiliation-relevant utterance” (Sorjonen, 2001, p. 167) that displays a stance
toward an issue that the speaker treats as known to the recipient. In other words, the
speaker claims affiliation by implying ‘I agree with you, and I am on your side’.

The yes-type particles can appear in questions themselves. In such cases, the
speaker uses the particles faip or jo to ask or request for confirmation: (s)he checks
information that (s)he thinks (s)he knows is true, cf.:

21)
Vaikas ir mama Ziiri ‘A child and mother are looking
nuotraukas: at pictures:

*A. Viskas, pykstu, reikia eit(i)
eiti miegucio, jo?

*A: That's it, I'm angry, you need
to go and take a nap, huh?

*B: Mhhh. *B: Mhhh.

*A.: Aha, reik(ia) eiti miegucio, *A: Yeah, gotta go take a nap,
taip? yeah?

*B: Mhhh. *B: Mhhh.’

As can be seen from the example, one finds the affirmative particles jo and taip in
interrogative tags. We can talk of the association of RPs with questions which invite
confirmation of knowledge which the questioner already possesses. Simultaneously,
such questions formulate themselves as answers that do not provide (any) new
information. The latter claim may be justified by the provided example (21) where
interrogative tags are followed by the affirmative particle mhAm indicating weak
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commitment of the co-participant to the conversation: the particle mAm stands alone
and closes the turn in which it is used.

In assertion-reaction paired turns, the yes-type particles encode various
further intersubjective meanings, for example speaker’s understanding (22) or
surprise (23):

(22)

Namuose Seima dirba ‘At home, the family works on
kompiuteriais: computers:

*4: Paduok man atmintukq is *A: Give me the USB from the
stalciuko. drawer.

*B: Tuoj paduosiu. *B: Just a minute.

*A: Atmintukq as turiu galvoj(e). *A: T have the USB in mind.

*B: Taip taip. Neéra. *B: Yes yes. There is no.’

(23)

Dukra kalbasi su tévu: ‘Daughter talking to father:

*4: Kaip vakar praéjo diena? *A: How was your day yesterday?

*B: Vakar labai smagiai. *B: Yesterday was very fun.

*4: Jo? *A: Really?

*B: Buvau su draugais Birstone. *B: I was with my friends in

Birstonas.’

In (22), the speaker indicates that (s)he understands what is being talked about (‘yes,
I do understand that you have the USB in mind’). It has been mentioned that the
affirmative particles index mutually shared information, but in examples like (23),
the Lithuanian affirmative particles faip and jo are closely associated with the
emergence of new information. Alongside the English particle o, the Lithuanian
particle jo is used as a ‘change-of-state’ token: “its producer has undergone some
kind of change in his or her locally current state of knowledge, information,
orientation or awareness” (Heritage, 1984, p. 299). Thus, speaker’s A response Jo?
in (23) receives previous information as new and simultaneously evaluates it as
surprising.

Besides the functions of affirmative particles discussed above, the usage of
the Lithuanian affirmative particles can be described in terms of discourse
organization: they function as discourse particles that begin a stretch of talk, cf.:

(24)

Namuose kalbasi mama su ‘Mother and daughter talking
dukra: at home:

*A.: Koncertus pazék@st *A: Check concerts, see who will
[ paziirek], kas koncertuos. perform.

*B: Koncerty dabar nerodo, *B: There are no concerts now,
nevyksta, o spektakliai +//. but performances are taking place.

*A: Imk. *A: Book it.

*B. Taip, pavyzdziui, Primadonos, *B: Yes, for example,
Cia senas yra jau kazkoks. “Primadonos”, this one here is old.’

In (24), the speaker does not reply to the directive imk ‘order’ but returns to his/her
previous statement (“there are no concerts now, but performances are taking place”),
gives an example of the performance (“Primadonos™) and prefaces this
exemplification by the particle faip ‘yes’. It must be noted that in the analysed data
the function under discussion is typical for the particle taip only: neither jo nor aha
and mhm are found in such sequential environments.
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The least frequent contexts where the yes-type particles appear are responses
to directives (commands, suggestions etc.), cf.:

(25)

Pasnekovai kalbasi ‘The interlocutors talk over
pusryCiaudami: breakfast:

*4:+< Labas_rytas. *A: Good morning.

*B: Labas, Grazvydai. *B: Hi, Grazvydas.

*C. Eiksi, Grazvydai, valgyt(i). *C: Come to eat, Grazvydas.

*4: Aha, tuoj. *A: Yeah, just a minute.’

Here, the particle aha provides an acceptance of invitation and Speaker A replies in
the following way: “Yes, I will come, just a minute”. As a response to an imperative,
the particle is most often all the speaker says in his/her turn, though the particle can
also be followed by further linguistic elements in the same turn (as in (25) by the
adverb fuoj ‘soon’).

Separate attention should be paid to the particles aha and mhm. The data
show that they both exhibit what Jefferson calls ‘passive recipiency’ (Jefferson
1984): by using this term it is proposed that “the co-participant is still in the midst of
some course of talk, and shall go on talking” (Sorjonen, 2001, p. 25), cf.:

(26)
Kalbasi vyras ir moteris: ‘A man and a woman are
talking:
*A: Net ir jy neuztenka, kad biity *A: Even they are not enough so
tvarka. that there would be an order.
*B: Taip. *B: Yes.
*4: Jo, reikia, nezinau, dazniau *A: It is necessary, I don't know,
tuos generalinius tokius padaryt(i). to do regular cleaning.
*B: Mhm. *B: Mhm.
*A: O tada jau bus lengviau Siaip *A: And then it will be easier to
tuos patvarkymus, ir jie greiciau. do those repairs anyway, and they will
be faster.
*B: Mhm. *B: Mhm.’

In (26), the particle mhm seems to be a weaker and a more neutral acknowledgement
token than the particle taip ‘yes’, displaying weak commitment to the talk to which
it responds. Besides, the particles aha and mhm stands as ‘continuers’ (Sacks 1992)
that express speaker’s understanding, cf.:

27)

Kalbasi du studentai ‘Two first-year students are
pirmakursiai: talking:

*A. Ten tai fainai labai, kur mes *A: It's very nice there, where we
gyvenom(e), dviejy auksty toks, Zinai. lived, two-storied, you know.

*B: Aaa. *B: Aaa.

*4: Gerai, tie kambariai faini. *A: It’s good, those rooms are

nice.

*B: Aha. *B: Yeah.

*A: Nawji baldai visiskai. *A: Completely new furniture.

*B: Aha, aha. *B: Yeah, yeah.

*A: Fainai. *A: That was nice.’

By using the particles aha or mhm, the speaker indicates that (s)he is following co-
participant’s thoughts. It means that the particles under consideration less often
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initiate further speakership: the speaker does not take a floor. The particles merely
respond to the factual character of the prior utterance and registers it as understood,
leaving aside its affiliation-relevant aspect.

In Lithuanian, an affirmative response to a polar question may contain
another particle, i. e. nu ‘well’. Though the particle under consideration is not
ascribed to the class of response particles in Lithuanian grammars, it can also appear
in responses to interrogatives. Nu is multifunctional and performs an array of
different functions both in responsive as well as non-responsive environments:
“justifications, explanations, reactions or reasons pertaining to the information
conveyed by the previous speaker” (Solien¢, 2020, p. 246). Generally, the particle
nu is not produced as a free-standing turn in its own right: rather, it occurs in
combination with other lexical or clausal units. However, the particle under
consideration can be deployed as a stand-alone turn-constructional unit: in
responsive contexts, nu conveys an affirmative response (see Example 28). Thus, we
can observe two different nu particles in Lithuanian: one of them is the bound
(unstressed) particle which is often accompanied by other particles (for example, nu
taip ‘well, yes’, nu ne ‘well, no’ etc.) and another is a response particle proper which
is a free form. Similarly to the cases of other response particles in Lithuanian,
meanings of nu are particularized through context.

(28)

Dukra moko tévg naudotis ‘Daughter teaches father to use
telefonu. the phone.

*4: Nu kas, pabandykit(e) tg *A: Well, try to press that... to
paspaust(i) tq vidurinj - pasaulj. Tg va, press that middle — the world. This one,
tq [/] tq pas, ¢ia vidurinis, cia. that one [/] that one, here is the middle

one, here.

*B: Cia? *B: Here?

*4: Nu. Man tai reikia, atrodo, *A: Yes. It seems to me, you need
rasyt(i) adresq ten interneto. to write the web address there.’

In line with other affirmative particles, nu ‘well’ indicates response to a polar
question and functions as a confirmation marker.

In other response contexts with nu, no straightforward confirmation or
disconfirmation is provided. In other words, the speaker neither confirms nor
disconfirms the proposition of the previous utterance, cf.:

(29)
Namuose kalbasi mama su ‘Mother and daughter talking
dukra: at home:
*A: Ta, turbiit, ta Sventé tai buvo *A: Probably, that celebration
tokia trumpa, ane? Bendro pobudzio? was so short, wasn't it? Of general
character?
*B: Nu, biskj padainavo ten. *B: Well, they were singing a bit
there.’

In the example above, the speaker does not directly confirm that celebration was
short or of general character: (s)he specifies in the nu-prefaced turn that people were
singing a bit there. Like Russian nu ‘well’, the Lithuanian particle nu occurs in non-
straightforward responses (cf. Bolden, 2018, p. 35).

As already mentioned, the particle nu ‘well’ forms collocations with other
affirmative particles (especially with faip ‘yes’ and jo ‘yeah’) and, in this way,
signals speaker’s stance, affiliation, cf.:
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(30)

Draugés kalbasi kavinéje:

*4: Nu, aisku, kai po darbo
grizti, tai jau nelabai eisi sportuot.

‘Friends talking in a cafe:

*A: Well, of course, when you
come back after work, you won't go in
for sports much.

*B: Yeah, if you say when you
finish work, you'll be terribly tired.

*A: Well yeah, it's still twelve
hours, so, for example, when two days
are free, we'll go on those two free
days.’

*B: Tai jo, jeigu sakai, kada
baigi, tai biisi Ziauriai pavargus.

*A: Nu jo, vis_tiek dvylika
valandy, tai, pavyzdziui, kai dvi laisvos,
tai per tas abidvi laisvas eitumém.

Here, the usage of nu reflects the contexts of other Lithuanian yes-type particles
where they preface responses aligning or affiliating with the initiating action and
operates as agreement markers.

Nu-prefaced responses may reject the assumption that the respondent knows
the answer. More specifically, nu ‘well’ emerges in responses that claim a lack of
knowledge, cf.:

3D

Svetainéje kalbasi mama ir
siinaus draugé:

*A: +< Bet, pavyzdziui, j svecius
gali kas ateit(i), ane? Turi pasq palikt(i)
kazkaip, ar ne?

‘A mother and her son's friend
are talking in the living room:

*A: But, for example, someone
can come to visit you, right? You have
to leave your passport somehow, don't
you?

*B: Well, I do not know. No one
came to visit me.’

*B: Nu, nezinau. Pas mane
niek(a)s néjo j svecius.

Here, Speaker B replies by claiming a lack of knowledge and then accounting for
not knowing by saying that (s)he has no similar experience (‘I don’t know whether it
is possible to come to visit since no one came to visit me”’).

To sum up, the use of affirmative Lithuanian particles in diverse sequential
environment determines their multifunctionality: functions of the particles range
from positive responses to intersubjective values.

6. Response particles in Present-day Lithuanian: negative type
As discussed in Section 2, Lithuanian grammars describe the negative particle ne
‘no’ as a response particle, while its use in reactions to assertions is not examined. In
polar questions-initiated sequences, the negative particle ne ‘no’ may be associated
with both negative and positive responses (rejections and confirmations
respectively). In assertion-initiated sequences, the particle ne ‘no’ can stand as an
agreement marker, e. g.:

(32)

Namuose kalbasi mociuté ir
aniiké.

*4: Nu tai_vuot@d [: tai_vat], va

‘Grandmother and
granddaughter are talking at home.
*A: Well, that's the most

tas svarbiausiai, ka@d [: kad] ne tokie va
kazkokie va, tokie labai jau iSsistatantys.
*B: Ne, jie patys tai labai paprasti.
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important thing, that they're not so... so
arrogant.

*B: No, they themselves are
very simple.’

37



Erika Jasionyté-Mikucioniené

In the given context, another agreement marker, i. e. the affirmative particle taip
“yes”, could also be used.

However, agreement contexts with the particle ne ‘no’ are not frequent. In
assertion-initiated turns, ne ‘no’ more often corrects (33) or negates (34) a previous
proposition, cf.:

(33)

Draugés kalbasi kavinéje. ‘Friends are talking in a cafe.

*4: Nes ketriasdesim *A: Because forty is too expensive
[ keturiasdeSimt] tai man jau biskj for me.
per brangu.

*B: Ne, trisdesimt_du sake. *B: No, thirty-two, they said.’

(34)

Svetainéje kalbasi mama ir ‘A mother and her son's friend
sinaus draugé. are talking in the living room.

*A: AS jsivaizdavau, kad, *A: I imagined that, you know,
supranti, ten viskas netoli pesSkom everything is within walking distance.
nueit(i).

*B: Ne ne. [...] [J]eigu pirma *B: No no. [I]f the first lecture,
paskaita, kq_Zinau, kokia ten I don’t know, for example, psychology,
psichologija, tada turi vazZiuot(i) j savo  then you have to go to your faculty
fakultetq. by bus.’

In (33), Speaker A claims that forty is too expensive for her but Speaker B corrects
the initiating assertion and, at the same time, cancels an incorrect presupposition by
saying that it is not true: something costs thirty-two but not forty. Similarly, in (34),
the ne-prefaced turn rejects an assumption that everything is within walking
distance: Speaker B tells that if the first lecture is psychology, which is taught at the
faculty, then one has to go by bus. Moreover, in assertion-reaction sequences ne ‘no’
can negate expectations, implied presuppositions, cf.:

(35)

Kalbasi mama su sinumi: ‘A mother talks to her son:

*4: Nu, ten grynai toks, as *A: Well, it's just like that, I
nezinau, kq ten veikt(i). Ten kaip don't know what to do there. It's like
kokioj(e) Ukmergéj(e) va ar Jonavoj(e). some Ukmerge or Jonava. Well,
Nu rimtai. seriously.

*B: Ne, tai gali but(i). *B: No, it can be.’

Here, Speaker A says that some place resembles such small Lithuanian towns like
Ukmergé or Jonava and, at the end of his/her turn, adds a remark: “Well, seriously”.
The latter remark indicates a possible assumption by the co-participant (Speaker B)
that (s)he does not believe in the truth of the information being conveyed. But then
Speaker B responses by the ne-prefaced turn implying: “No, it is not the case that |
do not believe in what you are saying; it can be”.

Besides assertion-reaction pairs, the negative particle ne ‘no’ — in line with
the discussed affirmative particles — can also be associated with directive-reaction
pairs, €. g.:

(36)

Seima pietauja. ‘A family is having lunch.
*A: Labai skaniis. Acii. *A: Very tasty. Thank you.
*B: Imk dar. *B: Take more.

*4: Ne ne. *A: No no.’
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(37

Kalbasi mama su siinumi: ‘A mother talks to her son:

*4: O neturi kiidesnio sirio? *A: Don’t you have low-fat
cheese?

*B: Zinok, labai skanus, Mantai. *B: You know, it's very tasty,
Mantas.

*4: Ne, labai daug sociyjy *A: No, very high in saturated

riebaly. fat.’

In (35), there is a straightforward directive imk “take” but the speaker rejects the
offer to take more food. Example (36) illustrates an indirect offer to taste the cheese
(Speaker B says: “You know, it's very tasty, Mantas”). Speaker A starts his
responsive turn with the particle ne ‘no’ and then completes it by providing an
explanation for not eating the cheese that is very high in saturated fat.

The data presented in this section show that the functions of the negative
Lithuanian particle ne ‘no’ are not as varied as those of the affirmative particles taip
‘yes’, jo, aha, mhm ‘yeah’ or nu ‘well’: the particle ne ‘no’ encodes less
intersubjective functions and, as a consequence, indicates a lower degree of
intersubjectification.

7. Concluding remarks
The present study settles the inventory of response particles in Lithuanian
conversation (i.e. spontaneous private communication) and complements the
existing descriptions of the particles in Lithuanian grammars. By using the
methodological framework of conversation analysis, it has been explored the kinds
of meanings recipients display when responding with a particle to what the co-
participant just said. It has been observed that the particles under analysis mainly
appear in positive responses. This may be due to the fact that the inventory of
affirmative particles is much more abundant than the inventory of negative particles.

The Lithuanian response particles are used turn-initially and display a wide
range of functions. The primary functions of the particles encompass responding to a
previous turn: they occur as positive or negative answers to polar (yes-no) questions,
as responses to assertions and directives, and as so-called feedback (or back-
channel) elements. Affirmative particles firstly operate as confirmation and
agreement markers, while negative particles (namely, the particle ne ‘no’), on their
turn, primarily operate as contradiction or disagreement markers, though at times
they have also a capacity of functioning as agreement devices. Some of the
affirmative particles are associated with distinct functions: the particles aha and
mhm mark ‘passive recipiency’ and, at the same time, a dispreference to continue the
current topic (both particles do not initiate speakership).

Sequential contexts appear to have an impact on the emergence of discursive
(resp. interactional) meanings of RPs that are not discussed in Lithuanian grammars.
The particles under consideration (especially the affirmative ones) may encode
various interpersonal (resp. intersubjective) functions: speaker’s stance, affiliation,
surprise, understanding etc. Some of the particles (for example, the affirmative
particle faip ‘yes’ or the negative particle ne ‘no’) are associated with discourse
organization: they function as discourse particles that begin a stretch of talk and
show textual relations with previous turns.
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The Lithuanian response particles may be deployed either as stand-alone turn-
constructional units or as turn prefaces. When response particles stand separately,
they tend to close the whole (conversational) sequence initiated by polar questions
or assertions or directives and operate as feedback elements. Some of the analysed
particles (for example, nu ‘well”) do not operate as stand-alone turn-constructional
units and favour collocating with other affirmative particles.
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Pesiome
SAcionure-Miky4yonene Epika

®PA30BI YACTKH B JIMTOBCHKIA PO3MOBI
TA KOHCTPYKIII 3BOPOTHOI'O 3B’SI3KY

[ocranoBka mpo6iemu. IlporsroM ocCTaHHIX pOKIB  (pa3oBi  YacTKu
00roBoOproBasiCs B paMKax iHTepakiiitaux mpocuimkens (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015;
Holmberg 2016; Sorjonen 2001; Wiltschko 2017; Heritage, Sorjonen, eds. 2018
cepen iHIKX). BoHu Oyiu mpoaHasi3oBaHi 3 aKIICHTOM Ha 3B’S30K MK YaCTKaMH Ta
CTPYKTYPOIO  JHCKypCy. 30Kpema, pO3IJISHYTI YacTKu Oyiau MpeaMeToM
JOCITIJPKEHHS 3BOPOTHO-IHIMIAIBHUX YaCTOK, SIKI 1HINIAIFHO PO3TAIOBaHI B PO3MOBI
MOTIEPEMIHHO. Y JIUTOBCHKIM MOBI IHBEHTAp YaCTOK HEOJHOPITHUH SK CEMAHTUYHO,
Tak i cTpykTypHo. HasBHI onmcn 30cepemkeni Ouible Ha okpemux wactkax (Petit
2010; Sawicki 2012; Soliené 2015, 2020; Jasionyté-Mikucioniené 2019, 2021;
Panov 2019; Ruskan 2019), Toxi sk He 0yi0 3HaIEHO KOJIHOTO JOCIHIHKCHHS, SKE
0 CHCTEeMaTHYHO JOCIHI/DKYyBaJIO Pi3HI CEMaHTWUYHI KJIaCH 4YacTOK Ha OCHOBI
CUHXPOHHUX Ta JIaXpOHHUX MJaHUX. SIK HACTiJOK, JIMTOBCBKI (Ppa3oBi YaCTKU
OTpUMAJIH BiTHOCHO MaJIO YBaru 3 OOKY JIIHTBICTiB.

Meta nocnimkeHHs — 3’scyBaTH (YHKIIOHAIBHY AMCTPHOYLiIO (PpasoBHX YaCTOK
(JacTok BIAIMOBIII) B CydacHi¥ JIMTOBCHKIM MOBI, 1i pOJIb Y CTPYKTYpi TUCKYpCY Ta ii
BILTUB Ha (DYHKIII] YaCTOK.

Metoau. JlocnmipkeHHsI TPYHTYETbCS Ha JaHuX Kopmycy po3MOBHOI JIMTOBCHKOL
MOBH, a caM¢ — JaHuUX CYOKOPIYCy CIIOHTAaHHOTO IIPUBATHOTO CIILUIKYBaHHS.
3acTOoCOBaHO TPHHIMIM KOHBEPCAIIHOTO aHami3y. JIUTOBCHKI (pa3oBi YacTKU
JOCTIKEHO Yy B3aeMOJii: (YHKIIi 9acTOK IPYHTYIOThCS Ha CTPYKTYpi pO3MOBH, B
SIKIH BOHM BIXKHBAIOTHhCS, Ha TONEPETHBOMY BINPi3Ky auckypcey. OcoOnmBOCTI
BXXKMBaHHS Ta (DYHKIT Y4acTOK JOCHIIPKEHO Y TaKUX IOCHIJOBHOCTAX: THTaHHS-
BIJIMOBI/Ti, TBEPPKEHHS-PEAKIII] Ta TUPEKTUBU-PEAKIII.

PesyabTarn. JlocnimkeHHs TOKa3aio, 0 OCHOBHA (DYHKIIiS TAKUX YaCTOK IOJISTAE
y pearyBaHHI Ha NOMEPEAHI BIIPI30K JUCKYpPCY: BOHU BUCTYIAIOTH SK IMO3UTUBHI
a0o HeraTWBHI BiAIOBi/I Ha TMOJAPHI (TaK-Hi) MATAHHSI, K PEaKIii Ha TBEPIKCHHS
abo IUPEeKTHBU, a TAaKOXK SK TaK 3BaHI €JEMEHTH 3BOPOTHOrO 3B’s3Ky (abo
3BOpPOTHOrO KaHanmy). CTBep/KyBallbHI 4acTKM (YHKIIOHYIOTh TIEPeayCiM SK
MapKepH MiATBEp/DKEHHS Ta 3TOIU, TOMI SK 3alepedHi YacTKH, Y CBOIO 4Epry,
nepeayciM (QYHKIIOHYIOTh SIK MapKepu HE3TOI, X04a IHKOJIHM BOHH TaKOX 37aTHI
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(byHKIIOHYBaTH K 3aco0m 3roau. KpiM TOro, B pO3MOBHOMY JTMCKYPCi PO3TIISHYTI
4acTKH (0COOJIMBO CTBEPIKYBAJIbHI) MOXYTh KOJYBaTH Pi3Hi MiKOCOOHCTIiCHI (abo
iHTepCyO’€KTHI) (DYHKIIIT: TO3HUITII0 MOBIIS, IPHHAJICKHICTD, 3IUBYBaHHS, PO3YMIHHS
tormo. JlesKi 3 4acTOK 1MoB’si3aHi 3 OpraHi3ali€ro TUCKypCy: BOHH (YHKIIOHYIOTH K
JTUCKYPCUBHI YACTKH, IO IHII[IFOIOTh BHUCIOBIIOBAHHS MOBISI B PO3MOBI Ta
JEMOHCTPYIOTh TEKCTOBI 3B’SI3KH 3 IMOTIEPETHIMA BHCIOBIIOBAHHIMH.

Hduckycis. Ile mocmipkeHHsS Hagae JOKa3W TOTO, IO TOCHTIJOBHHH KOHTEKCT, B
SKOMY BXXHBAaHOTbCS (pa3oBi dYacTku (BiNOBiMi), BHUSBISETHCS OCHOBHUM
YUHHUKOM: BiH BIUIMBAE€ Ha TIOSABY JMCKYPCHBHHUX (BIIIOBIMHO 1HTEPAKTHBHHX )
3HAYEHb YaCTOK BiJIIOBi/I, sIKi He OyJI0 PO3IIISIHYTO B JINTOBCHKUX TPAMATHKAX.
KarouoBi cioBa: ¢pa3oBi uyacTku (BiIIOBifi), CTBEP/UKYBaJbHI Ta 3alepedHi
YacTKH, TMOCTIOBHOCTI 3alMTaHb-BIAMOBiNEH, JHMTOBChKA pPO3MOBHA MOBa,
KOHCTPYKIIisi 3BOPOTHOT'O 3B SI3KY.

Abstract
Jasionyté-Mikucioniené Erika

RESPONSE PARTICLES IN LITHUANIAN CONVERSATION
AND TURN DESIGN

Background. Over the last years, response particles have been discussed within
interactional studies (Roelofsen & Farkas 2015; Holmberg 2016; Sorjonen 2001;
Wiltschko 2017; Heritage, Sorjonen, eds. 2018 among others). They have been
analysed by emphasizing the relationship between the particles and discourse
structure. More specifically, the particles under consideration have been the subject
of investigations on turn-initial particles that are initially positioned in a
conversation in turns. In Lithuanian, the inventory of particles is heterogeneous both
in the semantic and the structural respects. The existing descriptions focus more on
individual particles (Petit 2010; Sawicki 2012; Soliené 2015, 2020; Jasionyté-
Mikucioniené 2019, 2021; Panov 2019; Ruskan 2019), while no research has been
found that systematically surveyed different semantic classes of particles based on
synchronic as well as diachronic data. As a consequence, Lithuanian response
particles have received relatively little attention by linguists.

Purpose. The paper examines response particles in conversational Lithuanian.
The purpose of the study is to explore functional distribution of response particles
in modern Lithuanian, their role in discourse structure and its impact on functions of
particles.

Methods. The study is based on spoken data which are drawn from The Corpus
of Spoken  Lithuanian, namely, its sub-corpus of spontaneous private
communication. The principles of conversation analysis are applied. Lithuanian
response particles are studied in interaction: the functions of the particles are based
on the structure of the conversation in which they are used, the previous segment
of the discourse. The distinctive usages and functions of the particles
are investigated in the following sequences: questions-answers, assertions-reactions
and directives-reactions.

Results. This study has shown that the primary functions of the particles encompass
responding to a previous turn: they occur as positive or negative answers to polar
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(yes-no) questions, as responses to assertions or directives, and as so-called feedback
(or back-channel) elements. In the first place, the affirmative particles operate as
confirmation and agreement markers, while negative particles, in their turn,
primarily operate as disagreement markers, though at times they have also a capacity
of functioning as agreement devices. Besides, in spoken discourse, the particles
under consideration (especially the affirmative ones) may encode various
interpersonal (resp. intersubjective) functions: speaker’s stance, affiliation, surprise,
understanding etc. Some of the particles are associated with discourse organization:
they function as discourse particles that initiate a speaker’s saying in a conversation
and demonstrate textual relations with previous statements.

Discussion. This study provides evidence that sequential environments, where
response particles are used, appear to be central: they have an impact on the
emergence of discursive (resp. interactional) meanings of response particles that
have not been discussed in Lithuanian grammars.

Key words: response particles, affirmative and negative particles, question-answer
sequences, Lithuanian conversation, turn design.
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